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U.K.
by
Alexandra Jane Skew

Despite a wealth of research in the U.K. on thekstid lone parents, in recent years there has
been a lack of research on the dynamics of lonenplanod, particularly leaving lone
parenthood. In an attempt to fill this gap, thisdis provides a detailed study of repartnering
patterns of lone mothers in the U.K. This studysube first 14 waves of the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS), a nationally repiase survey conducted annually which
interviews every adult member of a sample of arday®@0 households amounting to around
10,000 individual interviews. This data is partemly advantageous for this study due to its
prospective longitudinal nature, allowing lone nesthto be captured at the point of entry into
lone motherhood and their repartnering patterrsetanalysed over subsequent waves. In
addition the data enabled the construction of mleaihd cohabitation histories for lone
mothers in order to control for any effect of prisiion history on the probability of
repartnering.

Employing discrete time event history analysis teghes, the first part of this research
examines repartnering among two distinct groudsreé mothers; those entering through the
breakdown of a cohabiting or marital union and ¢éhestering through the birth of a child
whilst single and never-married. Of particular ret is the effect of these different routes of
entry into lone motherhood on the timing and deteamts of repartnering and the types of
new unions formed. The second part of the studisseidentify if repartnering is associated
with improved well-being for lone mothers. Usingexies of pooled logistic regression models
this thesis explores the association of repartgesiith transitions in three domains: economic,
demographic and health.

Amongst those entering lone motherhood througtbteakdown of a previous partnership the
most important determinant of repartnering is fotmtle age at entry into lone motherhood.
However, the economic situation of a lone motheparticular whether or not she was
receiving Income Support, has a much strongerentte on repartnering among single never
married lone mothers than age. The duration of tontherhood is found to be similar for both
types of lone mother, -estimated at around fiveagdaowever controlling for a number of
demographic and socio-economic factors suggestsrttmbility of repartnering is lower for
those entering through the breakdown of a cohahitabmpared with those entering through
the dissolution of a marriage. There appears @ jpeference for cohabitation over marriage
with nearly three quarters of those who repartnereding into a cohabiting union. However,
the higher chance of moving into a marriage fostheho were previously married appears to
result from a high proportion reconciling with arfeer partner.

Examining the relationship between repartnering@heér transitions occurring in three
domains reveals that repartnering is likely to e@ainst a backdrop of other changes.
Repartnering is strongly associated with an impnoeet in financial situation, residential
mobility and an increase in the number of residimpendent children. Although no direct link
is found between repartnering and improved meralth outcomes, the strong association
between improved financial well-being and an imgroent in mental health indicates
repartnering may be indirectly related to bettentakehealth. However, the finding of a direct
association between poorer mental health and regarg warrants further investigation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Single parents, lone parents and one parent farahe all terms used to describe the
growing number of unmarried, separated, divorcedidowed mothers and fathers

who are bringing up their dependent children withepartner or spouse. Lone parents,
as they are often referred to in the more rectsrliure on this family type, now
represent a quarter of all families with dependadriidren in Britain according to the
2006 Families and Children Study (Conolly and K2608). In fact, as Conolly and
Kerr (2008) highlight, the majority of lone pareat® actually lone mothers, with lone
fathers accounting for only five per cent.

The steady rise in the number of lone mothers camgmrt of a wider change to family
structures in the UK which began in the early 191@sst notably as a result of a
decline in first marriage rates, a rise in divorates, a growing trend for cohabitation
over marriage and an increase in extra-maritatibleihring. At the beginning of this
period the number of lone parent families was esti@ah at around half a million
(Haskey, 1998). Data collected by the 2001 Censlisate that there are now in
excess of 1.79 million such families in Great BritdRowlingson (2001) highlights
several factors which have been proposed as pessabkes of this trend including
structural economic shifts, such as changing levefemale and male employment
rates which have impacted upon and altered le¥etssquality between men and
women; changes in the welfare state and legislaiwrounding family life, such as the
Divorce Reform Act; and changes in cultural valaed individual attitudes towards

childbearing and relationships.

As a result of this increase in lone parenthooeletnas been a subsequent rise in

research into this issue across a range of differesdemic disciplines. Demographers
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have sought to estimate numbers and investigatacteaistics, as recommended by the
Finer Report (Finer, 1974), which considered thebjams associated with lone parent
families and called for better estimation of thentner, sex, and characteristics of one-
parent families (Leete, 1978). Unlike vital evestish as births, deaths, marriages and
divorces, there is no formal registration of thentver of lone parent families making
estimation of the numbers of this family type difit. In particular this has meant it
has been necessary to rely upon survey data im twdierive estimates outside of
census years. This estimation procedure begantiativork of Leete (1978) and has
continued with the work of Haskey (1989; 1991; 1.96398; 2002) who has estimated
the numbers of one-parent families at regular watisrand has worked particularly on
deriving a ‘best estimate’ using several differéata sources, including large-scale
social surveys such as the General Household Sanweyhe Labour Force Survey, as
well as Social Security Statistics, and using aetgiof different methods. More recent
estimates have been calculated by Smallwood anslow{2007). Research on the
demographic and socio-economic characteristicke&tock of lone mothers has also
been carried out using data collected by the Géhkenasehold Survey (Haskey, 1986;
Haskey, 1989; Haskey, 1991; Haskey, 1998; Kierhand and Lewis, 1998).

Due to the growing number of lone parents anditiairfg that many such families
suffer economic hardship and are often reliant wgmial security benefits (Millar,
1989), the issue of lone parenthood has also beamnm&erest from a social policy
perspective. In fact in 1988 the Department ofidd&ecurity (DSS) commissioned the
first sample survey of the stock of lone parentthenUK. The focus of this study was
to explore the dynamics of lone parenthood and @xafactors leading to a move off
benefits with a central aim to inform policy foigHamily type (Bradshaw and Millar,
1991). Following this the Policy Studies Instit@®SI) carried out surveys on a sample
of lone parents drawn from the Survey of Low Incdfaenilies conducted in 1991 as
part of their Programme of Research into Low Incéramilies (PRILIF). The lone
parents interviewed in 1991 have been followedngpra-interviewed annually from
1993-1996 and then again in 1998 and 2001. In 1I®9®SI conducted another survey
of low-income families with children, which was dgsed to be the first in a series of
surveys. Now known as The Families and Childrerd${FACS), it is a ‘true’ panel
interviewing the same respondents each year. Bt onwards higher income
families have also been interviewed allowing subseg surveys to be representative of
all British families (Marsh and Perry, 2003). Taesirveys have become the basis for
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much research on lone parents investigating fastach as their participation in the
labour market (McKay and Marsh, 1994; Marsh, Fard Binlayson, 1997; Finlayson
and Marsh, 1998), how their characteristics anchbelir have changed over time
(Ford, Marsh and McKay, 1995; Ford, Marsh and Kisden, 1998; Finlayson et al.,
2000; Marsh and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris4p0d factors which may prevent
them from entering employment such as their hg@lisebourne and Britton, 2004)
and childcare responsibilities (Kasparova et &03). Additionally a number of these
surveys have been used to investigate the asswclagtween repartnering and well-

being of lone mothers.

There has also been interest in lone parents fromora psychological standpoint which
considers aspects such as the health of lone nsofHepe, Power and Rodgers, 1999a)
and the consequences for children of being raiséside of a two-parent family context

(see e.g. O'Connor et al., 2001).

Despite this, much of this research considers thrdystock’ of lone mothers.
Surprisingly little attention has been paid to ‘fi@vs’ into lone motherhood, and less
still, back out again through repartnering. It bagn found that lone mothers are more
likely to be suffering financial hardship compaxeith couple families and it has been
suggested by Smock (1990) that repartnering migltdmsidered as a route out of this
poverty. Itis therefore important to find out wiactors influence a move into a
partnership and the likely timing of such an eveatticularly since the numbers of
lone mothers appear to be increasing over times ifiplications of repartnering for a
lone mother’s financial well-being, as well as athspects of well-being are also

clearly important.

The aim of this thesis is, therefore, to providietailed study of transitions out of lone
parenthood through repartnering for lone mothethénUK. Using the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS) and utilising, irtipalar, event history analysis
techniques, this study aims to provide further eme of the factors associated with a
move into a partnership. Since there are sevéfateht routes into lone parenthood,
for example through the breakdown of a partnershighrough having a birth whilst
single and never-married, it is important to inigege how the repartnering patterns
might differ for these distind/pes of lone mothers. Finally, an analysis of the

association between repartnering and economic, gexphic, and health transitions
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aims to determine if repartnering is associatett witproved well-being. Overall, a

number of research questions are addressed heae@sdt out below.

1.1 Research questions

1. What are the characteristics associated wittittiag to repartneringand hence the

duration of lone motherhood?

I. Are demographic and socio-economic charactesstnportant determinants

of the time to repartnering?
ii. Which type of lone mother is more likely top@atner sooner?

iii. Does the effect of the covariates on the pholitg of repartnering change

over the length of time spent as a lone mother?

2. What types of partnerships are formed? Araqdar partnerships more common
for different types of lone parent?

3. What is the relationship between repartnerimd)\aell-being of lone mothers?

o How is repartnering associated with transitionthnee key domains:

economic; demographic and health?

0 Is repartnering associated with:
= An improvement in economic circumstances?
» Additional demographic changes, such as an incrieabe
number of resident dependent children or a houdahnole?
= Improved health?

! Where repartnering refers to a new co-resideptiginer and does not take account of any Livingtapa
together (LAT) relationships.
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1.2 Outline of the report

This first chapter provides a brief introductiorthe topic of this research. It provides a
justification of the chosen research topic andartipular highlights the research

questions that this study will answer.

Chapter 2 begins by presenting an overview ofiteeature pertaining to the dynamics
of lone parenthood and provides a more in-deptbnalke for the current study by
considering the limitations of the existing smaibly of literature available on the
repartnering of lone mothers. The chapter dragstteer findings from previous
studies into the determinants of leaving lone mdithed. The final section of Chapter

2 presents a framework for the analysis of thentapang of lone mothers.

Chapter 3 introduces the issue of repartneringvagitibeing of lone mothers and thus
provides an answer to the questwdny it is important to examine repartnering among
lone mothers. This chapter reviews existing redean the association between
repartnering and well-being. Both the findings #émel limitations of previous studies
are discussed. Finally, hypotheses for the analyseducted later in Chapter 10 are

outlined.

Chapter 4 introduces the BHPS from which the samplene mothers under analysis
is drawn. Firstly the data and sampling procedaresdescribed. This is followed by a
detailed account of how the samples for analysiewelected from the original dataset
and how issues that arose in selecting these samwgl® answered. Variables selected
for analysis are outlined. The next section ingeses the quality of the data, including
an examination of wave non-response and attritiom fthe samples. An inspection of
the levels of item non-response is conducted asekaription of the methods chosen to
deal with this issue stated.

The main statistical methods to be used in theyarsahre described in Chapter 5.
Limitations of the methods are discussed and thegaiure used for selecting the
statistical models is outlined.

Chapter 6 presents the findings from the analyt#secsingle never-married lone

mothers. Initially, a life-table analysis is cowtied and bivariate associations of each



of the explanatory variables with repartneringexamined. This is followed by the
results from a multivariate analysis which emplogediscrete-time event history model
to examine the effect of each factor on repartmeion this group of lone mothers

whilst controlling for other factors.

Chapter 7 presents the results of the analyséseétbecoming a lone mother through
the breakdown of a previous partnership. The stredobllows the same format as
Chapter 6.

Chapter 8 considers the determinants of repartpéoinall lone mothers, using a
pooled sample of the different types of lone matteeralysed in Chapters 6 and 7.

Discrete-time hazard models are employed and thinigs are presented and discussed.

Chapter 9 investigates how the demographic anessmnomic factors may be related
to different exits from lone parenthood (i.e. thyhunarriage or through cohabitation),
with a specific focus on the effect of the differeoutes of entry into lone motherhood
on exits from lone motherhood into different typépartnerships. A descriptive
analysis is conducted initially to examine how #&ieinns to each type of partnership
vary by type of lone mother. This is followed b tlesults from multivariate analyses

conducted using multinomial logistic hazard models.

Chapter 10 is structured around analyses of tiansiin three domains related to the
well-being of lone mothers, namely demographichecaic and health. At the
beginning of the chapter a descriptive analysithefsub-sample of lone mothers found
to repartner in earlier analyses is conducted. nihe section carries out multivariate
analyses to investigate the association of repamnigpevith transitions in the three
domains. A pooled logistic regression analysis aeagh is utilised in these analyses.
The chapter closes with a discussion of the resikéslimitations with the analyses and

the directions for further study.

Chapter 11 reviews the key findings of the study provides the conclusions of the
research project. The potential policy implicatiafi the research are highlighted, the

limitations of the study are discussed and futesearch areas are suggested.



Chapter 2

Review of the literature on routes out of lone

motherhood

An abundance of literature exists pertaining tceelparents in the U.K. as well as those
in other developed countries such as the U.S., daaad Australia. The focus of this
chapter is on literature relevant to repartnerihigpoe mothers in the U.K. Later, in
Chapter 3, the existing literature concerning #latronship between repartnering and
well-being of lone mothers will be reviewed. Ind&d in the review in this chapter are
studies relating to remarriage and repartnering/lohdividuals (not just lone parents),
since these are able to provide important insighitsthe factors associated with leaving
lone parenthood. Furthermore, whilst this reviewaamtrates on research conducted in
the U.K., research from other countries will bevdnaupon where appropriate or

necessary, as indicated in the text.

The chapter begins with an overview of researctherdynamics of lone parenthood
and specifically the issue of leaving lone pareathoThis is followed by a discussion
of the limitations of existing research on reparitmg of lone mothers and provides a
rationale for this current study. The final sexie@xplore the findings from previous
research in relation to the demographic and socim@&mic determinants of leaving

lone parenthood.

2.1 Research on the dynamics of lone parenthood

As highlighted in Chapter 1, despite the overalaltreof research into lone parent
families there has been comparatively little regesearch which specifically explores

the dynamics of lone parenthood in the U.K. Stsidiedivorce carried out in the 1980s
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and 1990s have investigated demographic and scoioeenic differentials in marital
disruption and provide clues as to the factors@asad with becoming a lone mother
through the separation of a partnership (Haske§3;1®lurphy, 1985; Haskey, 1992;
Kiernan and Mueller, 1998; Berrington and Diamobh@99). Many of these findings
have been subsequently corroborated by studiestigaéing the issue of becoming a
lone parent explicitly. These have highlighted thageneral it is demographic factors,
particularly age at marriage, which are key in dateing whether a woman becomes a
lone mother through the breakdown of a partnershpzontrast the likelihood of
becoming a lone mother through giving birth forgadhat are single and never-married
is largely a function of socio-economic backgrotgactors (Boheim and Ermisch, 1998;
Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; McKay, 2003).

Less attention still has been paid to considerimg demographic and socio-economic
variables influence the likelihood of lone paresubsequentlieaving lone parenthood
through the process of repartnering. As a resalkmow little about the factors which
influence the duration of lone parenthood. Givesdontinued rise in number of lone
parent families and the proportion of children exgecing a period of their lives in a
lone parent family, then it becomes increasinglpantant to understand the likelihood
of and time it takes to leave lone parenthood.s Thespecially true when one considers
that this situation is often characterised by fmahhardship. In light of the fact that
two-parent households tend to be more economisaltyre - analysis of the 2006
FACS indicates 47 per cent of lone mother fam#iesin the lowest income quintile
compared with only seven per cent of couple fami{t@onolly and Kerr, 2008) - then
the importance of repartnering as a method tdolife mothers out of hardship becomes
key. Moreover, given the rise in lone parentho@ynio a certain extent, be due to an
increase in the length of time women remain lonemqa as well as an increase in the
number of women becoming lone parents then an atateting of theluration of lone
parenthood is essential to fully understand thevtiron lone parenthood (McKay,
2003).



2.2 Limitations with previous U.K. research on le@vione

motherhood

A number of U.K. studies have investigated thelilted of leaving lone motherhood
based on various demographic and socio-economegriates (Ermisch, Jenkins and
Wright, 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Boheim &nrchisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998;
Payne and Range, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1B@#yson et al., 2000; Marsh
and Vegeris, 2004). In addition to these studiedtzose which have considered the
determinants of remarriage or repartnering ofralviduals (Lampard and Peggs, 1999;
Ermisch, 2002; Pevalin and Ermisch, 2004) and jp®gome indication of factors
which are likely to be important for repartneringane mothers. However, several

points regarding the existing literature are warbhing.

Firstly, several of these studies focus exclusiwelyemarriage, despite the fact that the
proportion of women of all marital status groups.(including separated and divorced
women) that are cohabiting has risen in the pagytyears (Haskey, 2001). In
particular, research has demonstrated that colialita now the dominant mode of
first partnership with over 70 per cent of firstip@rships being cohabitations (Ermisch
and Francesconi, 2000a). Similarly, for those rgy@aing a clear preference for
cohabitation over marriage has been noted (BohaorEamisch, 1998; Ermisch and
Francesconi, 2000a). Furthermore, several regartnstudies conducted in Canada
and the Netherlands have found that there arerdiftdactors associated with forming a
cohabiting second union versus a marital seconohuiwu and Balakrishnan, 1994; De
Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and Schimmele, 2008¢plicating the findings from the
UK these studies also indicate that many people iephartner choose to cohabit
without being married. In fact, Wu and Schimm&@eQ@5) found non-marital
cohabitation to be the predominant choice of seaomnadn in their study, particularly
among individuals whose relationship career begém amnon-marital cohabitation. It

is therefore important that future studies investitg the repartnering patterns of lone
mothers consider the different types of secondnsiformed and do not concentrate

solely on remarriage.

Secondly, not all studies have fully accountedlierdifferent ways a woman may enter
lone parenthood initially. For example, Ermisclaktl1990) only consider previously
married lone mothers in their study. As previousgntioned, the number of couples
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cohabitating has risen dramatically in recent ye&sildbearing in these unions has
also become considerably more common today compatbdwenty years previously
(Ermisch, 2002). However, these types of uniongleeen found by many studies to
be more fragile than marital unions, with less thdifth surviving five years or more
and less than a tenth surviving ten years or ntonaisch and Francesconi, 2000a).
Furthermore, despite childbearing within a cohabitinion lengthening the duration of
the union, it reduces the likelihood of marriagaakhultimately leads to a higher
dissolution rate for such unions (Ermisch and Feanoni, 2000a)Ermisch (1997)
estimates the breakdown of cohabiting unions witttich children are born contribute
two-fifths of the proportion of lone mothers tha¢ mever-married. Moreover, the
proportion of never-married lone mothers has rsethat now almost half (46 per cent)
of all lone mothers are never-married (Barnes.e@D5). It is therefore important to
include these types of lone mothers, as well asetdho enter through the breakdown

of a partnership, when analysing repartnering padtef lone mothers.

Most studies have made an attempt to take intoideration the different routes into
lone motherhood by either including an indicatariatale to denote (previous) marital
status (Ford et al., 1998; Finlayson et al., 200&rsh and Vegeris, 2004) or the
presence of a partner in the month prior to engdone motherhood (Payne and Range,
1998) or by carrying out separate models for sepdrand divorced lone mothers
compared with never-married lone mothers (Ermisah\&right, 1991; Béheim and
Ermisch, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998). Howewene of the studies which
have carried out separate models for previouslyigthversus never-married lone
mothers have distinguished between those entdioggh the separation of a
cohabitating relationship and those who entereabiin giving birth whilst singfe
Since a proportion of single never-married lonelmot who enter through giving birth
will be partnering for the first time, whereas teagho have separated from a
cohabitating union are repartnering, then the faoihich come into play to affect the
likelihood and timing of this event are likely te Wifferent. Aside from that, one can
imagine that the experience of lone motherhootkedyl to be very different for those
entering through giving birth whilst single compaweith those entering through the
breakdown of a partnership — no matter whetheag & cohabiting or marital union.

For example, the support from the non-residenogichl father in terms of his

% This appears to be either the result of data cainss preventing the identification of those whavé
dissolved a cohabiting union, or too few occurrenakthis event in the dataset.
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involvement with the child (children) and his shafeustody is likely to be different
between the two groups of lone mothers. Findingsfthe U.S. provide evidence to
suggest this might be the case — around a thitshwfarried couples who were not
living together at the time of the birth had nat&nship with each other one year later
(which they presume to indicate that the father in@delationship with the child either),
but this was the case for only 10 per cent of tivase were cohabiting at the time of
the birth (Carlson, Mclanahan and England, 2004)h\tthat in mind, the time it takes
to find a new partner and the factors involvedliedy to be different for these two

groups of women.

Analyses by Payne and Range (1998) (discussedie detail below) certainly suggest
that distinguishing between repartnering for thestering through the breakdown of a
union and repartnering for those without a partnéhe month before entering lone
motherhood is more important than controlling toe type of partnership which broke
down. Further support comes from the resultssifidy conducted in Canada which
suggests that there is a significant differencaénlikelinood of repartnering for lone
mothers who gave birth whilst single compared whibse separated from either a
marital or cohabiting relationship (Le Bourdais,sbesiers and Laplante, 1995). These
results combined indicate the need for a more cehgsive approach that

distinguishes between all routes of entry into loretherhood.

A third issue relates to the choice of methodolegyloyed to analyse the association
of variables with repartnering. For example, Ferdl (1998) and Marsh and Vegeris
(2004), in their analyses of data from the PRIL&fRart of lone mothers, used a logistic
regression procedure to analyse the probability P91 lone mother not being a lone
mother in 1995; or having a partner in 1998 respelgt, rather than the more
traditionally used survival analysis technique th&ligh logistic regression analysis
might be useful to highlight the various factorsiethmay predict a move out of lone
parenthood, it is less informative about how tharahbteristics of lone mothers actually
affect the timing to repartnering and hence theavduration of lone motherhood.
Allison (1984) describes the key limitations withst method. The first concerns the
dividing line (i.e. the year in which a partneeigher observed or not observed, using
these studies as an example). The decision reggtitis particular time point is data
driven rather than chosen through theoretical raago Further to this, it results in a
loss of information due to the fact that it ignoaesy variation on either side of the
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dividing line. The second drawback with this methmelates to the types of variables
permitted by the analysis - only fixed time and tmie-varying covariates can be used
in the model. (See Section 5.1 for a more detallsdussion of the limitations of using

a standard logistic regression analysis to anayset history data.)

A final point to note concerns the inconsistencyack of comparability of findings,
particularly with respect to the effect of socim@eomic variables on repartnering of
lone mothers. Given the limitations with existimggearch highlighted above, this is
perhaps not surprising. However, even when takibgpader view and considering the
findings from general remarriage and repartnertadies and research conducted in
other countries, the effect of socio-economic \@ea on repartnering does not become
completely clear. There is a need for future regeto include a wide spectrum of

demographic and socio-economic variables in omedd to the current evidence base.

Certainly the large number of waves of BHPS data awailable and the wide selection
of variables included in each wave make this datace particularly appropriate to
address the limitations of previous studies andvanghe research questions set out in
Chapter 1. Moreover, the lack of research on tirattbn of lone parenthood,

particularly in the last five to ten years, indesia need to re-examine this issue.

To summarise, there have been four key limitatisitls previous studies that have

investigated leaving lone motherhood through reyeaimg:

« Consideration of remarriage as the only mode cdntepring
» Poor account of the different ways of entering lametherhood
* Methodological constraints

* Inconsistent or lack of comparability of findings

Despite these limitations these studies do prosaiee important information on the
likely effect of certain variables on repartnerofgone mothers. General remarriage
and repartnering studies can also provide furth&ghts and support for such findings.
Furthermore, all of these studies serve to highksgime of the economic, social and
cultural theories which have been used to try fwlar and hypothesise about the
determinants of repartnering or remarriage, whidhbe detailed below where

relevant.
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2.3 Findings from previous research relating todhation of lone

parenthood and the determinants of leaving londnerbbod

2.3.1 The duration of lone parenthood

The duration of lone parenthood has been investigay a number of studies (e.qg.
Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Béheim and Ermisch, 19984 et al., 1998; Rowlingson
and McKay, 1998; McKay, 2003). Ford et al (1998)mbt distinguish between
different types of lone mothers and estimate a areduration for all lone mothers of
five years and three months. This is comparabsntestimate by McKay (2003) of
close to six years. Other studies consider thataur of lone parenthood accounting
for the different routes of entry (Ermisch and Witigl 991; Boheim and Ermisch, 1998;
Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; McKay, 2083)Results from earlier studies indicate
that the duration of lone motherhood is shorterdonmgle’ or ‘never-married’ lone
mothers compared with those separated or divorced & marriage; life-table
estimates from these studies suggest a medianatucdtaround three years for single
lone mothers and nearer five years for divorcee lmothers (Ermisch and Wright,
1991; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998). Rowlingson ancKiely (1998) estimate a
duration of over eight years for those separatewh imarriage, but no comparable

estimate is provided by Ermisch and Wright (1991).

More recent estimates by Boheim and Ermisch (1'98&) McKay (2003) suggest that
the duration of lone motherhood for single lone Imeos has increased over time and is
now similar to that of divorced lone mothers. dctf Boheim and Ermisch (1998) find
that the median duration of lone motherhood (usiegy preferred estimate) is slightly
longer for never-married lone mothers compared pigviously married lone mothérs
— 4.6 years compared with 4.3 years respectivatyegtimated median duration of near
to seven years for those legally separated fronmiagg suggests little has changed for
this group of lone mothers (McKay, 2003). Widowede mothers take by far the
longest time to repartner, with latest estimategyesting that it will take over ten years
for half of the widowed lone mothers to find a neartner (McKay, 2003)No study

has considered how the duration of lone parentmoayl differ between those entering

% Although the definition of the different typeslofie mother varies from one study to the next.
“ Derived from transition rates rather than lifelaimethods.
® Previously married lone mothers include those sepd, divorced and widowed from marriage.

13



through the breakdown of a marriage and thoseiagtdirough the breakdown of a
cohabiting relationship. However, repartneringista suggest that the length of time to
find a new partner is considerably longer afteritahdissolution than after the break-
up of a cohabitation —around six or seven yearspewed with around two (Ermisch,
2002; Pevalin and Ermisch, 2004). Research usivegdi8h and Norwegian data
provides additional support for this finding (Blari®87).

2.3.2 The relationship between demographic fa@ondsrepartnering

One of the most consistent findings with respet¢hé&repartnering literature is the
negative effect thahcreasing ageexerts on the likelihood of repartnering. This
finding holds irrespective of the specificationagfe, for example, current age
(Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; Pevalin and Ermis@04); age at separation/divorce
or entry to lone motherhood (Ermisch et al., 13@nisch and Wright, 1991; Béheim
and Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998; Lampakréaggs, 1999; Finlayson et al.,
2000; Ermisch, 2002); age at beginning of studydFat al., 1998; Marsh and Vegeris,
2004¥; and age at first marriage (Lampard and Pegg®))198deed, both Ermisch et al
(1990) and Ermisch and Wright (1991) found age atitad dissolution to be one of the
strongest influences on the remarriage rate ofipusty married lone mothers in their
study. Age at entry to lone motherhood was alsadicto be an important predictor of
marriage for never-married lone mothers, with eaddiitional year reducing their odds
of marriage by eight per cent (Ermisch and Wrig891).

Several reasons have been suggested to explaeffidgs, many of which derive from
economic theory and relate to a woman'’s positiothémarriage market with
increasing age and the diminished pool of potenti@riage partners at older ages. As
highlighted by Dean and Gurak (1978) in Bumpass&wnd Martin (1990; 751), “the
availability of unmarried potential partners wittardesirable age range decreases
progressively as the person ages, at the samdhahage decreases his or her ‘market
position”. Smock (1990; 472) also suggests thatfinding of a negative effect of age
at first marriage on remarriage for white women ymeflect that those who marry

early have less experience in nonfamilial roleshsas work roles, and are thus more

® Ford et al (1998) only find a significant effedtame in their model which predicts ever leavingdo
parenthood between 1991 and 1995. In their othelefrelone mother’'s age in 1991 is not a significan
predictor of not being a lone mother in 1995. Tdustrasting finding is likely to be a result of the
modelling strategy which is not the most suitableanalysing exits from lone parenthood, as hidtiéd
in Section 2.2.
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inclined to remarry. Further these women may beertaitached’ to marriage.” This
point is supported by Le Bourdais et al (1995) whggest that the more unstable
economic situation of younger lone mothers may fae#or in their higher repartnering

propensities.

Other suggestions emphasize the importance of yautie physical attractiveness of
women and the ability or willingness of older wonmerbear children making them less
desirable to potential new partners (Ermisch anayb¥r1991). However, as Ermisch
and Wright (1991) go on to discuss, it is possibl those who become lone mothers

at later ages through having an extra-marital lddiso without any plans to marry.

Another key variable which has been found to be@ated with the likelihood of
repartnering, and which is also closely relatedde, is thevumber and ages of a lone
mother’s children. Although, unlike age, the exact effect of theseepartnering has
not been precisely determined. What has becomarapipfrom studies that have
investigated repartnering more generally, notfiluat of lone mothers, is that the mere
presence of children does appear to reduce thighltkeel of repartnering (Lampard and
Peggs, 1999; Ermisch, 2002; Pevalin and Ermiscb4R20Indeed, this finding is
supported by research conducted in the U.S., Camadiéhe Netherlands (Bumpass et
al., 1990; Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; De Graaflkaldhijn, 2003; Poortman, 2007).
Therefore, even before other factors come into,ptae mothers are at a disadvantage

in the repartnering market compared with theirdleds counterparts.

Again, as with age, economic hypotheses have beatfopvard to explain the effect of
the presence of children on repartnering. Thesaauic hypotheses largely stem from
the work of Becker and his associates (Becker, eamohd Michael, 1977; 1142), who
developed a framework of marital instability “inporating uncertainty about outcomes
of marital decisions into a framework of utility mimization and the marriage market”
in order to attempt to explain the recent trendsarital dissolution at that time. This
theory implies that the “speed and probabilityeharriage depend directly on the
expected gain from remarriage” and hence as chilsignify capital specific to the

prior marriage they inhibit remarriage by incregsoosts for a new partner. These
costs can either be financial or those associatttdtihe complexities of a stepfamily
(Bumpass et al., 1990). As highlighted by De Geaaf Kalmijn (2003) and Ermisch
and Wright (1991) children from a prior relationslean serve as a source of conflict or

15



friction in a new relationship. Children may als® “reluctant to accept a ‘surrogate’
parent” (Sweet, 1973) in (Bumpass et al., 1990).752

From a social theory perspective children are vibaga deterrent to repartnering due
to the fact that they limit the amount of time anagn has to go out and meet a new
partner (Wallerstein and Blakeslee, 1989; Ermidcl.e1990). In fact De Graaf and
Kalmijn (2003) find evidence to support this thefnym their analysis of data collected
in the Netherlands. Their findings suggest thated children mainly affect the odds
of finding a partner at work or in leisure contexist have little effect on the odds of
finding a partner through one’s own network. Heslcewing that “preferences and
attactiveness are not the main ways that childeenreduce women'’s repartnering
chances” (p.1489). Qualitative findings from Lampand Peggs (1999) emphasize the
fact that children often take priority over formingw relationships and can act as a
barrier or eliminate the need for a new relatiopstn addition, a person with children
may be less likely to want additional children whia turn may affect their
repartnering prospects (Ermisch and Wright, 1994 Gpaaf and Kalmijn, 2003).

Despite empirical evidence indicating that thelllk@od of repartnering is lower for
mothers with resident children relative to singlemen with no children, studies which
have investigated the effectiotreasing numbers of childrenhave obtained mixed
results. Several studies have found a negatieetedf increasing numbers of children
on the likelihood of repartnering (Ermisch et 4B90; Ermisch and Wright, 1991;
Lampard and Peggs, 1999). In studies conductdgtimysch et al (1990) and Ermisch
and Wright (1991) it was found that previously nedrlone mothers with large families
including four or more children were much lessliki® remarry, but there was no
evidence to suggest that smaller family sizes mgoeéfect on the probability of
remarriage. Neither of these studies considergffieet of larger numbers of dependent
resident children on the formation of a cohabisegond union however. Lampard and
Peggs (1999) include both remarriage and cohatuitati their study and find a general
decrease in the repartnering rate of formerly radrvomen with increasing numbers of
children born before the end of their first maraagowever they focus on general
repartnering, rather than that of lone mothersifipalty. Findings from general

repartnering studies conducted in both the U.S.Smeden also find negative effects of
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increasing numbers of children (Koo, Suchindran @niffith, 1984; Bumpass et al.,
1990; Smock, 1990)

Possible explanations for a negative effect ofaasmg numbers of children on
repartnering emphasize the same economic and sbe@ies put forward to explain
the general presence of children. In terms of egoa theory it is likely that a higher
number of children will result in a new partnerrgeincreasingly less willing to take
responsibility, both financially and emotionally,ahildren who are not their own
(Ermisch and Wright, 1991). From a social theagyspective, increasing numbers of
children will put more demands upon a mothers tianther reducing the time she has
to search for and develop relationships with paaépartners (Ermisch and Wright,
1991). Lone mothers with a larger number of cleidmay also be less likely to be in
paid employment and hence have less chance toamest partner through the
workplace (Lampard and Peggs, 1999). In factjgislighted above, De Graaf and
Kalmijn (2003) (who consider repartnering usingadadllected in the Netherlands)
found that even just the presence of children atdhceduced a formerly married
woman’s likelihood of repartnering via the workpacAnother theory put forward
suggests that perhaps an absence or smaller nainti@idren acts as an incentive to
cohabit or remarry in order to provide an apprdprontext within which to have
(more) children, or with the aim of providing agsificant other’ as a source of

intimacy and emotional support (Lampard and Peb@39).

Interestingly, findings from the analysis of Carsaddata indicate that an increasing
number of children has a positive effect on thenckaof repartnering (Le Bourdais et
al., 1995). In their study mothers with two or mohéldren upon entering lone
motherhood had one and a half times the odds aftregring compared with women
with only one child after controlling for other alaateristics. This may result from the
fact that route of entry into lone motherhood hesrbtaken into account in their study
which is likely to be related to the effect of cén on repartnering. Some support for
this finding of a positive effect of more children repartnering has been found by the
study carried out by Boheim and Ermisch (1998) whamong previously married lone

mothers, those with more children were more likelynove into a cohabitatidn In

" In the study by Koo et al (1984) this is only sfiggant for white women.

8 This finding comes from their multivariate analysising the BHPS life history data. Their analyses
using the panel data (presented in the same rdpart)l no effect of increasing numbers of childoen
repartnering of previously married or never-marti@mte mothers.
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contrast to both positive and negative effectsioféasing numbers of children, other
studies find no effect of number of children onaepering (Ford et al., 1998; Payne
and Range, 1998). This finding is supported byald Schimmele (2005), in their

study of repartnering after first union disruptissing Canadian data.

Contrasting results have also been found with @dpetheages of childrenand their
influence on repartnering. A number of studiesehwund no effect of age of youngest
child on the probability of remarriage or repartngrfor previously married or never-
married lone mothers (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; &ihand Ermisch, 1998).
General repartnering/remarriage studies carriedbpBumpass et al (1990) (U.S.) and
Wu and Schimmele (2005) (Canada) provide suppothie finding; non-significant
effects were found for age of youngest child aresence of children under six years
old respectively. However, Payne and Range (1888)d that lone mothers with
children aged five and over were significantly midkely to repartner than those with
children below this age. Extending their analysisonsider the effects of each
predictor variable on the likelihood of finding awa partner versus getting back
together with their former partner, Payne and R4a§88) find that lone mothers with
older children were more likely to find a new parnwhereas returning to a former
partner was more likely for those with childrendéisan 12 months old. Research by
Finlayson et al (2000) supports this finding; lanethers with two or more children
below age five are significantly less likely to agmer than those with one or none.
Results from repartnering studies conducted irNibnerlands and Italy replicate this
finding of an association between very young cleitdand a lower chance of
repartnering (Poortman, 2007; Meggiolaro and Ong2008). Conversely, Ford et al
(1998) and Marsh and Vegeris (2004) find that thetle children under five in 1991
are more likely to find a partner. Interestindlg, Bourdais et al (1995) found an
interaction between route of entry into lone matioed and the age of youngest child
in their study of repartnering of lone mothers mn@da. For separated and divorced
lone mothers (including those separated from alwtihg relationship) the likelihood

of repartnering increased as age of youngest aitlgéased up to age six (after which it
stabilized), whilst for those becoming a lone motiheough giving birth to a baby
outside of a partnership or through widowhood,dh&nce of repartnering decreased

significantly once the youngest child reached twarg (Le Bourdais et al., 1995).
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Hypotheses put forward to explain the effect of agehildren on repartnering again
relate back to economic and social theories; youolgédren increase the costs to a
potential partner and place additional demands mother’s time limiting her
opportunities to meet a new partner. Qualitatesearch supports these theories
indicating that younger children limit the time atier has to search for a partner and
may deter potential new partners who have alreaéy bhrough the childbearing
process (Lampard and Peggs, 1999). However, Kofagt al (2000) suggest that lone
mothers themselves may be less inclined to intredustep-father into the household
whilst children are very young. The positive effetvery young children on
repartnering of single and widowed lone motherhenstudy by Le Bourdais et al
(1995) is suggested to be due to a higher incbhnadf such mothers to find new
partners quickly or that potential new partnershhige less put off by taking on
younger children when the father is dead or totallgent. Payne and Range (1998)
explain their findings by suggesting that men ass llikely to want to partner a woman
with young children that are not their own, but nb@yencouraged to return to a partner

who has given birth to a child which is their own.

Canadian research has also investigated the effstép or adopted children and
whether a woman was pregnant on the likelihoogpértnering among all individuals
(Wu and Schimmele, 2005). Their findings suggdeat the presence of step or adopted
children has no effect on the likelihood of reparing for women, but a pregnancy has
a positive effect on remarriage. This is perhagssarprising considering the finding
by Berrington and Diamond (2000) of a positive efffef a pre-marital conception on
the probability of first marriage. A potential dapation might be a desire to repartner
on behalf of the woman in order that children aised in the normative context of a
two-parent family. Payne and Range (1998), ErmawhWright (1991) and Marsh
and Vegeris (2004) have investigated births ocograifter entering lone motherhood.
Ermisch and Wright (1991) find no significant effec births on the likelihood of
remarriage. However, Payne and Range (1998) fiatcinceiving a child after
becoming a lone mother was associated with a rexfuict the likelihood of forming
either a new partnership or re-forming a partngrstth the previous partner. As
before, social and economic theories relating teting opportunities and ‘costs’ to the
new or former partner are able to provide posshlganations for these findings. In
contrast, Marsh and Vegeris (2004) find a posiéffect of a subsequent birth on the
probability of having a partner in 2001, althouglsilikely that this contrasting finding
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is a result of their chosen modelling strategy (iméations of which were discussed

previously in Section 2.2).

Theway in which a woman becomes a lone mothés likely to affect repartnering,
although findings are again mixed and often th&ed#ht types of lone mother have
been defined in different ways. In terms of tmediit takes to repartner, Rowlingson
and McKay (1998) find that in general single lonethers are likely to repartner more
rapidly than separated or divorced lone mothersttbs difference was only found for
earlier cohorts and by the mid-1980s rates ofwegite not dissimilar. This finding
holds for lone mothers in Canada with single loraghrars found to have at least one
and a half times the odds of repartnering compatitdthose separated or divorced
from a partnership (Le Bourdais et al., 1995). ldegr, Payne and Range (1998), who
control for whether or not a lone mother has aedent partner in the month
preceding entry to lone motherhood, find that thersiering lone motherhood through
the breakdown of a union repartnered more raplty those without a partner upon
entering lone motherhood. As they comment, an egpien for this appears to lie in
the relatively high proportion of those with a pent in the month prior to entering lone
motherhood who are found to return to this formetiper upon repartnering. In terms
of the type of partnership that broke down, thegults indicate that the probability of
repartnering does not differ significantly betweemmen who were cohabiting and
women who were married prior to entering lone mdthed. This finding is in contrast
to a recent repartnering study by Poortman (206rylacted in the Netherlands
(including all individuals and not just lone motiewhich finds a lower probability of
repartnering for those divorced from a marriage parad with those separated from a
cohabitation even after controlling for the preseantchildren (a lower rate of
childbearing within cohabiting unions might haveyded some explanation for this
result).

Ford et al (1998), Finlayson et al (2000) and Mansti Vegeris (2004) examine the
effect of prior partnership status on repartnemmtheir analyses of the PRILIF cohort
of lone mothers. Whilst Ford et al (1998) and &ysbn et al (2000) find no effect after
controlling for other covariates, namely age ofltthree parent, number of children and
age of the youngest child, Marsh and Vegeris (2@i@d)a significant effect for those
whose last partnership was a cohabitation. Faethene mothers the probability of
having a partner is lower than for the never-paddealthough no significant difference
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is found between the never-partnered and thoseeMasspartnership was a marriage
or who were widowed. Both Ermisch and Wright (19849l Boheim and Ermisch
(1998)carry out separate analyses of never-married asdqusly married lone
mothers and hence cannot directly compare the piitlgaof repartnering for these two
groups of lone mothers. However, there is somegestgn that the way the marriage
ended might be important among previously marroee Imothers, with separated lone
mothers more likely to repartner than divorced lorehers and widows the least likely
to repartner (Boheim and Ermisch, 1998). Thisifigds in contrast to a recent
repartnering study conducted in Italy which findsigher probability of repartnering
for divorced women compared with women separatet imarriage (Meggiolaro and
Ongaro, 2008).

The determinants of repartnering might also diffgthe route of entry into lone
motherhood. The fact that different factors wenenfibto be important when separate
analyses for never-married and previously marmee Imothers have been conducted
(e.g. Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Béheim and Ermid&$8) provides evidence that the
process of repartnering is indeed different fosthdifferent groups of lone mothers —
not only is there likely to be a difference in tirae it takes to find a new partner, but
different factors are also involved in each caResults from a repartnering study by
Pevalin and Ermisch (2004) suggest that the facexdved in repartnering for
previously cohabiting individuals compared with\poeisly married individuals might
also be different. They find poorer mental heathssociated with a lower likelihood
of repartnering after the dissolution of a cohalgitunion, but has no effect on the

likelihood of repartnering after the dissolutionaofmarriage.

Previous union history is likely to affect the patlility of repartnering for lone
mothers, although few studies have considereddieeoff the ‘relationship career’ in
relation to union formation (Poortman, 2007). Salstudies have considered the
duration of the prior union as a predictor of repartnering for lone motheith w
findings suggesting a positive effect of a longeradion of previous union on the
likelihood of repartnering (Ermisch et al., 1990pntsch and Wright, 1991).
Supportive findings are provided by repartneringlsgs conducted in Canada, the
Netherlands and Sweden (Wu and Balakrishnan, 1B&#hardt, 2000; De Graaf and
Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and Schimmele, 2005; Poortmar® 70 The reason for this could
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be that “women with unobservable characteristigsdigable to marriage would tend to
have been married longer than other women whosteriarriage ended”, hence the
duration for marriage could be a proxy measurdgHfese unobservable traits (Ermisch
and Wright, 1991; 148). Bumpass et al (1990) nshhis highlighting that the skills
that they are likely to have invested more time ihiring marriage, such as home
production skills, are less useful to them whewglgeinbut are easily transferable to a
new marriage. However, Bumpass et al (1990) fim@ffect of prior union duration in
their study of remarriage using U.S. data oncerdtetors were controlled for.
Additionally, Koo et al (1984) found a negativeesff of prior union duration on the
chances of remarriage in the U.S., suggestinghiatay be due to women with
longer marital durations being out of the remaeiagarket for longer.

Thenumber of previous unionsis also likely to influence the probability of
repartnering, although this has not previously bamrsidered in relation to repartnering
of lone mothers. A break-up may mean a lone mathlesss inclined to find a new
partner for fear of getting hurt again (Poortma®02); may find it harder to meet a new
partner given the smaller network of friends getestdy time spent in a couple e.g.
Kalmijn and Bernasco (2001) cited by Poortman (208id previous unions may be
used by potential partners as selection criterianifa (1991) cited byPoortman

(2007). Indeed Poortman (2007) finds that the addsding a partner for Dutch
women are lower if they have already had one (areinarior unions. However, no
significant differences are found between the aafdepartnering for those with one
break-up and the odds of repartnering for thosk setveral break-ups.

Given the fact that laws and policies are subchiange from year to year, then the
year in which a woman became a lone mothamnight be important in relation to
repartnering. Year of entry can also be used@msxy for social change (Wu and
Balakrishnan, 1994). With the changes to divoaweslafter the Divorce Reform Act in
1971 allowing a divorce to be obtained with greai@se it was hypothesised by several
studies that the likelihood of remarriage aftes tinine may also increase as there would
be a larger pool of potential remarriage partnethée marriage market (Ermisch et al.,
1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991). In fact, bothsenstudies found this to be the case,
with higher remarriage propensities for lone matheghose marriages ended after 1971.
Analyses by Boheim and Ermisch (1998)ng an indicator for year of entry to lone
motherhood provide further evidence (as was sugdedtove by comparing life-table
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estimates in Section 2.3.1) that the duration nélparenthood has been getting shorter.
Conversely, Lampard and Peggs (1999) consideregetireof divorce in their study of
repartnering of the formerly married but found mgngicant effect on the likelihood of

remarriage for these women.

The probability of repartnering is also likely thamge with increasinggme spent as a
lone mother. Indeed a number of studies have investigatedhtchn dependence’,
where the likelihood of leaving lone parenthoodlites as time since entering lone
parenthood increases (Ermisch et al., 1990; ErnaschWright, 1991; Boheim and
Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998; RowlingsdriviaKay, 1998; Finlayson et
al., 2000). Ermisch and Wright (1991) find thahang the previously married, the
probability of remarriage does not vary with thedth of time since entering lone
motherhood after controlling for other covariatétowever, they do find that the
probability of marriage for never-married lone mathdecreases significantly with
length of time spent as a lone mother. Other eiibave also found a significant
negative effect of increasing time since enterorgelmotherhood on the likelihood of
repartnering (Ermisch et al., 1990; Boheim and Bamj 1998; Payne and Range, 1998;
Finlayson et al., 2000). Rowlingson and Mckay @9nd that for separated lone
mothers the hazard of repartnering rises up tcalt pefive years duration and then
decreases after this time, but duration is notifiggmt for single lone mothers. Results
from general repartnering studies provide furthgap®rt for the presence of duration
dependence (Ermisch, 2002; Pevalin and Ermisch})200

Therefore, the results from previous studies suggeassociation between a number of

demographic variables and repartnering:

* Age

* Number and ages of children
* Type of lone mother

* Duration of prior union

e Number of prior unions

e Year

* Time spent as a lone mother
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It is clear that the age at entry into lone motberhis key in determining the likelihood
of repartnering. Taking account of tivay in which a lone mother enters lone
motherhood and the time she has already spentioag another also appear to be
important. However, the precise effect of otherabteristics, such as the number and
ages of children, the duration of the prior unidrihiere was one) and the year in which
they became a lone mother is not completely cléarthermore, the number of prior
unions has not been considered at all with redpe@partnering of lone mothers

specifically.

2.3.3 The relationship between socio-economic facad repartnering

As mentioned above, the findings relating to tHeatfof socio-economic variables on
repartnering are also not precisely determinedenms of economic theory it has been
hypothesised that a lower earning potential orptré of a woman is likely to increase
the probability of repartnering as the financialhgao repartnering are higher for such
women (Becker et al., 1977). Therefore, women att@ofor example employed at the
time of becoming a lone mother, or who have beeamployment for a significant
proportion of their previous relationship are Ijkéb have less financial need to
repartner and will hence repartner at a slowerttae those who are unemployed at the
beginning of lone motherhood or have been out @idbour market for the majority of
their previous relationship. However, one mighyuar there are likely to be many
reasons affecting a woman’s desire to repartneledsom the need for financial
support, including personal, social and psycholad@ctors such as love, loneliness,
habit or stability as suggested by Bernard (198 ott and Moore (1983). From a
social theory perspective, which emphasises theitapce of meeting opportunities on
repartnering, women who go out to work are likelynteet more people and are likely
to meet a suitable new partner more rapidly. PaymkeRange (1998) theorise that the
higher likelihood of repartnering associated widing in employment may also be due
to the ability these women have to contribute ®hbusehold budget, which in turn is

likely to make them more attractive as potentiatmexs.

Empirical evidence has, however, found varyingaffefemploymenton actual
repartnering prospects of lone mothers. Ermischi €t990) find a positive effect of
longer durations in paid employment throughoutfits¢ marriage on the chance of
remarriage for a lone mother. Ermisch et al (19969 find that a large amount of
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work experience after divorce substantially ras@gman’s remarriage rate in the
following three years thus reducing the expectaaition of lone parenthood. This
finding provides further support for the social bygesis, emphasising the role of
opportunities to meet new people. However, hisrlatork (Ermisch and Wright, 1991)
found no effect of work experience (either durihg first marriage or subsequently
after divorce) on the likelihood of remarriage peviously married or never-married
women. Still, a strong positive effect was foundawltonsidering whether a woman
worked in the year prior to divorce — such womemenauch more likely to remarry
than those not employed (Ermisch and Wright, 199%9ain, this provides support for
the theory of improved meeting opportunities. dotfErmisch and Wright (1991)
highlight that in some cases the improved oppotyuni meet people provided by being
in employment may have resulted in some woman mgeinother partner during the
first marriage, hence encouraging divorce as we#aly remarriage. Furthermore,
Ermisch and Wright (1991; 149) suggest “the meakumpact of employment status
may also reflect traits of a woman which make herevattractive in both the job
market and the marriage market.” Further supporafpositive effect of employment
on repartnering is indicated by Marsh and Veg&@®94) who find a positive effect of
being in work in 1991 on the probability of haviagpartner in 2001. A positive effect
of an increase in hours of employment between E@{12001 was also significant in
their model. Findings from the Netherlands alsggest a positive effect of

employment on repartnering (Poortman, 2007).

Conversely, Finlayson et al (2000) find a negagéffect of being in paid employment
on the likelihood of repartnering after controllifay other factors. A study carried out
by Le Bourdais et al (1995) analysing the determimaf repartnering for lone mothers
in Canada also found a negative effect of beinrgmployment through the course of
lone parenthood on forming a union. Only whenrttuelel was re-estimated using the
criterion of being employed during the year of antre into lone motherhood was a
positive effect found between employment and reygsinig. In fact studies conducted
in the U.S and Canada which have considered regrarthin general have also found a
negative effect of employment on union formatioro{iand Moore, 1983; Wu and
Schimmele, 2005). In Mott and Moore’s (1983) stuinerican women who were not
working were the most likely to remarry in the fiygar after divorce in comparison to
those working full-time, who in that first year haell below average remarriage
propensities. Mott and Moore (1983) find no assammawith being employed prior to
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divorce and the probability of remarriage howewasrin the study by Ermisch and
Wright (1991) detailed above. Negative findingswtsupport for the economic
hypotheses highlighted above and suggest an ‘imdkgpee’ effect whereby women
who are employed are more economically indepenaiahtherefore are less likely to

repartner.

In addition, some studies have found no relatignbletween employment and
repartnering of lone mothers (Béheim and Ermis&98]1 Ford et al., 1998; Payne and
Range, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998). Furtbehis, a general remarriage
study carried out by De Graaf and Kalmijn (2008p8 no effect of employment
(whether measured as the proportion of marriagetspeemployment or labour force
participation after divorce) for Dutch women. Irgstingly, a competing risk analyses
allowing for the different means of meeting a sgores/ealed that the insignificant
effects of labour force participation were the testiopposite effects in different
settings. Whilst the effect of labour force papation was strong and statistically
significant on the risk of finding a partner at wpit was not significant for meeting a
spouse via leisure activities or in other ways. D&esGraaf and Kalmijn (2003; 1490)
highlight, “if the work effect has a financial impgetation, labour force participation
should also affect repartnering for these two namkvsettings. That the effect is absent
in these two equations supports the social inteaipom and contradicts the financial
interpretation of labour force participation.” ket, a competing risk analysis by Payne
and Range (1998) which compared the factors asedonmth finding a new partner
versus resuming a relationship with the formerrgarprovides further support for this
finding. In this model Payne and Range (1998) &rgignificant effect of being in
employment on finding a new partner, but no sigaifit effect of employment status on

getting back together with a previous partner.

Findings with respect teducationare again somewhat contradictory. Considering the
hypotheses discussed above concerning economirytlue® might expect that
increasing education, as it can be seen as a fpooxyptential wage or general career
orientation (Mott and Moore, 1983), is likely to &ssociated with a slower rate of
repartnering. As Mott and Moore (1983) highlightigher level of education is likely
to correspond to a higher wage in the labour maakdthence allow a woman to
support herself economically outside of marriajeaddition, the more highly educated
the woman, then the more restricted becomes thaysapavailable highly educated
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men (Goldman, Westoff and Hammerslough, 1984 c@iteBumpass et al., 1990).
However, one might also hypothesise that a highezllof education could have a
positive effect on repartnering as women with énirgearning potential might be more

attractive to a male partner (Payne and Range,)1998

A number of studies have considered the role otatilon in determining the likelihood
of repartnering for lone mothers (Ermisch et @9Q; Ermisch and Wright, 1991,
Boheim and Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 198&yson et al., 2000; Marsh and
Vegeris, 2004). Several of these studies findigioificant effect of education on
repartnering of lone mothers (Ermisch and Wrigh81, Boheim and Ermisch, 1998;
Finlayson et al., 2000). However, Ermisch et 89@Q) find lone mothers with higher
educational attainment have a higher probabilitseafiarriage. There is some support
for this finding in analyses by Finlayson et al@} although the covariate failed to
reach formal significance. Marsh and Vegeris (300wl an effect of education, but
the relationship is not straightforward. Payne Ratige (1998) consider a general
ability test score rather than education levelggerbut again they find no clear pattern
in effect of this variable in relation to repartimgy. In their model allowing for different
exits from lone parenthood (finding a new partnensus returning to a former partner)
the effect of this score is stronger, althoughrtationship is complex (Payne and
Range, 1998). Payne and Range (1998) find thatemamthe lowest ability category
appear to be the least likely to find a new partdescounting this category however
reveals an inverse relationship between findingw partner and ability. Interestingly,
those in the lowest ability band were the mostlyike return to a previous partner
(Payne and Range, 1998).

Findings from a Canadian study of repartneringpokl mothers (Le Bourdais et al.,
1995) provide some support for the positive eftdatducation on repartnering

indicated by Ermisch et al (1990). Lone motherhwwostsecondary education had a 26
per cent higher chance of forming a union comparid¢id those with less than nine

years of schooling. However, it is only those stnglothers that completed some

postsecondary education who are more likely to faramion (Le Bourdais et al., 1995).

Education has not been considered in general reagaror repartnering studies in the
U.K., but has been examined in studies of remagfragartnering conducted in other
countries (Mott and Moore, 1983; Koo et al., 19Bdmpass et al., 1990; Smock, 1990;
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Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; Bernhardt, 2000; De fGrad Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and
Schimmele, 2005; Poortman, 2007; Meggiolaro anda@m@008). As with the studies
of repartnering of lone mothers, results have beied. Many studies again find no
effect of education on general remarriage or reyairig of women (Bumpass et al.,
1990; Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; Bernhardt, 20@dpaaf and Kalmijn, 2003;
Poortman, 2007; Meggiolaro and Ongaro, 2008). Sstndies have found a positive
effect of increasing education on the likelihooderharriage or repartnering (Smock,
1990; Wu and Schimmele, 2005). However, ethnicitvps to be an important related
factor in the study by Smock (1990), with findingdicating that education is only a
significant predictor of remarriage for white wom&ther studies have found a
negative effect of increasing education on remgerigMott and Moore, 1983; Koo et
al., 1984) Again as indicated by Smock (1990), kbal (1984) find no significant
effect of education on remarriage among black wamen

School enrolment has also been considered, butsese inconsistent; Wu and
Schimmele (2005) find a negative effect of schawbénent on repartnering, but
Poortman (2007) finds no significant effect. Theéiocgdly one might presume that
women enrolled in school are likely to be very yoamd are perhaps more likely to be

concentrating on their studies rather than trym@rd a partner.

Welfare receiptis likely to be associated with repartnering, vadveral studies
considering the impact of receipt of benefits (Esthiand Wright, 1991; Béheim and
Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; Finlayson et2Q0) Given that benefits provide a
source of income outside marriage and that recéipértain benefits may terminate
upon repartnering, it is expected that those réagimore benefits will be less likely to
repartner (Ermisch and Wright, 1991). Empiricaltymisch and Wright (1991) do not
find this to be the case; surprisingly it appedhad higher welfare benefits had, if
anything, a tendency to encourage remarriage asdavids found despite varying re-
specifications of their model. As Ermisch and Witi¢l991; 145) highlight, “while
there must be concern that the impacts of the wsnweal wages and real welfare
benefits are spurious, there is certainly no ewiddahat higher welfare benefits

discourage remarriage, which we would expect freaonemic reasoning.”

Conversely, Ford et al (1998) and Finlayson eR@00Q) found a significant negative
effect of receipt of Income Support on repartneohtpne mothers. Ford et al (1998)

also considered receipt of maintenance in relgbaepartnering, finding a similar
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result to that of Income Support - a small but gigant negative effect. Béheim and
Ermisch (1998) find the effect of benefit receippends on the type of lone mother;
whilst they find no effect of receipt of Income Pt or maintenance on repartnering
of previously married lone mothers, there is sooggsstion of a negative effect of
Income Support on partnering of never-married loma¢hers (although this effect is not
statistically significant). Both Ford el al (1998)d Finlayson et al (2000) considered
the effect of receipt of Family Credit on repartngr but neither study found any

significant effect.

A negative effect of welfare receipt has also bedicated by a number of
remarriage/repartnering studies conducted in ti& &hd the Netherlands (Hutchens,
1979; Mott and Moore, 1983; De Graaf and Kalmij@Q2). Interestingly in the study
by De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003) this negative eff@eas found to only exist in the
remarriage equation and not the equation for rexobéition when a competing risk
model was carried out. Therefore, there is a redlikelihood of remarrying for
women receiving welfare or alimony payments, butetduction in their likelihood of
re-cohabiting. As De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003) hight, this is due to the fact that
cohabitation is not officially recognised as magador the period they consider in their
analyses and hence such welfare and alimony pagmere portable to a new
relationship, as long as it remained a non-maoit&. Considering that the benefits
lone mothers are likely to receive in this counsych as Income Support and Housing
Benefit, will change or terminate upon cohabitat@snwell as marriage, then it is
unlikely that the effect of benefit receipt willfiir depending on the type of union

formed for lone mothers in the UK.

The relationship betweancome leveland repartnering has been examined in some
studies, although no significant effects have deand (Boheim and Ermisch, 1998;
Ford et al., 1998). The same result is found wdmrsidering self-perceived financial
situation (Boheim and Ermisch, 1998). However, $haaind Vegeris (2004), who
consider the effect of being in hardship in 199id this has a significant negative
effect on the chance of having a partner in 20D4e findings from
remarriage/repartnering studies conducted in atbentries replicate what has been
found by the majority of studies which have consdeonly lone mothers — no
significant effect on repartnering is found forheit thefemale contribution to family
income during marriage (De Graaf and Kalmijn, 20033¢lf perceived financial
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situation (Mott and Moore, 1983; De Graaf and Kalmijn, 200Bgconomic status

(defined by the individuals occupation) (Poortmé&g@?2).

Social classhas been investigated in several studies and #uaievidence surrounding
the effect of this variable on repartnering is ndixé&rmisch et al (1990) found that
previously married women who had been in non-maocelipations before their first
birth were more likely to remarry and hence had@ter duration of lone parenthood
than those in other occupations. As they comnibase women were more likely to be
in paid employment at the end of their first mageavhich therefore gave them better
opportunities of meeting a new partner. Similatitys positive effect on repartnering
for women from higher occupational classes was falsond in a general repartnering
study by Lampard and Peggs (1999). However, tlefficeent relating to professional
females was not in line with this — this group amen had a significantly lower
likelihood of repartnering compared with other wame&he study by Ermisch and
Wright (1991) finds that previously married womehomvere in manual occupations
before the birth of their first child have lowenrarriage rates, although the coefficients
are only significant at the 10 per cent level. Kais by Rowlingson and Mckay (1998)
of the remarriage patterns of lone mothers reveabesignificant association between
the occupation of the woman'’s father and her domatif lone parenthood.

Health has rarely been examined in relation to repantigeri~ord et al (1998) found
that a change in health status over the periodeftudy was associated with a move
out of lone parenthood, although this referredianges either for the worse or for the
better. That a change for the worse might reauiaving lone parenthood is slightly
surprising given that later remarriage probabditee more likely to be related to socio-
demographic characteristics in the market suppbl pod health is often associated
with higher remarriage probabilities (Mott and Mept983; 432). In fact, in their study
of remarriage differentials in the U.S., Mott anddde (1983) found evidence to

suggest that health problems have a negative effecdmarriage for white women.

Pevalin and Ermisch (2004) examine mental healtklation to repartnering of all
individuals using scores from the General Healtlespionnaire. They find that, for
those who had previously cohabited, there was gesigpn that poorer mental health

was associated with a lower likelihood of reparitmgrthough there was no difference
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between GHQ categories. However, there was nofgignt association at all between
this measure of mental health and repartneringh®previously married.

Finlayson et al (2000) include a control for whetbenot a lone mother’s child has a
long-term illness or disability, finding that theegence of such a child reduces the rate

of repartnering significantly.

Home ownershipnay improve a lone mother’s attractiveness in épartnering market
from an economic perspective (Payne and Range,, F888lingson and McKay,

1998). Conversely, such economic independencemeay they have less desire to
find a new partner (Payne and Range, 1988)using tenureis also often used as a
measure of social disadvantage (Rowlingson and McK298). The effect of housing
tenure on repartnering has been investigated bgrakstudies (Boheim and Ermisch,
1998; Payne and Range, 1998; Rowlingson and Mck@§8; Marsh and Vegeris,
2004). The study by Béheim and Ermisch (1998)dind effect of housing tenure on
the chance of repartnering for either previouslyrred or never-married lone mothers.
Co-residence with parents is also not a significetérminant of repartnering for never-
married lone mothers (Boheim and Ermisch, 1998)thBRowlingson and Mckay
(1998) and Payne and Range (1998) find that wontemawned their own homes were
actually the most likely to leave lone parenthotdthe study by Rowlingson and
Mckay (1998) this was in comparison to those whioegilived with their parents or
who rented, whereas in the study by Payne and RA®§8) this was in comparison to
social tenants; those who were living with theirguas had an even lower likelihood of
repartnering compared with social tenants in thieidy. Payne and Range (1998)
suggest the lower likelihood of repartnering fardé living with their parents may be
due to several reasons - dependence on the pasetits lone mother, perhaps through
il health or disability; or the parents themselb@sing problems and relying on their
daughter for the provision of care. In contrastdftieand Vegeris (2004) find a positive

effect of being a social tenant in 1991 on haviqeéner in 2001.

Ethnicity may be important in relation to repartnering afdanothers; however the
relatively small proportion of lone mothers who afethnicities other than white
British hinders statistical analyses of ethniceliéntials in the likelihood of

repartnering A number of studies have considered the ethynidia lone mother

® Though there are high rates of lone parenthookinvitertain ethnic groups, particularly Afro-Caréan
women.
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(B6heim and Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998|iRgson and McKay, 1998;
Finlayson et al., 2000). Whilst none of the stadiad a statistically significant effect
of ethnicity on repartnering, Béheim and Ermisc@98) find some suggestion that
among never-married lone mothers, non-white lonthers partner at a slower rate
than white lone mothers. However, Finlayson €2800) find a positive and almost
statistically significant effect of being Britishftd-Caribbean on the probability of

repartnering.

Payne and Range (1998) and Rowlingson and McKa88)kfso investigated the
effect ofgeographical locationon repartnering of lone mothers. Whilst Rowlingso
and McKay (1998jind no effect of area on the chance of repartmgiine findings

with respect to region of residence considereddynP and Range (1998) indicate a
higher probability of repartnering for lone mothéving in London and other southern
counties, compared with women living in other paft&reat Britain. Their competing
risk analysis revealed this was only significamtlame mothers finding a new partner
and had no effect on whether a lone mother re-fdraneelationship with a previous
partner. They suggest their findings might bertsilt of improved density or mobility
of the population in London and the South makirggpiier to meet new people, or
perhaps the generally lower unemployment ratesigeeavnen with more financial
security making them more likely to take responiyibior a lone mother and her

children (Payne and Range, 1998).

A relationship betweereligion and the formation of marital and cohabiting unibas
been established (Thornton, Axinn and Hill, 19%®)wever, the precise effect of
religion on repartnering differs from study to stud~urthermore, the effect of religion
on repartnering of lone mothers has not been ceraidn any of the previous studies.
Research conducted in the U.S and Canada suggegisobability of remarriage is
lower for Catholics than those of other religioagts (Koo et al., 1984; Wu and
Schimmele, 2005). In terms of the formation ofaaiting unions, Wu and Schimmele
(2005) find that the chance of entering this typsexond union is higher for those with
no religious affiliation. However, earlier work byu and Balakrishnan (1994) found no
effect of religion on the propensity to cohabieafinarital disruption. De Graaf and
Kalmijn (2003) consider the effect of church attemce as well as church membership
in their study of union formation after divorcethe Netherlands. Their results suggest
that more frequent church attendance is assocmtadh higher chance of repartnering
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for divorced women. The effect of church membgrgin the chance of forming a
cohabitating union after divorce is negative amghigicant, but non significant for

remarriage.

To summarise, there are a number of socio-econooviariates that have been

investigated with respect to repartnering:

*  Employment

» Education

* Welfare receipt

* Income and self-perceived financial status
» Social class

* Health

e Housing tenure

* Ethnicity

» Geographical location

* Religion

As with several of the demographic variables, #suilts relating to the effect of socio-
economic factors on repartnering have been comtiagiand at times insufficient to

provide conclusive evidence.

2.4 Discussion and analytical framework

This review has highlighted that there has beeatively little U.K. research which has
analysed the dynamics of lone parenthood, partiguhdath respect to repartnering of
lone mothers and hence the duration of lone pavexth Research in recent years is
also sparse; many of the previous studies are ndvast ten years old. Furthermore, as
highlighted in Section 2.2, a number of limitatiomish existing research can be
identified. Despite this, the current literatuaesb does provide us with some
information relating to the determinants of repartmg, albeit at times contradictory.
Specific demographic characteristics appear todyark predicting a move out of lone
motherhood, most notably age at becoming a lon&enowvith over-riding evidence to
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suggest that those who become lone mothers at goaggs repartner at a much faster
rate than those entering lone motherhood at Iges.alt is also clear from previous
studies that the way in which a lone mother entéyed motherhood needs to be
considered when determining the timing to repaitmgeof lone mothers. Yet this is
something which has not always been fully accoufdaeah prior research. The
relationship between socio-economic factors andikib&hood of repartnering for lone
mothers is less clear still than that found for dgraphic characteristics. This study
therefore aims to address the limitations iderdifigth previous studies and to provide
more evidence relating to the factors associatél the repartnering of lone mothers to
add to the current knowledge base. The prospecttuge of the BHPS, the availability
of a large number of waves of data and the inctusica large selection of variables at
each wave will allow a comprehensive analysis efrépartnering of lone mothers in
the UK at a time when renewed estimates of thenfjnand determinants of repartnering

are clearly needed.

Figure 2.1 Routes out of lone motherhood

Death

Lone Children
Motherhood grow up

Marriage

Cohabitation

Figure 2.1 identifies the routes out of lone madtie®d and highlights the four main
routes out of this state. The events of intereshis analysis are marriage and
cohabitation, with women leaving lone motherhoawtigh death or through their
children growing up treated as censored in subsgguelyses. As previously
identified in Chapter 1, a key aim of this studyasexamine the factors which are
associated with the timing to repartnering. Therditure reviewed in this chapter
suggests a number of different factors that aedliko be important and many of these
are to be examined in this study, as can be se€igume 2.2 below (see Chapters 6 and
7 for results of these analyses).
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Figure 2.2 Analytical Framework for the analysis ofrepartnering among
lone mothers

Demographic
variables:

* Age at entry to lone
motherhood

Number of children
Age of children

Type of lone mother
Duration of prior union
Number of previous
unions

Year

* Time as a lone mother

* % X * X

(Re)marry
or
(Re)cohabit

*

Socio-economic
variables:

* Employment
* Education

* Benefit receipt
* Income

* Self-perceived
financial status
Social Class
Health
Housing tenure
Ethnicity
Geographical location
Religion

* % X X %

Therefore, this chapter has provided a rationalé¢he current study by identifying a
number of limitations with previous research peitag to the dynamics of lone
parenthood. A clear issue indicated by this reviethie lack of research in this area in
recent years. However, the questidmy it is important to investigate repartnering
among lone mothers still remains. The transitido a new partnership might occur
alongside other changes, such as a change in e@aomoumstances, for example.
Hence, repartnering is likely to have important licggions for the overall well-being of
a lone mother. The next chapter reinforces thevattin for this study by considering
existing research on the association between regrarg and well-being of lone

mothers.
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Chapter 3

Repartnering and well-being of lone mothers:

Key issues, questions and hypotheses

3.1 Introduction

The preceding chapter provided a review of previeggarch which has investigated
the relationship between demographic and sociogroanfactors and the likelihood of
repartnering for lone mothers. Whilst it offerexree justification for this research in
terms of updating the current knowledge base addeading limitations with previous
studies, this chapter strengthens the rationalehferstudy by considering the existing
knowledge relating to the association between tepeang and well-being of lone
mothers. The association between poverty andpanenthood is a well established
fact with statistics on ‘low income families’ costntly showing that lone parent
families are at a greater risk of poverty than dedamilies (Millar, 1989).

Furthermore the work of Jenkins, Rigg and Devic¢i€2201) has identified that lone
parent families have the highest rates of perdigteverty of all family types. In 2005
lone parent families were nearly four times mokellyy than couple families to be living
in social housing and nearly seven times moreylikebe in the lowest income quintile
with respect to total family income (Hoxhallari, @aly and Lyon, 2007).

Comparisons such as these imply that repartneriggtroffer some improvements to
the well-being, particularly in economic terms)afe parent families. Some research
(see for example Ford et al., 1995; Finlayson .e28l00; Vegeris and Perry, 2003) has
been carried out to investigate the associatiowdxst repartnering and various aspects
of well-being of lone mothers in the U.K. Howevemich of this work has been carried
out using two sources of data: follow-up data fr@ohort sample of lone mothers
drawn from the Department of Social Security (D88)cy Studies Institute (PSI)
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Survey of Low Income Families in 1991 as part @itfProgramme of Research into
Low Income Families (PRILIF) and data collectedhirthe Survey of Low Income
Families (SOLIF) series beginning in 1999 (whicls haw become the Families and
Children Study (FACS)). Furthermore, this resedrat mainly considered changes in

material well-being with less focus on non-matewall-being.

The main aim of this chapter is to provide a revedwexisting literature on repartnering
and well-being of lone mothers in Britain. Withhre literature review the bodies of
work which have investigated this topic will bedissed, as well as the limitations of
these studies and the relevant findings from ttesearch. Finally, a number of
hypotheses relating to the expected results franstatistical analysis (which are the

subject of Chapter 10) are outlined.

3.2 Defining the concept of well-being

The term ‘well-being’ is a broad term which is oftesed, but encompasses many
different aspects which contribute to a person@arall quality of life, such as health,
happiness as well as economic resources. IndeBdveling (2005) highlights,

“Quality of life cannot be equated with just onenénsion of well-being — it is the
subjective sum of multiple physical, emotional,iaband objective dimensions of

one’s life”. Ferriss (2002) distinguishes betweegiterial and non-material dimensions
of well-being, describing the former as “the phgsisupport to life, to the attainments
that make acquisition of physical attributes pdssjlproviding the examples of
education, economic power and good health. Therlettdescribed as the psychological

element to life, including happiness, enjoyment satisfaction.

This study examines changes which occur withingli@mains, namely economic,
demographic and health which are likely to impaciwell-being. Within the economic
domain a subjective measure of a change in finhsitiation is used, rather than a
more objective measure such as looking at chamglesusehold income. Although this
is largely as a result of missing household incolaa (see Section 10.1.1) which
prevented the analysis of changes in family incaime,measure is arguably more
meaningful since any change seen in terms of hald@ncome will not be able to tell

us anything about the distribution of resource$iwithe household itself. Moreover,
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income level is not necessarily related to hows$iatl an individual is with their
financial situation (Stack and Eshleman, 1998)s hoped that a more subjective
measure will pick up changes relating specifictslyhe financial well-being of the lone
mother herself upon repartnering and whether shsiders her situation to have
improved. Furthermore, as Ford et al (1995: 34¢uBs in relation to what people
thought about their changing fortunes in the PRItidies “people bring a much wider
framework of judgment to these guesses than threwlr material, however much the
guestions are framed in a financial context”. ref@re, it is possible that this analysis
might be able to pick up on changes in non-materél-being as well as those relating

to material well-being.

Changes in the number of dependent children imthusehold will be considered

within the demographic domain and will highlightether repartnering is associated
with any additional needs in the household, sugbregiding for a new baby or

incoming step-children. Furthermore, an examimatibthe occurrence of a household
move and any tenure change will provide evidende agether repartnering is
associated with a change or even an improvemedmiusing circumstances.

Finally, within the health domain a change in meh&alth (as measured by a change in
GHQ score) is investigated in an attempt to speadiff examine changes in the non-
material dimension of well-being of lone motherd éime relationship of any change

with repartnering.

3.3 Existing research relating to the well-beindooie mothers and

the impact of repartnering on well-being

It is clear from Chapter 1 that much of the reslea@nt lone parents in Britain in recent
years has been carried out in the area of socl@lypdt is mainly this body of work
which has considered the well-being of lone mothexamining how this has changed
over time and considering how repartnering is daased with a lone mother’s well-
being. The following section describes the varistuslies which have been conducted,

Section 3.5 will discuss the findings from thisaach.

The work of Millar (1989) was the first study tonsider in detail the incomes of lone-
parent families and to investigate the effectswofid) on a low income for their living
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standards. Using the 1978 Family Finances Surmdyita follow up, the Family
Resources Survey, conducted one year later, shabl@so investigate changes in
family income over time with a focus on which faies were able to ‘escape’ from
poverty (as defined by the study). In particuker study wanted to consider the effect
of a change in a lone mother’s marital status eir ihcome levels. Not long after,
Bradshaw and Miller (1991), in their study of loperent families in the UK
commissioned by the Department for Social SecyiyS), examined the incomes and
employment status of a flow sample of repartneoee Imothers no longer in receipt of
Income Support, with a stock sample of lone paregusiving Income Support in order

to determine ‘outcomes’ deriving from repartnering.

Following this survey McKay and Marsh (1994) invgated the material wellbeing of
lone mothers using a sample of 800 low-income |marents drawn from the Survey of
Low Income Families carried out in 1991, suppleradmith another 100 high income
lone mothers in order to obtain a nationally repn¢ative sample of lone mothers at
that time. This sample of lone mothers was thace and re-interviewed in 1993,
1994, 1995, 1996, 1998 and 2001 as part of thesFB8gramme of Research into Low
Income Families (PRILIF). The study by McKay andigh (1994) is therefore the first
in a number of studies (Ford et al., 1995; Fordlet1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh
and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) whiclehavestigated the circumstances
of this particular cohort of lone mothers and hbese have changed over time.
Furthermore, as a result of the changing maritdlses of these lone mothers over the
course of time these studies have been able tstigege the relationship between

repartnering and a lone mother’s well-being.

In 1999 PSI conducted another survey of low-incéaneilies with children, with the
main aim to re-investigate the influence of Fan@hedit, as well as other measures
designed to encourage work, on moves into employar@h remaining in employment
for low-income families with children (Marsh et,&001). Unlike the Survey of Low
Income Families carried out in 1991, this surveg wasigned to be the first in a series
of surveys from the outset, and is now known ad=tmailies and Children Study
(FACS). Survey respondents have been interviewaet gear from 1999, but in each
year the sample is refreshed with new familiesgghilecoming a family as a result of
the birth of a baby, or ‘in-movers’ which includesnilies new to the sample areas) in
order that it remains representative of all farsili€onolly and Kerr, 2008). In 1999
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and 2000 the survey sample included all lone pdesnilies, but was restricted to
include only low/moderate income couple familiétowever, this criterion was
abolished in 2001, from which time onwards the bBigimcome couples were also
included in the sample and hence the survey becepnesentative of all British
families (Conolly and Kerr, 2008). The longitudiréement of this survey has
therefore permitted research into the changinguostances of lone parent families
over time and the influence of repartnering on pthecomes relating to their well-
being, such as their income, moves into employnaranges in benefit status and
changes in their number of dependent children N&&sh et al., 2001; Marsh and
Rowlingson, 2002; McKay, 2002; Kasparova et alg2Marsh and Perry, 2003;
Vegeris and Perry, 2003).

Finally, research on poverty dynamics in the U.&s lexamined repartnering in relation
to financial well-being of lone mothers. Both Jersk(2000) and Jenkins, Rigg and
Devicienti (2001) have investigated the effectsl@nographic events, including
repartnering, on moves out of poverty for lone pafamilies using data collected by
the BHPS for the years 1991-1996 and 1991-199%otisely.

3.4 Limitations with previous research on well-lgeand repartnering

One potential limitation with previous researchvegll-being and repartnering is
therefore that much of it has focused on just tatasets: the PRILIF cohort sample of
lone mothers and the SOLIF/FACS survey series. thards that it has concentrated on
changes in material well-being as a result of r@aing — in particular financial well-
being, with far less attention paid to non-matediatensions of well-being that might
be associated with repartnering such as changesimtal health or more subjective
measures of well-being. As highlighted above,dlae many different aspects of well-
being which contribute to quality of life and thine concentrating on just one
provides a narrow view of the outcomes of repaitigeoverall. Furthermore in these
studies the use of multivariate statistical modelsch permit the assessment of
particular associations in the presence of othetrobvariables and can be used to
examine interrelationships between a number oéhfit variables, has been confined
to predicting changes in financial well-being —ls@as movements into work, off

benefits or out of a defined index of hardship.isThesearch is undeniably important,
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but it is still important to consider other changelsiting to well-being, such as the birth
of a new child, a household move, or a change attinstatus (physical and mental) in
a multivariate framework, especially since intaat®nships between many of these
variables are likely to exist. Despite this, valés other than those relating specifically

to financial well-being have often only been coesetl independently of each other.

3.5 Findings from previous research into the asgiori between

repartnering and well-being of lone mothers

Financial well-being and repartnering

As previously stated above, lone parent familiegeHzeen found to be more vulnerable
to poverty than couple families (e.g. Millar, 198@nkins et al., 2001) and this is as a
result of factors such as their lower participatiothe labour market, or even when
they are in employment, their poorer earning paaéas a result of fewer skills and the
restricted hours they are able to work (Ford et1®98; Finlayson et al., 2000). It
would therefore be logical to presume that a lo¢her who finds a new partner might
experience an increase in family income upon himinginto the household. For
example, if the new partner is employed, whetheradthe lone mother is working
herself, this would provide an extra income for tioeisehold. However, one could
imagine that repartnering with a new partner whansemployed might result in no
change in the income of the household, or everceedse with resources stretched to

accommodate another person.

The relationship between repartnering and finang&l-being has been investigated in
a number of studies and using a variety of differeathods. Some studies have
investigated the relationship between family incand repartnering. For example,
Millar (1989) found that of those lone parents tim@naged to escape poverty (as
defined by the authors), around half did so byifigch new partner and half by entering
employment. Furthermore these new two parent fasmvere the most likely of all
family types (including those remaining lone pasegmid those beginning in couples) to
escape poverty. However, they are careful to pmimthat the employment status of
the new couple (i.e. single earner or dual earoapie) is a significant factor in
predicting whether or not a family was able to @averty. Bradshaw and Millar
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(1991) found the equivalised incomes of lone mathénto had repartnered were higher
than those remaining a lone mother and in recéiptacmme Support. However, when
questioned about whether they felt better off camgavith when they were a lone
mother 52 per cent stated they felt much or addiiel off, whilst 26 per cent claimed to
feel worse off or a lot worse off. Furthermoreg #quivalised incomes of those that
came off Income Support through repartnering wer@igher than those who came off
Income Support through finding employment themselve

Ford, Marsh and Finlayson (1998) found that nevingss were often associated with
more income entering the household, with eightadwién lone parents who repartnered
in their study having an increase in net income amd with half of those who did not
repartner. However, after equivalising incomedoaant for the extra household
members the proportion of each group seeing impnevs in their income were
similar at 47 and 49 per cent. As they commeirns,fthding therefore provides little
support for the view that repartnering might beraportant mechanism to lift lone
mothers out of poverty. However, Berthoud, Bryad Berdasi (2004) find that
material deprivatiol! is still slightly lower in couple families compatevith lone

parent families in their study even when the chiarastics, including the raw incomes

of the families, are similar.

Vegeris and Perry (2003) find that those who were Iparents in 1999, but who had
become part of a couple by 2001 experienced afsignt increase in median income
(equivalised and adjusted for inflation) over ttise (median income was 72 per cent
higher on average in 2001 compared with 1999). Higy investigate changes in a
measure of relative material deprivation as weltl@nges in family finances between
the two survey years by relationship status (emained a lone parent, remained a
couple, changed from lone parent to couple or versa). Although improvements in
material deprivation and family finances were foumdbe highest for lone parents that
moved into couples compared with other relationship-groups, the greatest
improvements were consistently found for those vdpartnered and either remained or
moved into work — again highlighting the importaredeemployment in improving a

lone mother’s financial situation.

19 Measured using an index constructed from questioder the headings: daily living, financial stress
and consumer durables.
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A number of the PSI studies (Ford et al., 1995;9aat al., 1997; Ford et al., 1998;
Finlayson et al., 2000) have investigated changesiindex of hardship formed using a
seven point indicator of financial and materiaésf. A number of these have also used
logistic regression analysis to investigate if éasf such as a change in partnership or
employment status, are associated with movementsfdardship of the cohort of lone
mothers. An early report on this cohort by Fordlgt1995) which just used descriptive
statistics to investigate the association betweeantnering and hardship (as measured
by the index) found no evidence to suggest thaw#rfg new partners fared any better
or worse than those remaining a lone parent. Tdratysis suggested however that the
type of new partnership was key in determining iamyrovement in hardship. Just over
50 per cent of the lone mothers in 1991 who hachéar a marriage by 1993 were found
to have moved up on the hardship scale (refleaingduction in hardship), compared
with just over 40 per cent of those who formed batmtation who were found to have

moved down the scale (reflecting a worsening ird$iaip).

Ford et al (1998), like Bradshaw and Millar (19¢hyl evidence to suggest an
interrelationship between repartnering and employrsgtus in predicting movements
out of hardship. They find that lone parents whesewout of work in 1991 and who
experienced either a move into a partnership oogennto work of more than 16 hours
per week have higher chances of avoiding hardsiaip those who did not. However,
repartnering made little difference to whether or @lone mother was able to avoid
hardship or severe hardship for those who remamedf work. Overall their findings
point to the importance of employment over repammgein lifting lone mothers out of
hardship. Indeed their logistic regression anal{siinvestigate the determinants of an
improvement in hardship by 1995, for those in hiaiglgh 1991, found that a move into
work of more than 16 hours per week was one ob#st predictors of an improvement
in hardship by 1995. In terms of repartnering,ithportant factor was gaining a
working partner, but no significant difference wiasnd for those gaining an
unemployed partner. Other significant predictdrbeing better off were age group,
having new children, or being pregnant by 1995 dintion of lone parenthood to
1991 and the hardship score in 1991. No direatimiship between improvements in
hardship and income were found however, despitegyarious specifications of

income in the model.
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Finlayson et al (2000) in their analysis of the sarohort after the 1998 sweep of
interviews carried out a logistic regression analysing the same hardship index, but
this time considered the predictors of moving dgevere hardship (a score of three or
more on the hardship scale) by 1998 for thosevergehardship in 1991. Relative to
being single with no dependent children, remairddgne parent was associated with a
lower chance of moving out of severe hardship B81%ut no significant differences
were found between these women living without anearand no dependent children
and living with a partner either with or withoutpadent children. Another important
predictor of a move out of hardship was healthustawith those reporting good health
in 1991 and 1998 being the most likely to leavealbhip by 1998. As they discuss,
surprisingly none of the work or benefit statusrag@variables were found to improve
the fit of the model after already accounting fog health of the respondent and

whether or not she had exited from lone parenthood.

Marsh and Vegeris (2004) were not able to investighanges in hardship in their
analysis of the cohort after interview in 2001 doi¢he fact that many of the questions
which formed this index were omitted due to inatunsof questions about the children
of this cohort. Analysis of a question relatindit@ancial difficulty across the survey
years by partnership and work status suggesteddabatery from financial difficulty
was no different for those finding a partner congplarith those remaining a lone
mother, but a movement into work appeared to becested with far fewer financial

difficulties than remaining out of paid work.

Vegeris and Perry (2003) also investigated theiarfte of repartnering on an index of
hardship using the FACS data. The index of haplsbked in this study is comprised of
nine factors (where each factor contributes onatgoithe scale) which overall takes
into account three aspects of living standards,atamousing conditions, family
finances (not including income) and material degtion. Vegeris and Perry’s (2003)
findings suggest that repartnering is importarfiefping lone parents move out of
hardship, with the proportion not in hardship daulpbetween 1999 and 2001 for those
who were lone parents in 1999, but were in a coup&901. Vegeris and Perry (2003)
also used logistic regression analysis to idenkig/factors associated with a move out
of hardship between 1999 and 2001 as well as theseciated with hardship becoming
worse. After controlling for employment status andves into work, repartnering was
still found to be important in both models, witlogle finding a new partner being twice
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as likely to move out of hardship and 1.7 times légly to experience a worsening in

hardship as those remaining a lone parent.

In terms of studies of poverty dynamics which henestigated the role of repartnering
in poverty spell endings, the findings suggest ¢hase in a lone parent’s own labour
earnings is more important than re-partneringftmdy lone parents out of poverty in

the short term (Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et al., R0Bbr example, Jenkins et al (2001)
find that, at the aggregate level, 38 per cenpeflendings are as a result of an increase
in labour earnings of the household head wherelgsldnper cent of spell endings are
due to demographic events. However, they do stigiggissome repartnering events
may have been recorded in the category relatimgés in the spouse’s or others’

labour earnings if a partner moved in, but the lor@her retained sole ownership or
tenancy of the accommodation. In which case,rtiportance of demographic events

might be slightly underestimated.

As well as considering the importance of differgigger events from an aggregate
perspective, Jenkins et al (2001) carried out eensatensive analysis which
investigated the chance of leaving poverty condélan experiencing a particular
event at the individual level. This analysis wasertaken for the whole population
and, following this, separately for different holskl types including lone parent
families. Results from this analysis indicate tth@tographic events are more
important for lone parent families in ending a spépoverty compared with the
population as a whole, with repartnering accountardl8 per cent of poverty exits for
lone parents compared with three per cent foratigns. However, a move into part-
time work for lone parents accounted for a lardpars of poverty exits (28 per cent)
and had a higher prevalence rate than repartnékger cent of the population
experienced a rise in number of workers compardid &ght per cent moving to a
married/cohabiting couple household). Interestintilough, their analysis suggests
that the exit rate from poverty conditional on exgecing the event is only higher for
those moving into full-time work compared with regp@ring - 66 per cent of those that
move into full-time work leave poverty, comparediwb3 per cent of those that move
into a married couple household. For part-timekytre conditional exit rate is only 53
per cent. The highest conditional rate for lea\pogerty is seen for those who
repartner and have a rise in number of workerg) @& per cent of people experiencing
this event leaving poverty. However, the prevadeoicthis event is low, with only five
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per cent of lone parents experiencing it and tloeest only accounted for 17 per cent

of all poverty exits.

Therefore, the evidence base of the relationshiwdsn repartnering and improvements
in financial well-being is relatively mixed, althgli this is no doubt as a result of the
variety of different methods which have been useastess this relationship. Overall
what can be discerned from the research so faatsathilst there is some evidence that
repartnering alone can improve a lone mother' snional situation, the relationship
between repartnering and improvements in finare&l-being is further complicated

by the effect of their employment status and chamgehis over time, as well as the
employment status of the new partner. What emdrgasmuch of the literature is the
importance of a move into work which often appearsverride the effect of

repartnering in determining transitions out of pye

Employment and repartnering

As reflected above the relationship between repartg and improvements in financial
well-being appears to be influenced by a changelane mother’'s employment status
as well as the employment status of the new par&remdependent relationship
between repartnering and employment has neverthetEn found. As highlighted in
Chapter 2, studies which have investigated therehtents of repartnering have
examined the effect of employment status with ercglievidence finding varying
effects of this variable on repartnering prospedtseoretically, being in employment is
likely to provide a lone parent with increased appyaities to meet new people and
therefore might result in a lone mother repartrgermore quickly than a lone mother not
out at work. However, from an economic theory pecsive, a lone mother who is in
employment and thus more economically independsliitely to have less financial

need to repartner than a lone mother who is nol@ag (Becker, 1981).

Other studies however have considered this relstipnn the opposite direction —
investigating the effect of repartnering on pradgtmovements into work for lone
mothers. One might imagine that a lone mother wpartners might be more likely to
move into work since the new partner may be abkhtoe the responsibilities of
looking after the children and the home (Paull, 20Mescriptive statistics from a
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number of studies have found that those who hadechowo couples were more likely
to be in work than those remaining lone parentad@Bhaw and Millar, 1991; Finlayson
et al., 2000; McKay, 2002; Kasparova et al., 200)rthermore, Kasporova et al
(2003) find a positive effect of repartnering omfly work status, with a higher
proportion of those who repartner having at least adult in work of more than 16

hours per week in 2001 compared with those whadidepartner.

Several studies have tested this association betrepartnering and a move into

work™ in a multivariate framework using a logistic reggion analysis (Ford et al.,
1998; lacovou and Berthoud, 2000; Kasparova e2@03). Both Ford et al (1998) and
Kasparova et al (2003), using the PRILIF cohort BACS data respectively, find
repartnering to be significantly associated withrkwolnterestingly, Kasparova et al
(2003) also find that working lone parents in 199& form couples by 2001 have
higher odds of leaving work over this time thansthevho remained as lone parents. As
they comment, an element of this is as a resutired parents forming couples and then
having a new baby which results in the lone mokk&ving work. lacovou and

Berthoud (2000) distinguish between lone motheas fihd a partner with a job and
those finding a partner without a job in their stwd employment transitions of low-
income families extracted from the BHPS. Theiutssindicated a large and highly
significant association between a lone mother figd partner with a job and
subsequently moving into work herself. Howevee, éffect of finding a partner

without a job on movements into work for lone magheould not be reliably

determined due to no lone mother in their analfysding a jobless partner and then
going on to find a job herself. Finlayson et &(Q) also looked at factors associated
with work entry, but using a transition rate modlich analysed the speed of entry
into work for out of work lone mothers in 1991. &g in this analysis the presence of a
partner had a strong and positive influence orcti@nce of moving into work.

Despite reasonably clear evidence of an associagbmeen repartnering and a move
into employment, as described above, logistic i=giom analyses such as those referred
to have not been able to determine the tempora&iriorgl of events. This has led to
further analysis attempting to do this; both Fardlg1998) and Finlayson et al (2000)
examined the month-on-month employment and pattipersstory data collected by

the PSI surveys in order to attempt to discoverctviof these transitions came first —

| all studies a move into work was defined askivay at least 16 hours per week.
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the job or the partner. However, in both studiegas found that there was an even
split between those who found a partner first d&na$é¢ who found a job among those
that did both. Further work trying to disentantyle relationship between repartnering
and employment transitions and to determine wharhes first has been a focus of a
recent study investigating partnership transitiangd mother’'s employment using data
collected by the BHPS (Paull, 2007). Analysislosely timed partnership and work
transitions (i.e. partnership and work transitionsurring within six or 12 months of
each other) revealed that, again, the proportiawily a work entry following a union

are similar to those having a union following a wentry.

Benefit status and repartnering

Compared with employment and measures of incomeretdrial deprivation there has
been relatively little analysis investigating tlesaciation between repartnering and
changes in benefit receipt. Two key benefits kia¢ parents receive are Income
Support and Family Credit (which later became Wgkramilies’ Tax Credit (WFTC),
replacing Family Credit in 1999). Income Suppsraimeans-tested benefit for those
either not working or working less than 16 hours\peek, whereas Family Credit (and
later WFTC) is means-tested and provides additisapport to families with children
on a low/moderate income and in work at least If$per week. Receipt of these two
benefits is therefore highly dependent upon empkntstatus, with lone parents
typically receiving one or other of the two berefiepending on their employment
situation. When considering the effect of repaitiggeon benefit status it is therefore
important to remember the relationship found betwepartnering and employment
status, since benefit receipt is closely linkechv@imployment status itself. As
described above, much of the evidence suggestamepag to be associated with a
move into work for lone mothers. Therefore, reparing for lone mothers who are not
working or working less than 16 hours per week aredin receipt of Income Support
may result in a move off Income Support if the lonether also either moves into work
or increases her hours above the threshold foibditg. Furthermore, whether or not
the lone mother is working initially, a lone mottveino becomes part of a couple family
still might lose her entitlement to Income Suppbtthe partner moving in is working
more than 16 hours a week (McKay, 2002). Congidettie in-work entitlements
(Family Credit and Working Families’ Tax Creditpan the effect of repartnering
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depends on the employment status of the new paatheell as the lone mother. As
Marsh et al (2001) describe with reference to Fad@iedit, repartnering might result in
the start of a claim either because the new parsneorking more than 15 hours per
week (and was previously not able to claim bec#usg did not have dependent
children) or if the new partner is not working, hase this encourages one of them to
go out to work and claim Family Credit. Howevapartnering might also result in a
move off in-work entitlements. For example if arkiog lone mother repartners with a
working partner they might lose entitlement duéhir combined incomes rising above
the eligibility threshold, or because it enablesltime mother to stop working (Marsh et
al., 2001). In the latter scenario, Marsh et 80 point out that although a claim
based on the lone mother’s earnings might come &nd, a new claim might be made

based on the new partner’s earnings.

Descriptive analysis of the association betweeantapring and movements off Income
Support using FACS data have found evidence toesidbat repartnering is associated
with a move off Income Support (McKay, 2002; Masestd Perry, 2003). McKay
(2002) finds 70 per cent of lone parents in 1998 Wwhd moved into a partnership by
2000 had also left Income Support by this timéyalgh this is based on less than 50
cases making this transition. Aimost double the @amhonade a move into work, with

76 per cent of these respondents also leaving lacdnpport. Very few lone mothers
were found to make both transitions (17 cases)abwif those that did were found to
move off Income Support. Marsh and Perry (2008) that 80 per cent of lone parents
receiving Income Support in 1999 and that had faraeouple by 2001 were to also
leave Income Support. Only six per cent of thasenfng a couple in 2001 made a
transition in the other direction — from not re¢etyIncome Support in 1999 to being in

receipt in 2001.

In terms of multivariate analysis, Finlayson ef24100) investigated the dynamics of
Income Support using month-by-month records o lmother’s benefit status
collected from the PRILIF cohort which allowed th&mconstruct duration models for
entering and leaving this benefit. They find nadence to suggest that repartnering
may encourage a more rapid move off Income Suppoviever. Particularly important
variables found to significantly increase the timne mother remained on this benefit
included the presence of children with a longstagdiness or disability, the presence
of two or more children under the age of five ie titousehold and scores of two or
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more on the hardship index. Having young childrethe household was also important
in predicting movements onto Income Support foelamthers not claiming this
benefit initially.

Bryson and Marsh (1996) investigated what happéméaimilies after they left Family
Credit and included an examination of why familef$ in their analysis. They found
that repartnering accounted for 10 per cent osdram Family Credit. Repartnering
was also found to explain routes out of Family @redFord et al's (1998) analysis of
the PRILIF cohort where they found that 46 per adrthose who had left Family
Credit between 1991 and 1995 had repartnered. y8isabdf the third wave of the FACS
data by Marsh and Perry (2003) supports thesesediridings with 71 per cent of lone
mothers in receipt of Family Credit in 1999 who hmagartnered by 2001 found to have
also left Family Credit by 2001. In contrast, Magt al (2001)’s descriptive analysis of
the dynamics of Family Credit receipt found reparimg was more likely to result in
the start of a claim than the end of a claim.

Finlayson et al (2000) investigated the dynamicBarhily Credit in a multivariate
framework as they did for Income Support usingrtfenth-by-month records of a lone
mother’s benefit status as described above. Aghaapartnering was not found to be
important in predicting a move off Family Credttyias found to be associated with a
move onto Family Credit which, as Finlayson et28l00) comment, is when the claim

would probably be based on the new partner’s job.

Of course, the relationship between repartnerirgksmefit receipt may be further
complicated by other changes which are likely t@gsociated with repartnering, such
as the birth of a new baby (see below for evidari@n association between new
children and repartnering). Marsh et al (2001)eixe the effect of new births on
claims for Family Credit finding that the birth afnew baby was more commonly
associated with the start of a claim than the drahe. In their analysis, 21 per cent of
those who had given birth since January 1996 teatksita claim for Family Credit
within three months of the birth. Only six per tehthese ended the claim within three
months either side of the birth. As they desctil®reasons for this move onto family
credit are likely to be a result of the new babysiag an increase in the Family Credit
threshold enabling a new claim. Furthermore, ma@feBamily Credit might be either
as a result of the worker in receipt of Family Gredasing work in order to concentrate
on looking after the new baby and hence ending thaim for in-work benefits, or
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taking maternity leave around the time of the claemewal (Marsh et al., 2001). In the
latter case the claim would not be reassessedtbatihother returned to work and
would therefore result in a break in the receipfamily Credit during maternity leave.

In summary, despite descriptive statistics sugggsin association of repartnering with
a move off Income Support and Family Credit, timslihg is not supported by
multivariate analyses. In fact, it appears thatehe more support for an association
between repartnering and a move onto Family CM@TC. As highlighted by
Finlayson et al (2000), such findings providedittlupport for the hypothesis that
repartnering might lead to reduced dependenceate-benefits. Furthermore, there is
an indication that other changes, such as the biréhnew baby, which are likely to be
associated with repartnering may result in the sfaa claim for benefits such as
Family Credit/WFTC.

Housing and repartnering

As one might expect, repartnering has been foure tassociated with a household
move, with Ford et al (1998) and Vegeris and PE&eP3) finding higher proportions

of those who repartnered also moving house compaitadhose who did not
repartner. The findings from analysis of the PIRIcbhort of lone mothers also point
to a positive association between repartneringnaodng into owner occupied housing.
Considering it is known that relationship breakdavegatively impacts housing career,
particularly for women and lone parent families|(i8an, 1986; Spain, 1990; McCarthy
and Simpson, 1991; Poortman, 2000; Feijten, 200&) by Feijten and van Ham
(2007), this finding of an association between rey@ing and a move into owner
occupation is encouraging. Ford et al (1998) et a quarter of those who move into
a new dwelling with a partner (which is in mostessa new joint home) move into
owner occupation as a result. Marsh and Vege@84pfind that half of those lone
mothers who began as social tenants in 1991 andatérorepartner, move into owner
occupation. Indeed this association is also supgday findings from FACS indicating
higher proportions of lone parents who moved intoaple family between 1999 and
2001 were also found to move into owner occupabiaer this time compared with
continuing lone parents and those in couples i X¥@&geris and Perry, 2003). Given
the findings discussed above concerning the relsiip between repartnering, financial
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well-being and employment status then this findshgerhaps not surprising, since it is
likely more of the ex-lone mothers would be ablaftord this type of housing. Indeed,
Vegeris and Perry (2003) find that the highestease in owner occupation is observed

for those lone parents who repartnered and mouedaark.

Despite these findings, a significant proportioriasfe mothers will not experience such
a move upon repartnering. Analyses of the PRIldRoct suggest that new partners are
more likely to move into the home of the lone motliean for the lone mother to move
into the new partner’'s accommodation. This is ppshwhat one would expect given
that a lone mother might be reluctant to move hieasel a child whereas the new
partner is unlikely to be bringing any dependerilidcn with him, as will be discussed
below. Both Ford et al (1998) and Finlayson €28D0) in their analyses of the

PRILIF cohort of lone mothers found around halfled lone parents that repartnered in
their samples had the new partner move into themd) whereas only a tenth moved
into the new partners accommodation. The remaiweee found to move into a new

joint home.

Vegeris and Perry (2003) also investigated housomglitions in relation to the
changing relationship statuses of families in tsaudy. They find no change in the
proportions of those with at least three problerth their housing or with
overcrowding across any of the relationship subgsaver the surveys years.
However, the proportion of families who were noleaio afford to keep their home
warm in winter did fall for all relationship statgsoups, particularly those who
repartnered. Indeed, this was especially trubade that had repartnered and moved

from not working in 1999 to working by 2000.

In summary, previous findings suggest that repariges associated with a household
move, with higher proportions of those repartneergeriencing such a move
compared with those remaining lone mothers. Nbaedts, many are likely to have
their partners move in with them rather than to enthemselves, and rarely do lone
mothers move into the new partner’s home. Thepeans to be some indication that a
household move might involve a step onto the ‘prgpeadder’ with an association
between repartnering and a move into owner ocoupédiund from descriptive analysis
of both PRILIF and FACS data. Furthermore, regarnhg may also provide a lone
mother with the extra resources needed to improwdity of life within the home, such

52



as being able to afford adequate heating. Howesgawas found in relation to
improving financial circumstances of lone motharsmove into employment still plays
a part alongside repartnering. Moreover, theddirigs are all based on descriptive
analysis, with no study conducting a multivariat@lgsis to investigate the association

of repartnering with a household move after cotitrgifor additional factors.

New children and repartnering

Analysis of the PRILIF lone parent cohort over 1990s, as well as data collected by
FACS, has revealed an association between repagreand new children entering the
household. Furthermore, these new children areg wfben than not, new joint babies,
rather than children from the new partner’s presicelationship (Ford et al., 1998;
Marsh and Rowlingson, 2002). Ford et al (1998ntbthat only five per cent of the
new partners present in the household in 1995 Imtahgir own children with them.
With respect to new joint children, the PRILIF dptavide a number of statistics
relating to the association between repartnerigherving a new baby after analyses of
different years of the survey data: Ford et al 8)9thd that 30 per cent of those who
repartnered were also expecting a new baby; Fplagt al (2000) find that a quarter
of the sample had had new babies by 1998, withgstimmally more of these children
belonging to new couples than to those remaining jmarents; Marsh and Vegeris
(2004) find that nearly half of those who had had/mabies since 1991 were also

living with a partner.

Analyses of the FACS data produce similar staistidarsh and Rowlingson (2002)
find that a quarter of lone mothers who have maiklen in the household in 2000
compared with 1999 have also become part of a echgtiveen these two survey years.
Considering this statistic in terms of the propmrtof each group which have new
children in the household it is found that 14 pamtoof those who were found to
repartner also gained another dependent child, acedpwith only four per cent of
those continuing as lone parents. Marsh and R20Q3) in their analysis of the same
survey data but from the years 1999 and 2001 fiati21 per cent of those lone
mothers that form a partnership between the tweesuyears have a new dependent
child in the household compared with only sevengesit of those who remained lone
mothers. Distinguishing between whether the neWd ¢ha new baby or an older child
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returning to the household reveals that lone mettéro repartner were more than
twice as likely to have a new baby in the houseloltipared with those that did not
repartner. In addition these repartnered lone aretivere also more likely to have
older children move back into the family as wells they describe, this is likely to be

as a result of lone mothers returning to a prevmargner and ‘re-forming’ the family.

Only one study (Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) has censdlthe relationship between
repartnering and new children in a multivariaterfeavork however. Confirming results
from the descriptive analysis described abovegsiic regression analysis to
investigate the factors associated with a 1991 foather having a new baby between
1991 and 2001 reveals a statistically significdfeae of having found a new partner (or
reconciled with a previous partner) over this tinéot surprisingly a lone mother’s age
and the age of her children were also importardipters of having a new baby. Those
with children under age five and themselves under49 in 1991 were significantly
more likely to have a new baby compared with thekse were older and had older
children. Their analysis also suggests a negatiationship between the birth of a new
baby and a move into employment, though they pmibthat this is only temporary in
most cases. Indeed, Kasparova et al (2003)’stsegsiing FACS data provide further
support for this finding, with 62 per cent of thagko repartnered and had a new baby
remaining out of work compared with 32 per cent wéyartnered but did not have a

new child.

Health and repartnering

Very little research has examined the associateiwéen health and repartnering for
lone mothers. A wealth of evidence suggests tirs mothers in the U.K. have poorer
health than mothers in couple families (Popay ameks, 1990; Benzeval, 1998; Baker
and North, 1999; Shouls et al., 1999; Whiteheads®dm and Diderichsen, 2000;
Lahelma et al., 2002)A valid question to ask therefore is whether airnepartnering

may result in improved health for lone mothers?

Considering a direct effect of repartnering on tiedhe presence of a new partner
would certainly provide an ex-lone mother with meoeial and emotional support,

which may result in improved health (Benzeval, )998direct effects, such as if
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repartnering leads to an improvement in finandi@urnstances, may also result in
improvements in mental health, given the positissoaiation found between financial
hardship and psychological distress for lone matgge e.g. Baker and North, 1999;
Hope et al., 1999a). However, as discussed alpogeious research indicates that the
relationship between repartnering and an improvemneimancial circumstances is
often related to changes in the employment stdtadane mother upon repartnering. If
repartnering is accompanied by a move into thelabwarket as well, it is possible that,
at least initially, a lone mother might experienlti#iculties combining the roles of
motherhood and paid work. Under this theory (refémio as the ‘multiple burden
hypothesis’), one might expect health to deterearbiowever, recent research which
has considered health in relation to the multiples that women often have to combine
finds little evidence for the multiple burden hypesis (Lahelma et al., 2002). Instead,
support is found for the contrasting ‘multiple atienent hypothesis’, which suggests
that multiple roles lead to positive health outceramce they provide women with
greater attachment to the community (Lahelma g2@02).

In terms of empirical evidence of the associatietween repartnering and health for
lone mothers, data from the PRLIF cohort of londhmacs suggests that repartnering
might lead to improvements in health. FinlaysoaléR000) find a lower incidence of
depression and anxiety amongst those who had fayradtner. In addition to this, a
third of lone parents reported a long standingegkin 1996 and 1998 compared with
only a quarter of those who were now couples. Klargd Vegeris (2004) also find
some evidence of an association between repargnand improvements in health,
finding the growth of long-standing health probletm$e stronger for those who did
not repartner. However, the effect of repartnedondgiealth outcomes for lone mothers

in the U.K. is yet to be tested in a multivariateniework.

Studies conducted in other countries (mainly th®.Jwhich have considered marital
transitions in relation to health outcomes and hagkided controls for demographic
and socio-economic variables find a positive eftdaepartnering on health
(Mastekaasa, 1994; Williams and Umberson, 2004wéver, in the study by Williams
and Umberson (2004) the positive effect of remggig smaller for women than men
and stronger for younger compared to older adéitthough these studies suggest that
entering into a new partnership might lead to improents in health for lone mothers,

the results cannot be directly applied to lone ragh
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A recent study conducted in the U.S. has madetampt to address the gap in the
knowledge regarding the effects of entry into aoaron the health of lone mothers and
provides some interesting results (Williams, Sasshel Nicholson, 2008).
Distinguishing between the effect of unions whiddered and those which ended over
the study period their findings indicate that emig@an enduring marriage has a positive
effect on the mental health of lone mothers bueffiect on their self-assessed health.
Entry and subsequent exit from marriage also hasigrificant effect on the self-
assessed health of single mothers, but was assdeith a significant (p<.10) increase
in psychological distress relative to remaining anpered. In terms of cohabiting
unions, their findings indicate that entry intoemduring cohabiting union has little
effect on mental or physical health for lone mashéut entering and exiting a
cohabiting union is associated with an increagesiythological distress.

The study by Williams et al (2008) therefore chadjes the view that repartnering
necessarily leads to improved health outcomes aidights that more research is

clearly needed in this area.

3.6 Hypotheses relating to the explanatory varghbled transitions in

the three domains

After consideration of the findings from previodadies presented above, it is possible
to put forward hypotheses relating to the expeassibciation of the independent

variables with the dependent variables proposékdrihree domains:

Economic domain:

For the model examining the association of explawyatariables with an improvement
in financial wellbeing | expect to find a positigssociation between repartnering and
an improvement in financial situation. After caniling for any employment change
over the same period | at least expect attenuafitims association, and possibly for
employment change to explain all the variation pesly accounted for by

repartnering.
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Demographic domain:

In terms of an increase in number of children, pdthesise repartnering to be strongly
positively associated with an increase in numbeatepiendent children within the
household. | also expect an association betweamgroyment change and an increase
in number of children and a potential interactiéith@ employment change variable

with repartnering.

For the model examining a household move (of apg)ty expect repartnering to be
strongly positive associated with a household mdaeaddition | expect an association
between a household move and a change in numisildfen, with this perhaps
interacting with the repartnering variable. Fanave into owner occupation | again
expect repartnering to be statistically significalt addition | expect an employment

change to be important for this type of move andtits to interact with repartnering.

Health domain:

With respect to investigating an association betwtbe explanatory variables and an
improvement in mental health | hypothesise repartgeo have a positive association
with an improvement in mental health. After coning for a change in financial
situation | would expect this effect to be weakehedever. | would also expect an
association between a change in employment statuamimprovement in mental
health and a possible interaction between employstatus and repartnering.

Finally, regarding deterioration in mental healthypothesise repartnering to have no
significant effect. However, | expect a changénancial situation to be highly

statistically significant.
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Chapter 4

Data

The focus of this chapter is on the data whiclo isd used to examine the repartnering
patterns of lone mothers and the implications pareering for a lone mother’s well-
being. The first sections of this chapter introgltive data and describe the sampling
design. A detailed description of the selectiothef samples for analysis follows and
includes the identification of lone mothers, theliog of the partnership histories and
the construction of the final datasets for analyBige variables selected for analysis and
their associated coding frames are presented.ifiilesection explores the quality of
the data under analysis. After an overview oftyfpe of errors present in all survey
data, an investigation of the wave-non responsea#rniton affecting the samples is
conducted. The level of missing data across thialias is explored and a rationale for
the chosen method for dealing with this problemrevided. Finally, the issue of recall
bias is discussed.

4.1 Introduction to the BHPS

The data used in this analysis is taken from dallacted by the British Household
Panel Survey (BHPS) between the years 1991 to @@a@ves 1-14). The BHPS is an
annual survey carried out by the ESRC UK LongitatiBtudies Centre (ULSC)
located within the Institute for Social and EconorResearch (ISER). The survey
interviews every adult member of a nationally repreéative sample of around 5000
households amounting to around 10,000 individuirinews. In order to gain
longitudinal information on social and economic ges at the individual level in

Britain the survey takes on a panel design whetlkebygame respondents are re-
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interviewed in each subsequent year after the gurggan in 1991. Individuals who
leave an enumerated household are followed into tleev homes and all adult
members of their new household are also interviealiedving the survey to provide a
representative picture of the British populationd &low it changes over the 1990s
(Taylor et al., 2006)

The rationale behind using the BHPS for this analyss in principal due to its
longitudinal nature and the number of waves of datdlable for longitudinal analysis.
Since a key aim of this study is to investigatergartnering patterns of lone mothers
using a variety of time-varying as well as timeanant covariates it is necessary to be
able to observe these lone mothers from the pomhech they enter lone motherhood
until the time at which they either repartner, tleiildren grow up (and hence they are
no longer defined as being a lone mother), or teaye the study due to non-contact.
Therefore a particular advantage of the BHPS otrerdongitudinal studies, such as
the Families and Children Study (FACS), was thgdarumber of waves of data that
the BHPS has available for analysis (fourteen wawoespared with only seven in the
FACS) allowing scope for capturing women at thenpat which they became a lone
mother and providing enough follow up waves aftes point to allow their
repartnering patterns to be observed and analySedhermore, it was possible to use
the marital and cohabitation histories collectedave two, supplemented with
information relating to marital status across sghsat waves of the panel, to create

partnership histories for the lone mothers whichexequired in the models.

4.2 Sampling design of the BHPS

4.2.1 Selecting the initial sample at wave one

Households were initially selected for inclusiomatve one of the BHPS using a two-
stage probability design and systematic samplikg.Taylor et al (2006) describe, this
design was chosen as a result of the need to leaédficiency and cost and is
approximately an equal probability selection metf®ESEM) design. The small users
Postcode Address File (PAF) for Great Britain wasdias the sampling frame, which,
as described by Wilson and Elliot (1987), is a coehpnsive list of addresses which

receive less than 25 mail items per day and isatglically organised on a geographic
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basis. The PAF is one of only two sampling frarftlee other is the Electoral register)
considered as ‘serious contenders’ for samplingleesial addresses in Great Britain
(Lynn and Taylor, 1995). In fact, as Lynn and TayL995) comment, the PAF is

considered superior to the Electoral register émngling households.

Overall, 250 postcode sectors were selected frost af all postcode sectors south of
the Caledonian Canal, which was stratified by re@ind three socio-demographic
variables. A probability proportional to size mathwvas used for selection of the
sectors where size was determined by the numbdelvery points in the sector for
England and Wales and the sum of the Multiple Oanap Indicators for all the
delivery points in the sector for Scotland (Taydb@al., 2006). These postcode sectors

constituted the Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) mfilst stage of selection.

In the second stage of selection a systematic sagnptocedure was used to select an
average of 33 delivery points (equivalent to adse}from each of the selected sectors.
From each of the selected residential addressesrésidential addresses and
institutions were excluded from the analysis) hbatds were then selected by the
interviewers in the field. In total 8,167 addresa®re selected using the above method
and face to face interviews were attempted witlpaate households located at these
addresses, up to a maximum of three householdhelavent of an address containing
more than three households (only 2.7% of househadsish Grid procedure was
employed to randomly select households for inclusnthe sample (Lynn, 2006). The
standard Office of Population Census and SurveyXJ®) definition of a household

was used to select households for inclusion: onsopdiving alone or a group of

people who either share living accommodation OReshae meal a day and who have
the address as their only or main residence (Taylaf., 2006). At each selected
household interviews were sought with every redidelnlt household member (any
person aged 16 years and over 3i&cember 1991) and attempts were made to obtain
proxy interviews for all eligible members of thatusehold that were either absent or
too ill to respond to the survey. At wave one altof 13,840 persons were enumerated
and constituted the Original Sample Members (OSNX)these, 10,751 were eligible
for interview under the conditions described abawné a total of 10,264 (including

proxy respondents) interviews were achieved (Lp0®6).
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4.2.2 Sampling and follow up procedures after wave

In subsequent waves interviews are sought withdallt members of households that
contain at least one member of a household enuettaatwvave one (e.g. all households
containing at least one OSM). In addition, whesegible, attempts have been made to
achieve interviews with any individuals enumeratad, not interviewed at wave one,
due to refusal or because they were unable togakeor any reason (i.e. illness).
Furthermore, an attempt was made at wave two ttacbhouseholds where no
interviews were achieved with any of its househmoiEmbers at wave one after
verification that a household move had not takexcg@between the two survey waves
(Taylor et al., 2006). However, in many casesdhesuseholds were non-respondents
at wave two and hence no further attempts were ritadentact them again at

subsequent waves (Lynn, 2006).

Thus the rules that determine who is eligible fderviewing in the subsequent waves
are described by Johnson (2002) as follows: yirsill individuals present in a
household sampled in wave one (the OSMs) are felbewen if they leave to join or
form new households. Secondly, persons movinghoteseholds with an OSM after
wave one, or an OSM forming a household with offegsons become Temporary
Sample Members (TSM) and are followed only whileythemain in the household with
the OSM. Finally, children born to OSMs automdljchkecome OSMs themselves.
Additionally any TSM who is the parent of an OSMIdhbecomes a Permanent Sample
Member (PSM) and is followed even when they docoattinue to reside with an OSM.
It should also be noted that although in the foilaywvaves, as in wave one, the
criterion for sampling includes only residentiabteesses south of the Caledonian canal,
OSMs are followed into institutions (except prisanyd into areas north of the
Caledonian canal (Taylor et al., 2006). Furtherm@®®Ms who move out of England,
Scotland or Wales remain in the sample but arentetviewed until the time comes

that they return to England, Scotland or Wales (,y®arnes and Sweiry, 2006).

4.2.3 Additions and changes to the BHPS since 1991

As described by Taylor et al (2006), there havenlsseral changes and additions to
the BHPS since the survey began in 1991, whicloabe summarised briefly below.

The first change came in wave four (1994) withdldition of a young person’s survey
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called the British Youth Panel (BYP). This surveterviews all children in sample

households aged between 11 and 15 years.

A further addition to the panel came in 1997 whHenBHPS began to provide data for
the United Kingdom European Community HouseholdeP&BCHP). A sub-sample
comprising original UKECHP respondents was incaapent including those households
in Northern Ireland that were still responding antbw income’ sample from the Great
Britain panel. In 2001 the ECHP came to an endavawand with no alternative

funding available for the ECHP sub-sample, it wasaontinued beyond wave eleven.

At wave nine a further two samples were added f@mme Scotland and one from
Wales as a result of the need to increase thenatigmall samples from these countries
to allow independent analysis and cross countrypasisons. With wave nine also
came a change in the mode of data collection, avithove to computer assisted
personal interviewing (CAPI) in the hope to impralaga quality as well as to speed up

the turnaround and release of data and to redalckvork costs.

The latest addition to the BHPS, which came in 2094 sample in Northern Ireland —
The Northern Ireland Household Panel Survey (NIHR8aning that the panel survey
is now representative of the whole of the UK antljust Great Britain. The addition of
this sample also allows for comparisons to be drbetween Northern Ireland and the
UK.

4.2.4 Survey instruments

A number of survey instruments are used to cotlata from respondents in the BHPS
including, amongst others, a Household Composkoam, a Household Questionnaire,
an Individual Schedule and a Self Completion Quoesidire. After the initial collection
of a complete listing of all household membersnhglaith some basic demographic
information and details of relationships betweendathold members using the
Household Composition Form, a Household Questioangaiadministered to the
household reference person collecting data ondbenamodation and tenure and some
household measures of composition. An IndividuaéSionnaire is then administered
with every adult member (aged 16 and over) of theskhold which collects

information on a number of topics including indival demographics, health and
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caring, current employment and earnings, employroeahges over the past year,
values and opinions and, at wave two specificéifigtime childbirth, marital and
relationship history. Finally a Self Completion &€3tionnaire is used to collect
information on questions which are considered sieesand hence require more privacy
as well as some subjective or attitudinal questighieh are considered to be vulnerable
to the influence of other people’s presence ducmmpletion (Taylor et al., 2006).
Contained within this questionnaire is a reducadive of the General Health
Questionnaire (GHQ), described by Taylor et al @0&s an instrument originally
developed to screen for psychiatric illness, bterotised as an indicator of subjective

well-being.

In the circumstance that a member of the housdba@lsent at the time of the
interview, or is too old or infirm to complete arterview themselves, a Proxy Schedule
iIs completed with another household member, prefethe spouse or adult child. This
takes the form of a considerably shortened versfdhe individual questionnaire and
includes some demographic, health and employmeailsland a summary income
measure (Taylor et al., 2006). If all effortsaithieve a face-to-face interview fail then
a Telephone Questionnaire is used which is basedreduced version of the proxy
schedule.

4.2.5 Features of the survey which promote longitaidanalysis

As previously described above, the panel natute@BHPS is particularly
advantageous for the longitudinal analysis requimgthis study, as is the availability of
a large number of waves in order to identify ths®s/ing into a spell of lone
motherhood and to obtain sufficient waves of foloprobservations to observe their
repartnering patterns. Of principal importancehes identification of factors that are
related to a move (back) into a partnership, paldity those which vary over the
course of time a woman remains at risk of leavorgelparenthood. Hence it is
necessary to have a wide range of questions askeatedly in each subsequent wave
as well as those only required to be asked oneéhel BHPS many of the questions are
repeated in subsequent waves and those askedwaabk are known as the “Core
questions”. These questions include any relabrtyé status of the individual and the
household, such as employment status, maritalsséatd housing tenure for example,
which are considered likely to change from yeardar and hence must be asked at
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each wave. In addition to this are questions agkatternating waves, or on a cyclical
basis, known as “Rotating Core” questions whichude any topics for which large
changes over each wave are not expected and Hencare not needed to be asked in
every year. Finally, those only asked once instimey are known as “Non-core” or
“Variable Components” which include questions whastablish ‘initial conditions’,

such as year of birth, as well as in-depth questamna particular topic chosen for that
wave, such as marital and fertility histories aetlaspective work histories (Taylor et
al., 2006). Variables used in this analysis akeridrom each of these components and

will be described in more detail below.

4.3 Initial selection of samples for this analysis

The BHPS data is divided into a number of fileenefd to as record types which
contain data collected at each wave for differebsgts of questions and respondents
and in general correspond to the different questioe instruments or major
distinguishable elements within those instrumengs/lor et al., 2006). The main
record types used in the collection of samplesHisranalysis included wWINDRESP,
the record containing the individual data from flld proxy questionnaires at each
wave and wHHRESP which contains data for all redpabhouseholds collected from
the Household Questionnaire and household levetnmdtion from the Household

Composition Form.
4.3.1 Selecting out those who became a lone motrearthe life of the panel

To look at the repartnering patterns of lone mathiewas necessary to firstly select out
women that actually became lone mothers througthaulife of the panel in order to
then follow them up through the waves and anallgsg tepartnering trajectories. This
process began by selecting variables from individnd household files of successive
pairs of waves of the BHPS (e.g. 1991 and 1992)waexdjing these together with the
use of the cross-wave person identifier. Successawves up to wave thirteen were
merged together in order to create twelve samgel eontaining a sample of
respondents and their recorded responses at thesaitcessive points in time. Waves
thirteen and fourteen were not merged togethetaltigat fact that any women entering

lone motherhood in 2004 would not have any yearskiof repartnering available for
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analysis. Those already lone mothers at the bagjrof the survey in 1991 were also
not selected since it would not be possible toudeltime-varying factors for this group
of lone mothers. From the samples of merged san@ewaves, all women aged under
16 or over 60 years in the second of the two waxere deleted from the sample due to
that fact that only women in their main child-bearor rearing years are likely to have
become lone mothers under the definition chosethisranalysis. It was then
necessary to create a variable measuring whethet@ woman became a lone mother
between the two survey years, as well as to disigngbetween those that became a
lone mother due to the breakdown of a cohabitirignyrcompared with through the
separation or divorce of a marriage or throughga birth whilst single and never-
married (see Figure 4.1 below for an example &f skelection procedure). Table 4.1
below shows the initial sample sizes achieved ahexd the pairs of merged waves for

each type of lone mother.

Figure 4.1 Selecting out those that became a loneother between waves 1
and 2 (1991-1992)

Wave 1 Wave 2
10,264 9,845 people
people

Excluded people:

8,970 people
observed in
both waves 1
and 2

A 4

3072 Aged over
women aged
between 16 60/under 16
and 60

Those who did not
become a lone
mothert

40 lone mothers 6

separated from
a previous
partnership

Never-married
single lone
mothers

tThose who did not become a lone mother include some women that were already a lone mother in each wave.
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Table 4.1 Initial achieved sample sizes by year ehtry into lone
motherhood*?

Sample size

Yearofentryto  Lone mothers separated Single never-married
lone motherhood from a previous partnership lone mothers
1991-1992 40 6
1992-1993 38 13
1993-1994 30 7
1994-1995 29 11
1995-1996 31 3
1996-1997 38 10
1997-1998 40 2
1998-1999 35 10
1999-2000 60 5
2000-2001 37 10
2001-2002 59 12
2002-2003 54 10
Total sample size 491 99

The identification of lone mothers was carried lopcomparing the de facto marital
status of women and number of children in the hioolskover the two consecutive
waves. For example a woman who moved from colmap(tvith dependent children in
the household) in one year to never-married (wipeshdent children in the household)
in the next is assumed to have become a (previaas$igbiting) lone mother at some
point between the two survey waves. Unfortunaattyough from wave three onwards
the BHPS includes variables which measure the mamthyear of any marital status
change, these variables only relate to changesyad marital status. It is therefore not
possible to obtain any information on the exact th@md year that a cohabitation
begins or ends for a particular person. Sincguifstant proportion of the lone
mothers identified at this stage were lone mothdrsse last partnership was a
cohabitation and due to the fact that researctiduasl a high proportion of those who
repartner choose to enter into a cohabiting pastnerather than a marriage, as was
highlighted in Chapter 2, transitions into lone heyhood and out again through
repartnering in this analysis are only to be measur terms of years rather than

months.

Importantly it must be highlighted here that thisgedure of identifying transitions into
lone motherhood requires an assumption that ordyement (i.e. marital status change,

or the birth of a child) has occurred between e successive waves. Under this rule,

12 sample sizes achieved before any deletions ditertonon-response and attrition carried out.
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a woman that went from cohabiting in one wave fmasated or divorced in the next is
assumed to have been married at some point inate rather than having got married
and then subsequently separated or divorced ifirtteebetween the two survey waves.
Considering the length of time between the survayes is short —only one year and
due to the process of divorce being time consunihg,is deemed a reasonable
assumption and is one used in other analyses &teesP1988). Furthermore, even if
this was the case for some women, one could alfuesince the marriage was so short
then the cohabitation was the more relevant pastimgmrnd the characteristics of the
woman are likely to be more similar to other presly cohabiting women than other

previously married women.

Therefore, using the respondent’s de-facto mastttls those counted as becoming a
divorced, separated or widowed lone mother werevamyen that went from married at
the first time point to divorced, separated, oravied respectively and had at least one
dependent child at the second time point. Thosateal as becoming a lone mother
through the breakdown of a cohabitation includeghaomen that went from

cohabiting to separated, divorced, widowed or nevarried and had at least one
dependent child at the second point in time. Rn#diose becoming a lone mother
whilst single and never-married included those woithat stayed never-married
between the two time points, but who gave birth thild between the first and second
time point. A dependent child in this analysis wiained as any child aged under 16
living in the household. Although this definitianslightly different to that defined by
the Department of Social Security, which includislzldren aged under 16 as well as
those aged 16 to under 19 in full-time educatibis, considered that this will not
substantially affect the analysis and would onlylfar complicate the identification of

those lone mothers leaving lone motherhood dukdio thildren growing up.

In addition, and quite importantly, the responsthquestion which checks whether
the respondent is actually living with their spoos@artner was used to determine
whether, in spite of a change in marital statusoled between the two successive
waves, the spouse or partner was actually livingpenhousehold initially in the first of
the two waves. This is important due to that fhat there is a chance that although a
change in marital status has been observed, thigorthip might have actually broken
down before this change in marital status occuriadeed, taking a closer look at some
of these women who would be coded as lone motherdala change in their marital
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status, but whose partners were found to not dgthalliving in the household in the
year prior to this change, it was found that in sarases the spouse or partner had not
been living with the respondent for several ye@afeie this change in the woman’s
marital status actually occurred. Therefore onlyngo whose spouse or partner were
living in the household in the year prior to an@f®d change in marital status were

coded as becoming a lone mother through the breakdba partnership.

Furthermore, considering the condition describemvattoncerning whether or not the
spouse was present in the household in the yearebafchange in marital status
occurred, it was decided that any woman that stayadied between these time points,
but whose husband was no longer living in the hioolskat the second time point were
also included as becoming separated lone motheesiem divorced lone mothers as the
legal marital status of some cases suggested. widsslue to that fact that it was
considered that the point at which the husband chowu was more important in
defining a move into the lone parenthood state) siaply a change in marital status.
Although financially these lone mothers may be nsingilar to other lone mothers in
the study at the point at which the change in rabsttatus occurs, in terms of the loss of
additional support in the household and potentiadya childcare provision there are
likely to be more similarities at the time at whitle husband actually leaves the
household. It is also this change which is likelgletermine the most significant
changes in the household that occur when a womaomises a lone mother, such as a
change in employment status. Moreover, for alldné of the fourteen such women
that were included in the final sample (one lefégjust two years without any change
in marital status), the change in marital status t@aoccur in the subsequent wave in

any case.

As well as this, two women appeared to have mokad Mmarried in the first time point
to never-married in the second time point andr dfteher examination, these were
coded as lone mothers separated from a marriaigally it should also be noted that
several women (eleven in the final sample) wennfether cohabiting or married with
no children to living without a spouse or partnat how with one dependent child. For
those that were in a cohabiting relationship iflitia might be that the cohabitation
ended before the child was born and therefore tealynthese lone mothers could be
considered as single never-married lone motheos.tvo of these cases it was possible
to obtain information on the date of separatiothefmother and partner due to the fact
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that partnership history data was collected inyear. This data was compared with
the month of birth of the child and it was foundttkthese births did actually take place
inside of the cohabitation. However, for the miyoof previously married or

previously cohabiting lone mothers this detailefdimation was not available and
therefore it was decided that since these lone enstiiad recently been in a partnership
they were likely to have most similar charactecsto those that became a lone mother
through the breakdown of a partnership and hence waled in this manner.

Women that did not become any type of lone mother this period were then deleted
from these samples. A small number of these deletemen (twelve overall) included
those who had been married in the past, but whairesd un-partnered over the two
waves and either had grown up non-dependent chilorevere childless, but gave birth
to a child between the two waves. Therefore, algihahese women did effectively
become lone mothers, they are a distinct grougenérally older women who are likely
to have different characteristics to both the othver groups of lone mothers being
analysed in this study. Due to the small sample sf this group they could not be
analysed separately and it would also be diffitukiccount for them in any analyses so

they were necessarily deleted from the sample.

In addition, a number of women (50 overall) wererfd to re-enter lone motherhood in
later waves after being selected already in a pveore and these were also deleted from
the samples in which they re-appeared. Althougdhpbssible to carry out event

history analysis of repeated events, such as morntndone parenthood and out and
back in again and hence allowing women to haveipielspells of lone parenthood,
analysis of such type of events is beyond the sobgas study. Therefore only the

first observed spell of lone parenthood after 18%b be examined in relation to
repartnering. It should be noted that this ismeatessarily the first ever spell of lone

motherhood.

When selecting the samples, any women that werabietto be contacted at all in
either one of the time points were necessarilywaad from the analyses since they
provided no information on transitions over thiaeiperiod. No distinctions were

made between the sample status of the respondemhether they were an OSM or
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not!® Furthermore, members of the additional sub-sasnpiélected after wave seven
of the panel were also included in the samplesialdes to identify the sample origin
of each lone mother were collected in order tovalidentification of these different

subgroups in the subsequent analyses.

The final step in this part of the process of adlteg together all those that became a
lone mother was to divide each of the 12 samplestimo separate samples (making a
total of 24 samples), one containing those thaaimeclone mothers through the
breakdown of a marital or cohabitational union #m&lother containing those that
became a lone mother through having a birth whilggle and never-married. As
previously suggested in Chapter 2, the repartngrattgrns of those becoming a lone
mother through the breakdown of a previous partnerare likely to be different to that
of those becoming a lone mother through givinghbivhilst single and never-married,
particularly since a large proportion of the laggeoup are likely to be partnering for the
first time rather than re-partnering. Furthermgmeyvious analysis has demonstrated
that the factors associated with becoming diffet@pés of lone mothers in the first
place are quite distinct. Therefore, in orderltovafor the possibility of controlling for
different variables it seems sensible to carrysayarate analysis of these two groups of
lone mothers and allow differences in their repanitrg patterns to be identified. For
those entering lone motherhood through the breakduiva partnership a control will
be added to identify the type of previous partniprélhe. a marital or cohabiting union)

which broke down.

4.3.2 Coding of partnership histories for thosedneing a lone mother through

the breakdown of a partnership

Dividing the samples

In the BHPS, information on respondent’s lifetingtpership histories was collected in
wave two (1992) for all respondents and then agawaves eleven (2001) and twelve
(2002) for those entering via the Scotland and Waldension samples and the
Northern Ireland extension sample respectivelyesBdata are contained in the record
files WCOHABIT and wMARRIAG. In addition, in waveight a small number of

131t is acknowledged that the inclusion of Tempor@ample Members (TSMs) in the sample could have
implications for the subsequent analyses giventti®it exit from the sample might be related taithe
having the event (i.e. repartnering). In factslégan 3% of the final sample (15 cases) were T&hds
therefore this is unlikely to represent a problemthis study.
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variables were included in the individual questiana (HINDRESP) to collect ‘catch

up’ information on start and end dates for previooisabitations, the number of
marriages and the date of first marriage for aspoadents that were not interviewed in
waves one or two or were a new entrant over 16syefaage and had lived with
someone as a couple at some point or ever marAgtumber of these variables,
including the start and end dates of a respondérgtscohabitation, the date if a
partnership of this type had occurred, the numbenasriages and dates of the first of
these if applicable were also collected in subsegwaves for those not interviewed
before. Due to this information being collectedhegtse different time points for the
different groups of lone mothers, all those londlrecs who were part of the ECHP or
Wales, Scotland or Northern Ireland extensions $esnpere selected out of each of the
original twelve samples to create another six samjpl order for their partnership

histories to be created separately.

The process of obtaining data to observe their partnership histories

For the first of the twelve samples, which includled original Essex sample of women
that entered lone motherhood in the second watteedBHPS in 1992, the coding of
their most recent previous partnership and totatlmer of previous partnerships was a
straightforward process due to the collection efrtrospective marital and
cohabitational histories at this wave. This infation was simply merged into the
sample with the use of the personal identificatianable with the coding of the start
and end dates of their most recent partnershigtendumber of total partnerships
carried out as described below. The same procassarried out for those in the extra
sub-samples that entered lone motherhood in 20@h wte retrospective marital and
cohabitational histories were collected again.

However, for subsequent samples including all lm¢hers entering lone motherhood
at some point after 1992 and those in the extrasamtples entering lone motherhood
before 1997 or after 2001 it was necessary to baak at their responses to certain
variables from each wave prior to them enteringlorotherhood. These variables
included those relating to their marital statusethler their spouse was living in the
household and the spouse’s personal identificationber at each time point. The
beginning of the previous partnership was thentitied in the same way that the lone
mothers were identified initially, by comparing twaves and observing a marital

status change between these two time points. Adhan general it was assumed, and
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in fact appeared to be the case, that women ontieroae marital status transition in
each event period, it is possible that a woman peagecorded as being married in two
successive waves, but in fact an intervening dvamed subsequent re-marriage has
occurred (Peters, 1988). In this circumstancespgorisal identification numbers would
be different for each marriage. Therefore closendibn was paid to the personal
identification number of the spouse as well as taethe spouse was living in the
household at each time period in order to detet sansitions. In some cases where
the previous partnership was relatively long inadian it was necessary to use the
retrospective partnership histories in additioth® above procedure to determine the
beginning of the previous partnership. For alstheamples the partnership history data
was used as well, where present, in order to ifjentimber of previous partnerships.
Finally, for a number of previously partnered wonitemwas possible to obtain
information on partnership history using the ‘catgh marital and cohabitation history
collected in wave eight and the responses to ttal smmber of partnership history

variables collected in subsequent waves as descaibeve.

Defining previous partnership duration

In each case, no matter whether it was necessaisetthe retrospective history data or
just to examine the responses from previous wavdstermine the length and number
of previous partnerships, the beginning of a previpartnership was defined as the
point at which the couple either began a cohabiafeven for those who subsequently
married) or at the time of marriage for those witbrtbt cohabit pre-maritally. Due to
the fact that many of the most recent previousngaships of these lone mothers began
after 1992 and only detailed information on thea¢xaonth of a change in legal marital
status* is collected annually, it was not possible to datee the month in which the
most recent previous partnership began for the mivajaf the women becoming lone
mothers through the breakdown of a cohabiting unids previously highlighted above
it was also impossible to determine the exact montikhich the partnership ended
resulting in them becoming a lone mother. The tilnmaof the most recent previous
union was therefore determined in terms of yearsuibgracting the year in which it
began from the year in which it ended (with theryebegan being taken either from
the lifetime history data or referring to the suyryear in which they were first observed
to be in that partnership). Since the variablesugag the duration of the prior union

4 A change in legal marital status refers to thobe made transitions between married, divorced or
widowed states and does not detect transitionsontut of a cohabiting union.
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in the analysis is to be grouped and the substntierest is in whether those with long
durations (e.g. 10 years) have significantly déferrepartnering patterns compared
with those who had much shorter durations of ontpaple of years, then not being
able to measure union duration more accuratelgrimg of months, rather than years, is

unlikely to make a significant difference in theafysis.

Defining the number of previous partnerships

In order to identify the total number of previowstmerships a lone mother had had, it
was necessary that lifetime cohabitation or mahistiory was collected at some point
across the survey waves for an individual. If gimito lone motherhood occurred after
this time it was necessary that they had been vbden each wave subsequent to the
collection of the histories and up to the time e€bming a lone mother, unless there
was evidence to suggest their partnership stamsibachanged over any years they
were missing from (see section on wave non-respandehe coding of partnership
status below). In general, information on totaintner of previous partnerships was
obtained from the lifetime cohabitation and matritstory data collected in wave two
of the BHPS. However, for a number of women whoeneot interviewed at this time
(mainly due to the fact they were either a TSM hadce not present in the survey at
this time, or because they were a child under &gears) it was possible to obtain this
information from the ‘catch up’ cohabitation histonformation collected in wave
eight. In addition, the limited variables on partship history collected in waves
subsequent to wave eight also allowed the ideatifia of the number of previous

partnerships for some women.

In some circumstances it was not possible to ifletite total number of previous
partnerships of a lone mother due to missing masitaohabitation history data; high
levels of wave non-response in preceding year® @ntry into lone motherhood; or
other reasons such as missing information on theopal identification number of the
spouse or inconsistencies between the individudinaarital or cohabitational history
files. In such cases, the total number of previgarsnerships was recorded as missing
(see Section 4.5.3 on item non-response for a sksmo of the numbers involved and

the method implemented to deal with this missing)da

In addition to this, if a woman recorded herselb&onever-married in between two

years where she is reported to be in a cohabitatitnthe same person, then the

73



partnerships either side of the year(s) of beingenenarried were coded as two
separate partnerships (this only concerned threeemnaverall). In the same respect, if
a woman went from being in a partnership with oeespn in one year, then was in a
partnership with another person in the followinguydout then went back to the original
partnership a year later, the partnerships weredad three separate partnerships (this
only actually concerned one woman). These de@simre due to the fact that the aim
of this variable was to distinguish between thosepbe that remained in a stable
partnership for a long period of time versus thibe¢ moved in and out of a

partnership. Whether or not it was with the samsgewas not of particular interest.

Wave non-response and the coding of partnership status

Considering wave non-response it was decided thatvamen with missing

information over a period of one or even severaryelue to the fact that they were
unable or refused to be contacted were assumeal/oremained in the same
relationship with no break if they were found todither cohabiting or married with the
same partner either side of the missing year(s)ceShe personal identification number
of the spouse was measured in each wave thenfidegtivhether the partner was in
fact the same person in each wave surrounding tb&nmg year(s) was straightforward.
Where a woman was missing and a different partigergas observed either side of the
missing year(s) and this concerned the most rgmentous partnership, the duration of

the partnership was set to missing.

Inconsistencies between the marital and cohabitation history data and data
collected in the individual file
In coding the partnership histories of these lor¢hars it became apparent that there
were some inconsistencies between the informatdaated in the individual file on
marital status and that collected in the cohaloitatir marital history files for a small
minority of cases. In each of the four cases ¢éspondent was reported to be either
never-married or separated in wave two (1992) aliegrto the individual file, but
according to the history file was recorded as cdlmagat this time. For two of these
women this had no effect on the coding of theivfmes partnership duration as they
actually only entered lone motherhood in 2002 agnthk the inconsistency was related
to a different partnership previous to the one Whigsulted in them becoming a lone
mother in 2002. However, for the remaining twoesathis inconsistency was related to
their most recent partnership with the individuld fecording both these woman to be
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never-married in 1991 and 1992 and cohabiting ®381®ut the cohabitation history file
collected in 1992 reporting both woman as cohadpiéinthis time with cohabitations
beginning in 1991 and 1992 respectively. Sineeas unclear whether in fact the
relationship recorded in the history file in 199asithe same relationship as that
recorded in the individual file a year later ansbaif it was, when exactly it began, it
was decided to use the information collected initldévidual file as being correct (for a
more detailed explanation of the reasoning for deisision see Section 4.5.4 where
recall bias is discussed). This meant that thevipus partnerships were coded as
beginning in 1993 for both women and hence theawipus union duration was
measured as two years and one year less respggctivaipared to if the information
from the history file had been used. Since, asipusly mentioned, the variable
measuring previous union duration is to be groupebe analysis this slight
discrepancy is unlikely to affect the analysismy aase. The discrepancy was also
taken into consideration when coding the total nends partnerships a woman had
previously had. Since it was not certain whethes was a different partnership or not

then it was not included as so.

Another discrepancy between files concerned oneamowho was recorded in the
individual file in 1992 as separated from a mariaget when matching the responses
for this women from the marital history file no amfation was found relating to the
starting and separation dates of this relationshperestingly though, it was found that
there were some partnership start and end datesdestfor this woman in the
cohabitation history file. Since the end datesitbin this file matched with the
information found in the individual file for thisaman it was assumed that this was an
error made by the interviewer whereby the datdb@feparation of the marriage were
filled out on the form relating to cohabitationstead. These dates were therefore
substituted as the dates of separation of the awgriin the absence of any other

information.

4.3.3 Coding of partnership histories for thoseegng lone motherhood through

giving birth whilst single and never-married

Whilst by definition these lone mothers have névaen married, it is likely that a
proportion may have experienced a cohabiting i@iatiip in the past. For this type of

lone mother it was not necessary, however, tohs@itocedure described above to

75



create partnership histories due to the releasecohsolidated marital and cohabitation
history file containing retrospective histories &k individuals in the BHPS. Merging
this file with the sample of single never-marriedé mothers enabled construction of
the number of previous partnerships for these toathers. Given that only around 15
per cent of the sample appeared to have ever beenadhabiting relationship, the

duration of the prior union was not coded for tigjge of lone mother.

4.3.4 Appending the subsequent waves for eacheadub-samples of lone
mothers

Once the responses to each of the variables oEstthad been obtained, the next step
was to append the responses to each of the seletablles for the rest of the waves
each person was in the study in order to obtaineveavwave responses for use as the
time-varying covariates. Each sub-sample was tak&mrn and the rest of the waves
were appended up to wave fourteen. In each cassuthject’s responses to the
variables at each wave were appended up to thdifirs that they were completely lost
from the study (i.e. did not provide any type denmview). For example, if a respondent
entered lone motherhood in 1998 but only respomuéake study up until 2002 then
they would have five lines of data in the datagétthis stage it was important to create
a variable for each of the sub-samples to idetiiéyyear of entry into lone motherhood
in order to distinguish between the different cabaf lone mothers in the final sample.

4.3.5 Final appending of all sub-samples

The next step was to ‘stack’ all the sub-sampldsmé mothers together to create two
samples, one containing those that had becomenotieers through the breakdown of
a previous partnership and one including thoserieigtéone motherhood through

having a birth whilst single and never-married.e3&two samples therefore contained
all women that became a lone mother at some pwmiatighout the life of the panel and
their responses to selected variables over theegulesit waves that they were
interviewed in the panel. As can be seen in Tdldethe overall sample sizes achieved
at this stage were 491 lone mothers that had ehtereugh the breakdown of a

previous partnership and 99 single never-married lmothers.
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4.3.6 Defining periods ‘at risk’

In order for the analysis to be carried out it wasessary to identify the periods where
a lone mother was ‘at risk’ of repartnering. Tthierefore included any periods after the
year of becoming a lone mother and up to and imctuthe year of repartnering, or the
year their children grew up (i.e. the year theinygest child reached age 16 years). A
variable to identify a move into a partnership weerefore required for each sample.
Those identified as (re)partnering included any worthat went from being a lone
mother in a particular wave to either cohabitatingnarried with dependent children in
the following wave and where the spouse was redoaddiving in the household at this
time. In addition a variable to identify those wkachildren grew up was created and
included any women that went from having dependbitdren living in the household
in a particular wave to having no dependent childneng in the household in the
following wave. All periods where a lone motherswveot at risk, which therefore
included the survey wave in which they were foumtidve become a lone mother and
any survey waves after they were found to haveseipartnered, or their children had
grown up, were therefore deleted from the dat2séan example of the format of the
final dataset can be seen in Figure 5.3.) Afterdieation of the variable measuring
repartnering it was found that none of the womethésample of previously partnered
lone mothers repartnered after nine years and abtie never-married single lone
mothers repartnered after eight years. Furtheztbe number of women in each
sample remaining after these time points was exhgsmall, only nine and six women
respectively. The analysis was therefore resttitdetime periods under ten years and
under nine years for the two samples respectivitlig acknowledged here that those in
the sample for the longer durations will be a gejecup of lone mothers which entered
lone motherhood in the early years of the studjogdeaind had younger children at this
time point. However controls will be used in thalysis to account for such issues.

15 As a result of this process a number of lone nrsthwere lost from the samples (35 from the sample o
those separated from a previous partnership andromothe sample of those that were single never-
married). This was due to the fact that these wodié not remain in the survey for any waves dfter
wave in which they were found to have become a toather and hence did not provide any years at risk
available for analysis.
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4.4 Variables selected for analysis

4.4.1 Variables to be used in the analysis of tihh@s®ming a lone mother

through the breakdown of a partnership

Table 4.2a Fixed-time demographic variables includgin the analysis of
repartnering for those becoming a lone mother throgh the breakdown of a
partnership

Variable Coding Notes

Age 1 =18-24 years
2 = 25-29 years
3 = 30-34 years
4 =35+ years

Number of children 1 =0One child
2 = Two children
3 = Three or more children

Age of youngest child 1 =Under 5 years
2 =5-11 years
3 =12-15 years

Type of lone mother 1 = Previously married
2 = Previously cohabiting

Previous union duration 1 =Less than 5 years
2=51t09 years
3 =10-14 years
4 =15 years and over

Total number of previous 1= 1 partner
partnerships 2 =2 partners
3 = 3 or more partners

Included in the analysis of repartnering amongehmscoming a lone mother through
the separation of a previous partnership were aoeuwf demographic and
socioeconomic variables. Many of these were fixettcovariates taken from the
survey year in which a woman was first observeldet@ lone mother and can be found
in Tables 4.2a above and 4.2b below. For exanf@eyoman was found to become a
lone mother between the 1991 and 1992 survey wéwess the variables refer to her

response given in 1992.
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Table 4.2b Fixed-time socio-economic variables inglled in the analysis of
repartnering for both samples

Variable Coding Notes

Highest Academic 1 = Degree, HND, HNC, teaching
qualification* qualification

2=Alevels

3=0levels

4 =CSE

5 = None of these

Housing tenure* 1 = Owner occupier
2 = Local authority/Housing assoc.
rented
3 = Other rented

Social class* 1 = Professional & managerial/ Registrar General's social class
technical occupation and based on occupation of most
2 = Skilled non-manual recent job.
3 = Skilled manual . Missing category includes those
4 = Partly skilled/unskilled where social class is either
occupation missing due to item non-response
5 = Missing or because the woman had never

had a job.
Region 1 = Southern regions

2 = Northern regions
3 = Wales/Scotland/N.1.

*variables missing if proxy/telephone interview

Other fixed-time covariates included in the anaysere taken from the “Variable
component” or “Rotating-core” group of questionghe survey (described above)
which were only asked in certain waves of the BHP&ble 4.3). Some of these
variables established the ‘initial conditions’ swashethnic group membership and were
obviously fixed for each respondent across thetlengtime in the study and hence
only collected at the time of first interview. Oteesuch as religion, were collected at
various points throughout the survey. In this gsialthe variables for religion and
attendance at religious services refer to theporse given either in the first year they
were observed to have become a lone mother, kst asked in that particular year, or
at the closest possible wave (either before or #ite time) for those where it was not

asked in this year.
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Table 4.3 Fixed-time variables (taken from other waes) included in the
analysis of repartnering for both samples

Variable Coding Notes
Ethnicity 1= White

2 = Other
Religion 1= No religion

Attendance at religious
services

2 = C of E/Anglican
3 = Roman Catholic
4 = Other religion

1= Once a week or more
2 = At least once a month
3 = At least once a year

4 = Practically never

5 = Only weddings/funerals

Several time-varying variables were also invesédan the analysis and these can be

seen in Table 4.4 below. These were collectedéet eave a respondent remained in

the study and were therefore allowed to vary olenyfears at risk of repartnering for

each respondent. In order to make sure that treesables relate to the circumstance of

a woman before she repartners these variableslagged by one year. For example,

the variable for employment status in each pergders to a lone mother’'s employment

status at the beginning of the interval over wishk is at risk.
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Table 4.4 Time-varying variables included in the aalysis of repartnering

for both samples

Variable Coding Notes
Current employment 1 = Employed
status 2 = Unemployed

3 = Family care

4 = Other
Receipt of Maintenance 1=Yes Has received alimony/maintenance
or Alimony* 2 =No over the past year
Receipt of Income 1=Yes Has received income support over
Support* 2=No the past year
Receipt of Housing 1=Yes Has received housing benefit over
Benefit* 2=No the past year

Financial situation*

Limiting health

GHQ Score*

Annual income*

Household type

1 = Living comfortably

2 = Doing alright

3 = Just about getting by
4 = Finding it quite difficult
5 = Finding it very difficult

1=Yes
2=No

1=GHQ 0-3
2 =GHQ4-6
3=GHQ7-12

1 =£5,000 or less

2 =£5,000.01- £10,000.00
3 =£10,000.01- £15,000.00
4 =£15,000.01- £20,000.00

5=£20,000.01 or more
6 = Missing

1 = Lone parent household
2 = Couple or other household

Self-perceived financial situation
over the past year

Does your health in any way limit
your daily activities compared to
most people of your age?
Answers to the General Health
Questionnaire (GHQ) question
battery converted to a 12 point
scale.

*variables missing if proxy/telephone interview

Finally, two control variables were used (see Tdbtg, one to control for the year a

woman entered lone motherhood and another to ddotrthe sample a lone mother

was from (e.g. original Essex sample or from thédP@r extension samples)
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Table 4.5 Control variables included in the analys of repartnering for both
samples

Variable Coding Notes

Year of entry to lone 1=1992 Where 1992 refers to a woman

motherhood 2 =1993-1994 becoming a lone mother at some
3 = 1995-1996 time between the 1991 and 1992
A _ 1997-1999 survey waves, for example
5=2000-2003

Sample membership 1 = Original Essex sample Where extension sample category

status 2 = Extension sample includes all those in the Scotland,

Wales or Northern Ireland
Extension samples as well as those
from the ECHP sub-samples

4.4.2 Variables to be used in the analysis of tihh@s®ming a lone mother

through having a birth whilst single and never-neatr

For the analysis of repartnering among those bewgmione mother through having a
birth whilst single and never-married, again, aetsrof time-fixed covariates and time-
varying covariates were under investigation. Exdéepthe fixed-time demographic
variables collected at the time of becoming a lotaher (see Table 4.6 below) other
variables to be included in the analysis were #mesas in the analysis of those
becoming a lone mother through the breakdown dfiaru(found in Tables 4.2b, 4.3,
4.4 and 4.5).

Table 4.6 Fixed-time demographic variables for sing never-married lone
mothers

Variable Coding Notes
Age 1=16-19 years
2 = 20-24 years
3=25-29
4 = 30+ years
No. of previous 1 = No previous partner
partnerships 2 =1 partner
3 = 2 partners
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4.5 Data quality

The quality of the data under analysis clearlyihgsortant implications for the validity
of the results from this study. This section bedwy discussing the different types of
error present in survey data. Following this salvaspects of non-sampling error,
namely wave non-response and attrition, item ngperse and recall error are

considered in more detail.
4.5.1 Sampling and non-sampling error

Survey errors can be sub-divided into two typesradr, namely sampling and non-
sampling error. Sampling error refers to the randoror produced as a result of the
fact that only a sample of the population is suegesather than the whole population
and that the sample units (i.e. the individual cegjents) are different from each other
(Groves, 1989). The variability of this samplingoe is measured by the standard error,
which can then be used to construct confidenceval® for sample estimates. Later, in
the results of the multivariate analyses, thesesnmea of sampling error will be
reported to indicate the level of accuracy surrangdhe sample estimates in this
analysis. However, what must be borne in mind whearpreting these measures of
error is that, as highlighted by Groves (1989),dtamdard error of a survey estimate
does not reflect the error resulting from non-sangpérrors such as non-response or
non-coverage and often underestimates the totelhibty of that sample estimate if

repeated samples were taken.

Non-sampling error refers to systematic errors tlwahot arise merely from only taking
a sample of the population rather than a censugrmompass a number of different
errors or biases which can be attributed to sowsuek as question wording,
interviewer effects, coverage error (where cenpaaple are not included in the
sampling frame) and non-response (Taylor et a0620These types of error are
problems for all surveys and as described by Tagtlal (2006) are minimised as much
as possible through the design and implementafitmecdBHPS. However non-
response poses a particular threat to the qudlippoel data and will be discussed in

more detail below.
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4.5.2 Wave non-response and attrition

Non-response is a common problem in all surveysisoa particular problem in panel
surveys. Not only is the survey subject to normpoese in the initial wave, due to
people not being at home or refusing to be inteverkfor example, but it is then
subject to these same problems of non-responsésequent waves (Kalton, Kasprzyk
and McMillen, 1989). Furthermore, as Kalton e{1#189) go on to describe, as the
panel ages, non-response generally increasesygliitbe rate of increase does decline

over time) which results in an increased risk alsin sample estimates.

The key problem with non-response does not justeanthe reduction in sample sizes
that results from the diminished pool of respondeiteach wave, but that those who
are not contacted may be systematically differearhfthose who are contacted. Indeed
Lynn (2006) found that non-respondents in the BldB$ontain a disproportionate

number of people with particular characteristiceas be seen in Figure 4.2 below.

Figure 4.2 Factors associated with non-response ithe BHPS

Age 16-24

Never-married

Unemployed

No qualifications

Not active in any organisations

Resident in Inner London, West Midlands conurbatiMerseyside
Local authority or housing association tenant

In the bottom 40% of the income distribution

0% % % X kX %

Source: Lynn (2006), p.63

Non-response can be further sub-divided into tweg@ies —wave non-response and
attrition which will be outlined separately belowedto the different methods employed

in this study to deal with these different asp@ttson-response.

Wave non-response

Wave non-response refers to the circumstance whenvave of data is missing for a
particular respondent at a particular point in tmsea result of an inability to contact
them at this particular point (Little, 1992). Irder to obtain maximum sample sizes for

this study no distinctions were made at any stagbe process of selecting the samples
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for analysis between those that provided a fuliiview and those for which only a
telephone or proxy interview was achieved, progdimere was at least enough
evidence to determine that they had become a l@tkanin the first place. A number
of women (31 women in the sample of lone mothepsusged from a partnership and
six of the sample of single never-married lone racthhad one or more waves where
only a proxy or telephone interview was availabfeirther exploration revealed that
eleven of those separated from a previous partipeasid one single never-married lone
mother only provided a proxy or telephone intervegwthe actual time of becoming a
lone mother. At this stage a small number of worimeéme separated lone mothers and
one single never-married lone mother) were delted the samples. These deletions
included any women that did not provide a full mtew at any point over their time at
risk; provided only a proxy or telephone interviatithe time of repartnering; or did not
provide a full interview for two consecutive yeangere the years were in the middle
of their time at risk. The overall final samplees achieved therefore included 447
previously partnered lone mothers and 97 singlenmarried lone mothers. Table 4.7
below shows how these sample sizes are broken domss the waves. For any
women with a proxy or telephone interview at thagt wave at risk (and who did not
repartner) this last wave was deleted from theyasmabnd hence they were censored

one year earlier.

Table 4.7 Final achieved sample sizes by year oftgninto lone motherhood

Sample size

Yearofentryto  Lone mothers separated Single never-married
lone motherhood from a previous partnership lone mothers
1991-1992 34 5
1992-1993 34 13
1993-1994 28 7
1994-1995 26 9
1995-1996 29 3
1996-1997 36 1
1997-1998 39 2
1998-1999 34 10
1999-2000 56 5
2000-2001 26 10
2001-2002 53 12
2002-2003 52 9
Total sample size 447 96

Several variables required for the analysis whiehentaken from the time at which a

woman became a lone mother were missing if theoredgnt did not provide a full
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interview at this time (housing tenure, academialifjuations and social class). After
removing a number of women from the samples dweatce non-response as detailed
above the samples still included eight separatee oothers and one single never-
married lone mother where a full-interview was achieved at the time of becoming a
lone mother. A process of interpolation was ugesubstitute in values on the
particular variables missing due to non-responskisitvave whereby the use of prior
and subsequent waves were obtained for each wontansad to estimate the missing
value. As described by Menard (2002) this metisagasonable for variables which
either change little over time, or for which thdtpen of change is well-known, but less
so for other variables which may be more volatiterdime, such as attitudinal
variables. Exploratory analysis of all women thadvided a full interview in both these
years and who did not repartner in the first ye¢aisi revealed that there was indeed
little change in these variables over this timaqukrA maximum of 20 per cent of
women were observed to change their housing teangehanges in educational or
academic qualifications occurred for less than fmerrcent of people. Since it was
found that these variables remain fairly statiomasrthe waves for each person it was
considered an acceptable imputation techniquanliyptwo cases when the prior and
subsequent waves were examined were any differemt¢lesse variables found. In

these occurrences the technique of last observesiored forward was employed.

A number of the time-varying variables requiredtfug analysis were missing if a full
interview was not achieved (benefit receipt, incosaf-perceived financial situation
and GHQ score). For the four cases where a ftdhiwew was not achieved at some
point over their time at risk no imputation wasrg out due to the small number of
cases and missingness on these variables wagiteesateform of item non-response

(see below for the methods used to deal with this).

Attrition from each of the samples of lone mothers

Attrition refers to the instance when a respondgitust at a particular time in the study
and remains lost from that time onwards for theatdan of the study. It is important to
consider attrition in the sample since a high lewal bias analyses and reduce effective
sample size (Lynn, 2006). An examination of theepetage of the original sample
responding up to each wave provides an indicatidheolevel of attrition affecting the
sample. However, such simple analyses of attritemmot be employed in this study

due to the way in which the datasets have beertrcotsd. Respondents were selected
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for analysis from different waves of the BHPS aedde clearly have a variable
maximum number of waves that they could possibpeap in. For example, a woman
who enters lone motherhood in 1991 has a potanéaimum of thirteen waves of data
over which they can be analysed whereas a womanirgione motherhood in 2001
only has a maximum of three years at risk of reqgaimg. Any analysis of attrition

must therefore take into account the survey yeapaan entered lone motherhood.

Furthermore, the format of the data (see Figurdds.&an example of the data format in
this analysis) whereby individuals are only repnése in the dataset up until the time
they repartner, or they are censored due to eithvercontact or their children growing
up, further complicates any simple analysis duthéofact that those repartnering in the
first year of risk would appear to have a very shlaration in the study (in fact only
one year). However, in reality it may be that tpegvided full interviews for the rest of
the survey. The analysis below therefore takesitito consideration by looking at
attrition rates of the sample before repartnerimgj @any censoring was taken into
account. Considering the sample before theserfaate taken into account is
important as it highlights the women that are weliito be found to repartner in the
sample due to leaving the sample after very fewsye@he number of individuals
censored due to either their children growing ugn@® becoming non-dependent) or
due to attrition or the end of the observationquis also explored to provide an

indication of the level of censoring in the finahsples.

Table 4.8 Non-response in the whole BHPS sample

Per cent of eligible
responding at all

waves
Wave 2 87.7
Wave 3 791
Wave 4 74.8
Wave 5 70.6
Wave 6 68.7
Wave 7 66.7
Wave 8 64.7
Wave 9 62.4
Wave 10 60.0
Wave 11 59.3
Wave 12 571
Wave 13 55.1

Source: Adapted from Table 67, Lynn (2006) p.127
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Before proceeding with an examination of the attnifrom the samples, Table 4.8
above shows the overall response rates of wavesspendents in the BHPS allowing
comparisons to be drawn between attrition rateésigstudy and those affecting the
survey as a whole. From this it can be seen bigapercentage of those eligible
responding at each wave decreases over the wates study. Only 55 per cent of
those eligible have responded at all waves up teewviairteen. The biggest drop in
response is seen in the early waves of the stydigtér waves the percentage lost at

each wave is smaller.

Attrition in the sample of women becoming a lonetimeo through the
breakdown of a partnership:

Considering firstly the sample of women who becdone mothers through the
breakdown of a partnership before any repartnesmgensoring due to children
growing up is taken into account, it can be sesnyauld be expected, the numbers

responding at each time point for each of the saswgécrease over time (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9 Responses at each time by year of entry lone motherhood before
repartnering and censoring due to age of childrenaken into account for
those becoming a lone mother through the breakdowaf a partnership

Year of entry into lone motherhood
Time 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | Total
since
becoming
alone
mother
(years)
1 34 34 28 26 29 36 39 34 56 26 53 52 447
2 34 31 27 26 28 33 39 30 47 22 51 0 368
3 30 31 26 26 26 30 34 23 46 22 0 0 294
4 29 29 22 26 26 29 30 23 43 0 0 0 257
5 29 27 20 24 23 29 27 22 0 0 0 0 201
6 28 27 20 21 23 24 27 0 0 0 0 0 170
7 26 27 20 20 22 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 139
8 24 26 20 19 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 107
9 23 24 19 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85
10 21 23 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 62
11 20 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
12 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19

Despite a general decline in the response ratescht respective time point since
becoming a lone mother for those becoming lone eretmore recently, percentages

responding up to and including each time point (@@h10) are not dissimilar from
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those shown in Table 4.8 reflecting that the lewélattrition in the samples under

analysis are not any more extensive than thateoB#PS as a whol&. Considering

that some of the characteristics of lone mothe¥gtswse which have been found to be

associated with non-response in the BHPS (Seed-#drabove), such as

unemployment, low income and lower educationalrmattant, one would expect

response rates of these samples of lone motheksltwer than those achieved in the
BHPS overall.

Table 4.10 Percentage responding at all times by geof entry into lone

motherhood for sample containing those becoming @he mother through

the breakdown of a partnership

Year of entry into lone parenthood

Time since | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002
becoming

alone

mother

(years)

2 100 | 912 |94 [100 [966 [917 [100 |882 [839 |846 |96.2
3 882 912 |929 [100 [897 |833 |87.2 |676 [821 |846 |-

4 853 [853 |786 |100 |897 |806 |769 [676 [768 |-

5 853 |794 |714 923 |793 |86 |692 |647 |-

6 824 |794 |714 |808 |793 |667 |692 |-

7 765 | 794 | 714 |769 |759 |66.7 |-

8 706 |765 | 714 | 731 |62 |-

9 676 |706 |679 |731 |-

10 618 | 676 |643 |-

11 588 |618 |-

12 559 |-

An examination of the number of censored individua} the type of censoring in the

sample (Table 4.11) reveals that the numbers cedghre to their children becoming

non-dependent are far smaller than those censeradesult of attrition or the

observation period coming to an end. Overall, adoli3 per cent of observed spells

end due to their children growing up, 46 per ceataensored due to attrition or the

observation period coming to an end and 41 perarentound to repartner.

'8 percentages in Table 3.2 refer to the percenesponse rate of those eligible to respond and hence
take into account those that were lost due to deathigration. Therefore, although not exactly
comparable with Tables 3.7 and 3.12 which do nat these factors into account it provides a redslgna
good comparison.
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Table 4.11 Frequency censored by censoring type angpthose becoming a
lone mother through the breakdown of a partnership

Time Total no. of Frequency Frequency Frequency
since lone mothers repartnering  lostt between children
becoming still between waves grow up
alone responding  waves between
mother waves
(years)

1 447 73 64 16

2 294 38 47 13

3 196 29 16 8

4 143 14 28 4

5 97 10 12 4

6 71 9 10 6

7 46 4 8 5

8 29 4 1 1

9 23 1 19 3

Total 182 205 60

fLost either as a result of attrition or the end of the observation period

Attrition in the sample of single never-married édomothers:

Table 4.12 shows attrition from the sample of sngver-married lone mothers before
repartnering or censoring has been taken into at@nd shows again how the numbers

responding declines over time since becoming a hooiner.

Table 4.13 shows the percentages responding updt;meluding each time point and
again shows how these decline over time since bigpanlone mother and are
generally lower at each respective time point fimse entering lone motherhood more
recently. Interestingly though for those lone neoghentering lone motherhood up to
and including 1996 it can be seen that responss edteach time point are higher in this
sample than for the sample of previously partnésad mothers.
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Table 4.12 Responses at each time by year of entylone motherhood

before repartnering and censoring due to age of cliiren taken in account
for those becoming a single never-married lone mo#r

Year of entry into lone motherhood
Time 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | Total
since
becoming
alone
mother
(years)
1 5 13 7 9 3 11 2 10 5 10 12 9 96
2 5 13 7 9 3 10 1 10 4 9 10 0 81
3 5 13 7 9 3 10 1 7 4 7 0 0 66
4 5 13 7 8 3 9 1 6 3 0 0 0 55
5 5 13 7 8 3 8 1 6 0 0 0 0 51
6 5 12 7 8 3 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 44
7 5 10 7 8 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
8 5 9 7 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31
9 4 9 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
10 4 9 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
11 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
12 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Table 4.13 Percentage responding at all times by geof entry into lone
motherhood for those becoming a single never-marrielone mother

Year of entry into lone motherhood
Time 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002
since
becoming
alone
mother
(years)
2 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100 909 |50.0 |100 80.0 |90.0 |833
3 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100 909 |50 |[70.0 [800 |70.0 |-
4 100 | 100 | 100 |88.9 |100 818 |500 |60.0 |600 |-
5 100 | 100 | 100 |88.9 | 100 727 500 |600 |-
6 100 923 | 100 |88.9 |100 727 1500 |-
7 100 | 769 [ 100 |88.9 |100 727 |-
8 100 [ 69.2 [ 100 |77.8 |100 -
9 80.0 [ 69.2 [ 100 | 778 |-
10 80.0 | 69.2 | 100 |-
11 80.0 | 615 |-
12 80.0 | -

Table 4.14 provides an indication of the level @hgoring present in the final sample of

single never-married lone mothers. It can be sleanaround 62 per cent of the
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observed spells are censored due to attritioneoetid of the observation period and 38

per cent end as a result of the lone mother findingw partner.

Table 4.14 Frequency censored among single never-mad lone mothers

Time Total no. of Frequency Frequency
since lone mothers repartnering  lost between
becoming still between waves
alone responding waves

mother

(years)

1 95 14 15

2 66 6 14

3 46 6 8

4 32 5 2

5 25 3 2

6 20 1 4

7 15 0 5

8 10 1 9

Total 36 59

Overall therefore it can be seen that attritiothe samples to be used in this analysis is
not dissimilar to that encountered in the BHPS atale. Analysis of attrition in the
whole BHPS sample indicates that the impact issnbstantial (Lynn, 2006).
Furthermore, attrition rates in the BHPS are nssidiilar to those experienced by other
household panel surveys, such as the Householthimemd Labour Dynamics in
Australia Survey (HILDA) or the German Socio-Econoianel (GSOEP) (Watson
and Wooden, 2006). Although weights can be useattount for any bias resulting
from non-response, these are used to allow inferetacbe made about the survey
population from which the sample was drawn. InBR#PS, longitudinal weights have
been constructed to take account of those lostdmtwaves through refusal or some
other form of sample attrition. However, these@rly calculated for respondents
present in every wave up until that point, a caaditvhich is not a requirement for lone
mothers present in the samples in this analysis.tDuhis and that this analysis is only
investigating and wishes to make references abesubseset of the population, then
weighting is not a requirement or possible in th&gance. Furthermore, the factors
found to be associated with non-response in theBHB outlined above in Figure 4.2,
are to be included as control variables in theyamsko account for any bias associated

with non-response.
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4.5.3 Item non-response

Even when a full interview is achieved in a surv@gponses to certain questions are
often missing, a problem commonly known as item-response. Among other things
this may be a result of refusal on the part ofrdgpondent to answer the question, or
interviewer error such as mistakes in following gbicated filter questions (Little,
1992). Whatever way the missing data is gener#tesda particular problem in all
social surveys, as described by Taylor et al (2086) must be dealt with using one of
the many techniques which exist. One method towliga this type of missing data is
to simply delete any cases with missing valuesmynad the variables of interest, a
process known as ‘listwise deletion’ or ‘completese analysis’. For many statistical
packages listwise deletion is the default solutmdeal with missing data and, as
described by Little and Rubin (2002), has two adeges: firstly, simplicity, as it
permits the use of standard complete case statistmalysis without the need for
modifications; and secondly, it allows the compamisf univariate statistics since these
are all calculated from the same base sample. jarrdesadvantage of this method,
however, is the loss of data, which in some cas®slm substantial (Allison, 2002).
As highlighted by Little and Rubin (2002) there & facets to this loss of
information, firstly a loss in precision and seclyrioias due to that fact that those
missing may be systematically different to thosespnt. If the proportion of missing
data is large, a more satisfactory way to deal wittould be to impute missing values
using single or multiple imputation (see Kalton atabprzyk, 1982; 1986; or Little and
Rubin, 1987 for a review) or alternatively use nmaxxim likelihood estimation (see
Little and Rubin, 1987). However, Little and Rulf#©02) suggest that in
circumstances where the loss of precision andibiesnsidered minimal, listwise
deletion may be justified in terms of simplicitGraham and Hofer (2000) in Menard
(2002) suggest this technique can be regardedcaptable providing the loss of cases

is less than five per cent.

Tables 4.15 to 4.18 below show the percentage sding data on each of the covariates
to be used in the models of repartnering for egph df lone mother. For the majority
of the variables to be investigated in the analysisan be seen that the percentage of
missing data is less than one per cent of obsenati Tables 4.19 and 4.20 show the
pattern of missing data across variables which tessethan three per cent of their

observations missing. From Table 4.19 it can le@ $leat 1,298 cases have no missing
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data across any of the variables and 18 casebgustmissing values for GHQ score,
for example. What is clear from these tables istitoverall proportion of each
sample with any missing data on these variablemall. In fact it was found that
listwise deletion of missing data on these variglyields a total of less than 5 per cent
of person-years lost from each sample. This mettaxitherefore chosen as the

preferred method to deal with this missing data.

Both social class and annual income had a highmrgption of missing data however,
which could not be dealt with simply by deletingsebvations. Missing data on the
social class variable is primarily as a result ohven who have never had a job and
hence their social class could not be coded. Higwels of missing data on income are
generally expected given the sensitivity of incalated questions. Missing data on

both these variables is to be dealt with by crgasirmissing category.

Finally, the missing data on the variables meagugngth of previous union and total
number of previous partnerships for lone mothepsusted from a previous partnership
is to be dealt with by running separate analyses vehich uses these variables and
drops any women with missing values on these viasdioom the analysis and one
where these variables are not included. Sinced mecessary in most cases to derive
this information using the lifetime marital and ebltation histories which were only
collected in three waves of the BHPS then missatg dn this variable is largely due to
respondents not being present at these timeshdfarore, it is not that respondents
were non-contactable or refused to be contactdtkeae times, but due to them not
being eligible for interview. For example, in tlisalysis nearly 80 per cent of the
original Essex sample who have missing informatwreither one of these variables
were not part of the survey in 1992 when lifetimarital and cohabitation histories
were collected due to the fact that they were roMO (and were either the parent or
partner of an OSM or were a TSM) or because theg wehild under age 16 in wave
two. Missing data on this variable is thereforaesidered to be missing at random
(MAR)" and although any analysis including these cowesiatight produce estimates
which may be less precise due to the smaller sasipde estimates are assumed to be

unbiased.

" Missing at random (MAR) refers to when the proligbdf non-response depends on observed but not
unobserved responses.
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Table 4.15 Missing data on fixed-time covariates esl in analysis of
repartnering for those becoming a lone mother throgh the breakdown of a

partnership

Fixed-time Variables (measured at time of Frequency missing Per cent missing
becoming a lone mother unless otherwise (person-years) (person-years)
stated)

Age 0 0.00
Type of lone mother 0 0.00

Age of youngest child 0 0.00

Year of entry to lone motherhood 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Housing tenure* 6 0.45
Highest academic qualification* 5 0.37
Social class 59 438
Previous union duration 97 7.21
Number of previous partners 148 11.00
Religion 0 0.00
Religious attendance 0 0.00
Region 5 0.37
Ethnic group 7 0.52
Sample origin 0 0.00

*Variables not available in telephone or proxy rmtew

Table 4.16 Missing data on time-varying covariateased in analysis of

repartnering for those becoming a lone mother throgh the breakdown of a

partnership

Time-varying Variables Frequency Per cent missing
missing (person (person years)
years)
Current employment status 0 0.00
Income Support* 12 0.89
Housing Benefit* 12 0.89
Maintenance/alimony* 12 0.89
Financial situation* 13 0.97
Limiting health 0 0.00
GHQ score* 31 2.30
Annual income* 75 oy
Household type 0 0.00

*Variables not available in telephone or proxy imtew
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Table 4.17 Missing data on fixed-time covariates esl in analysis of single
never-married lone mothers

Fixed-time Variables (measured at time of Frequency Per cent
becoming a lone mother unless otherwise stated) missing (person- missing
years) (person-years)
Age 0 0.00
Year of entry to lone motherhood 0 0.00
Housing tenure* 2 0.65
Highest academic qualification* 4 1.29
Social class 36 11.65
Religion 2 0.65
Religious attendance 0 0.00
Region 0 0.00
Ethnic group 0 0.00
Sample origin 0 0.00

*Variables not available in telephone or proxy imtew

Table 4.18 Missing data on time-varying covariateased in analysis of single
never-married lone mothers

Time-varying Variables Frequency missing Per cent missing
(person years) (person years)
Economic activity 0 0.00
Income Support* 2 0.65
Housing Benefit* 2 0.65
Maintenance/alimony* 2 0.65
Financial situation* 2 0.65
Limiting health 0 0.00
GHQ score* 2 0.65
Annual income* 36 11.65
Household type 0 0.00

*Variables not available in telephone or proxy mtew
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Table 4.19 Missing data pattern across variables i less than three per
cent missing data (those becoming a lone mother thugh the breakdown of
a partnership)

Highest Housing Ethnic Region Income Housing Alimony Financial GHQ Freq.
academic tenure group Support Benefit situation  Score
qualification
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Table 4.20 Missing data pattern across variables i less than three per
cent missing data (single never-married lone mothsj

Religion Highest Housing Income Housing Alimony Financial GHQ Freq.
academic tenure Support  Benefit situation score
qualification
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4.5.4 Recall error

As previously mentioned, the number of previousrgaships a woman had had over
her lifetime, as well as the duration of the mestent of such partnerships was in many
cases determined using retrospective partnerskiprizidata collected in the BHPS.
The problem with gathering information in this wey described by Paull (2002) is that
“the act of recollection may generate “recall” l@aswhereby reported behavior is not
only subject to random errors but also systematare that may intensify as the period
of recall increases”. As highlighted by Bailar 889 this may result in the omission of
an event entirely, or contrastingly, the reportrigin event that did not actually occur

as well as inaccurate placing of events in time.

In general, research has found that the longeletigth of time over which a respondent

is expected to recall information, the more inaateithe information is likely to be
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(Diamond and McDonald, 1992). Furthermore, mofliesaevents are more likely to
be remembered than those which are less saliedt{&uand Bradburn, 1973; cited by
Groves, 1989; Menard, 2002). Considering that eiage or cohabitation is likely to
be considered an important event in one’s lifenttespite the long recall period over
which some respondents are expected to rememleeredbrding of this type of event is
expected to be quite accurate. However, it mighthlat information for women who
have had a number of previous partnerships isyliteebe less accurate than for those
with fewer partnerships since for these women theeeanore dates to remember and
potentially the events might have been shorteunmation and perhaps considered less
salient. There is no way of measuring the religbdf the partnership history data used
in this analysis, yet the finding of a small numb&mconsistencies (four cases)
between the partnership history data and the iddalifiles (as described in Section
4.3.2) suggests the presence of some error. Giefew cases which this concerned,
the salience of the event in question and the smuatibers of women that have had
many partnerships, the effect of recall error aahalyses undertaken in this study is

likely to be negligible.

This chapter has provided an introduction to th@ daed in this study and a detailed
description of the selection of the samples folyais, the coding of the data and the
construction of the final datasets to be analysdtie ensuing chapters. An
investigation into the quality of the data, incluglithe level of wave non-response,
attrition and missing data across the explanatariables reveals any loss of data for
these reasons is not substantial and thus suggesgib degree of validity in the results
obtained. The next chapter will discuss the magthmds of analysis that are used to

explore this data.
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Chapter 5

Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the miaitistical methods that are used
throughout this thesis. The first section providagntroduction to and rationale for the
use of event history analysis techniques to exglueadeterminants of the time to
repartnering for lone mothers. A justification bétchosen event history analysis
approach is provided, after which the data strectaquired for such analyses is
described and the particular models used in thiysemare specified. Further to this,
the limitations with the methods are discusseahalfy the modelling procedure for the
following analyses is explained.

5.1 Introduction to event history analysis techeju

Event history data are particularly useful to irtigegte the timing of an event and
factors which may be involved in influencing thenithg and occurrence of an event.
An event history, to put it simply, is a longitudirrecord (which can be either collected
retrospectively or prospectively) which providefonmation on the timing of a
particular event for a particular group of peogteng with a number of explanatory
variables (Allison, 1984). In this research ther&wf interest is the repartnering of
lone mothers and event history analysis is usestiuiiy the duration until the
occurrence of this particular event, where duratefars to the time since a woman

becomes a lone mother and hence is ‘at risk’ cdintepring.

An issue with event history data is that it typigahcludes two features which present
problems for conventional statistical analyses, elgroensoring and time-varying

covariates (Allison, 1984). Censoring refers ® ¢ircumstance when the event of
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interest does not occur in the study period anthatlis known about the duration an
individual is at risk for, is that it is larger théhe study period. In fact, several types of
censoring exist. Firstly a distinction is madensn right and left censoring. Right
censoring refers to the circumstance when the examnirs after (i.e. ‘to the right of’)

the follow-up period. Left censoring occurs whia start of the ‘at risk’ period is not
observed. Secondly, censoring can be either irdove or non-informative depending
on whether the censoring mechanism is relatedet¢itiing of the event in question. In
this study censoring refers to right censoring; dehsoring is not a problem due to the
method used to select the sample of lone mothetsruanalysis (see Section 4.3.1).
Furthermore, censoring is non-informative, thabisay that the censoring mechanism

Is assumed to be unrelated to the timing of thaeve

The issue of censoring can be dealt with in congaat regression models by using a
binary dependent variable indicating the occurreresus the non-occurrence of the
event during a specified time period (Yamaguchf1)9 However as Yamaguchi
(1991) describes, this results in a loss of infdaromasince firstly it is not possible to
measure any variation in the timing of the eventliese who do experience the event,
secondly it is not possible to measure the occag@n timing of the event for those
who experience the event after that period andlyirsay further duration for those who
do not experience the event cannot be ascertaiiedther issue with this method is
with the cut off point selected for the dependariable, which as Allison (1984)
describes, is arbitrarily defined. This can bemosis limitation when there is variation
in the effects of the covariates on the hazard twes, in which case altering the study
period might significantly change the effects & ttovariates on the occurrence versus

non-occurrence of the event (Yamaguchi, 1991).

A final issue relates to the inclusion of time-viagy/covariates (these are covariates
which vary over the course of the study perioddtandard regression models. One
method would be to include dummies for a variabtesfach time period in which it
changes. However, this is inappropriate for a pergloo experiences the event early on
in the study period, since the value of the dumrafesr they have experienced the
event should be irrelevant (Allison, 1984). Anathpproach would be to include the
value of the variable from one point in time (étge start of the observation period),

however as Steele (2005) describes, this doedlpat any investigation of the

100



relationship between the timing of an event andargnges in the value of the

covariate.

Therefore, although a binary logistic regressionldde used to study the occurrence
versus non-occurrence of repartnering in a specgeziod of time, there are serious
limitations to this method, as outlined above. iEJastory analysis is able to address
these limitations and is the most appropriate neethoanalysis in this study.

5.2 Discrete versus continuous time methods

Two broad approaches exist for the analysis oftthralata, those which treat time as a
continuous variable and those which measure tintgsicrete (banded) intervals. In
reality, although the underlying behavioural preessstudied by social scientists
generally occur in continuous time, much of theadat these processes is collected via
large-scale social surveys and it is commonplacérfee spent in a particular state to be
measured in the form of discrete units such as hsomt years (Jenkins, 2004). In
actual fact, as highlighted by Allison (1984), tilsealways measured in discrete units
even if these are as small as hours or days. Girenan important consideration in
deciding which method is more appropriate to ugbhasatio of the length of the
intervals used for grouping to the typical spetigth (Jenkins, 2004). As Jenkins
(2004) highlights, the smaller this ratio becontbs,more appropriate it is to use a

continuous time method.

Another consideration is the number of tied survivaes in the dataset, that is, the
number of individuals who experience the evenhatdame time and hence have the
same survival time. As highlighted by Yamagucl®q1), these occur as a result of the
time being banded into discrete time intervals @r@duse of a continuous time method
on a dataset which includes a large number ofhtigg result in serious bias in the
parameter estimates. Therefore a distinct advardadiscrete time methods is their
ability to cope with these ties. A further advaygaf the discrete time method relates
to the ease of incorporating time varying covagatesuch models, something which is
more complicated in continuous time models. Moregtesting for non-proportionality

in the hazards is achieved with greater ease @stigcrete-time approach.
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As described in Section 4.3.1, it was only possiblmeasure the duration as a lone
mother in terms of completed years in this analySimce the number of years spent as
a lone mother is relatively small, a large numierea survival times are present thus
inhibiting the use of a continuous time survivaldeb Further, since a number of time-
varying covariates need to be included in the matle clearly most appropriate in this

analysis to use a discrete-time approach.

5.3 Data structure required for discrete-time evestory analysis

In order to carry out discrete time event histarglgsis a dataset must be reorganised
so that for each individual the number of data rasnequal to the number of time
intervals an individual is at risk of the event oetng (See Chapter 4 for a description
of how the datasets were constructed). As destiib8ection 4.3.6, a binary
dependent variable was created for each of thesaniples indicating whether or not an
individual had repartnered in each of the timegusifor which they are at risk. For an
individual that is censored, this binary dependemtable is equal to zero for all of their
years at risk and for a person who repartnersetjigal to zero for each year up until the
penultimate year and then equal to one for thd fiear. In addition to this variable a
unique identifier variable is required for eachivimdual as well as a variable identifying
the spell year (the time in years since becomilggna mother). This data structure is
known as a person-period file format and an exampseich a format can be seen in

Figure 5.1 below.
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Figure 5.1 Example of a person-period file format

Personal Age at Housing Receipt of Time (years  Event

identification becominga tenure Income since indicator

variable lone mother Support becominga  (whether or

(years) (time- lone mother) not a lone

varying mother
covariate) repartners)

1 18-24 2 1 1 0

1 18-24 2 1 2 0

1 18-24 2 1 3 0

1 18-24 2 1 4 0

1 18-24 2 0 5 0

1 18-24 2 0 6 1

2 35+ 1 0 1 0

2 35+ 1 1 2 0

2 35+ 1 1 3 0

2 35+ 1 1 4 0

From Figure 5.1 it can be seen that the first itligl is aged between 18 and 24 years
at the time that they became a lone mother, reots & housing association and only
receives Income Support for the first four yeangsibecoming a lone mother. It can
also be seen that this woman repartners in thk gedr that they are observed. The
second person is aged over 35 years, is an owgapiee, does not receive Income
Support in the first year, although does for adl dther years she is observed, and does

not repartner within the four years she is observed

5.4 The discrete-time hazard model

The discrete-time hazard for a time intervedfers to the conditional probability of the
event occurring in the intervglgiven that it has not already occurred in a presitime
period. Once the data has been reorganised mam@er specified above a standard
regression model for a binary response variablebediitted to estimate this response
probability. A commonly used discrete time spexgifion, and the one that is to be used
in this analysis, is the logistic hazard model.ingghe notation provided by Steele
(2005), the model can be written as:
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e
1-h,

logit(hg) = Iog( j =a(t)+ Bx, 5.1

wherehy is the hazard of repartnering for an individyadt timet with covariates
(either fixed or time-varying)a(t) is a function ot, which is referred to as the baseline
hazard function ang?' the unknown parameters to be estimated. Oddssredin then

be obtained by exponentiating each coefficignt

The final step before the model can be estimatetiassing the functional form for the
baseline hazard, that is, deciding how the hazstedvaries with time. A number of
options are available to the analyst as descriyestéele (2005), firstly those which

parameterise time in some way, such as a lineatiama(t) = a, + a,t wheret is

included as an explanatory variable or a quadfatiction where andt? are included

in the model. Alternatively, a fully non-parametbaseline hazard can be specified
where duration-interval-specific dummy variables areated, one for each spell year at
risk. One can then either enter all the dummidgbénmodel or create an overall
intercept term and omit one of the dummies. Ano#pproach would be to group
together spell years and assume a constant ha#hid each of the defined time
segments - called a piecewise constant hazard mbsi@teele (2005) describes, the
decision over which specification for the baselagard is most appropriate to use is
generally made after inspection of the overall hdfanction (see Section 5.7.1 below
for further discussion of how this will be dondljo estimate a model using a fully non-
parametric baseline hazard it is also crucial tc&hthat there is at least one event in
each time interval. If it is found that this istibe case then the grouping of the time
segments must be re-defined or the relevant pemshs must be dropped from the

analysis (Jenkins, 2004).

5.5 The competing risks model

As highlighted in Section 1.1, a specific aim abthtudy is to investigate the different
types of partnerships that are formed and determheaticular partnerships are more
common for different types of lone mothers. Inartb investigate this question a

competing risk analysis can be used. This typnatysis allows identification of how
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the effects of the explanatory variables differelegting on the type of event that
occurs. For example, examining the effect of tgpne mother in the competing risks
model will reveal if the effect of this variabled#ferent depending on whether the new

partnership is a marriage or a cohabitation.

Instead of the binary response variable indicateépmartnering versus staying a lone
mother, the response variable now under investigas categorical and takes account
of the different types of partnerships that arenfed e.g. whether it is a marriage or a
cohabitation. The probability of being either aganother, married or cohabiting
within each time interval is then estimated usimgudtinomial logistic hazard model.
Using the notation of Steele (2005) as beforediberete-time multinomial logit model

is written as:

o

where h(ir) is the hazard of an event of typeccurring at time for an individual with

(r)
T |=a A ek >

covariatesxt({), a(“)(t) is a function ot for event type and ,8(“) are unknown

parameters. With this model the risk of enteringaariage relative to the risk of
staying a lone mother and the risk of entering amttmhabiting union relative to the risk

of staying a lone mother are estimated simultarigous

5.6 Limitations of the methods

5.6.1 Endogeneity

Endogenous variables are those which not only prége outcome of interest but are
also predicted themselves by the outcome meastudesarlier time point (Diggle et
al., 2002). Singer and Willett (2003) refer tostecenario as reciprocal causation;
whilst it could be concluded that X causes Y, ilso possible that Y causes X. This
problem of interpretation particularly applies whene-varying predictor variables are
included in the hazard model. When one links aopigraneous values of the time-
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varying predictors and outcome variable it becomgmssible to determine the
direction of the link (Singer and Willett, 2003).

This problem can be dealt with by creating laggedables. These are created by
recoding the time-varying predictors so that inhethime period the value of the

variable reflects its value in the previous timei@e This method is employed for the
time-varying predictors used in the following arsayg presented in Chapters 6, 7, 8 and
9. In Chapter 10 a different kind of analysis melertaken to that used in the

intervening chapters (the methods for which aremdesd in Section 10.2.4). Itis
acknowledged here, and the reader is reminded ap€h 10 itself, that endogeneity is

a particular problem in these later analyses aaddhults of the analyses are interpreted

with this in mind.

5.6.2 Unobserved heterogeneity

When important predictor variables are left ouaa@égression model the problem of
unobserved heterogeneity arises (Singer and Wile@13). Omitting such variables
can lead to biased parameter estimates if thedasenged variables are correlated with
other covariates in the model (Steele, 2005). Meee unobserved heterogeneity
affects the shape of the hazard over time. Howekereffect of unobserved
heterogeneity on the hazard rate is at least densjsince it will always result in a
declining hazard over time (Singer and Willett, 2D0The inclusion in the model of a
‘random effect’ (commonly known as ‘frailty’) to peesent the unobserved factors that
are specific to an individual and fixed over timil ailow for unobserved heterogeneity
(Steele, 2005). However, such methods often reaaecialist programs (Steele, 2005)
and certainly require additional assumptions albleeitistribution of unobserved
heterogeneity (Jenkins, 2004). Whilst the subseigumedels in this study take no
specific account of unobserved heterogeneity,aclanowledged that a steadily

declining hazard rate may partially reflect theeef§ of unobserved heterogeneity.
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5.7 Modelling procedure

All analyses detailed below were conducted usimgaStersion 9 (StataCorp, 2005).
5.7.1 Life-table analysis

As stated above the functional form for the bagsetiazard must be chosen before
estimation of the models can proceed. In ordetthd it is necessary to investigate
the shape of the overall hazard of repartnerirgpich of the datasets. To do this a life-
table analysis was carried out for each sub-sapfdtene mothers and plots of the
hazard function were obtained and examined. lase survivor function were also

inspected and used to obtain an estimate of theameldiration of lone motherhood.
5.7.2 Bivariate associations with repartnering

Before proceeding with the multivariate analysiwats necessary to carry out an
exploratory analysis of the two sub-samples in otd®bserve which variables may be
important in determining a move into a partnerstgmmple event history models
containing only a variable to summarise duratiopesielence (i.e. how the hazard rate
varies with time) and one other explanatory vagakére used. In order to test the
statistical significance of an explanatory variableikelihood Ratio test was employed.
This is a particularly useful test which can bedusecompare nested models (where
nested models are those which include the samablesi as another model as well as a
number of additional variables) and tests the hypgis that the expected values from
the models are identical except for differencestduandom variation (Yamaguchi,
1991). If the null hypothesis is true, the teatistic should follow a chi-square
distribution with a given number of degrees of tfe@ (depending on the difference in
the number of variables between the two models$iis fest therefore indicates whether
the addition of the extra explanatory variable gigantly improves the fit of the model
and thus provides some evidence of the statistigabrtance of each explanatory

variable in relation to repartnering.
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5.7.3 Multivariate analysis

To select variables into the multivariate modelsravards selection procedure was
employed. Beginning with a simple model containjung} the variable summarising
duration dependence, variables were added stefepyascording to their significance
as tested using a Likelihood Ratio test (as preshiodescribed above). In this instance,
due to the relatively small sample sizes obtainechalysis the significance level was
set at the ten per cent level. To test for norpprtionality in the hazards, i.e. whether
the effect of a covariate changes with duratioteractions between the explanatory
variables and the function bfvere carried out. Finally, interactions betweédn al
variables selected into the final model were testgrhin a ten per cent significance

level was chosen for the inclusion of any intexacsiin the model.
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Chapter 6

Repartnering among single never-married lone

mothers

This chapter investigates the determinants of tapang for single never-married lone
mothers. This sample contains 309 person-yeavbs#rvations from 95 lone mothers
of which 36 are found to form a partnership. ltuatfact only just over 15 per cent of
the sample had ever had a previous partnershipA{geendix A) and therefore the
models below mainly reflect the determinants otmening for the first time for this
group of lone mothers, rather than repartnerinige fesults of a life-table analysis,
conducted to determine the functional form of theddine hazard during the modelling
process, are presented initially. An examinatibthe individual relationships of each
variable with partnering is then provided throujl tise of simple event history models
containing the chosen functiontgblus one explanatory variable. Finally, multizae
discrete time event history models constructedguaiforwards selection procedure are

presented, followed by a discussion of the regaliad.

6.1 Life-table analysis of partnering for singleveemarried lone

mothers

A simple life-table analysis is useful to investgyéhe rate of partnering for this sample
of lone mothers and allows exploration of how thedrd of partnering varies over time
spent as a lone mother. Table 6.1 below showfe-#alble for the sample before
missing data due to item non-response on the atearivas deleted and Figure 6.1 the
plotted survival proportions based on the probtdiin this table. From these it can be
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seen that the median duration as a single neverigddone mother (the time by which

half of the lone mothers have repartnered) is atdive years.

Table 6.1 Life-table estimates of survival probabities for single never-
married lone mothers

Time (years Beginning  Partner Lost through attrition ~ Survival
since becoming  Total
a lone mother)

0-1 95 14 15 0.8526
1-2 66 6 14 0.7751
2-3 46 6 8 0.6740
3-4 32 5 2 0.5687
4-5 25 3 2 0.5005
5-6 20 1 4 0.4754
6-7 15 0 S 0.4754
7-8 10 1 9 0.4279

Figure 6.1 Survival probabilities for single nevermarried lone mothers

Proportion Surviving

0 2 4 6 8
Years as a lone mother

The hazard of partnering in this sample as careba plotted in Figure 6.2 below
reflects there is no discernable pattern of a é¢estng hazard of partnering with time
since becoming a lone mother. Despite the conditiprobabilities of partnering being
lower in the second and third year after enterargelmotherhood than in the first year,
a jump in the fourth year brings the probabilityime with that of the first year and
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levels in the fifth year only drop down to the lewéthe third year again. Furthermore,
the large confidence intervals around the estimatibsct the particularly small

samples, especially in the later years and suglgesstimates are not well defined.

As a result of this finding, a parametric baselimbich would assume a fixed shape of
the overall hazard of partnering, such as the fipation of the hazard as a linear
function of time, would not seem appropriate. éast, a better method would be to use
a fully non-parametric baseline hazard which dagsassume any fixed shape of the
hazard over time and would allow it to vary betweach different time interval. A
necessary constraint of such a model, howevenaisevents must occur within each of
these intervals. From Table 6.1 it is clear tltatame mother in the sample partners in
the seventh year since becoming a lone mother. dptions to address this problem
are noted by (Jenkins, 2004), which involve eitteelefining the grouping of the
intervals for time, or dropping the person-yearghis interval from the estimation.
Given the size of the initial sample, the optiordodpping person years was less
favourable than redefining the grouping of the tishienmies. A semi-parametric
approach was therefore taken by implementing aepigse constant baseline hazard
with time grouped into three intervals, — 1-2 ye8rd years, 5-6 years and 7-8 years.
With such a model, the hazard of partnering is m&sliconstant within each of the

intervals, but constants can differ between intistva
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Figure 6.2 Hazard of partnering over time (single ever-married lone
mothers)
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6.2 Bivariate associations of the selected vargabi¢h partnering for

single never-married lone mothers

A bivariate analysis was carried out using simpieng history models including
duration dependence summarised using the pieceearsgtant specification with
survival times split into two year intervals asailktd above, and one of the selected
explanatory variables (see Appendix A for the petage distributions of the
covariates). This analysis was conducted on thgkaof lone mothers after missing
data due to item non-response on the covariateslelated, resulting in a sample size
of 296 person-years of observations (from 89 lowghers), with 35 partnering overall.
This was necessary in order to permit the useligeahood ratio test to determine
significant relationships between partnering antheaplanatory variable. Results of
these models can be seen in Tables 6.2-6.5. Alk$enext to the variable name
represent the significance of the likelihood raést, but the individual p-values

associated with each category of the explanatongbigs are also displayed.
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Table 6.2 shows the associations between the deploigrvariables and forming a
partnership and indicate that there is no relalignbetween partnering and the age of a
lone mother, how many partners she has had prioe¢coming a lone mother, or the
ethnic group to which she belongs. Bivariate eisdimns carried out with the fixed-
time socio-economic variables (Table 6.3) reflesigmificant association (p<0.05)
between partnering and highest academic qualifinatiThe relationship found suggests
that those with a CSE as their highest qualificatiave considerably lower odds of
partnering compared to those with none of thedispealifications. Odds ratios for
other categories of this variable are not signifibadifferent from the reference
category however and no clear pattern in the odfigsrcan be determined across
differing academic qualifications.

Table 6.2 Bivariate associations of the fixed timdemographic variables
with partnering (single never-married lone mothers)

Variable Odds S.E.(b) Significance  95% C.I.
ratio
Age (categorised)
16-19 years (r) 1.00
20-24 years 1.16 0.488 0.723 0.51-2.65
25-29 years 2.10 1.044 0.134 0.79-5.56
30+ years 0.27 0.281 0.210 0.03-2.11
Number of previous partners
No previous partner (r) 1.00
1 partner 0.86 0.491 0.798 0.28-2.63
2 partners 1.45 1.17 0.640 0.30-7.00
Ethnic group membership
White (r) 1.00
Other 0.60 0.639 0.632 0.07-4.83

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10

No other significant associations are found betwberother socio-economic variables
and partnering. This may indicate that there isatationship between partnering and

these variables, or that the sample sizes distatbatross the categories are too small
and hence there is not enough statistical powdetermine any statistically significant
relationships.
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Table 6.3 Bivariate associations of the fixed timgocio-economic variables
with partnering (single never-married lone mothers)

Variable Odds S.E.(b) Significance  95% C.I.
ratio
Highest Academic qualification**
Higher degree, teaching 0.71 0.446 0.582 0.21-2.43
qualification, HND/HNC
Alevels 1.42 0.868 0.568 0.43-4.71
O levels 1.15 0.518 0.761 0.47-2.78
CSE 0.18 0.146 0.033 0.04-0.88
None of these (r) 1.00
Tenure
Owner occupier (r) 1.00
Local authority/Housing Assoc. 0.71 0.271 0.374 0.34-1.50
rented
Other rented 0.75 0.503 0.667 0.20-2.79
Social Class
Professional/Managerial (r) 1.00
Skilled non-manual 0.78 0.438 0.660 0.26-2.34
Skilled manual 1.26 0.812 0.723 0.35-4.46
Partly skilled/unskilled manual 0.69 0.351 0.468 0.26-1.87
Missing 0.37 0.312 0.238 0.07-1.93
Region
Southern regions (r) 1.00
Northern regions 1.25 0.538 0.598 0.54-2.91
Wales/Scotland/N.I. 1.05 0.477 0.922 0.43-2.56
Religion
No religion (r) 1.00
C of E/Anglican 1.95 1.00 0.193 0.71-2.34
Roman Catholic 0.98 0.516 0.969 0.35-2.75
Other religion 0.75 0.582 0.707 0.16-3.44
Attendance at religious services
Once a week or more 2.23 1.661 0.281 0.52-9.60
At least once a month 0.22 0.234 0.154 0.03-1.76
At least once a year 0.75 0.385 0.573 0.27-2.05
Practically never 0.56 0.249 0.193 0.24-1.34
Only weddings/funerals (r) 1.00
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Table 6.4 Bivariate associations of the control caviates and partnering
(single never-married lone mothers)

Variable Odds  Std. Error  Significance 95% C.1.
Ratio
Year of entry to lone motherhood
1992 (r) 1.00
1993-1994 0816  0.517 0.748 0.24-2.83
1995-1996 0.359  0.274 0.180 0.08-1.60
1997-1999 0.541  0.364 0.362 0.14-2.02
2000-2003 0430  0.308 0.239 0.11-1.75
Sample origin
Original Essex Sample (r) 1.00
Extension Sample 0.87 0.573 0.836 0.24-3.16

The results reveal that the year of entry into Ior@herhood and the sample origin of a
lone mother do not appear to be related to parigevith no significant differences in
the odds of partnering between different categafemach variable (Table 6.4).
Considering year of entry to lone motherhood, tlteres appear to be some trend in the
odds with lower chances of repartnering for thagerng lone motherhood more

recently, however, this is not statistically sigraint.

With respect to the time-varying covariates (Tahk) both Income Support and
financial situation were found to be significantlated to partnering at the one and five
per cent level respectively. Considering firstigdme Support, the results indicate that
the odds of partnering are 65 per cent lower foséhreceiving Income Support
compared with those not receiving Income Supp®he pattern of the odds ratios for
the variable measuring self perceived financialagibn suggests that those in a more
favourable position financially are more likelyrepartner than those who are not,
although the odds are only statistically signifibanifferent for those who are ‘just
about getting by’ compared with those who are ffnggit quite or very difficult’. For

the former group the odds of partnering are nefarly times that of the latter group.
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Table 6.5 Bivariate associations of the time-varyig covariates and
partnering (single never-married lone mothers)

Variable Odds  Std. Error  Significance 95% C.1.
Ratio
Current Employment Status
Employed (r) 1.00
Unemployed 0.77 0.541 0.707 0.19-3.05
Family Care 0.43 0.181 0.045 0.19-0.98
Other 0.93 0.508 0.894 0.32-2.72
Income Support***
Yes 0.35 0.130 0.005 0.17-0.73
No (r) 1.00
Alimony
Yes 0.52 0.548 0.534 0.07-4.11
No (r) 1.00
Housing Benefit
Yes 0.76 0.317 0.514 0.34-1.72
No (r) 1.00
Financial Situation**
Living comfortably/doing alright 212 1.262 0.207 0.66-6.81
Just about getting by 3.98 2.30 0.017 1.28-12.36
Finding it quite/very difficult (r) 1.00
Limiting health
Yes 0.41 0.311 0.239 0.09-1.81
No (r) 1.00
GHQ Score
0-3(r) 1.00
4-6 1.50 0.75 0.416 0.56-3.99
7-12 0.82 0.47 0.727 0.27-2.52
Income
£10,000 or less (r) 1.00
£10,000.01-£15,000.00 0.54 0.278 0.230 0.20-1.48
£15,000.01-£20,000.00 1.24 0.601 0.658 0.48-3.21
£20,000.01 or more 1.59 0.921 0.424 0.51-4.95
Missing 0.50 0.397 0.383 0.11-2.37
Household type
Lone parent household (r) 1.00
Couple or other household 1.78 0.713 0.150 0.81-3.90

Note: Simple event history models include time dummies plus one explanatory variable
***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 **p-value<0.10
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Although not statistically significant overall, thelationship found between the
employment status of a lone mother and partnenggests there is a significant
difference in the odds of partnering for thosehia tamily care category compared with
those who are employed. The odds of partneringviomen in this category are 57 per
cent lower than the odds for those employed ang-tue relating to this category is
significant at the five per cent level. Similartile odds of partnering for the other
categories compared with the employed categoryesidhat the women out of work
are less likely to partner than women in employmkEliotvever, the differences here are

not statistically significant and therefore canbetinterpreted with any real certainty.

The bivariate analysis has therefore identifiedimber of variables that are statistically
significant with partnering among this group oféamothers and which may well be
important in predicting a move into a partnershiphe multivariate analysis. How
these relationships are modified and which vargbdenain statistically significant
predictors of partnering in the presence of ottarables will be investigated in the

next section.

6.3 Multivariate analysis of the determinants aftparing for single

never-married lone mothers

6.3.1 Main effects model

Again, using a discrete time event history modé¢hwi piecewise constant baseline
hazard with time groups defined as detailed iniSed.1, a forwards selection
procedure was employed in order to select sigmifiexplanatory variables into the
multivariate model. Due to the small sample sizeé esulting limited statistical power
with which to detect significant associations bedsw@artnering and the explanatory
variables, a significance level of ten per cent elassen to determine variables to be
included in the model. This approach was impleeeioin the same sample as that
used in the bivariate analysis, with 296 person-gpéaervations and 35 partnering
events, in order that a likelihood ratio test cdogdused to compare nested models.
Following this the final selected model was reefitonto a sample where listwise
deletion was only carried out for the variableduded in the final model (including

303 person years from 93 lone mothers, with 36ngairig). Due to the fact that the
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coefficients of this model were almost identicathiat of the model fitted to the smaller
sample and to avoid repetition, only the model gisive larger sample is presented in
Table 6.6 below.

Table 6.6 Odds ratios from binary logistic hazard nedel of partnering for
single never-married lone mothers

Explanatory variables Odds 95% C.I.
ratio
Time
0-2 (r) 1.00
2-4 1.40 0.57-3.45
4-6 1.05 0.29-3.75
6-8 0.46 0.05-4.24
Receipt of income supportt
No (r) 1.00
Yes 0.38* 0.15-0.93
Financial situationf
Living comfortably/doing alright 1.40 0.38-5.13
Just about getting by 3.78* 1.09-13.03
Finding it quite/very difficult (r) 1.00
Age
16-19 years (r) 1.00
20-24 years 0.67 0.26-1.75
25-29 years 1.76 0.50-6.19
30+ years 0.05* 0.00-0.53

Highest Academic qualification
Higher degree, teaching

qualification, HND/HNC 1.00 0.21-4.86
Alevels 1.47 0.36-5.99
O levels 1.14 0.40-3.21
CSE 0.11** 0.02-0.60
None of these (r) 1.00
Attendance at religious services

Once a week or more 1.09 0.21-5.65
At least once a month 0.09** 0.01-0.87
At least once a year 0.22* 0.06-0.76
Practically never 0.35* 0.13-0.95
Only weddings/funerals (r) 1.00

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10; tTime-varying covariates;
Log-likelihood = -87.595564, person years = 303
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From Table 6.6 it can be seen, as was found ibitreiate analysis, that there is no
relationship between length of time spent as a toother and partnering. Although the
odds appear to be lower in the sixth and severdhsy@nce entering lone motherhood,
this difference is not statistically significanthis might be as a result of limited
statistical power since sample sizes in these Yatars are particularly small. It may
well be that if sample sizes were larger, thatéigtcally significant reduction in the
odds of partnering at later durations might be tburlowever with the data available
from this sample there is no evidence to suggestdhration is at all related with a lone

mothers chance of partnering.

As was found in the bivariate analysis, the mogtartant variable for this type of lone
mother in relation to partnering, and hence that fiariable to be included in the model,
was the variable indicating receipt of Income Suppéfter controlling for other,
factors lone mothers in receipt of this benefitading to the model, have 62 per cent
lower odds of partnering compared with those notireng the benefit and this result is

statistically significant at less than the five pent level.

Self-perceived financial situation is also an impot determinant of partnering even
after controlling for receipt of Income Support.cBle perceiving themselves to be ‘just
about getting by’ have nearly four times the odfdgastnering compared with those
who were ‘finding it quite or very difficult’ to gdy. The odds ratio for those ‘living
comfortably’ or ‘doing alright’ compared with tho$ending it quite or very difficult’
suggests that again the former have higher odgarntiering compared with the latter,

although this difference is not found to be staiagly significant.

Despite not being found to be significant in thedbiate analysis, after controlling for
Income Support and financial situation, age wasfoto significantly improve the fit of
the model at the ten percent level. From Tabldat&&n be seen that the odds of
partnering for those aged 30 and over are dranligtiealuced compared with those
aged 16-19 years. Significant at the five per ¢erel, this odds ratio indicates that
women entering lone motherhood via this route r a@fi@r the age of thirty, have 95 per
cent lower odds of partnering compared with thagerang in their late teenage years.
Although the odds ratios in relation to the othatiegories of this variable are not
statistically significantly different from the refnce category, the pattern in the odds
ratios suggests there might be an increase indtie of partnering for those in the 25-
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29 age group compared with those in the youngesgeaup, as was observed in the

bivariate analysis.

Highest academic qualification is still significafter controlling for other variables in
the model and reflects, as in the bivariate anglybat those with a CSE as their highest
qualification have significantly lower odds of paeting compared with those with none
of the qualifications listed. The relationshipweén this variable and partnering is not
altered in the multivariate setting, with no clé@&nd in the pattern of odds ratios over

other categories of the variable.

The final variable to be included in the model wilzet referring to the attendance of a
lone mother at religious services or meetingsthis case, the model suggests that those
attending at least ‘practically never’ if not markken have lower odds of partnering
compared with those only attending for weddingg@nfiinerals. The pattern of odds
ratios across the different categories suggestsithténe main, the odds of partnering
decline as attendance increases. Those attendiotigaily never have a 65 per cent
reduction and those attending at least once a ne@fhper cent reduction in the odds

of partnering compared with the reference categdly.significant difference in odds

of partnering is found between those attendingadtionce a week compared with the
reference, however, perhaps as a result of therrathall sample size present in this

category (see Appendix A).

6.3.2 Main effects and interactions

Interactions between the time dummies and all Hreables were investigated to check
for non-proportional hazards, however the smallgamizes across categories led to
problems of infinite maximum likelihood in some lsabf the interaction. Despite this
issue, the p-values associated with other categaiéch were unaffected by this
estimation problem were insignificant, suggestimaf the effect of the covariates on
partnering is not altered as time spent as a losthen increases. In addition,
interactions between the main effects in the madek also examined, although again
problems of infinite maximum likelihood prevaileddhas before no statistically
significant results were identified. The final béging model therefore included just

the main effects as shown in Table 6.6.
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6.4 Discussion of results

The aim of this chapter was to analyse partnerattepns among the sample of single
never-married lone mothers and, in particularptestigate the determinants of
partnering with the objective to establish thetreaimportance of demographic and
socio-economic factors in relation to partneringtfos group of mothers. Furthermore,
an examination of duration spent as this type nélmother and how this relates to
partnering was undertaken, as well as an analysihether the effect of the covariates
on partnering is modified by the length of time rspa&s a single never-married lone

mother.

Life-table analysis of the duration of lone mothest for single never-married lone
mothers revealed a median duration of approximdiedyyears which is not dissimilar
from other previous studies (Béheim and Ermisci®81McKay, 2003). However, one
must be careful when comparing estimates from athetlies given the different
definitions of ‘single’ lone mothers in each studynlike previous studies (e.g.
Ermischet al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; e.g. Béhaid Ermisch, 1998; Payne
and Range, 1998; Finlaysenal., 2000), which found evidence of durationetefence
(i.e., a reduction in the likelihood of leaving ®motherhood as time spent as a lone
mother increases) this study finds no evidenceigyesst that this is the case. However,
it is acknowledged that this might be a resulthef $mall sample size and hence a lack
of statistical power. In addition to this, theesff of the covariates on the likelihood of
leaving lone motherhood was not found to change tineelength of time spent as a

lone mother.

Considering the individual determinants of partngyiprevious analysis of repartnering
of lone mothers, and even general repartnering paiged to the undeniably strong
negative influence of age. However, interestirfghthis sample, it was not age which
was found to be the most important factor in relato partnering, but whether or not a
lone mother was in receipt of Income Support. Ehmsthers receiving this benefit at
the beginning of the time interval were signifidgriéss likely to form a partnership
over the course of the interval than those notivetgthis benefit. This supports the
finding of a negative effect of benefit receiptr@partnering of lone mothers (Ford et
al., 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000) and from sevstadlies conducted in the U.S and the
Netherlands which have analysed repartnering irgriHutchens, 1979; Mott and
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Moore, 1983; De Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003). Furthere; it provides confirmation of
the association between receipt of Income Suppati@ver odds of repartnering for
never-married lone mothers as found by Boheim antidh (1998), but which was not

well determined in their analysis which was limitedhe first five waves of the BHPS.

Despite this, the mechanisms that lie behind #letionship remain unclear. What is
known is that upon forming a partnership Incomeguppayments are likely to be
substantially reduced. But, does this knowledge fduction in payments result in a
lone mother not entering in the search to find rdneat in the first place — given that
economic resources upon partnering are not nedgssiarded equally between
members of the partnership and hence a lone motagrend up individually

financially worse off? Or is it that she has foungartner, but it is more economically
viable for them as a couple to remain in a ‘liveqgart together’ relationship rather than
residing in the same household? Another poinbteitler is the attractiveness of such
a lone mother, who is on a low income, to a po&miew partner. It might be that the
perceived financial costs to the new partner aventach of a burden and reduce the
attractiveness of these lone mothers in the panmpenarket resulting in them being less

likely to find a partner.

Whatever the mechanisms that lie behind it maytbe finding highlights the more
important influence that economic resources havpastnering for never-married lone
mothers, over those demographic characteristiosth& support for this contention is
the finding that a lone mother’s perception of fieancial situation is a more important
indicator of partnering than her age. Consideting variable, the findings indicate that
it is those lone mothers who are ‘just about ggtbyg’ who are the most likely to form a
partnership. Perhaps, this is the result of anfired incentive to partner for this group
of women, who are likely, given their responseh® survey question, to welcome the
additional financial resources that a new partriprihlikely to bring. In line with this,
the lower odds found for the most financially secgroup is likely to result from the
fact that those who consider themselves to beaat ldoing alright’, have less
economic need to partner. Contrastingly, one megbect the worst off groups to have
the most economic need for partnering, howevetawer odds for this group in
comparison to those ‘just about getting by’ migieins from the fact that these women

are either too concerned with their money worreebd considering taking part in the
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search for a new partner, or perhaps are lessatissifor future partners in the

partnering market as a result of their poor finahstatus.

Moreover, education, which as previously mentiomeght signal potential wage or
general career orientation (Mott and Moore, 198&)s also found to be related to
partnering for these lone mothers. However, thaiomship identified is unclear, with
a large decrease in odds noted for those with C&ktigpared with no academic

qualifications at all, but no other significantfdifences between groups.

Despite the clear importance of economic resourcesation to partnering for this
group of lone mothers as demonstrated above,shmitito say that demographics are
not important at all. Age became important initthedel after controlling for Income
Support and financial situation and, as expecteah forevious research, is found to be
negatively related to partnering, with a large dase in the odds noted for those aged
thirty and over upon entering lone motherhood.tgady decline in the odds of
partnering with age is not found however, with aexpected and somewhat
unexplainable increase in odds suggested for thged 25-29 compared with those

aged 16-19 years of age.

Finally, an interesting result and one that hasbeein examined in relation to
partnering of lone mothers previously, was the irtgrme of religion and its effect on
partnering for single never-married lone mothekscording to this analysis, the
frequency of attendance at religious services aatimgs is related to partnering, with a
general pattern of decreasing odds of partnerirfgegsiency of attendance increases.
This, though, is discounting the group attendingtnfieequently who have
insignificantly different odds from those only atténg for a wedding or funeral. This
perhaps therefore suggests that more religious wareless likely to partner than
those with little or no religious affiliation. Haaver, this finding is in contrast to that of
De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003) who found a positivieef of increasing church

attendance on repartnering after divorce in thééiénds.

In summary, this chapter has confirmed the avedagation of lone motherhood for
this group of lone mothers to be around the fivaryaark. Whilst demographic factors
have dominated in past analyses, this analysisestigithat socio-economic factors are
more important predictors of a move into a partigr$or this type of lone mother,
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particularly those relating to the economic researaf such a mother. However, what
must be borne in mind when considering these esithe limited sample size
available for analysis and hence the lack of stesispower for finding statistically
significant results. It may well be that otherightes such as employment, social class
or housing tenure, which have been found to beéaelo repartnering in previous
research, might be important, but the sample sitea small to determine statistically
significant results. Furthermore, the evidencdwftion dependence from several
previous studies (e.g. Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermaud Wright, 1991; e.g. Boheim and
Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998; Finlaysah,&2000), which is not found in
this study, might result from the small sample sizarticularly at later durations of
lone motherhood. The findings from the analysiseplartnering for those becoming a
lone mother through the breakdown of a previougngaship, which are to be presented
and discussed in the following chapter, might diggtt on whether this is likely to be
the case, given the relatively larger sample sizbis group. Additionally, they will
provide an interesting comparison with the restdigsussed in this chapter.
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Chapter 7

Repartnering among women becoming lone mothers

through the breakdown of a partnership

This chapter presents the results of the analysispartnering among women who had
become a lone mother through the breakdown of aiageror cohabitation. Again, as
in the previous chapter, a life-table analysisosducted initially to investigate the
shape of the overall hazard of repartnering andrdehe how time is going to be
treated in the subsequent modelling process. Arlaite analysis ensues with the
association between each explanatory variable eypartnering established through the
use of simple event history models containing eadlvidual explanatory variable and
the chosen function of time. The final sectiorred chapter presents the results of a

multivariate analysis and discusses the findingsfthe models fitted.

7.1 Life-table analysis of repartnering for thogedming a lone

mother through the breakdown of a partnership

In order to investigate the rate of repartneringtfics sample of lone mothers and allow
exploration of how the hazard of repartnering \@oeer time spent as a lone mother it
IS necessary once again to conduct a life-tablé/sisa Table 7.1 below shows a life-
table for the sample before missing data due to ien-response on the covariates was
deleted and Figure 7.1 the plotted survival prapog based on the probabilities in this
table. From these it can be seen that, as faittygge never-married lone mothers, the

estimated median duration as a lone mother isonest five years.
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Table 7.1 Life-table estimates of survival probabities for those becoming a
lone mother through the breakdown of a partnership

Time (years Beginning  Repartner  Lost (lost due to Survival
since becoming  Total children growing up)

a lone mother)

0-1 447 73 80 (16) 0.8367
1-2 294 38 60 (13) 0.7285
2-3 196 29 24 (8) 0.6208
3-4 143 14 32 (4) 0.5600
4-5 97 10 16 (4) 0.5022
5-6 4 9 16 (6) 0.4386
6-7 46 4 13 (5) 0.4004
7-8 29 4 2(1) 0.3452
8-9 23 1 22 (3) 0.3302

Figure 7.1 Survival probabilities for those becomig a lone mother through
the breakdown of a partnership

Proportion Surviving

0 2 4 6 8 10
Years as a lone mother

From a plot of the hazard of repartnering (Figuzbelow) it can be seen that the
general trend in the hazard of repartnering ischme as length of time as a lone mother
increases. The large confidence intervals aroheskt estimated probabilities (shown
by the vertical lines) reflect the small sampleesizparticularly at later durations.
Although these large confidence intervals sugdestthese estimates are not

particularly well defined, there is perhaps a temeasuggestion of a linear decrease in
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the hazard over time, something that will be comsid and tested later in the
multivariate analysis.

Figure 7.2 Hazard of repartnering over time (thosébecoming a lone mother
through the breakdown of a partnership)

.3

Hazard
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Years as a lone mother

Although plots of hazard probabilities of repartngrare useful for determining the
shape of the underlying hazard of repartneringy theenot take account of the fact that
the shape of this hazard may change after comtgolbr other variables. Simply
controlling for age as shown in Figure 7.3 belodicates that the hazard of
repartnering for those aged 18-24 is higher tharhtizard for those aged 30-34 and
35+ years. From the graphs it appears that ttadasel shift however, suggesting that

the relationship between age and repartneringtisnodified by the length of time they
remain a lone mother.
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Figure 7.3 Hazard of repartnering over time by agegroup of the lone
mother (those becoming a lone mother through the leakdown of a
partnership)
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Considering the findings above, the bivariate asialipelow proceeds with a fully non-
parametric baseline hazard with the use of dummiabkes to indicate the length of
time spent as a lone mother in the models. Latghe multivariate analysis, the final
model is re-fitted using a parametric baseline tthaasuming a linear relationship
between repartnering and time spent as a lone mattiethe findings of this analysis

are discussed.

7.2 Bivariate associations of the selected vargabi¢h repartnering
for those becoming a lone mother through the breakdof a

partnership

In order for it to be possible to use likelihootiogdests to determine the statistical
significance of the relationship between each exgilary variable (see Appendix B for
the percentage distributions of the explanatorjabdes) and repartnering, the bivariate

analysis was carried out on the sample of lone arstitvhere missing data on
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covariates was dealt with using a process of |sgvdeletion. The resulting sample size
was 1,298 person years (representing 426 lone ms)tiveeh 174 found to repartner
over the observation period.

Table 7.2 Bivariate associations of the fixed timdemographic variables
with repartnering (those becoming a lone mother though the breakdown of
a partnership)

Variable Odds S.E.(b) Significance  95% C.I.
ratio
Age (categorised) ***
18-24 years 1.00
25-29 years 1.04 0.251 0.863 0.65-1.67
30-34 years 0.47 0.111 0.002 0.30-0.75
35+ years 0.39 0.091 0.000 0.25-0.62
Number of children *
One child (r) 1.00
Two children 0.67 0.124 0.031 0.47-0.96
Three or more children 1.02 0.228 0.925 0.66-1.58
Age of youngest child ***
Under 5 years (r) 1.00
5to 11 years 0.60 0.109 0.005 0.42-0.86
12 to 15 years 0.46 0.163 0.028 0.23-0.92

Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00

Previously cohabiting 1.17 0.198 0.369 0.83-1.63
Number of previous partners

1 partner (r) 1.00

2 partners 1.12 0.228 0.567 0.75-1.67

3 or more partners 142 0.479 0.295 0.74-2.75
Previous union duration **

Less than 5 years (r) 1.00

510 9 years 112 0.255 0.624 0.72-1.75

10 to 14 years 0.81 0.210 0.416 0.49-1.35

15+ years 0.55 0.141 0.019 0.33-0.91
Ethnic group membership

White (r) 1.00

Other 0.87 0.472 0.798 0.30-2.52

*k%k

p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 P-values relate to the results of the likelihood ratio test and thus
determine the significance of the variable overall with repartnering

Table 7.2 above shows the results of the eventrlyistnalyses where, for each model,

dummy variables were included for time and one axalory variable was included in
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addition to these dummies. This analysis shovemia mother’s age at the time of
becoming a lone mother to be highly significanvge<0.001) with repartnering for
this group of lone mothers. Although no statidtadiference in the odds of
repartnering is found between the two youngestgageps, there is a significant
reduction in the odds of repartnering for thosedagf@-34 and aged 35+ compared with
those aged 18-24. The odds ratios for thesevastige groups are not statistically
different from each other however, with a reduciiothe odds of 53 per cent and 61

per cent respectively, compared with the refergmoeap.

The number of children a lone mother has is sigaiftly associated with the likelihood
of repartnering at the ten per cent level of sigaiice. The model indicates that in any
year those with two children have 33 per cent loagats of repartnering compared with
those with only one child, but there is no stataty significant difference between the
likelihood of repartnering for those with threemore children compared to those with
only one child.

The age of the youngest child is significantly asst@d with repartnering (p-
value<0.01) and suggests that lone mothers witimgeuchildren upon entering lone
motherhood are more likely to repartner than thwaigle older children. In fact, those
with a youngest child between the ages of 12 anklai® over 50 per cent lower odds
of repartnering than those with children aged teas 5 years old. However age of
youngest child is closely related to the age arelmother and therefore it is unclear
whether this association is merely a reflectiothad. In the multivariate analysis it

may not remain statistically significant.

The type of union which broke down is not found#significantly associated with
repartnering and neither is the number of prevjmarsners that a woman has had.
Considering the odds ratios for these two varighitesre is some suggestion though that
those who broke up from a cohabitation might bghsly more likely to repartner than
those who broke up from a marriage, and that tdsehave had a higher number of
previous partners are more likely to repartner tise with fewer numbers of

previous partners. In contrast with the numbesretious partnerships, the duration of
the most recent previous partnership is signifiedribe five per cent level. The model
suggests that those with a previous union duratfat least 15 years have 45 per cent
lower odds of repartnering compared with those aifirevious union duration of less
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than 5 years. As for age of youngest child, umioration is likely to be associated with

age and so this bivariate association may be atedun the multivariate analysis.

Finally, ethnic group is not significantly assoeidtwith repartnering, despite suggested
lower odds of repartnering for those belongingtteeo ethnic groups compared with
those who are white. This may perhaps be dueetsitiall number of lone mothers that
are from other ethnic groups in this analysis &Ggpendix B).

Bivariate associations between the fixed time secienomic variables and repartnering
were also carried out, the results of which casd®n in Table 7.3. In this group of
variables significant associations were only fotordsocial class and religion.

However two categories of the highest academicifigation variable were found to be

statistically significant.

Considering firstly highest academic qualificatiaithough this variable is not
statistically significant with repartnering riskenall, there is some indication that the
odds of repartnering in any year are higher foséhwith fewer academic qualifications.
In fact it can be seen that the odds of repartgegonthose with CSE’s compared with
those with a higher degree or other such qualiboatare 84 per cent higher and this
difference is significant at the ten per cent leyelirthermore, those with no academic
qualifications at all have over two times the odfisepartnering compared with those
who have a higher degree or other higher qualiboatnd this is significant at the five

per cent level.

Social class has a significant association witlargyering at the ten per cent level, with
those in skilled manual or partly skilled/unskillechnual occupations having
significantly higher odds (2.20 and 1.83 timesalds respectively) of repartnering
compared with those in professional/managerial patans. There is no significant
difference between those in skilled non-manual pations or those in the missing
category (of which the majority have never hadly gpmpared with those in
professional/managerial occupations however. $oldas, like education, is also
associated with age however, with higher propostiohyounger ages in the lower
social classes and therefore the relationship fdwend is likely to be altered after

controlling for age in the multivariate analysis.
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Table 7.3 Bivariate associations of the fixed timgocio-economic variables
with repartnering (those becoming a lone mother though the breakdown of

a partnership)

Variable Odds ratio  S.E.(b) Significance 95% C.I.
Highest Academic qualification

Higher degree, teaching

qualification, HND/HNC (r) 1.00

Alevels 1.22 0.438 0.589 0.60-2.46

O levels 1.65 0.525 0.112 0.89-3.08

CSE 1.84 0.656 0.086 0.92-3.70

None of these 2.16 0.764 0.029 1.08-4.32
Tenure

Owner occupier (r) 1.00

Local authority/Housing Assoc. rented  1.15 0.209 0.436 0.81-1.65

Other rented 1.14 0.261 0.570 0.73-1.78
Social Class *

Professional/Managerial (r) 1.00

Skilled non-manual 1.42 0.356 0.160 0.87-2.32

Skilled manual 2.20 0.647 0.008 1.23-3.91

Partly skilled/unskilled manual 1.83 0.454 0.014 1.13-2.98

Missing 1.59 0.688 0.288 0.68-3.71
Region

Southern regions (r) 1.00

Northern regions 0.96 1.178 0.842 0.67-1.39

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 0.74 0.166 0.184 0.48-1.15
Religion **

No religion (r) 1.00

C of E/Anglican 0.84 0.161 0.369 0.58-1.22

Roman Catholic 0.89 0.268 0.696 0.49-1.60

Other religion 0.43 0.130 0.005 0.24-0.78
Attendance at religious services

Once a week or more (r) 1.00

At least once a month 117 0.517 0.715 0.50-2.78

At least once a year 0.89 0.357 0.771 0.41-1.95

Practically never 1.26 0.469 0.537 0.61-2.61

Only weddings/funerals 1.64 0.585 0.167 0.81-3.30

Note: Simple event history models including the time dummies plus one explanatory variable for all available cases.

*k%k

p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10

Finally religion is significant at the five per ddavel, although only those in the ‘other’

category have a significant difference in the odidsepartnering. This category

includes high proportions of those belonging to@inirch of Scotland and to other
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Christian groups. For this group the odds areln&ér per cent lower compared with

those not belonging to any religious group.

Table 7.4 Bivariate associations of the control caviates and repartnering
(those becoming a lone mother through the breakdowaf a partnership)

Variable Odds S.E.(b) Significance  95% C.I.
ratio
Year of entry to lone motherhood
1992 (r) 1.00
1993-1994 1.19 0.389 0.587 0.63-2.26
1995-1996 1.10 0.363 0.773 0.58-2.10
1997-1999 1.12 0.345 0.725 0.61-2.05
2000-2003 0.98 0.313 0.944 0.52-1.83
Sample origin
Original Essex Sample (r) 1.00
Extension Sample 0.78 0.206 0.338 0.46-1.30

Note: Simple event history models including the time dummies plus one explanatory variable for all available cases.
***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10

Simple event history models including the varialdestrolling for the year of entry
into lone motherhood and the sample origin of #spondent (Table 7.4 above) reveal
that there is no statistically significant assdoiabetween these variables and

repartnering.

Table 7.5 shows associations between the time+vgugovariates and repartnering.
The results suggest that employment status isafatied to repartnering and neither of
the variables measuring receipt of Income Supportausing Benefit is found to be
either. The variable measuring receipt of alimonynaintenance is statistically
significant at the five per cent level howeverhelodds of repartnering in any year for
those in receipt of alimony or maintenance at tbgitning of that year are over 30 per

cent lower than those not receiving this kind afidfe.
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Table 7.5 Bivariate associations of the time-varyig covariates and
repartnering (those becoming a lone mother througlthe breakdown of a
partnership)

Variable Odds  Std. Error  Significance 95% C.1.
Ratio
Current Employment Status
Employed (r) 1.00
Unemployed 0.54 0.260 0.201 0.21-1.39
Family Care 0.94 0.170 0.722 0.66-1.434
Other 1.26 0.407 0.475 0.67-2.37
Income Support
Yes 112 0.186 0.483 0.81-1.56
No (r) 1.00
Alimony **
Yes 0.66 0.128 0.038 0.46-0.98
No (r) 1.00
Housing Benefit
Yes 1.00 0.186 0.984 0.70-1.44
No (r) 1.00
Financial Situation
Living comfortably (r) 1.00
Doing alright 0.91 0.283 0.766 0.50-1.67
Just about getting by 0.85 0.251 0.588 0.48-1.52
Finding it quite difficult 0.74 0.255 0.381 0.38-1.45
Finding it very difficult 112 0.411 0.752 0.55-2.30
Limiting Health
Yes 0.85 0.216 0.520 0.52-1.40
No (r) 1.00
GHQ score **
GHQ0-3 1.00
GHQ 4-6 1.60 0.341 0.026 1.06-2.43
GHQ 7-12 0.77 0.171 0.238 0.50-1.19
Annual income
£5,000.00 or less 1.00
£5,000.01- £10,000.00 2.18 0.83 0.039 1.04-4.58
£10,000.01- £15,000.00 1.53 0.60 0.278 0.71-3.30
£15,000.01- £20,000.00 2.04 0.83 0.080 0.92-4.53
£20,000.01 or more 1.89 0.82 0.142 0.81-4.40
Missing 2.46 1.22 0.070 0.93-6.53
Household type
Lone parent household 1.00
Couple or other household 1.42 0.571 0.381 0.65-3.12

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 **p-value<0.10
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Neither of the two variables relating to the incoofi@ lone mother is found to be
related to repartnering, although the pattern efdtids ratios for the variable measuring
self-perceived financial situation (discounting tast category) suggests that there
might be lower odds of repartnering for those hgvinancial difficulties compared

with those who consider themselves to be living fwstably. Considering income,
despite some significant differences in the oddepértnering between certain
categories of the variable there is no apparenttne the odds ratios at all.

Two variables were used to assess the effect dihh@a repartnering — the presence of
a limiting health condition and the level of psyathic disturbance determined by the
score corresponding to a lone mother’s answelisg@eneral Health Questionnaire
(GHQ). The GHQ is one of the most extensively usgéening instruments for
psychiatric morbidity (Bowling, 2005). Followinge approach of Pevelin and Ermisch
(2004), the GHQ scores were converted to a 12-o@e which was collapsed into
three categories. As in their analyses, scorasdsgt O and 3 formed the first category,
with scores above the threshold of 4+ forming twtfer categories corresponding to
the scores of 4-6 and 7-12. The results from thartate analysis indicate that there is
no significant association between whether or noha mother has a limiting health
condition and repartnering. However, GHQ scorggsificant at the five per cent

level. The relationship found between this vagadrd repartnering indicates that those
with a mental health score of 4-6 are significatels likely to repartner than those with
a mental health score of 0-3, however for thosé tieé poorest mental health score
(between 7 and 12) there is no significant diffeeshetween the odds.

Finally, examining the type of household a lonemeotvas found to be living in it can
be seen that there is no significant differencinéodds of repartnering for those living
in a couple or other household compared to living lone parent household. This
might be a result of the fact that less than famrgent of lone mothers were actually
living in a couple or other type of household othex expanded dataset (corresponding

to less than 10 per cent of lone mothers in any)yea

To summarise, a number of demographic and socinegoi variables have been
found to be individually related to repartnering flois type of lone mother. The subject
of the next section is to investigate the relataportance of covariates with respect to
repartnering in the presence of other variablesudpin the use of a multivariate model.
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7.3 Multivariate analysis of the determinants gfarenering for those

becoming a lone mother through the breakdown @frenprship

Using a forwards selection procedure, as outlime8action 5.7.3, with a significance
level set at the ten per cent level, significantaldes were selected for inclusion in the
models. Several final models were produced whcluded different sub-sets of
variables as a result of missing data on particcd&ariates (see Section 4.5.3) or a
different functional form for the baseline hazaotidwing the results of the bivariate
analysis and the suggested relationship betweenamd repartnering. It should be
noted that the modelling selection procedure fentdying significant main effects was
carried out on the sample where listwise deletiat been implemented to take account
of missing data on covariates. This was necessargder for it to be possible to carry
out the likelihood ratio test to compare the nestedlels. However, the resulting final
models were then implemented on a larger sampleltiarh only missing data for the
covariates actually found to be significant in thedel was deleted. The coefficients of
these initial models were very similar to thoseagied after the model was re-fitted to
the larger sample and hence to avoid repetitioy thd final models based on this

larger sample have been reproduced in Table 7dwbel

7.3.1 Results of the multivariate model with ayulbn-parametric baseline

hazard

Considering model one, which uses a fully non-pa&taicbaseline hazard it can be
seen that there is perhaps some suggestion thaa#taed of repartnering decreases over
time after controlling for other variables, albedt a statistically significant decrease.
Initially only main effects were tested for inclasiin the model and a number of the
variables previously found to be associated wigartnering in the bivariate analysis
were still significantly associated with repartmegriafter controlling for other variables
(Model 1, Table 7.6 below).
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Table 7.6 Odds ratios for discrete time event histy models predicting
repartnering for those becoming a lone mother throgh the breakdown of a

partnership

Explanatory variables Model 1 (non-parametric time) Model 2 (linear time)
Odds ratio 95% C.1. Odds ratio 95% C.\.

Time

0-1(r) 1.00

1-2 0.75 0.49-1.17

2-3 0.92 0.57-1.51

3-4 0.59* 0.31-1.10

4-5 0.65 0.31-1.35

5-6 0.84 0.39-1.83

6-7 0.54 0.18-1.60

7-8 0.70 0.20-2.44

8-9 0.28 0.04-2.17
Time (linear) 0.92* 0.84-1.01
Age

18-24 (r) 1.00 1.00

25-29 0.95 0.57-1.57 0.95 0.58-1.57

30-34 0.37** 0.22-0.62 0.37*** 0.22-0.63

35+ years 0.31%** 0.18-0.54 0.32*** 0.19-0.54
GHQ scoret

GHQ 1-3 (r) 1.00 1.00

GHQ 4-6 1.60* 1.04-2.45 1.63** 1.06-2.50

GHQ 7-12 0.80 0.51-1.25 0.81 0.52-1.26
Number of children

One child (r) 1.00 1.00

Two children 0.69* 0.47-1.00 0.69* 0.47-1.00

Three or more children 1.40 0.86-2.29 1.40 0.86-2.27
Religion

No religion (r) 1.00 1.00

Church of England 0.87 0.59-1.29 0.87 0.59-1.29

Roman Catholic 0.83 0.46-1.51 0.83 0.46-1.51

Other religion 0.43*** 0.24-0.80 0.43* 0.24-0.80
Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00

Previously cohabiting 0.7 0.47-1.07 0.7 0.47-1.07
Employment Statust

Employed (r) 1.00 1.00

Unemployed 0.47* 0.19-1.14 0.46* 0.19-1.13

Family Care 0.77 0.52-1.12 0.77 0.53-1.13

Other 1.10 0.56-2.15 1.09 0.56-2.12

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10; tTime-varying covariates; Model 1: log likelihood = -488.8171,

person-years = 1315; Model 2: log likelihood = -490.38627, person-years = 1315.
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Despite the age of the youngest child being sigaifily associated with repartnering in
the bivariate analysis, it became insignificantetite age of the lone mother was
controlled. Social class and receipt of alimonymaintenance, two other covariates
which were found to be significant in the bivariatelysis, were also not found to be

significant after controlling for the age of theaeomother.

Considering the final chosen model, the most sicguitt variable and therefore the first
explanatory variable to be included in the modet wge at the time of becoming a lone
mother. As was indicated by the bivariate analgsiegative effect of increasing age
on repartnering is found. Again, although no statally significant difference is found
between the odds of repartnering for those age?@&mpared with those aged 18-24,
the odds for those in the two oldest age groupsigreficantly lower than the odds for
the youngest age group. The highly significangpsg (p-value<0.001) and the small
confidence intervals surrounding these estimatisctehe strength of this association.
The overlapping of the confidence intervals for diféerent categories reflect, however,
that the odds of repartnering for the two oldest eafegories are not statistically

significantly different from each other.

GHQ score was the next variable to be includetiénnhodel and suggests, again as in
the bivariate analysis, that the odds of repantigefor those with a score of 4-6 are over
one and a half times the odds of repartneringifose¢ with a score of 0-3. No statistical
difference in the odds of repartnering is notedveein lone mothers with the poorest
mental health scores (7-12) and those in the Ge}joay.

Even after controlling for age of the lone mothbe number of children she had upon
entering lone motherhood was statistically sigafficin the multivariate model. The
model suggests that having two children signifibareduces the odds of repartnering
by 31 per cent compared with only having one clalthough no statistical difference
in the odds of repartnering between those withetlmremore children compared with

those with only one child is observed.

Another variable to be included in the model was\thariable measuring the religious
group to which a lone mother belonged. Whilst tatistical differences in the odds of
repartnering for those belonging to the ChurchmglBnd or Roman Catholic faith
compared with those belonging to no religious grasgpe observed, those in the ‘other’
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religious group had significantly lower odds of agmering compared with the
reference category. As was found in the bivaraialysis, the model suggests that the
odds of repartnering are nearly 60 per cent lowetHis group, which mainly contains
those belonging to the Church of Scotland and difeistian groups, compared with

those having no religious faith.

Controlling for the type of lone mother improvee tiit of the model at the ten per cent
level according to the likelihood ratio test, howethe odds ratio for those separated
from a cohabiting relationship compared with thesparated from a marriage was
significant at just over the ten per cent levelQ@d84). The size of the odds ratio and
its proximity to achieving significance suggestattthere might be some reduction in
the odds of repartnering for the former group aflanothers. Given that type of lone
mother is likely to be associated with age, withségawho have broken up from a
cohabitation being found to be generally youngantthose who have broken up from a
marriage then the direction of this relationshipuste surprising considering the
relationship already found between age and repamtne Interestingly, this variable
was not found to be statistically significant ir thivariate analysis and is only
significant in the presence of age indicating thekplains additional variation that

cannot be explained by age.

Type of lone mother is also likely to be relatedhtomber of children, which itself is
also related to age. Due to these interrelatigussbach of the three variables were in
turn removed from the model to investigate whetrgr change occurred in the
coefficients for the other related variables. fdat, the model remained stable despite
these changes. Furthermore, interactions betwesse tvariables did not statistically

improve the fit of the model when they were eadtet# in the final model.

The final variable to be included in the model wagployment status. The model
suggests that those who are unemployed have jests@vper cent lower odds of
repartnering compared with those who are employeldiais is significant at the ten per
cent level. The pattern of odds ratios acrosggoaies suggests that those in the family
care category might have lower odds of repartnerorgpared with those who are
employed, although this is not statistically sigzaht. Examining the numbers of
women in the sample that are in the unemployedjoaygsee Appendix B) it can be

seen that the sample size for this category isivelsg small compared with other
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categories. If the sample size of this category iwareased then it might be that the

statistical significance of the difference in odiedween categories might be increased.

7.3.2 Testing for interactions in the final multiizde model

In order to investigate for non-proportionalitytire hazards of repartnering, that is
whether the relationship between any of the vaembhd repartnering was modified by
time spent as a lone mother, interactions betwies fgrouped) and the other
explanatory variables were examined. No significasults were identified suggesting
that the effects of the covariates on repartnedidghot change over the length of time a

woman remained a lone mother.

Previous research into repartnering of lone mothayislighted particular variables
which are likely to be interrelated with each othed suggested certain interactions
between main effects to be tested for in the madehely all those between age,
number of children and type of lone mother. As/mresly described above, these were
tested in the model (on the sample only containigsing data on covariates included
in the final model) but no statistically signifidamprovements to the model were noted
after the addition of such variables. In additiorthese interactions, all interactions
between other main effects in the model as wedigsvariables which were significant
at the ten per cent level at the end of the madgldrocess were tested, but again no
significant interactions were found even at thegencent significance level. As a
result of the fact that no significant interactiomsre found between any variables, the

final chosen model included only those main effeletscribed above.

7.3.3 Results of the multivariate model with a paetric baseline hazard

The bivariate analysis provided some indicatioa oéduction in the odds of
repartnering with increasing length of time spenaidone mother and the plot of the
hazard of repartnering for the sample suggestad¢hationship may be linear. Model
2 therefore uses a parametric baseline hazardtwithassumed to be linearly
associated with repartnering to investigate thggestion. From Table 7.6 it can be
seen that there is almost no change in the odus r@itthe explanatory covariates
between this model and the model before with apemametric baseline hazard. This

model indicates, however, that there is only a Ehmaar reduction in the odds of
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repartnering with each additional year spent asya mother and this is only significant

at the ten per cent level.

7.3.4 Results of the multivariate model includihg partnership history

variables

The relatively large amount of missing data onwtheables relating to a woman'’s
partnership history meant that it was necessatgsiofor the significance of these
variables on a smaller sample of women for whi¢brmation on these variables could
be obtained. In order to ensure that this sub-tamas not dissimilar from the overall
sample, the model with a fully non-parametric basehazard and including all
significant main effects (Model 1 in Table 7.6¥ittsed to this sub-sample and can be
seen in Table 7.7 (Model 3). Although differenoethe magnitude of the odds ratios
can be noted, the differences are slight and nmopeitantly the direction of the
relationship between each of the variables andriiegr@ng remains unchanged. It is
therefore considered acceptable to compare the Immadieding the partnership
variables (Model 4, Table 7.7) with the model withthese, but with the larger sample
(Model 1, Table 7.6).
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Table 7.7 Odds ratios for models using the sampleith information on the
partnership history variables (for those becoming done mother through the
breakdown of a partnership)

Explanatory variables Model 3 Model 4
(original main effects) (inclusion of partnership
history variables)
Odds ratio  95% C.I. Odds ratio  95% C.I.

Time
1(r) 1.00 1.00
2 0.72 044-118  0.73 0.45-1.19
3 0.71 040-1.25  0.72 0.41-1.27
4 0.57 0.29-1.13  0.57 0.29-1.14
5 0.49 0.21-1.14  0.51 0.22-1.21
6 0.69 0.29-164 0.7 0.30-1.70
7 0.59 0.20-1.75  0.59 0.20-1.78
8 0.73 0.21-260  0.74 0.21-2.66
9 0.29 0.04-225  0.30 0.04-2.38
Age
18-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00
25-29 years 0.83 045-152  0.64 0.33-1.22
30-34 years 0.29*** 0.16-0.53  0.20*** 0.10-0.41
35+ years 0.27*** 0.15-0.50  0.22** 0.10-0.49
GHQ Score
GHQ 1-3 (1) 1.00 1.00
GHQ 4-6 1.72* 1.08-2.74 1.75* 1.09-2.80
GHQ 7-12 0.78 047-128  0.76 0.46-1.25
Number of children
One child (r) 1.00 1.00
Two children 0.65** 042099  0.61* 0.39-0.94
Three or more children 1.29 0.75-2.21 1.28 0.73-2.25
Religion
No religion (r) 1.00 1.00
Church of England 0.77 0.50-1.18  0.82 0.53-1.27
Roman Catholic 0.91 0.47-1.75 1.12 0.57-2.21
Other religion 0.41** 0.22-0.78  0.43* 0.22-0.82
Type of lone mother
Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00
Previously cohabiting 0.60** 0.37-0.97  0.58** 0.35-0.98
Employment Status
Employed (r) 1.00 1.00
Unemployed 0.64 0.25-1.60 0.64 0.25-1.62
Family Care 0.73 047-112  0.73 0.47-1.13
Other 1.07 0.50-2.31 1.03 0.47-2.23
Number of previous partners
1 partnership (r) 1.00
2 partnerships 1.34 0.84-2.12
3 or more partnerships 2.24* 0.99-5.08
Duration of most recent
previous partnership
Less than 5 years (1) 1.00
5-9 years 1.58* 0.92-2.70
10-14 years 1.64 0.80-3.39
15+ years 1.12 0.49-2.57

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 Model 3: log likelihood = -397.91012, person-years = 1135; Model 4:
log likelihood = -393.92819, person-years = 1135
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Although no significant association between repaitiy and the number of
partnerships a woman had previously had was fouatide bivariate analysis, there was
some suggestion that the duration of the most tgerious partnership was important
in predicting a move back into a partnership. his previous analysis the odds of
repartnering in any year for those whose previarggrship had lasted at least 15
years compared with those whose had only lastelé$srthan 5 years were
significantly lower (around 45 per cent lower). Bignificant differences were found
between the odds of repartnering for those in athergories compared with the
reference category however. However, due to thecition of duration of partnership

with age, this association is likely to be modifiach multivariate setting.

Both these variables were included in the modelandan be seen in Table 7.7 (Model
4), however they provided no significant improvemterthe fit of the model overall.
Nonetheless there is some suggestion that thokethvége or more partnerships have
higher odds of repartnering compared with those hdwbonly had one previous
partnership, although this is only significantla ten per cent level. Furthermore, the
large confidence interval around this estimate ¢(Whincluded zero when calculated for
the parameter estimate) due to the small sampdeosithis category (see Appendix B)
reflects that this relationship is not well detemed and may be only present in this
particular sub-sample of women obtained for thialgsis. There is also a suggestion
that the odds of repartnering are higher for thesle a previous union duration
between five and nine years compared with thosle avghorter prior union duration of
less than five years (p<0.10). It would be intarggsto see if the same relationships and

a higher level of significance might be obtaineth# sample was larger.

7.4 Discussion of results

The main focus of analyses in this chapter wasterchine the factors associated with
repartnering for women entering lone motherhood eesult of the breakdown of a
previous partnership, rather than through havibgth whilst single and never-married
as was the focus of the previous chapter. In exfdio this, the average length of time
spent as this type of lone mother was of interedtediore, as well as how duration itself
is related to repartnering and its effect on thati@nship between the significant

covariates and repartnering. Furthermore, tharfgslin this chapter can be considered
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in light of the findings from the previous chapteltpwing for the patterns of

repartnering to be compared and contrasted adnedsvb groups of lone mothers.

A median duration of lone motherhood of just ovee fyears was observed for lone
mothers separated from a previous partnerships fEsult is not directly comparable
with previous findings in relation to the duratiohlone motherhood since in this
analysis we have grouped those separated fromabitwiy relationship with the
previously married. However, the results hereddi@ similar magnitude to previous
estimates of around four and a half years durdtothe previously married (Ermisch
and Wright, 1991; Boheim and Ermisch, 1998; Rowdmgand McKay, 1998; McKay,
2003). Findings here also indicate that therdtle Hifference in the duration of lone
motherhood for those separated from a partnershigpared with the single never-

married (see Section 6.1).

This analysis suggests that the impact of duragpemt as a lone mother on the
likelihood of repartnering is negligible. The futon-parametric model found no
significant difference between the odds of repaitgefor each of the time dummies,
and the parametric model suggested only a verylsedalction in the odds of
repartnering with each additional year spent asa mother which was only
statistically significant at the ten per cent levé&his finding is in contrast to previous
studies which have found evidence of duration ddpeoe (Ermisch et al., 1990;
Boheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; PayneRange, 1998).

Furthermore, non-significant interactions betwearation and other explanatory
covariates in the model indicate that the effetthe covariates on repartnering do not

change over the length of time a woman remainsa foother.

As expected from the literature review in Chaptesdge at the time of becoming a lone
mother is found to be a highly important determtnafirepartnering and in fact for this
group of lone mothers is the most important vagablrelation to repartnering. A clear
and highly significant negative effect on reparingrfor those entering lone parenthood
at older ages is observed. Previous researchutdsrpvard factors relating to
economic theory to explain this association, siutha relative position of older
women in the marriage market and the diminished pbpartners at older ages (Dean
and Gurak, 1978; cited by Bumpass et al., 1990hatryounger women are more

‘attached’ to marriage as a result of their mongtied experience in nonfamilial roles
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and hence are more inclined to remarry (Smock, 19@hers stress the importance of
youth in physical attractiveness and point to tt that older women are either less
able, or less willing to bear children making thiess desirable to a new partner
(Ermisch and Wright, 1991). Interestingly thoutite relationship found here between
age and repartnering is slightly different to tfoatnd for single never-married lone
mothers, where a spike in the odds for those a§eZPXuggested women between
these ages might have higher odds of repartneangared with the youngest age

group (those aged 16-19 years), although thisréifiee was not statistically significant.

Other demographic factors are also important detexmts of repartnering for this
group of lone mothers, including the number ofdt@h a woman had upon entering
lone motherhood and the type of partnership shebkad in. Most previous studies
that have analysed the relationship between regramtnand number of children have
found evidence to suggest that larger numbersitidfreln have a negative effect on
repartnering (Koo et al., 1984; Bumpass et al. 01#misch et al., 1990; Smock, 1990;
Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Lampard and Peggs, 198f)eed the results of this study
provide support for this association with thosewtto children having lower odds of
repartnering compared to those with only one chidith respect to the type of union
which broke down and repartnering the findings fribis study do not support findings
from other studies which have looked at repartmginngeneral. Results from this study
suggest that those separated from a cohabitinghumight be less likely to repartner
compared with those separated from a marriage edtarolling for other factors, in
contrast to what has been indicated by other stu@eortman, 2007). However, the
lower odds of repartnering for those separated faccohabiting relationship were only
significantly different from those separated frormarriage at just over the ten per cent
level (p-value=0.104), indicating that in actuaitfthere may be no significant
difference between repartnering and the two typgseavious partnerships, as has also
been suggested by analyses by Payne and Range.(2@68over, adding in
information on the partnership history of a lonetineo (Section 7.3.4), namely the
number of partnerships she had previously had laatength of the most recent
partnership, did not significantly improve theditthe model. Contrary to the findings
of Poortman (2007) there was some suggestiontbaetwith more previous partners
(three or more) will repartner more quickly thangk who had only had one, although
the confidence interval surrounding the estimate laege. The suggestion that those
with a longer prior union duration of between feved nine years compared with those
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with a previous union duration of less than fivangis in line with the results from
other studies which have indicated a positive ¢féprior union duration on the
chance of repartnering (Ermisch et al., 1990; Eclmeand Wright, 1991).

Further support for the importance of socio-ecorovariables and repartnering is
provided by this study, with a lone mother’'s meih@lth (determined by GHQ score)
found to be an important indicator of repartneriMjomen with some mental health
problems (scores at or over the threshold of fout,under seven) appear to have a
higher propensity to repartner than women with remtal health problems. This is
surprising considering the findings by Pevalin &nthisch (2004) of a reduced chance
of repartnering for those with poorer mental heattmediately after a transition out of
a cohabiting union in their study. Having saidttlmme might expect that women who
have no mental health problems might feel moreasdnin their own and are perhaps
not searching as hard for a new partner as thoseawavho are not feeling so happy
and who might therefore welcome the emotional stipgfca new partner.

Furthermore, women who are not feeling happy nmiighless particular about a new
partner than women who are feeling content on the&ir and hence will be likely to
repartner more quickly. The trend in the oddseplartnering between GHQ scores is
the same here as was found in the analysis ofesmgter-married lone mothers.
However, for that sample the covariate never ewtieaed statistical significance in
the bivariate analysis. This might suggest thatrétationship between repartnering and
mental health is in fact the same for single newarried lone mothers as for those
separated from a previous partnership, just treasimple size for the first group of

lone mothers is not large enough to determineahsatistically significant levels.

As was found for the never-married lone mothevgatild appear that religion is
important in relation to repartnering. For thisgp of lone mothers it was the variable
indicating the religion to which she belonged that important in the final model,
rather than that indicating the frequency at wtskbh attended religious services or
meetings as it was for single never-married lon¢hers. However, the relationship
between religion and repartnering suggests the samgusion; that those having some
sort of affiliation to a religion appear to be Idigely to repartner than those not
belonging to one at all, in support of findingsnfreemarriage/repartnering studies (e.g.
De Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003). In particular for $edone mothers it is those belonging
to the ‘Other’ religious group (which was mainlygpée belonging to the Church of
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Scotland and other Christian groups) that haveiderably lower odds of repartnering

compared to those not affiliated with any religion.

Employment status is also an important determin&rgpartnering with significantly
lower odds of repartnering found for women who wamemployed at the beginning of
the interval compared to women that were employdus goes against economic
theory, which has often been put forward to explaarelationship between
repartnering and employment status, where womenfaermployment and hence likely
to be in a poorer economic situation will have mecenomic need to repartner and
hence are likely to repartner quicker than those afe more financially secure.
However, the findings from this study are in linghathe premise suggested by social
theory that those in employment are likely to nmaete people and hence repartner at a
quicker rate than those not in employment. Funtoee the findings here provide
additional support for the positive effect of empteent on repartnering found by a
number of previous studies on remarriage/reparigest lone mothers (Ermisch et al.,
1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Marsh and Veg@@94). The relationship between
repartnering and employment status found heretiglissimilar from that suggested in
Chapter 6 after analysis of the single never-mdrdoee mothers, although in the
analysis of single never-married lone mothers i e family care category which had

the lowest odds of repartnering compared with thwsamployment.

Overall it can be seen from this analysis that stldemographic factors, such as age
and number of children, are undeniably importardetermining how quickly women
who became a lone mother through the breakdowmaftaership will find a new
partner, socio-economic factors should not be igdorSpecifically this study has
shown the overriding importance of mental healtth matigious affiliation in relation to
repartnering over the more standard socio-econgariables such as housing tenure,
employment status or social class that have taditly been investigated in relation to
repartnering. Although, that is not to say thapByment status is unimportant as
described above. Furthermore, this analysis hggestied that factors found to be
important for this type of lone mother, such ag tfanental health, and employment
status might also be important for single neverfiedrione mothers, but the small
sample size of this former group and hence lacdtatistical power means that
statistically significant results cannot be obtdinds a result of this the next chapter
will perform the multivariate analysis on the comdxl sample of all lone mothers in
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order to obtain the maximum statistical power ttedaine significant results, whilst

controlling for the type of lone mother. Additidlyatesting for interactions between
the significant variables and the type of lone meothill explicitly determine whether
the relationship between the variables and repanipés different for the different

types of lone mothers.
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Chapter 8

Determinants of repartnering for all lone mothers
Analysis of repartnering using a pooled samplelldbae

mothers

The results of the separate analyses of reparthanmong single never-married lone
mothers and those becoming lone mothers throughrétekdown of a partnership
(Chapters 6 and 7 respectively) suggest that ttemeants of repartnering are
different for each type of lone mother. Howevle small sample size of the group of
single never-married lone mothers means that #iesstal power to determine
significant relationships between covariates apantaering is limited. It may well be
that given a larger sample size for this groupt, thare similarities in the determinants
of repartnering might be observed for the two gsoumdeed, the similarity in the
nature of the relationships between certain cotesiand repartnering across the two
samples suggests that this might be the case. chhfgter therefore investigates the
determinants of repartnering on the combined sawifdiene mothers. Firstly the
results of a multivariate analysis using the sarpamatory variables as previou¥ly
are presented. Finally, this is followed by a dssion of the results which considers
how they compare with the results from the two s#jgsanalyses and what this
demonstrates about the similarities and differeted&een repartnering for the two

groups of lone mothers.

'8 Some minor alterations to the coding were necgssaaccount for the combining of the samples and
the different demographic profile of the two sansple
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8.1 Results of the multivariate model investigating determinants of

repartnering for all lone mothers

As with the previous samples, a process of listwisetion was used to account for
missing data on the explanatory covariates in aimetiow for the use of a likelihood
ratio test to compare nested models. Using a fatsveelection procedure as before the
significant variables were selected into the modéh a significance level for inclusion

set at the ten per cent level.

Interactions between the function of time and tlzemeffects were carried out in order
to test for nonproportionality in the hazards. tRarmore, interactions between type of
lone mother and all covariates previously founbéassociated with repartnering in the
separate multivariate analyses were examined.rddting model was then re-fitted to
a sample where only the missing data for covariatéise final model was deleted, thus
achieving the maximum possible sample size. Twdetswowere implemented on this
sample — one with a fully nonparametric baselineahlhand one where time was
parameterised using a linear function. These fimadlels are re-produced in Table 8.1
below.

Duration spent as a lone mother and repartnering

Despite the larger sample size for this modelydselts indicate there is no association
between duration spent as a lone mother and takhdod of repartnering.
Furthermore, the interactions between time andrtam effects were not found to be

significant and indicate the existence of propowiichazards.
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Table 8.1 Odds ratios for discrete time event histy models predicting

repartnering for all lone mothers

Explanatory variables Model 1 (non-parametric  Model 2 (linear time)
time)
Odds ratio 95% C.l. Odds ratio 95% C.l.

Time

0-1(r) 1.00

1-2 0.73 0.48-1.11

2-3 0.95 0.60-1.50

3-4 0.70 0.40-1.22

4-5 0.75 0.39-1.45

5-6 0.86 0.41-1.78

6-7 0.48 0.17-1.41

7-8 0.91 0.30-2.73

8-9 0.27 0.03-2.03
Time (linear) 0.94 0.86-1.02
Age

16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00

25-29 years 2.02* 1.14-3.55 1.99** 1.13-3.51

30-34 years 0.37* 0.18-0.76 0.37*** 0.18-0.76

35+ years 0.26*** 0.13-0.52 0.26*** 0.13-0.52
GHQ Scoret

1-3 (1) 1.00 1.00

4-6 1.83*** 1.22-2.74 1.84** 1.23-2.76

7-12 0.83 0.54-1.27 0.83 0.54-1.28
Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00

Previously cohabiting 0.57* 0.32-1.03 0.57* 0.32-1.02

Never-married 0.53 0.25-1.14 0.54 0.25-1.14
Employment Statust

Employed (r) 1.00 1.00

Unemployed 0.48* 0.22-1.03 0.48* 0.22-1.04

Family Care 0.58** 0.40-0.85 0.59** 0.40-0.86

Other 0.94 0.52-1.70 0.94 0.52-1.70
Number of children

One child (r) 1.00 1.00

Two children 1.12 0.54-2.32 1.11 0.54-2.28

Three or more children 0.96 0.09-10.12 0.96 0.09-9.98

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 fTime-varying covariates

cont/d...
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Table 8.1 continued

Religion

No religion (r)

Church of England/Anglican
Roman Catholic

Other religion

Highest academic qualificationt

Degree

A-levels
O-levels
CSE

None of these (r)

Receipt of alimonyf

Yes
No (r)

Attendance at religious services
Once a week or more
At least once a month
At least once a year
Practically never
Only weddings/funerals (r)

Type of lone mother*Attendance at
religious services
Previously married*Only weddings

funerals (r)

Previously cohabiting*Once a week or

more

Previously cohabiting*At least once a

month

Previously cohabiting*At least once a

year

Previously cohabiting*Practically never
Never-married*Once a week or more
Never-married*At least once a month
Never-married*At least once a year
Never-married*Practically never

Number of children*Age
16-24*one child (r)
25-29*two children
25-29*three or more children
30-34*two children
30-34*three or more children
35+*two children
35+*three or more children

1.00
1.02
0.89
0.40**

0.51*
0.62
0.65*
0.46***
1.00

0.71*
1.00

0.47
0.67
0.70
0.68
1.00

1.00

5.82*

3.30

0.41
1.41
4.65*
0.22
0.71
0.58

1.00
0.21***
0.65
0.65
2.64
0.92
2.40

0.68-1.54
0.49-1.62
0.22-0.74

0.26-1.02
0.35-1.10
0.41-1.02
0.27-0.79

0.48-1.06

0.19-1.18
0.29-1.54
0.38-1.27
0.39-1.18

0.99-34.00

0.79-13.72

0.10-1.67
0.61-3.27
0.78-27.74
0.02-2.13
0.21-2.34
0.21-1.66

0.07-0.60
0.05-8.35
0.22-1.94
0.22-31.82
0.33-2.52
0.19-30.41

1.00
1.02
0.90
0.40"

0.52*
0.62
0.65*
0.46***
1.00

0.72*
1.00

0.48
0.66
0.70
0.67
1.00

1.00

5.83*

3.34*

0.42
1.42
4.60*
0.22
0.70
0.59

1.00
0.29**
0.64
0.66
2.62
0.93
2.36

0.68-1.52
0.50-1.62
0.22-0.74

0.26-1.02
0.35-1.10
0.42-1.03
0.27-0.79

0.48-1.06

0.19-1.20
0.29-1.53
0.38-1.27
0.38-1.17

1.00-33.93

0.80-13.86

0.10-1.69
0.61-3.28
0.78-27.25
0.02-2.09
0.21-2.32
0.21-1.66

0.07-0.61
0.05-8.06
0.22-1.95
0.22-31.01
0.34-2.55
0.19-29.36

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 fTime-varying covariates

Model 1: log likelihood = -568.18534, person-years = 1618 Model 2: Log likelihood = -

1618

570.29966, person-years =

152



Demographic indicators

Of the demographic factors tested in the modeliragess, age is found to be the most
important determinant of repartnering. Howevesigaificant interaction between age
and the number of children a lone mother has upteriag lone motherhood indicates
that the relationship between age and repartn&ingdified depending on the number
of children. Therefore, the main effects of agd anmber of children can now only be
considered in the context of the interaction betwisem. From Table 8.1 it can be
seen that for mothers with only one child, the ooidsepartnering are significantly
higher for women aged 25-29 years compared with @oaged 16-24 years, but the
odds are significantly lower for those aged 30-84 85+ years compared with this
youngest age group. For those aged 16-24 the sggnificant difference in the odds

of repartnering depending on the number of children

Figure 8.1 shows the predicted probabilities farthegategory of the interaction. As

was found for those with only one child, an inceeasthe estimated probabilities of
repartnering for those aged 25-29 compared withdlamed 16-24 is noted for those
with three or more children, but decreased prolisdsilare seen at later ages. However,
the differences in probabilities across the différ@ge groups for lone mothers with this
many children are small in magnitude. For thos wio children the estimated
probabilities reflect the expected pattern and appedecrease as the age of a lone
mother increases. In fact the lower probabilityedartnering for those aged 25-29 is
significantly different from the probability of rapnering for those aged 16-24 with

only one child.
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Figure 8.1 Estimated probabilities of repartneringin the first year of lone
motherhood by age and number of children upon enténg lone motherhood
(all lone mothers)
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Type of lone mother is significantly related to agpering and is found to interact with
Income Support and attendance at religious seraiceseetings. The most significant
interaction was that between type of lone motherratigious attendance, with the
interaction between Income Support and type of loogher not significantly
improving the fit of the model after the inclusiohthe former interaction. As with age
and number of children, this means that the effétgpe of lone mother and
repartnering cannot be interpreted independenthglajious attendance and vice versa.
Among those attending a religious service or mgdn only a wedding or a funeral,
the odds of repartnering are found to be signifigdower for those who were
previously cohabiting compared with those who waeeried, but not significantly
different for the single never-married comparechwfite previously married. Among
the previously married the odds of repartneringrentesignificantly different across
categories of the religious attendance variablewéVer, in order to interpret this
interaction fully it is necessary to calculate €stimated predicted probabilities of

repartnering for each category of the two variabkeshown in Figure 8.2 below.
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Figure 8.2 Estimated probabilities of repartneringin the first year of lone
motherhood by type of lone mother and religious agndance (all lone
mothers)
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From Figure 8.2 it would appear that the probapdit repartnering for women
becoming lone mothers through the breakdown of miagge increases as frequency of
attendance at religious services or meetings deesealthough these increases are not
found to be statistically significant and hence migist be a feature of this sample. For
both those separated from a cohabitating relatipresind single never-married lone
mothers the probability of repartnering is higharthose attending once a week or
more compared with those attending less frequewity, the difference between the
most and least frequent group statistically sigatiit at the ten per cent level. The
pattern in the probabilities of repartnering acribesmiddle categories of attendance for

these two types of lone mothers does not followtasyd, however.

Socio-economic indicators

A number of socio-economic covariates were founble@mportant in the model, the
most important of which was GHQ score. The retatiop between this variable, which
measures the mental health of a lone mother, gradtreering suggests as before that
those with a score over the threshold of four,dmibw seven, have significantly higher
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odds of repartnering compared with those with aesobzero to three. No significant
difference is noted between those with the poaresital health and the reference

category however.

Whether or not a lone mother is in employment $® anportant in relation to
repartnering with those in family care and thosemployed having 52 per cent and 42
per cent lower odds of repartnering compared wWitsé¢ in employment respectively.
These differences were also statistically signiftcat less than the ten per cent level (in

fact at less than five per cent for those in farodye).

Lone mothers belonging to the ‘other’ religiousgpare, according to the model,
significantly less likely to repartner than thoge helonging to any religious group.
However, other categories of this variable aresmgnificantly different from the

reference category.

The relationship between education and repartneénitigates that those with some sort
of academic qualification have lower odds of repaing compared with those with
none, with differences nearly all significant a& tien per cent level at least. This
difference is particularly marked for those obtaghCSEs, with the odds of

repartnering for this group over 50 per cent loe@npared with the reference category.

The final socio-economic variable to be includedh@ model was that indicating
whether or not a lone mother was receiving maimteaar alimony. The model
suggests that the odds for those in receipt ofatésnearly thirty per cent lower,

achieving significance at the ten per cent level.
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Table 8.2 Multivariate models including the partneship history variables

(all lone mothers)

Explanatory variables Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Odds 95% C.I. Odds 95% C.I. Odds 95% C.I.
ratio ratio ratio
Time
0-1(r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
1-2 0.71 045-1.11 0.7 045-1.11 0.71 0.45-1.11
2-3 0.74 045-1.24 0.74 0.44-123 0.74 0.44-1.23
3-4 0.67 0.37-1.21 0.66 0.37-1.20 0.67 0.37-1.22
4-5 0.57 0.28-1.19 0.58 0.28-1.21 0.58 0.28-1.21
5-6 0.64 0.29-1.43 0.64 0.29-1.43 0.65 0.29-1.45
6-7 0.48 0.16-1.40 0.47 0.16-1.39 0.49 0.17-1.43
7-8 0.81 0.27-2.46 0.79 0.26-2.41 0.85 0.28-2.57
8-9 0.24 0.03-1.80 0.23 0.03-1.75 0.25 0.03-1.91
Age
16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
25-29 years 2.14* 1.13-4.09 2.00*** 1.04-3.85 2.04** 1.05-3.93
30-34 years 0.33*** 0.15-0.75 0.30*** 0.13-0.68 0.29*** 0.12-0.67
35+ years 0.26*** 0.12-0.56 0.24*** 0.11-0.52 0.25*** 0.10-0.59
GHQ Scoret
1-3 (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
4-6 1.81*** 1.18-2.78 1.77*** 1.15-2.73 1.83*** 1.19-2.81
7-12 0.81 0.51-1.29 0.79 0.50-1.27 0.80 0.50-1.28
Type of lone mother
Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Previously cohabiting 0.46** 0.24-0.90 0.46* 0.23-0.90 0.53* 0.26-1.06
Never-married 0.49* 0.22-1.09 0.65 0.20-2.12 0.72 0.22-2.38
Employment Statust
Employed (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Unemployed 0.65 0.29-1.43 0.65 0.29-1.44 0.65 0.29-1.43
Family Care 0.65* 0.43-0.97 0.64** 0.42-0.95 0.66* 0.44-0.99
Other 1.07 0.57-2.01 1.07 0.57-2.01 1.10 0.58-2.07
Number of children
One child (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Two or more children 1.14 048-2.75 1.11 0.46-269 1.14 0.47-2.76
Religion
No religion (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Church of England 0.93 0.60-1.43 0.95 0.61-1.48 0.92 0.59-1.43
Roman Catholic 0.98 0.52-1.83 1.02 0.54-191 1.04 0.55-1.96
Other religion 0.42*** 0.22-0.80 0.43** 0.23-0.82 0.42** 0.22-0.79
Highest academic
qualificationt
Degree 0.49* 0.24-1.02 0.46** 0.22-0.96 0.51* 0.25-1.06
A-levels 0.63 0.33-1.18 0.64 0.34-1.21 0.64 0.34-1.22
O-levels 0.66 0.40-1.09 0.66 0.40-1.09 0.66 0.40-1.09
CSE 0.49** 0.27-0.88 0.52** 0.28-0.94 0.51** 0.28-0.93
None of these (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 fTime-varying covariates cont/d...

157



Table 8.2 continued

Odds 95% C.I. Odds 95% C.I. Odds 95% C.I.
ratio ratio ratio
Receipt of alimonyt
Yes 0.72 0.47-1.10 0.72 047-1.11 0.72 0.47-1.10
No (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Attendance at religious
services
Once a week or more 0.66 0.27-1.65 0.7 0.28-1.77 0.70 0.28-1.76
At least once a month 0.74 0.32-1.72 0.80 0.34-1.88 0.77 0.33-1.81
At least once a year 0.79 0.43-145 0.83 0.45-1.52 0.81 0.44-1.50
Practically never 0.72 0.40-1.30 0.77 042-1.39 0.75 0.41-1.37
Only weddings/funerals (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Type of lone
mother*Religious attendance
Previously married*Only
weddings funerals (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Previously cohabiting*Once a
week or more 4,72 0.42-53.31 4.20 0.36-49.28 3.91 0.34-45.28
Previously cohabiting*At least
once a month 2.23 0.43-11.55 2.03 0.39-10.66 2.32 0.44-12.23
Previously cohabiting*At least
once a year 0.52 0.06-4.69 0.48 0.05-4.32 047 0.05-4.23
Previously
cohabiting*Practically never 1.97 0.73-5.31 1.81 0.67-491 1.79 0.65-4.89
Never-married*Once a week
or more 3.14 0.53-18.66 3.01 0.50-18.02 3.03 0.50-18.34
Never-married*At least once a
month 0.21 0.02-1.99 0.18 0.02-1.79 0.19 0.02-1.80
Never-married*At least once a
year 0.65 0.20-2.14 0.63 0.19-2.13 0.64 0.19-2.12
Never-married*Practically
never 0.55 0.19-1.59 0.49 0.17-1.44 0.50 0.17-1.47
Number of children*Age
16-24*one child (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00
25-29*two children 0.26™ 0.09-0.79 0.28** 0.09-0.83 0.24** 0.08-0.73
30-34*two children 1.00 0.31-3.17 1.10 0.35-3.53 0.93 0.29-3.00
35+*two children 1.03 0.34-3.13 1.06 0.35-3.21 0.98 0.32-3.00
Number of previous partners
No previous partner (r) 1.00
1 partner 1.28 0.45-3.68
2 partners 1.59 0.52-4.86
3 or more partners 2.29 0.62-8.39
Previous partnership duration
Less than 5 years (r) 1.00
5-9 years 1.50 0.87-2.59
10-14 years 1.67 0.83-3.37
15+ years 1.18 0.54-2.59
No previous partner 0.80 0.28-2.28

Model 3: Log likelihood = -490.30169 Model 4: Log likelihood = -488.89466 Model 5: Log likelihood = -488.57373
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Partnership history variables

As was the procedure in the analysis of the deteans of repartnering among lone
mothers separated from a previous partnershipah@ership history variables were
investigated using a sample where missing dathesetcovariates was also deleted.
Model 3 in Table 8.2 is the final mod@&(previously shown in Table 8.1) fitted on the

smaller sample with no missing data on partnerblsfories (N=1441).

The odds ratios found here for the final modehamg similar to those found when the
model was fitted on the full sample, reflectingtttiee results from fitting the
partnership history variables can be interpreted fitsed on the full sample. In this
analysis the variables measuring the number ofipus\partnerships and previous
partnership duration were added separately asgmablith multicollinearity were
observed when they were added together to the seodel. Models 4 and 5 indicate
that the number of previous partners a lone mdtherhad, or the length of the most

recent previous partnership, are not related tahance of repartnering.

8.2 Discussion of results

The aim of this chapter was to investigate therdd@teants of repartnering for lone
mothers using data from both groups of lone motbensbined into one ‘pooled’
sample. The rationale for doing this was to ugentlaximum possible statistical power,
gained by combining the two samples, to determignaficant relationships between
explanatory covariates and repartnering. Furthegroontrolling for the type of lone
mother in the analysis and then testing for intiéoas between this variable and other
covariates in the model would statistically tesetter the relationship between the
variables and repartnering differs depending ortype of lone mother. The separate
analyses indicated that some of the relationshgpsden explanatory covariates and
repartnering might be the same for both groupsé Imothers due to similar patterns
observed in the odds ratios across categoriesofdhable. However in many cases no
significant differences were observed for the semabmple of single never married

lone mothers with only speculation that the relalips might be the same. It was

19 Apart from the variable relating to number of dnéin which had to be collapsed due to problems with
multicollinearity in the final model
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therefore of interest to investigate whether aedéht method, as used in this chapter,

might provide more evidence as to whether this i&ct the case.

Firstly, as was observed for the two separate aralyesults from this analysis find no
evidence of a relationship between repartneringthedength of the spell of lone
motherhood. Furthermore, the presence of propatibazards is confirmed indicating
that the relationship between significant explanatmvariates and repartnering is not

modified by the length of time spent as a lone ranth

As was found in the models constructed on the s¢paamples, it would appear that
both socio-economic and demographic factors areceged with repartnering. The
larger statistical power resulting from combinihg two samples reveals a significant
association between alimony and repartnering wiviah not present in either of the two
previous multivariate models. As was suggestethbybivariate analyses of both
samples, a negative effect on repartnering is @kséior those receiving some level of
maintenance or alimony. Considering the relatigrsfound in this analysis between
each explanatory covariate and repartnering condpaith those found in the previous
separate analyses it can be seen that they alimdr@adly the same, but with
improved levels of significance for many variablés.particular, the increase in odds
of repartnering for those aged 25-29 years comparttdthose aged 16-19 years that
was suggested for the never-married single londenstis confirmed in this analysis,
although this is only significant for those withlpoene child. Furthermore, the
suggestion that those not in employment are l&sdylto repartner, as indicated by the
model for those that entered lone motherhood thrdahg breakdown of a partnership
(Section 7.3.1), is strengthened, with significdiffierences noted for both those
unemployed and in family care compared with thaapleyed in this analysis.
Additionally, the larger sample size enabled thiewheination of a significant
interaction between age and number of childrenis Haicated that the relationship
between age and repartnering is modified depenatinttpe number of children a lone
mother had upon entering lone motherhood. Howexam using the pooled sample
there is no evidence to suggest that a lone matipartnership history is related to her

likelihood of repartnering.

The route of entry into lone motherhood has a &iamt effect on the chance of
repartnering; the results suggest that, at leaghfise only attending a religious service
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for a wedding or funeral, the chance of repartrieisrsignificantly lower for those who
entered lone motherhood through the breakdowncohabiting union compared with
those entering through the breakdown of a marriddes probability of repartnering
appears to be lowest for single never-married toothers, although this difference is
not statistically significant. This finding is oontrast to the findings from previous
studies into the repartnering of lone mothers (baais et al., 1995; Payne and
Range, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998). Inténgctype of lone mother with
other covariates in the model, and additionally fmund to be important in the separate
analyses indicates that the relationship betweenddnce at religious services and
repartnering differs depending on the type of loraher. Indeed, this variable was
only significant in terms of the interaction and malividually related to repartnering.
Overall the interaction suggests a higher probisiwoli repartnering for those attending
religious services or meetings regularly (at lesste a week or more) compared with
those only attending for funerals or weddings amomyiously cohabiting or single
never-married lone mothers. This can perhaps peieed by social theory relating to
repartnering which emphasises the importance ofingeepportunities. Religious
services or meetings are likely to provide somé sbsocial network within which to
meet new people and hence more regular attendaseeveces is likely to signal higher
participation in this network. For lone motherpa@ted from a marriage a negative
effect of increased participation in such meetiisgsuggested however, although this is

not statistically significant.

An interaction between type of lone mother and ined&upport suggested that the
relationship between repartnering and this varidelgends on the type of lone mother,
which was not surprising considering the importaoicthis variable in relation to
repartnering for the never-married. This intei@ttivas less significant than that
relating to religious attendance however and ngéorsignificant after the addition of
this latter interaction into the model. No othgng#ficant interactions were found
between type of lone mother and the other explapatriables, indicating that there is
no evidence to suggest the relationship betweeartreggring and the other covariates in
the model differs between the two groups of lon¢hmas. However, this still might be
due to the smaller sample size of single never4iethtone mothers in comparison with

those separated from a previous partnership.
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It would appear from the model in this analysi¢ thamen entering lone motherhood
through the breakdown of a previous partnershipidate over the smaller sample of
single never-married lone mothers. All the factssociated with repartnering in the
separate analysis of previously partnered lone erstare found here in this model, yet
only three out of the five found in the analysisofgle never-married lone mothers are
represented here. This suggests that the neverechéone mothers are somewhat
‘lost’ in the combined sample and hence modelsdasecombined data such as this,
where the two groups are not equally representeg,mt be entirely representative of

the smaller group.
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Chapter 9

Re-marry or re-cohabit? How demographic andosoci
economic factors are related to the different dradm

lone motherhood

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 provided an insight into therd@nants of repartnering among
lone mothers. However they do not provide anyrmfation on the types of new unions
that are formed, or how these might vary for eggle of lone mother. Previous
research on repartnering in general, as outlinéthiapter 2, found that different factors
are associated with forming a cohabiting secondrumersus a marital second union
(Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; De Graaf and Kalmipf02 Wu and Schimmele, 2005)
and it is likely that this is also the case witepect to repartnering among lone mothers.
This chapter addresses these questions, firsthygfr the use of descriptive statistics
and finally through the use of a multinomial logidtazard model. The descriptive
statistics are useful to explore the data and ifyeptoportions of each type of lone
mother that form a new partnership in the sampleedkas to investigate questions
such as what proportion are returning to a prevparger rather than forming a
partnership with someone new, for example. Thdimarhial hazard model is used to
investigate how the effects of the explanatoryatalgs on repartnering might differ
depending on the types of new unions formed. Hiquaar testing for the significance
of type of lone mother in the model will determinbether the effect of the type of lone

mother is different depending on the type of esatrf lone motherhood.
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9.1 Descriptive analysis of repartnering amongpibeled sample of

lone mothers

A descriptive analysis using the combined samplaldbne mothers was carried out to
investigate the proportions of the sample that ieued to repartner as well as to
examine how these transitions varied by type oé lomother. Furthermore, it was of
interest to identify proportions moving into eagpe of partnership, whether it was a

cohabitation or a marriage, and how this variedyipg of lone mother.

Table 9.1 shows the percentages of lone mothersdpartnered by repartnering type.
Overall 218 women were found to repartner whicloaoted for just over 40 per cent
of the sample. What is also apparent from thestabthe preference for forming a

cohabitating union over direct marriage, with ardud per cent of those repartnering

forming this kind of union.

Table 9.1 Percentages repartnering by type of par&rship formed (all lone
mothers)

Repartnering type Frequency Percent

Stay lone mother 324 59.8
(Re)marry 56 10.3
(Re)cohabit 162 29.9
Total 542 100

From investigating the timing of the formation bétpartnerships for those that did
repartner (Figure 9.1 below) it is clear that mabkb did repartner did so in the first few
years since becoming a lone mother. It would ajgmear from this graph that lone
mothers form cohabitations quicker than marriageis around 85 per cent of those that
did repartner forming a cohabitation by the enthogée years compared with just over
70 per cent (re)marrying.

164



Figure 9.1 Cumulative percentages forming a maritabr cohabiting union
over time for those that repartnered
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An association between type of lone mother andsttian type is observed in Table 9.2,
with the formerly married more likely to form a miage than the previously cohabiting
or the single never-married. The percentages tregramg across type of lone mother
are very similar, however, with 39 and 38 per aeptairtnering among the previously
married and single never-married respectively, @mg a slightly higher percentage of

around 44 per cent for the previously cohabiting.

Table 9.2 Frequency forming a marital or cohabitingunion by type of lone
mother (all lone mothers)

Type of lone mother Type of partnership formed

Frequency Frequency

(re)marry (re)cohabit Total
Previously married 42 (37) 72 (63) 114 (100)
Previously cohabiting 8 (12) 60 (88) 68 (100)
Single, never-married 6 (17) 30 (83) 36 (100)
Total 56 162 218

Examining just those lone mothers separated frame@ous partnership in more detail
reveals that around 25 per cent of the total numdgaartnering for each type of lone
mother are returning to a previous partner rath@n forming a relationship with
somebody new (24 per cent of the previously marthed repartner and 26 per cent of

the previously cohabiting). Investigating thesegartions by repartnering type (Table
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9.3) indicates that over 50 per cent of previoysistnered lone mothers who re-marry
are re-marrying their previous husband, compareld @nly 14 per cent of those who

re-cohabit.

Table 9.3 Frequency repartnering with a previous pener by type of
partnership formed for those entering lone motherhoad through the
breakdown of a partnership

Repartners with previous partner Type of partnership formed
Frequency (re)marry (%) Frequency (re)cohabit (%)
No 22 (44) 114 (86)
Yes 28 (56) 18 (14)
Total 50 (100) 132 (100)

Cross-tabulating whether or not a mother returres ppoevious partner with the type of
previous partnership they were in (Table 9.4) ris/deat all but one of those that re-
marry were in a previous marital relationship whhat same person and all that re-
cohabit were cohabiting previously with that persémfact when investigating the data
in more detall it is found that all the lone moth#rat re-formed a marriage with the
same partner were only separated from that previtarsiage rather than divorced.

Table 9.4 Type of partnership formed by type of loe mother for those
returning to a previous partner (among those enteng lone motherhood
through the breakdown of a partnership)

Type of lone mother Type of partnership formed
Frequency (re)marry Frequency (re)cohabit

Previously married 27 0

Previously cohabiting 1 18

Total 28 18

Furthermore, inspecting the timing of the re-fonmatf these partnerships (Table 9.5)
reveals that this process of returning is very kjubarticularly for those re-marrying,
with the majority (nearly 70 per cent) returninghim a year and over 92 per cent
within two years. Those reforming a cohabitin@tieinship do so at a slightly slower
rate with exactly half returning in the first yesard only reaching over 90 per cent in the

fourth year since entering lone motherhood.
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Table 9.5 Timing of repartnering for those repartneing with their previous
partner (among those entering lone motherhood throgh the breakdown of
a partnership)

Time since becoming a lone mother (years) Repartnering type
(Re)marry (Re)cohabit

1 67.86 50.00

2 25.00 2778

3 3.57 11.11

4 0.00 5.56

5 0.00 5.56

6 3.57 0.00
Total 100 (28) 100 (18)

Similarly, after investigating the single never-med lone mothers in more detail it is
found that 58 per cent of those forming a partnpréil lone mothers) were doing so

with the natural father of the child that resulbedhem becoming a lone mother.

In terms of repartnering for these lone mothers, might suspect that the factors
involved in returning to a previous partner, or lee never-married, forming a
partnership with the natural father of their ciildom they are likely to have had a
previous relationship with, are likely to be diféat than those determining the
formation of a partnership with someone new. Lateéection 9.4 the effect of the
large number of previously married lone motherarmeng to a previous partner on the
determinants of repartnering will be examined irrendetail. However, the already
small sample of single never-married lone motheesgnts differences in the patterns
of partnering between those partnering with themr@tather of their child and those

forming a partnership with someone new to be aedalysrther.

9.2 Bivariate analysis of the pooled sample of lom@hers using

simple multinomial logistic hazard models

Before proceeding with fitting the multinomial hadanodel to the data a bivariate
analysis was conducted to investigate the individtfacts of each of the explanatory
variables on forming the two types of second uniofis in previous bivariate analyses
simple multinomial logistic hazard models wererastied including each individual

explanatory variable and the function of time. €imas included in the form of
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dummy variables for each time interval, althougke tluthe small sample sizes at later
durations of lone motherhood, the time dummiesfght and nine years were grouped
together. Presented below are the results ofigiiéfisant associations found between

explanatory variables and exiting lone motherhood.

Table 9.6 shows the demographic variables fourztsignificant when added
individually in the multinomial model. From hettecan be seen that the odds of
forming a cohabiting union compared with stayirlgree mother are significantly lower
at older ages but no significant differences ageoked across age groups for those
forming a marriage versus staying a lone mothedeéd age of youngest child works
in exactly the same way as age, which is not ssirgriconsidering the two are related.
In fact in previous analyses, once age of the lapther was controlled, age of the
youngest child did not have any additional effettrepartnering and it is expected the

same will be the case here.

Table 9.6 Demographic variables significantly assaated with repartnering
(simple multinomial logistic hazard models fitted b pooled sample)

Explanatory variables Marry Cohabit
Odds ratio  95% C.I. Odds ratio  95% C.I.

Age

16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00

25-29 years 1.87 0.85-4.14 1.31 0.84-2.04

30-34 years 1.24 0.58-2.65 0.51* 0.32-0.81

35+ years 0.88 0.41-1.91 0.42** 0.26-0.68
Number of children

One child (r) 1.00 1.00

Two children 0.53* 0.26-1.10 0.83 0.58-1.21

Three or more children 2.19* 1.16-4.14 0.79 0.47-1.36
Age of Youngest Child

Under 5 years () 1.00 1.00

5-11 years 0.63 0.32-1.22 0.68** 0.46-0.99

12-15 years 1.06 0.43-2.61 0.29** 0.10-0.80
Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00

Previously cohabiting 0.33*** 0.14-0.74 1.69** 1.16-2.46

Never-married 0.41** 0.17-0.98 1.23 0.78-1.94
Previous partnership duration

Less than 5 years (r) 1.00 1.00

5-9 years 1.7 0.78-3.74 0.99 0.62-1.58

10-14 years 1.67 0.72-3.89 0.56* 0.31-1.02

15+ years 0.88 0.35-2.20 0.43* 0.24-0.76

No previous partner 0.69 0.24-1.99 0.79 0.47-1.33
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Number of children exerts a significant influenaseoforming a marriage, but not for
forming a cohabitation. The relationship betweamhber of children and forming a
marriage is not straightforward however. The oofd®rming a marriage for those with
two children are significantly lower than for thasgh only one child, but significantly

higher for those with three or more children coneplarith only one child.

The odds of forming a marriage or forming a cohagitinion are significantly different
between types of lone mother. The odds of fornaimgarriage are significantly lower
for those who are never-married or previously cdtirabcompared with those who are
previously married. The odds of forming a cohalntaare the opposite however, with
significantly higher odds noted for those who wereviously cohabiting compared
with those who were married. The estimated prdligsi (Figure 9.2) show this more
clearly with a significantly higher probability oé-cohabiting for those previously
cohabiting (0.13) compared to those previously redrf0.08). It can also be seen that
the probabilities of (re)marriage for those presgigicohabiting or single and never-
married are significantly lower (0.01 and 0.02 exgjvely) compared with the
probability for those previously married (0.04)heBe therefore reflect a high
propensity among lone mothers to form a union ithaf the same type as their
previous union. As we found out from the descviptanalysis above, in some cases

these new partnerships were in actual fact a medtion of the previous partnership.

The final demographic variable which was found ¢csignificantly related to forming a
cohabiting or marital union was the length of thevous partnership. Although no
significant differences are noted across categoffi¢isis variable in relation to forming
a marriage, significant differences are observeatiénodds for forming a cohabitation.
The odds ratios suggest that long durations ofipuswunions (over ten years), are

associated with significantly lower odds of reparing.
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Figure 9.2 Estimated probabilities of forming a maital or cohabiting union
by type of lone mother (pooled sample)
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Only two socio-economic variables were found tasigmificantly associated with
repartnering in the bivariate analysis: the meastiraental health and the variable for
social class (Table 9.7). Considering firstly namiealth, it can be seen that the odds
of cohabiting relative to staying a lone mother sigmificantly higher for those with
scores over the threshold of 4 and under seven a@dpvith those with scores

between zero and three. For those with the poarestal health (scores between seven
and 12) the odds of cohabiting are significantlyéo than those with no mental health
problems. No significant differences in odds ahfiing a marital union across

categories of the GHQ score are noted however.

Finally examining the relationship between soclass and repartnering it can be seen
that the odds of forming a marriage relative tyisigna lone mother are significantly
higher for all other occupations compared with pssfonal/managerial occupations.
For forming a cohabiting union the odds are ongysicantly higher for those in

skilled manual occupations compared with professdiomnagerial occupations

however.
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Table 9.7 Socio-economic variables significantly asciated with
repartnering (simple multinomial logistic hazard models fitted to pooled
sample)

Explanatory variables Marry Cohabit
Odds ratio  95% C.I. Odds ratio  95% C.I.
GHQ Scoret
1-3 (r) 1.00 1.00
4-6 1.08 0.48-2.39 1.82** 1.19-2.76
7-12 1.18 0.62-2.25 0.62* 0.37-1.03
Social Class
Professional/managerial (r) 1.00 1.00
Skilled non-manual 3.75* 1.27-11.07 0.96 0.58-1.57
Skilled manual 4.14* 1.22-14.03 1.72* 0.97-3.06
Partly skilled/unskilled manual 3.72% 1.26-10.99 1.22 0.76-1.96
Missing 0.92 0.10-8.41 1.14 0.52-2.50

Therefore, a number of variables have been fourt teignificantly associated with
forming a cohabitational or marital union compawéth remaining a lone mother.
How the relationships between the covariates athereforming a cohabiting union or
forming a marriage compared to remaining a loneherodliffer have been described
using odds ratios. However, although odds ratanselallowed us to determine general
patterns in the effects of the covariates on leglome motherhood via each exit, they
are not the most appropriate method for interpgetine effects since the odds of
remaining a lone mother among each exit type vaithxand hence the numerator and
denominator of the probabilities for these oddmsatvill not sum to one. Within a
multinomial model, the effect of each covariatetiom probability of leaving via one of
the exits is dependent upon the effect of that seowariate on the probability of
leaving via another exit. With this is mind, pretdid probabilities are used in the next

section to interpret the multivariate model.

9.3 Results of the multinomial logistic hazard nmoafaepartnering

A forwards selection procedure was employed orptided sample of lone mothers to
select variables into the multivariate model, usargignificance level set at ten per cent
as in previous analyses. The sample used to sbkeatodel was the same as that used
in Chapter 8, where listwise deletion was usedctmant for missing data on

covariates. At the end of the modelling processmiodel was fitted to a larger sample
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where only missing data on covariates significarthe model were deleted. The
resulting final model can be seen below in Tab8 ¥Estimated probabilities from the
final model were calculated with all explanatoryighles except the variable of interest

set to their average level. These are shown ineTaB.

Duration

The probabilities of forming a marriage or formiagohabitation do not appear to
follow any trend of a decline over time. The estiad probability of forming a
marriage is significantly lower between three and f/ears since entering lone
motherhood, but after this time probabilities cfmarrying are not significantly
different from that of the first year as a lone hwet No significant effect of duration

spent as a lone mother on the probability of fograrcohabitation is found.

Demographic characteristics

As expected, age of youngest child is not signifiarelated to either marrying or
cohabiting after controlling for age of the lonether. In this model, age is now
associated with leaving lone motherhood througih leaits, with significantly lower
probabilities of forming either union for those dgever thirty years compared with
those aged 16-24 years. The predicted probabilitgarriage at age 16-24 years is
three times that at age 35+ years with a similambtiquite as large difference in

probability of cohabiting between these age gragwell.

Lone mothers separated from a cohabiting relatipnshsingle and never-married have
similar probabilities of marrying which are sigwdintly lower than those estimated for
the previously married. No significant differeringhe probability of forming a

cohabitation according to type of lone mother isaskied however.
Those with two children are significantly less likéo marry compared with those with

only one child. Again, as with type of lone mothie number of children a lone

mother has does not have any bearing on her pidigaisicohabiting.
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Table 9.8 Odds ratios from the multinomial logisticmodel of repartnering
fitted to the pooled sample of all lone mothers

Explanatory variables Marry Cohabit
Odds ratio  95% C.I. Odds ratio  95% C.I.

Constant 0.08*** 0.02-0.34 0.24*** 0.11-0.50
Time

0-1(r) 1.00 1.00

1-2 0.76 0.38-1.48 0.68 0.41-1.10

2-3 0.41* 0.15-1.10 1.13 0.69-1.84

3-4 0.11* 0.01-0.82 0.91 0.51-1.62

4-5 0.15* 0.02-1.17 0.90 0.45-1.77

5-6 0.69 0.19-2.46 0.67 0.29-1.56

6-7 0.34 0.04-2.65 0.41 0.12-1.36

7-9 0.61 0.13-2.79 0.37 0.11-1.23
Age

16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00

25-29 years 0.91 0.36-2.27 1.14 0.69-1.90

30-34 years 0.38** 0.14-0.99 0.41*** 0.23-0.73

35+ years 0.28*** 0.11-0.72 0.33* 0.18-0.60
Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00 1.00

Previously cohabiting 0.22*** 0.09-0.54 117 0.74-1.83

Never-married 0.14*** 0.05-0.44 0.72 0.38-1.36
Number of children

One child (r) 1.00 1.00

Two children 0.35%** 0.16-0.77 0.92 0.60-1.42

Three or more children 1.68 0.77-3.65 1.27 0.69-2.31
GHQ Scoret

1-3 (1) 1.00 1.00

4-6 1.04 0.45-2.41 1.95*** 1.27-3.00

7-12 1.02 0.51-2.01 0.70 0.42-1.18
Social Class

Professional/managerial (r) 1.00 1.00

Skilled non-manual 3.82* 1.25-11.69 0.89 0.53-1.49

Skilled manual 4.60* 1.28-16.49 1.54 0.84-2.84

Partly skilled/unskilled manual 445" 1.43-13.80 1.05 0.63-1.75

Missing 0.45 0.04-5.11 1.01 0.42-2.42
Ethnicity

White (r) 1.00 1.00

Other 4.21* 0.99-17.79 0.35 0.08-1.58
Employment Statust

Employed (r) 1.00 1.00

Unemployed 0.23 0.03-1.80 0.60 0.27-1.33

Family Care 0.73 0.37-1.44 0.61** 0.40-0.91

Other 1.60 0.59-4.31 0.90 0.47-1.74

*k%k

p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10; tTime-varying covariates; Log likelihood = -685.09279; Person-years
=1623
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Table 9.9 Estimated probabilities of staying a lonenother, (re)marrying or

(re)cohabiting (pooled sample)

Stay a lone (Re)cohabit
mother
Time
0-1(r) 0.87 0.03 0.10
1-2 0.91 0.03 0.07
2-3 0.88 0.01 0.11
2:;‘ 0.91 0.00 0.09
5.6 0.90 0.01 0.09
6.7 0.91 0.02 0.07
7.9 0.95 0.01 0.04
0.94 0.02 0.04
Age
16-24 years (r) 0.84 0.03 0.13
25-29 years 0.82 0.03 0.15
30-34 years 0.93 0.01 0.06
35+ years 0.94 0.01 0.05
Type of lone mother
Previously married (r) 0.88 0.04 0.08
Previously cohabiting 0.89 0.01 0.10
Never-married 0.93 0.01 0.06
Number of children
One child (r) 0.89 0.02 0.08
Two children 0.91 0.01 0.08
Three or more children 0.86 0.04 0.10
GHQ Scoret
1-3(r) 0.90 0.02 0.08
4-6 0.84 0.02 0.15
7-12 0.92 0.02 0.06
Social Class
Professional/managerial (r) 0.91 0.01 0.08
Skilled non-manual 0.90 0.02 0.07
Skilled manual 0.85 0.03 0.12
Pgrtly skilled/unskilled manual 0.89 0.03 0.08
Missing 0.91 0.00 0.08
Ethnicity
White (r) 0.90 0.02 0.09
Other 0.90 0.07 0.03
Employment Statust
Employed (r) 0.88 0.02 0.10
Unemployed 0.93 0.00 0.06
Family Care 0.92 0.01 0.06
Other 0.88 0.03 0.09
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Although ethnicity appears to have no effect ongtabability of cohabiting, the
predicted probabilities of forming a marriage agngicantly lower for white lone
mothers compared with those of any other ethnidityfact the probability of marriage
for those of other ethnicity is three times thathrafse who are white. However, given
the extremely small sample size that this estimasdased upon suggests interpreting

this observation should be done so with caution.

Socio-economic characteristics

A larger number of socio-economic variables werentbto be important in relation to
the two types of exit after controlling for othegrsficant variables in the multivariate
model. The most important of these variables WSGcore. Although predicted
probabilities of re-marriage are the same acrassliffierent score groups, the
probability of re-cohabiting is higher for thosethva score of 4-6 (0.15) compared with
those with a score of 0-3 (0.08).

Across social class groups the probability of cativadp remains broadly similar.
However, the probability of marriage is lower fapse in professional or managerial

occupations compared with other occupations.

Finally, considering employment status, the proliginf cohabiting is significantly
lower for those involved in family care (0.06) coangd with those employed (0.10).
Probabilities of cohabiting are not significantijferent across other categories of
employment however. Furthermore, no significaffedénce in the probability of

marriage is observed across employment categories.

9.4 What happens when those returning to a prepatiser are

removed from the model?

The descriptive analysis above (Section 9.1, Tahl@9.4) highlighted that a
considerable proportion (over 50 per cent) of thresmarrying were actually women
who had separated for a number of years and thiemesl to the same partner they
were married to previously. These were therefater@marriages per se, but in fact
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reconciliations. It is logical to think that thactors involved in forming a marriage
with a new partner are different compared with éhimsolved in the process of
reconciling a previous relationship. Indeed, thés found to be the case in analyses by
Payne and Range (1998) where a competing risk nveakelised to analyse differences
in the relationship between determinants and twits écom lone motherhood —through
a new partnership or a resumed partnership (budisbhguishing between whether this
was the reforming of a marriage or a cohabitatiddjie to the small number of second
unions that were marriages in this sample (onlp@5cent) it is not possible to carry
out a competing risk model to analyse whether tfeets of covariates on the
probability of reconciling a previous marriage cargd with the effect of those same
covariates on the probability of forming a new nege are different. Instead, the final
multivariate model (Table 9.8) was re-fitted withdlve women that returned to a

previous partner.

Due to the smaller sample size once those retutniagorevious partner had been
removed some issues with infinite maximum likelidowere observed for the variables
for ethnicity, social class and employment statiisvas possible to resolve this
problem by collapsing categories for the sociadsland employment status variables.
However the variable for ethnicity was already bynand therefore necessarily had to
be dropped from the model. This model with sligldifferent categorisations and
without ethnicity was fitted initially to the fulample including those who returned to a
previous partner (Model 1, Table 9.10). This tpeovided a relevant comparison to
the model which only included women forming a parship with a new partner (Model
2, Table 9.10).

Despite the slight alteration in the categoriethefemployment and social class
variables and not including ethnicity in the modkg odds ratios and patterns of these
across the variables for each exit status in M@delmain similar to those predicted by
the model shown in Table 9.8. Therefore, it istletate to compare the estimates from
the smaller sample not including the women whometted with their previous partner
(Model 2) to the estimates from this model (Modgel 1
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Table 9.10 Odds ratios from the multinomial logistt model of repartnering

excluding those returning to a previous partner (poled sample)

Explanatory Marry (Model 1) Cohabit (Model 1) Marry (Model 2) Cohabit (Model 2)
variables
Odds C.lL Odds C.L. Odds C.l Odds C..
ratio ratio ratio ratio
Intercept 0.09** 0.02-0.36 0.23***  0.11-048 0.02*** 0.00-0.17  0.21**  0.10-0.47
Time
0-1(r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1-2 0.74 0.38-1.45 0.68 041110 1.1 0.41-297 0.67 0.39-1.12
2-3 0.40*  0.15-1.06 1.12 0.69-1.83  0.85 0.25-2.88 1.19 0.71-1.97
3-4 0.10*  0.01-0.77 0.91 051162 0.27 0.03-2.15 0.96 0.53-1.75
4-5 0.15*  0.02-1.14 0.90 0.46-1.78  0.39 0.05-3.16  0.91 0.45-1.85
5-6 0.65 0.18-2.31 0.69 0.30-1.59 1.07 0.22-526  0.73 0.31-1.71
6-7 0.34 0.04-2.63 0.42 0.12-140 0.75 0.09-6.28 0.45 0.13-1.50
7-9 0.59 0.13-2.71 0.38 0.11-1.26  1.32 0.26-6.70  0.40 0.12-1.36
Age
16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
25-29 years 0.96 0.39-240 1.15 0.70-1.89 1.57 051-4.84 1.22 0.71-2.08
30-34 years 041*  0.16-1.07 0.42** 0.23-0.74 0.57 0.15-210  0.43**  0.23-0.79
35+ years 0.31* 0.12-0.80 0.34** 0.19-061 0.20* 0.04-0.99 0.35**  0.19-0.65
Type lone mother
Prev. married (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Prev. cohabiting 0.23** 0.10-0.55 1.16 0.74-1.82  0.63 0.22-1.81  0.90 0.55-1.45
Never-married 0.15*** 0.05-048 0.72 0.38-1.35 0.52 0.13-2.04 0.78 0.41-1.51
Number of children
1 child (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 children 0.35** 0.16-0.77 0.92 0.60-1.41  0.44 0.14-1.35 1.04 0.67-1.63
3+ children 1.63 0.77-348 1.23 0.68-224 210 0.69-643 1.27 0.66-2.44
GHQ Scoret
1-3 (1) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
4-6 1.04 045240 1.96** 1.28-3.01 0.80 0.23-282 1.93**  1.23-3.03
7-12 1.00 0.51-1.96 0.7 0.43-1.18 0.58 0.19-1.78  0.72 0.42-1.23
Social Class
Professional/
managerial (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Skilled non-manual  3.58**  1.19-10.8 0.93 0.56-1.54 3.69* 0.80-17.1 0.91 0.54-1.55
Skilled manual 4.07*  1.16-14.3 1.61 0.88-2.95 3.78 0.60-23.7 1.60 0.85-3.00
Partly skilled/
unskilled 3.7 1.21-11.3 1.07 0.64-1.76  3.64 0.76-174  1.08 0.64-1.83
manual/Never had
a job/Missing
Employment
Statust
Employed (r) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Unemployed/
Family Care 0.63 0.32-1.22 0.60*  0.41-0.89 045 0.18-1.11 0.55**  0.36-0.83
Other 1.41 0.53-3.77 0.86 0.45-1.66 1.40 0.42-462 0.82 0.41-1.64

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10; tTime-varying covariates; Model 1: Log likelihood = -691.10676; Person-years =

1623 Model 2: Log likelihood = -569.52392; Person-years = 1550
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Comparing these models it can be seen that in Mdtle pattern in the odds ratios
across age for each exit from lone motherhood avethe same, with a suggestion,
albeit not significant, of an increase in the odtleepartnering for those aged 25-29
compared with those aged 16-24 years. The signifidecrease in the odds of forming
a marriage relative to remaining a lone mothettiose aged 30-34 compared with
those aged 16-24 is now not observed, but thisost iitkely as a result of the reduction
in sample size meaning significant results are ératm obtain. Interestingly there is no
significant effect of type of lone mother on re-myarg now. Furthermore, although the
pattern across the odds suggest that the oddsnoéng/ing are lower for the never-
married and previously cohabiting compared withgheviously married, the
magnitude of this difference is considerably reduicethis model compared with the

estimates in Model 1.

Regarding mental health the odds now suggest stumg&ing some signs of mental
health might have lower odds of forming this typeioion compared with those not
showing any, although no significant differences @bserved. However, the odds of
remarrying relative to staying a lone mother are sgnificantly lower for those who
are either unemployed or involved in family carenpared with those who are
employed. This relationship is also found withpesst to forming a cohabitation in both
Model 1 and Model 2, but with respect to re-mamgyias previously masked in Model

1 by those returning to a former spouse.

As for the other variables, there is very littleanige in the patterns of odds across
covariates suggesting that the relationship betvleese variables and repartnering
holds irrespective of whether or not a lone motkgrartnering with a previous partner
or someone new. Although some results which wigrgfecant in Model 1 are not
significant in Model 2, the patterns in odds amre $hme and therefore this lack of
significance is likely to be a result of the smalample size for Model 2 and hence

lack of statistical power.

9.5 Discussion of results

The aim of this chapter was to investigate the $ygfenew unions that lone mothers

formed upon repartnering, more explicitly, whethievas a cohabitation or a marriage
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and particularly to investigate how the probabibfyentering into either of these two
unions relative to remaining a lone mother migfffiedidepending on the route of entry
into lone motherhood initially.

The results from the descriptive investigation itite types of unions that were formed
support previous findings of an overwhelming prefere for lone mothers to enter into
a cohabiting union rather than a marriage (B6heichErmisch, 1998; Ermisch and
Francesconi, 2000b). As stated above 74 per ¢dohe mothers who repartnered
formed a new cohabiting union rather than a maereagd over 80 per cent of the
partnerships formed by single never-married lon¢hers in the sample, who were
never-partnered in the majority of cases, were loiing relationships rather than
marriages. These findings highlight the importaottaking account of the different
modes of repartnering in relation to lone motherd ot just concentrating on re-

marriage as some previous studies have.

The findings here suggest that there are diffefiastbrs associated with repartnering in
the form of a cohabitation compared with a marriftogdone mothers and supports the
finding by general repartnering research, sucthatsdf Wu and Balakrishnan (1994);
De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003); Wu and Schimmele (206t there are different
factors involved in the formation of these two tymd second unions. Whilst age is an
important determinant for both (re)marriage andickabiting, the other variables
significant in the model are only significantly asgted with one of the two exits from
lone motherhood. With respect to forming a magijagis demographic variables that
appear to be more important than socio-economiabias, with age, type of lone
mother, number of children and ethnic group alhBigantly related to the probability
of (re)marriage, but social class the only socioremnic variable to be significantly
related to (re)marriage. For forming a cohabitatepart from age only GHQ score and

employment status have any significant influenceralie chance of (re)cohabiting.

The results from the analysis provide some indicathat those who were previously
married are more likely to re-marry than other g/pélone mothers. However, much
of this is a result of women reconciling a marriagth a previous partner. After these
women are removed from the model the differendéénprobability of re-marrying
between types of lone mother is reduced and ncelosignificant. Whether this is as a

result of the reduction in sample size after remgthese women meaning that there is
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not enough power to determine a significant resulwhether it is because these women
entirely account for this higher probability rems&to be seen. There is no clear
indication from this study that those who were prasly cohabiting are more likely to
form a cohabitation than other types of lone math&he predicted probability is

slightly higher for this group of lone mothers caangd to the previously married and
single never-married, but not statistically sigruaint.

The lower odds of repartnering for those with tvisddren compared with only one
child found in the binary logistic hazard model€hapters 7 and 8 appears in the
competing risk model to be mainly a result of axgigantly lower probability of
remarriage for those with two children comparethtzse with only one child. This is
not surprising given that a number of studies djpadly investigating remarriage have
also found a negative effect of increasing numbérildren on the chance of
remarriage (Koo et al., 1984; Bumpass et al., 18901isch et al., 1990; Smock, 1990;
Ermisch and Wright, 1991). After removing thosenmarrying a previous partner from
the model this relationship becomes insignificadbowever, the estimated odds for this
group are still lower, albeit not significantly,gesting it might be that the smaller
sample size of Model 2 means that a statisticadjigicant difference between groups

can no longer be determined.

A lone mother’'s mental health has no impact onfblening a marriage whether or not
the women remarrying a previous partner are indudehe model. Interestingly,
though, a trend in the odds of remarriage is foaifter those returning to a previous
marriage are removed. Although this is not sigatfit there is some indication that the
odds of forming a marriage with someone new migidide with increasing mental
health problems. This pattern is different to tloaind between mental health and
forming a cohabitation where the estimated proltgimf forming a cohabitation is
significantly higher for those with a score oveg threshold of four, but under seven
compared with those with a score of 0-3. It igeifiere this relationship between
mental health and forming a cohabitation that wetsrm the relationship between
repartnering and mental health found in Chaptexrsd/8.

Results from this analysis suggest the relationphépiously observed in the binary
logistic hazard analysis of a decrease in oddthfuse who are unemployed or involved
in family care compared with those in employmerdssa result of a significant
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reduction in the probability of forming a cohabhibat for those who are involved in
family care compared with those who are employdd.significant difference between
the probability of forming a cohabitation for theamployed compared with those
employed is observed, however, this is likely talresult of the extremely small
sample size in this category now it is split iffte two exit types. Interestingly, it
appears that the probability of forming a marriaggh someone new is also
significantly lower for those either unemployedrrolved in family care compared
with those in employment, something which was mdskieen those who remarried the
same partner were included in the model. Thisggstprovides further support for the
contention that it is a result of fewer meeting appnities that lone mothers out of

employment have lower chances of repartnering.

Although social class was not significantly asstedawith repartnering overall it was
found to be significant after allowing for the difent types of exit from lone
motherhood. Here the results indicate that théadsdity of forming a marriage is

lower for those in professional or managerial oetigms compared with those in all
other occupations. This contrasts with previouslist investigating remarriage which
have found if anything a positive effect of higlsecial class on repartnering. When
considering just those remarrying someone newrdéraltin the odds remains the same,
although only a significant difference between thmsnon-manual occupations and
those in professional/managerial occupations igmiesl. Overall this relationship
might be explained by the fact that those in prsifgsal or managerial occupations have
less economic need to remarry perhaps than thasthen occupations which might be

lower paid.
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Chapter 10

The association between repartnering and economic,

demographic and health transitions

This chapter focuses on transitions occurring aglde time of repartnering that are
likely to impact upon the overall well-being of mothers. The transitions considered
can be grouped into three key domains: economiopdeaphic and health. The first
section of the chapter presents descriptive staifiom the sub-sample of lone

mothers that were found to repartner in earlieha®es. These provide an indication of
some of the transitions which may be associated rgpartnering. The subject of the
second section is to formally test the associatfarepartnering with a number of these
transitions, whilst controlling for other factor§he selection of the samples under
analysis, the chosen variables for the analysiglaagrocedure for dealing with

missing data across the variables are firstly dlesdr Following this the statistical

methods are outlined. Finally, the results areqares] and discussed.

10.1 Descriptive statistics of the BHPS sub-saroplene mothers

that were found to repartner

This section takes the sub-sample of lone motharshawere found to repartner in the
previous analyses (N=218) and examines demogragtuciomic and health transitions
between the year prior tasftand the year of repartnering (t). This provideme
indication of the changes in these domains whiajhiribe associated with repartnering.
However, because the sample size is relativelylsthalfindings must be interpreted

with caution.
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10.1.1 Economic transitions

It is of interest given the findings presentedha literature review concerning income
changes and repartnering to investigate whethermangase in annual income occurred
between the year prior tasftand the year of repartnering (t). However, asterable
amount of missing data was present in the variat@asuring equivalised and deflated
annual household income, a likely result of the that over 35 per cent of the new
partners did not provide a full interview. Theneforather than considering transitions
in household income level, a subjective measufsmahcial well-being derived from
responses to the question “Would you say that ynuself are better off, worse off or
about the same financially than you were a yeaPag@as utilised. Examining this
variable at time t will provide some indicationafy change in financial status for the
lone mother which may be as a result of the newnpaentering the household. Given
that we have no information on the distributioreobnomic resources within the
household and therefore any improvement in incawelldoes not necessarily result in
a lone mother becoming better off financially asratividual, then a subjective income
measure such as this may be more useful in idemgityre financial benefits, if there

are any, from repartnering.

Table 10.1 below presents the frequency distrilnubtibresponses to the subjective
financial well-being question. Here it can cledrky seen, that a significant proportion -
nearly half — claim to feel ‘better off’ financiglin the year they have also been found
to repartner, compared with the year before. &sengly, though, just over one in five
consider themselves to actually be worse off thanyear before. The distribution
across this variable is also very similar to tlatrfd in Bradshaw and Millar's (1991)
study where 52 per cent of those repartnering ¥eened to feel better off as a result of
repartnering, but 26 per cent felt worse off. Hiere, repartnering does appear to
signal a time of financial changes, mostly for ltiegter, but clearly not always. What is
not clear from Table 10.1, however, is how many woraver this same time period
were also found to enter employment, which as waad in the literature review is

significantly associated with an improvement iraficial well-being.
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Table 10.1 Transitions in subjective financial welbeing between 1 and t for
those found to repartner between t and t

Change in financial situation Frequency Percent

Better off 99 45.6
Worse off 47 21.7
About the same 71 32.7
Total 217 100

Table 10.2 considers a repartnered lone mothedaghin financial situation by her
change in employment situation over the same tieto@ (betweentand t). From
this it can be seen that nearly 20 per cent ofethdso felt ‘better off’ were also found
to move into employment over the same time periddwever, over a quarter of those
claiming to feel ‘better off’ financially were lonmothers that remained out of work
between the two survey years. Therefore certdarlthese women, the financial
improvement cannot be attributed to any changenpl@yment situation, such as a

move into employment or an increase in number affiavorked.

Table 10.2 Change in financial situation by employmnt transition (between
t., and t) for those found to repartner over the saméme period

Change in Employment transition t.4 — t Total
financial Moved into Left Stayed out Stayed in

situation t.4 ¢ employment employment of work work

Better off 19 (19.2) 5(5.1) 26 (26.3) 49 (49.5) 99 (100)
Worse off 6 (12.8) 6 (12.8) 16 (34.0) 19 (40.4) 47 (100)
About the same 4 (5.6) 7(9.9) 30 (42.3) 30 (42.3) 71 (100)
Total 29 (13.4) 18 (8.3) 72 (33.2) 98 (45.2) 217 (100)

Table 10.3 examines changes in receipt of Inconpp&t betweent and t and shows
that just over 50 per cent of lone mothers who ntegaed and were in receipt of Income
Support at_.§ were no longer receiving this benefit at timé/ery few women made
transitions in the other direction with only fiverpcent of those who repartnered and
who were not in receipt of Income Supportatdund to be in receipt of this benefit at
time t. Closer examination of the 50 cases whepantnering seemed to result in a
move off Income Support revealed that nearly atguarf this group also moved into
employment betweem tand t, but the majority (64 per cent) either ramadiout of

work, or even left employment over this time. bwld appear therefore, that in many
cases it is the arrival of the new partner whiguhs in the end of Income Support

receipt, rather than a move into employment forldime mother herself.

184



Table 10.3 Transitions in receipt of Income Supporbetween t; and t for
those also repartnering between.{ and t

Receipt of income supportt.1 Receipt of income supportt Total

No Yes
No 115 (95.0) 6 (5.0) 121 (100)
Yes 50 (52.1) 46 (47.9) 96 (100)
Total 165 52 217

Turning now to look at transitions in employmeratas around the time of repartnering
(Tables 10.4 and 10.5), it can be seen that thoeeployment in the year prior to
repartnering are less likely to move out of thikegary than those lone mothers in other
categories in this year. Of the people who regaetth and who are not in employment

at time t;, nearly 29 per cent have moved into employmerthbyfollowing year.

Table 10.4 Transitions in employment status betweety, and t for those also
repartnering between t; and t

Employment status t.1 Employment status t Total
Employed Unemployed Family care Other

Employed 98 (83.8) 2(1.7) 14 (12.0) 3(2.6) 117 (100)

Unemployed 2(22.2) 1(11.1) 6 (66.7) 0(0.0) 9(100)

Family care 20 (27.4) 1(1.37) 51(69.9) 1(1.4) 73(100)

Other! 7 (36.8) 0(0.0) 4(21.1) 8 (42.1) 19(100)

Total 127 4 75 12 218

YIncluding those on maternity leave, full-time stotie long-term sick/disabled, on a government ingin
scheme or other

Table 10.5 Frequency distribution of employment trasitions (between
and t) for those repartnering over the same time p&d

Employment transition Frequency Percent

Moved into employment 29 13.3
Left employment 19 8.7

Stayed out of work 72 33.0
Stayed in work 98 45.0
Total 218 100

Considering the proportions making each transitionof all lone mothers who
repartnered (Table 10.5) it can be seen that therityaeither stayed in employment or
stayed out of employment between the two surveysye@verall, the percentage of
lone mothers in employment increased from 54 pet icethe year prior to repartnering
to 58 per cent in the following year when they heplartnered.
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10.1.2 Demographic transitions

Previous studies have found that repartneringss@ated with a higher chance of a
household move. Examining Table 10.6 below it caisden that a considerable
proportion of those found to repartner — just c@mper cent — are also found to

experience a household move over the same obsmT\ariod.

Table 10.6 Frequency distribution of household mowe(between t and t) for
those repartnering over the same time period

Household move t1 —t Frequency Percent

Non-mover 128 58.7
Mover 90 41.3
Total 218 100

Considering the tenure of lone mothers betweesmd t, for those who also
experienced a household move over this period €Tabl7 below), it can be seen that
over half of those living in either Local Authoriiyousing Association rented housing
or in other rented housing at had moved into owner occupied housing by time t.
Moves out of owner occupation and into other typigsousing were far less common
with only 21 per cent of repartnered lone mothetiagd in owner occupied housing at

t.1 making this move.

Table 10.7 Transitions in household tenure betweern, and t for those
repartnering over the same time period

Household tenure, t4 Household tenure, t Total
Owner occupied LA/Housing Assoc. Other rented

Owner occupied 26 (78.8) 4(12.1) 3(9.1) 33 (100)

LA/Housing Assoc. 19 (54.29) 13 (37.1) 3 (8.57) 35 (100)

Other rented 10 (52.6) 5(26.3) 4(21.1) 19 (100)

Total 55 22 10 87

Another demographic change which has been foundqugly to be associated with
repartnering is a change in the number of childinegthe household, particularly the
arrival of a new baby. Table 10.8 displays thedency of lone mothers which have
either gained or lost dependent children from thesehold betweemtand t. It can be
seen that less than 20 per cent have experiencleange in the number of dependent

children, but overall a higher proportion have gdimat least one child (nearly 14 per
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cent) compared with those who have fewer childtahetime of repartnering

(approximately five per cent).

Table 10.8 Transitions in the number of dependenthsldren in the
household (between_t and t) for those repartnering over the same time
period

Change in number of children Frequency Percent

Fewer children 11 9.1

More children 29 13.8
No change in no. children 178 81.2
Total 218 100

An analysis of the new children that have entehednbusehold for 29 of the lone
mothers (Table 10.9) reveals that over three grusadithese new children are new joint
babies’.

Table 10.9 Characteristics of new children enteringhe household at the
time of repartnering

Additional children Frequency Percent
New joint baby/babies 22 75.9
Returning natural child/children 2 6.9
Step child/children 4 13.8
New joint baby & step child 1 34
Total 29 100

10.1.3 Health transitions

Turning now to transitions in health status we eixenthe change in a lone mother’s
mental health, as measured by their GHQ score €TEHRILO and Table 10.11). As with
employment status a high proportion of those inctitegory 0-3 in the year prior to
repartnering are still in this category the follogiyear (73 per cent). However, a high
proportion of those lone mothers in categories alibe threshold of four at timg t

have moved into the category 0-3 by the next yaaeahey have also repartnered. For
those beginning in the 4-6 category the percentagdng this move is particularly high

at 76 per cent, although still nearly 42 per cdrihose in the lowest category have

2 Where the lone parent and new partner are recasiéite natural parents of the child and the d&ild
aged zero at time t.
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moved into the highest category by the followingryeOverall, 60 per cent of those
with GHQ scores above four in the year prior taarépering have moved into the 0-3
category by the following year. Again, considerthg frequency distributions of
transitions overall (Table 10.11) it can be seex the majority of people stay in the
same category between survey years, but a higbpogion appear to have an
improvement in mental health compared with those ate found to have a
deterioration.

Table 10.10 Transitions in mental health status bateen t; and t for those
repartnering over the same time period

GHQ Score t.1 GHQ score t1 Total
GHQ0-3 GHQ4-6 GHQ7-12

GHQ 0-3 96 (73.3) 12(9.2) 23(17.6) 131(100)

GHQ 4-6 32(76.2) 3(7.1) 7(16.7)  42(100)

GHQ 7-12 15(41.7) 8(22.2) 13(36.1) 36 (100)

Total 143 23 43 209

Table 10.11 Frequency distribution of mental healthransitions (between t;
and t) for those repartnering over the same time p&d

Mental health transition Frequency Percent

Moved from 4+ to 0-3 47 22.5
Moved from 0-3 to 4+ 35 16.8
Stayed either 4+ or 0-3 127 60.8
Total 209 100

10.1.4 Summary of descriptive findings

Supporting findings from previous research, thecdpsve analysis of the lone mothers
found to repartner in the BHPS has provided sonmgeece of an association between
repartnering and improvements in economic circunt&a. Nearly half of the
repartnered sample was found to feel ‘better aftl aver half of those initially in
receipt of Income Support had moved off this benefihne year they repartnered.
Interestingly, despite a number of these transstiogeing accompanied by a move into
employment, this was certainly not the case fomtlagority. As expected, this analysis
suggests that repartnering may also be associate@dwousehold move, which for
those originally living in rented accommodation (beented from the local
authority/housing association or another sourceeméten than not involved a move
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into owner occupation. Although the majority ohégomothers that repartnered had no
change in the number of dependent children livinttp them, around a fifth

experienced a change which was more likely to b@enease in number than a
decrease. As found by previous studies, where ctuldren were present in the
household these were more likely to be new joitidsmthan step children or natural
children returning to the household. In termsiwdreges in health around the time of
repartnering, around 40 per cent were found to lassignificant change in their mental
health status (as determined by crossing the taht@stvith a higher proportion having
significant improvements in their mental healtlihea than deterioration. There is some
indication, therefore, that repartnering may leaditproved mental health outcomes as

suggested by previous research.

However this simple descriptive analysis could agetermine whether these transitions
occurring between the year prior to and the yeaepértnering are significantly related
to repartnering itself, or whether transitions sastthese occur just as frequently
between any years spent as a lone mother regaafledsether the lone mother
repartners or not. In other words, is repartnesiggificantly associated with changes
in these three domains? In order to identifyigtatlly significant associations with
repartnering the next section uses a multivariaméwork whereby a series of logistic
regressions were employed to statistically tesagsociation of repartnering with

transitions in the three key domains whilst cotitnglfor other associated covariates.

10.2 Determinants of transitions within the threendins: Economic,

demographic and health

10.2.1 The samples for analysis

In order to investigate factors associated withditgons within the three domains it was
necessary to slightly adjust the structure of thtaskt of lone mothers used in the
previous analyses. This time rather than investigahe factors associated with the
time to repartnering, we want to examine whether ttaoms occurring between two
successive time points;y(and t) are significantly related to repartneriogywhether
transitions such as these occur just as frequéetlyeen any years spent as a lone
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mother regardless of whether or not the lone mathalso found to repartner between

these years.

A person-period file of responses from lone motlodaserved to enter lone motherhood
over the life of the panel had already been creftedrevious analyses (see Section
5.3). The first step in the process was to create dependent variables for each of the
models (see Table 10.12 below) and adjust a nuoflibe explanatory variables used

in previous analyses for use as independent covar@bles in the logistic regressions.

The first model investigates the association o&ragering with improvements in the
subjective financial well-being of a lone mothé&or this model, the dependent variable
indicates those who consider themselves to beebett' financially with respect to the
year before compared with a reference of those dahioot (which includes both those
who think their situation has either worsened oowhbnsider their financial situation
has not changed). The second set of models igatstivhether repartnering is
associated with demographic changes. In this dothai binary dependent variables
indicate an increase in number of dependent cmldrehe household; a household
move; and lastly, a move into owner occupatiortfiose living in Local Authority,
Housing Association or other rented housing at timeThe third set of models
examines how repartnering is associated with agdgnanthe mental health of a lone
mother. Firstly the association of repartnerinthva transition from a category of the
GHQ score above the threshold of four (scores betwleand 12) into the category
below this threshold (including scores betweend Zfor those scoring four or more
on the scale at the first time point is investigat®econdly, for those scoring three or
below in the initial time point, a logistic regrems is used to predict factors, including
repartnering, which might be associated with sgpfour or above at the second time
point.
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Table 10.12 Dependent variables for the analyses @onomic, demographic
and health transitions

Variable Coding Notes
Improvement in financial 0=No Where 1 refers to all respondents
situation 1=Yes that answered they felt better off at

time t and 0 refers to those who
responded they were either worse
off or had experienced no change

Increase in number of 0=No Where 1 refers to all those found to
children 1=yes have a larger number of own
dependent children in the
household at time t compared
to t1 and 0 includes those with less,
no change or no dependent
children left in the household.

Household move 0=No Where 1 refers to those found to
have moved house in the previous
1=Yes year measured at t and 0 is all
those that did not experience
a move.
Move into owner occupation 0=No Where 1 refers to all those that
1=Yes moved from LA/HA or other rented

housing into owner occupation
between t.1 and t and 0 those that
stayed in LA/HA or other rented
housing over this time.
Change in mental health
Improvement 0=No Where 1 refers to all those that
1=Yes moved from categories 4-6 and 7-

12 at time t1 into the 0-3 category
at time t and 0 those that stayed
at or above the threshold of 4.

Deterioration 0=No Where 1 refers to all those that
1=Yes moved from 0-3 at time t1 to 4-6
or 7-12 at time t and 0 those that

stayed below the threshold of 4.

Therefore, in this analysis we are simply interéstetransitions in these variables
between two successive points in time. For examplereate the dependent variable
indicating an increase in the number of childrentake each year for each lone mother
and compare the number of children in the houseindidat year with the number
present in the year before. Therefore, the dependeiable for a lone mother at time 1
in the person-period file (which refers to one ygiace becoming a lone mother) will
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indicate a change in number of children betweerstimeey year they were found to
have entered lone motherhood and that survey y@trer ‘change’ variables indicating
other transitions of interest were also createdifar as independent variables. Finally,
the independent control variables, which refercedraracteristics of the lone mothers
measured at the first of these two successive pionas over which the dependent
variable was measured, were created by laggingblas which had already been
created in the person-period file.

An illustration of the new data structure can bensie Figure 10.1 below (adapted from
Menard, 2002, Figure 5.2, p.65). As Menard (20023cribes, the X’s in this table
represent an observation on a specific case a@afeptime for a specific variable, with

i =1,2,...N caseg, = 1,2,...T periods, an#d = 1,2,...K variables (represented by the
subscripts to each X). The variableg X, etc refer to such things as age, number of
children and length of time spent as a lone mo#iflemeasured at the first of the two
successive time points. As in any standard dathsetolumns represent variables and
the rows represent cases, however since the BHR®amel survey, which follows up
the same individuals over time, this means thastdrae cases may be repeated up to T
times (Menard, 2002). For example a lone mothat Was interviewed in each of the
first five waves of the panel would appear in tlag¢adet four times. The advantage of
this data structure, as described by Menard (2669, is the greater statistical power
and greater reliability of estimation, but, this‘t®upled with the disadvantage that in
any analysis, parameter estimation may be confalibgieorrelations between either or
both of true scores or errors (a) within cases timeg or (b) between cases measured at
the same time.” In order to account for this wusg of observations within cases, and
hence non-independence of observations, robustiatérerrors were calculated using

Stata (see Section 10.2.4 for a full explanation).
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Figure 10.1 Data structure for the analysis of ecamic, demographic and
health transitions

Variable  Variable  Variable  Variable4: Variable  Dependent

1: X1 2: X2 3: X3 X4..... K: Xk variable: Y
Case 1 Time1 X X112 Xi13 X114 Xi1k Y4
Time2  Xo Xa12 Xo13 Xot4 Xtk Yo
Time T  Xw11 Xn12 Xn13 Xn14 XN1K Y1
Case 2 Time1 Xz X122 X123 X124 Xiak Y12
Time2  Xa X222 X223 X224 Xazk Yo
Time T Xy Xnz2 Xn23 Xno4 Xnak Yo
Case N Time1  Xim Xi12 XT3 Xi14 X1k Yir
Time2  Xor Xot2 Xot3 Xots Xatk Yor
Time T  Xym Xn12 XnT3 XnT4 XNTK Yt

Source: Adapted from Menard (2002) Figure 5.2, p65.

The next step was to extract the four samples tlosndataset upon which the logistic
regressions were to be implemented. This was sapedue to varying amounts of
missing data on each of the dependent variablesT8kle 10.13). For example, for the
analysis investigating factors associated withnanease in the number of children there
was no missing data on the variable indicating nemalb children in any survey year
and therefore there was no missing data on thabfarindicating a transition in the
number of children. However, for the analysis change in mental health status there
was already some degree of missing data presemtehigie variable indicating a
transition in a lone mother’'s mental health wasi@d. Therefore, for a number of
cases it was not possible to determine any transitue to missing data on either or
both of the successive years over which the transitas to be measured. The final
sample sizes (after the deletion of missing datatdutem non-response on the
dependent and independent variables) and thekdistrn of cases across the dependent

variables can be seen in Table 10.14 below.
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Table 10.13 Percentage of missing data on dependesatriables for analyses
of economic, demographic and health transitions

Dependent variable Quantity of missing data (%)
Improvement in financial situation 0.5
Increase in number of children 0.0

Household move/move into owner occupatior.0
Improvement/deterioration in mental health 3.5

Table 10.14 The samples and dependent variable diftutions for analyses
of economic, demographic and health transitions

Sample size Frequency distribution of dependent variable
0 1

Financial improvement

1,598 person years 1,169 430

Increase in number of children

1,616 person years 1,545 71

Household move

1,598 person years 1,308 309

Move into owner occupation

868 663 205

Mental health improvement

532 person years 240 292

Mental health deterioration

1,046 person years 842 204

10.2.2 The variables included in the analysis

A number of independent variables were used irattadysis and can be seen in Table
10.15 below. The associated coding for these vimsadan be found in Appendix C.
Both the demographic and control variables are nredsat time_{. The change

variables refer to a change occurring betweeand t.
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Table 10.15 Explanatory variables used in the anades of economic,
demographic and health transitions

Explanatory Variables:

Demographic control variables Age
Time spent as a lone mother
Number of children
Age of youngest child
Type of lone mother
Ethnic group membership
Sample origin
Time period

Socio-economic control variables Housing tenure
Social class
Highest academic qualification
Employment status
Financial situation
Receipt of income support
GHQ score
Region

Change variables (Increase in number of Repartner

children) Employment transition
Change in financial situation
Change in receipt of income support
Change in mental health
Individual move

Change variables (Financial improvement)  Repartner
Employment transition
Change in number of children
Change in receipt of income support
Improvement in mental health
Individual move

Change variables (Mental health Repartner

improvement & deterioration) Employment transition
Change in number of children
Change in receipt of income support
Change in financial situation
Individual move

10.2.3 Missing data

As well as issues with missing data on two of tapehdent variables, a number of the

independent variables were found to have missitg pl@sent. Due to the different
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numbers of cases in each sample the quantity cfimgislata as a result of item non-
response varied between the samples as can benséependix D. A procedure of
listwise deletion was used for each sample whexdass of data on a particular
variable was less than two per cent. For variablesre the loss of data was more
substantial a missing category for that variable wr@ated. Overall the proportion of
missing data on independent variables that wasetbfeom each sample amounted to
less than five per cent of cases. See SectioB thba justification of this method of

dealing with missing data.

10.2.4 Methodology

A key aim of this chapter is to investigate if tadsne mothers that repartner are more
likely than those remaining single to experiencanges in three aspects relating to
their well-being over the same period that theyareper. As described in Section
10.2.1 above, we want to examine whether transtamturring between two
successive survey years are significantly relate@partnering itself, or whether
transitions such as these occur just as frequéetlyeen any years spent as a lone
mother, regardless of whether or not the lone miaghalso found to repartner between
these years. A logistic regression analysis Mlidivaidentification of explanatory
variables statistically associated with the traositaptured by the response variable.
However, a clear caveat with this analysis is tia&ndogeneity. Given that the change
variables detailed in Table 10.15 refer to charagesirring over the same period of
time as the response variable it is not possibtietermine the direction of the
relationship between the two variables. The ingtian of this is that the results below

must be interpreted with a level of caution.

Logistic regression

The response variable¥)(in each analysis are binary variables with valfeé= 0 or

1 indicating the occurrence or non-occurrence tod@sition in each particular domain.

Logistic regression analysis is used to model tiodability of the occurrence of a

transition for an individual (i.e. BiE1)), where this probability is denotedras using

a set oK explanatory variables<(; Xz, ..., Xx). Although a standard ordinary least
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squares (OLS) regression approach (where the nwdéthe form as shown below in

equation 10.1) could be used, it is possible thaipredicted values of; will be outside

of the [0, 1] interval, making interpretation prebiatic given thatz is a probability.
E(yi ) =76 = By + BXy + B, Xy + B X (10.1)

In order to gain sensible values far a transformation ofz, is required, which is

referred to as the link function. A commonly usexhsformation, and the one used
here, is the logit transformation. This is simifilg logarithm of the odds gf=1. Using
this function the logistic regression model foriadividuali, (wherei = 1,...N) can

now be written as:

IOg(le—inj = logit(75) = By + B Xy + B, X5+ +6 Xy (10.2)

Analysis of cluster correlated data

As previously mentioned in Section 10.2.1, the reatf the data structure is such that
the same respondents may appear in the datasethipt¢en times. Therefore, with

repeated measures data such as this, the modeh sh@®0.2) is actually of the form:

logit(7z,) =5, + B Xy + Bo Xy + +B Xy (10.3)
i=1,....,N t=1,...,T

Wherei refers to the individual respondents artkde time periods.

A key issue when it comes to the analysis of swath @ that although observations on
particular respondents are taken at different pmats, the outcomes are likely to be
correlated, because the observations have all émmethe same respondent. That is,
the presence of unmeasured individual factorslealtl to positive correlation in the
error terms. Hence the assumption of independehakservations required in the
logistic regression model is violated. Analyseschtare carried out and fail to account
for this correlation will generally underestimale ttrue variance and lead to test
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statistics with inflated Type | errors (a type tagris when a true null hypothesis is
incorrectly rejected) (Williams, 2000).

This analysis uses robust variance estimationataStersion 9 (StataCorp, 2005) to
adjust for the within-cluster correlation (wherasters represent individual$).

Known as the Huber/White/Sandwich estimate of venga this estimator specifies that
the standard errors allow for any correlation witimdividuals (but still assume
independence between individuals), thereby relattiegassumption of independence of
observations. According to Williams (2000; 645ktbstimator is “unbiased for cluster-

correlated data.”

The use of this robust variance estimation meamgkier that standard likelihood ratio
tests cannot be used to select variables into taehsince the likelihood used for
estimation is not ‘true’ likelihood. In order telsct significant variables into the model

the Wald test was therefore used. The Wald tasisst is the square of the ratio of the

2
estimate of the coefficient to its standard error: (EJ

S,
If the null hypothesis thg}; = O is true than this statistic has a chi-squalistfibution

with k-1 degrees of freedom.

Interpretation of the model estimates

The probabilities of a transition occurring forfdifent groups of individuals as defined
by different categories of the explanatory varialidan be estimated using the

probability form of the logistic regression modslshown in (10.4).

= exr(,BO + B %, +...t ,kakit)
o1+ eX[:(,BO + B %, + ---+:kakit)

(10.4)

Another method of interpreting the model estimaa@sl the one which will be used for
the most part below is to use odds ratios. Thesealculated by simply exponentiating
the coefficients estimated by the logit form of tbgistic regression model. The odds

ratio for a particular category of an independeamiable is then interpreted as the

2L Another method for dealing with cluster-correlatisda would have been to use a random-effects
model. However, it should be noted here that thrarpater estimates and standard errors obtained asin
random-effects model were similar to those obtaumsdg this method.
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estimated odds of having a transition (such asrgmavement in financial situation)

relative to the odds of the reference categorytfat same variable.

Before constructing the multivariate models witeach domain, a bivariate analysis
was conducted to determine the factors which wkedylto be important in the models.
Within each domain the dependent variable was daiadated with each of the
independent variables. Chi-squared tests weredaeied out to determine the
statistical significance of these associations. rEselts of the bivariate analysis are

discussed in the next section.

10.2.5 Bivariate analysis results

Table 10.16 below shows a summary of the resultseobivariate associations between
the explanatory variables and each dependent Vaudiz full results can be seen in
Appendix E). For an improvement in financial sttaa the demographic variables
appear to be less important with only number ofdcan, age of youngest child and
sample origin achieving significance and even thely at the ten per cent level. Here
it was those lone mothers who had only two childwemose children were younger and
who were from one of the extension samples thatigtier chances of having an
improvement in financial situation. In terms oétbocio-economic variables, it was
those in higher professional/managerial occupatiants higher academic
qualifications, who were not working in family camho were not receiving Income
Support and who were living in southern regions there more likely to claim they felt
‘better off compared to the year before. Agaisyath an increase in number of
children, repartnering is highly associated withdanothers feeling ‘better off. Those
moving into employment, moving off Income Supperto have an improvement in
mental health and who move house are also thogentmthers who are more likely to

feel ‘better off'.

Considering an increase in number of childreniit loa seen that many of the
explanatory variables are independently associatidthis change. Beginning with

the demographic variables, it was those lone mstiwéio were younger, who had spent
less time as a lone mother, who had children uaderfive, who were single and never-
married and making these transitions at early fer@ods, particularly between 1995

and 1997 that were more likely to have an incréasee number of children in the
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household than others. Turning to the socio-ecaneariables, higher proportions of
new children are found for those in socially rentedsing, in lower social classes, with
fewer education skills, unemployed or in familyeand in receipt of Income Support.
Finally, considering the change variables, as mighé¢xpected there is a highly
significant association between repartnering andva child entering the household. In
addition to this, lone mothers that were more {ikel have a new child in the household
were also more likely to experience a move outngpleyment over this same time
period, to be in receipt of Income Support at onkath of the two time periods and to
have moved. None of the variables relating to mdrgalth or self-perceived financial
situation, or changes in these variables were fatgnitly associated with an increase in
number of children in the household.

Aside from ethnic group and sample origin, all dgnaphic variables are highly
associated with a household move. The results stigjggt those who are younger, who
have spent less time as a lone mother and have géawleyounger children are more
likely than others to move. Single never-marrieatimers have a higher propensity to
move than other types of lone mothers. Higher pribgras are also found to move
between 1991 and 1997 compared with 1998 onweBdsio-economic variables
appear to be less important, with only housing tensocial class and GHQ score
significantly associated with a household moveoskghin other rented accommodation
are the most likely to move, as are those in loseeial classes. With respect to GHQ
score, the results indicate that those with scoeéseen four and six are more likely to
experience a household move compared with thogegcabove or below these
figures. The least likely to move are those witbres between zero and three. All
change variables except that relating to an impreré in mental health are highly
significantly associated with a household moveadependent effects indicate that those
repartnering, leaving employment, having more ¢kitgd and either moving onto or off
of Income Support are the most likely groups to enbguse. Finally, those becoming
either better off or worse off over the same pedoeimore likely to have experienced a
household move over this period than those whoidengheir finances to be about the

same.

Changing the response variable to examine the ardgnt effect of each explanatory
variable on moving into owner occupied accommodatinditional on living in either

Local Authority/Housing Association rented housorgther rented housing at time t
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reveals quite different results to that obtaineovatfor any type of household move.
This time the demographic variables are less inambytvith only age and type of lone
mother significantly associated with this type ajve at the less than five per cent
level. Further to this, the results indicate ti@tre is a higher chance of making this
move as age increases, the opposite of what wasated for any household move and
the previously married are now the most likely tove, followed by those previously
cohabiting and lastly the never-married. At theper cent level, age of youngest child
and sample origin are also significant. Again,efect is the opposite of that found
previously, with higher percentages of those witteochildren moving this time
compared with those with younger children. Thostheextension samples appear to

be less likely to move than those in the origined&x sample.

The results for the socio-economic variables retteatlthe type of housing at timeis
still important, with those in other rented housagain the more likely to move than
those in Local Authority/Housing Association rentezlising. Social class is now only
important at the ten per cent level, with thoshkigher social classes the more likely to
move than those in lower social classes. Educ&ionportant, with those with higher
academic qualifications more likely to move thaos with lower levels of education.
Those who are employed appear to be more liketgake this type of move, than those
in unemployed, family care or other categories.weheer, there is a problem of small
cell counts for both the unemployed and ‘other’ Boyment categories for this
variable. Finally, those in receipt of Income Sopi@ppear to be significantly less
likely to experience this type of household movepared with those in receipt of this

benefit.

With respect to the change variables, again thegartnering are more likely to
experience this type of move compared with thogeemartnering. Those staying in or
moving into employment are more likely to move iotener occupation compared with
those staying out of or leaving employment, althotige categories indicating a
transition in employment status are both very sm@thaying off or leaving Income
Support is associated with experiencing this tyjpmave, as is considering one’s

financial situation to have improved.
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Table 10.16 Bivariate associations of the explanatovariables with economic, demographic and healttransitions

Variables

Association between each explanatory variable and the dependent variables ***p<0.01 **p<0.05 *p<0.10

Improvement in

Increase in number

Household move

Move into owner

Improvement in

Deterioration in

financial situation of children occupation mental health mental health
Demographic variables
Age NS *k%k *kk *% * NS
Time spent as a lone mother NS b b NS NS NS
Number of children * NS b NS NS NS
Age of youngest child * b o * NS NS
Type of lone mother NS b b b NS NS
Ethnic group membership NS NS NS NS NS ¥
Sample origin * NS NS ¥ NS NS
Time period NS * o NS NS NS
Socio-economic variables
Housing tenure NS b b b NS NS
Social class x ek b * NS NS
Highest academic qualification e ek NS b NS NS
Employment status ** b NS b NS NS
Financial situation NS NS NS NS b ¥
Receipt of Income Support * e NS b NS NS
GHQ score NS NS ** NS e b
Region ** NS NS NS NS *
Change variables
Repartner *k%k *k% *k%k *k%k NS *%
Employment transition b b b b NS NS
Change in number of children NS - e NS NS NS
Change in receipt of Income Support b b ok b NS NS
Change in financial situation - NS b ** b e
Improvement in mental health ** NS NS NS - -
Individual move ** ek - - NS NS
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Considering the bivariate associations of the exailary variables with an improvement
in mental health we find those aged 35-39 yealsetless likely to experience an
improvement in mental health. The only socio-eeoiovariable to be associated with
an improvement in mental health is financial siatvith those ‘just about getting by’
having the highest chance of an improvement in aldmalth and those experiencing
financial difficulties being the least likely. Witrespect to the change variables it is a
change in financial situation for the better whagpears to have a stronger independent
association with an improvement in mental healthe proportion seeing an
improvement in their mental health over the timaqakis unsurprisingly smallest for
those that consider their financial situation tedhavorsened over the same period of
time. Repartnering is not found to have any asgimei with an improvement in mental
health.

The bivariate associations between the explanaemgbles and a deterioration in
mental health suggest that there is a weak asswtiagtween experiencing a
deterioration and ethnicity, with higher proporsoof white lone mothers experiencing
this transition than those belonging to other etlgnoups. Again financial situation is
important, although this time the association ily @mgnificant at the ten per cent level.
The association suggests that those having finbdifieulties are more likely to make
this transition than those with no financial prabte Region is also found to have a
weak association with a deterioration in mentaltheavith higher proportions of those
living in Southern regions or regions in Wales, tioa or Northern Ireland
experiencing this transition than those in North@gions. Interestingly, repartnering is
found to be associated with a deterioration in mldmealth and this is significant at the
five per cent level. Around 27 per cent of thols® aepartnering over this time period
were found to have a deterioration in mental headthpared with only 18 per cent of
those not repartnering over this period. Agaimange in financial situation appears to
have a strong association with a deterioration émtal health with those responding
that they feel ‘worse off’ having the highest chamé their mental health also

declining.
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10.2.6 Multivariate results

Four logistic regressions were implemented, oneamth of the four samples using
different controls as indicated in Table 10.15.eTasults of this modelling can be seen
below in Tables 10.17-22.

Improvement in financial situation

Table 10.17 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting an
improvement in financial situation

Variable Odds ratio Robust Std. Error 95% C.l.

Employment change
Moved into employment (r)  1.00

Left employment 0.16*** 0.055 0.08-0.32

Stayed out of employment ~ 0.19*** 0.041 0.13-0.29

Stayed in employment 0.46*** 0.090 0.32-0.68
Repartner

No (r) 1.00

Yes 2.55" 0.414 1.85-3.50
Social class

Professional & managerial/

technical occupation (r) 1.00

Skilled non-manual/manual  0.62*** 0.093 0.46-0.83

Partly skilled/unskilled 0.139 0.56-1.12

occupation 0.79

Never had a job 1.00 0.367 0.49-2.05
Improvement in mental
health

No (r) 1.00

Yes 1.56™** 0.239 1.16-2.10

Missing 1.32 0.413 0.72-2.44
Type of lone mother

Previously married (r) 1.00

Previously cohabiting 1.47** 0.216 1.12-1.96

Single never-married 1.26 0.242 0.86-1.84
Region

Southern regions (r) 1.00

Northern regions 0.77* 0.114 0.58-1.03

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 0.75* 0.123 0.54-1.03

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10
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Table 10.17 shows the factors found to be sigmfiyaassociated with a lone mother
claiming to feel ‘better off’ than the year befor€he first and most important variable
to be included in the model was that indicatindnange in employment status with
those lone mothers moving into employment overotbgervation period having the
highest odds of feeling ‘better off’. After conliing for a change in employment
status, repartnering was still found to improvefthef the model at the one per cent
level. Controlling for other variables in the mgdbose repartnering were found to
have around two and a half times the odds of amamgment in subjective financial

well-being compared with those not finding a newtper.

Social class was still associated with an improvanrefinancial situation after
controlling for other variables, with those in $&il non-manual and manual
occupations having 38 per cent lower odds of hagimgnprovement in financial
situation compared with those in professional onaggerial occupations. An
improvement in mental health was also importanbhwhbse having an improvement in
mental health having 56 per cent higher odds dirfgebetter off’ compared with those
who did not (which includes those whose mentalthesituation stayed either above or
below the threshold or making a move from belowaltove the threshold).
Interestingly it appears that lone mothers previpssparated from a cohabitation were
more likely than those who were previously martedeel like their financial situation
had improved between any two consecutive wavesadtls 46 per cent higher
compared with those who were previously marriethalfy it was found that those
living in Southern regions had the highest oddteeling ‘better off’ compared with

those living in Northern regions, or Wales, Scatlan Northern Ireland.

Increase in number of resident dependent children

The forwards selection procedure resulted in omige variables being found to be
significantly associated with having more childierthe household (Table 10.18).
Unsurprisingly after carrying out the bivariate byse repartnering was the most
important variable in relation to an increase imier of children in the household.
The odds of there being another child in the hoolskby the second time point for
those who were found to repartner between the itwe points were five times that of
those who were not found to repartner over thig tand this result was highly
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statistically significant (p-value<0.001). The heariable to be included in the model
was the variable indicating a change in employnséatus over the same period of time.
Those leaving employment between these two surgaysyhad over six times the odds
of having an increase in number of children inlibesehold compared with those
staying in work. Those not employed in the firsayand staying out of work in the
second year were also more likely to have moralddril in the household by the second
year. No significant difference in the likelihootlobserving more children in the
household at the second time point was found betweese moving into employment
over the same period and those remaining in empoymAfter the inclusion of this
variable, none of the other change variables, grodithe socio-economic variables,
apart from housing tenure, were found to improweefihof the model further.

However, at this stage age was a more importanligioe of an increase in number of
children than housing tenure. As Table 10.18 shthase aged 35+ have 71 per cent
lower odds of having an increase in number of cailccompared with lone mothers
aged 16-24 years. After including age in the maaeddditional variables were found

to improve the fit of the model further.

Testing for significant interactions resulted isignificant interaction found between
repartnering and a change in employment statuss stiggests that the odds of having
an increase in number of children are substantiagiier for those found to leave work
and repartner over the same time period compartdtiese staying in work and not
repartnering. However, the standard error of ¢hisfficient was found to be very large
with an extremely large confidence interval refliegtit is very imprecise. Examining
the underlying raw data reveals that the numbeaeés that make all these transitions
(leave work, repartner and have another childxiseenely small —only nine cases,

which is likely to be why it is not well determined
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Table 10.18 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting an increase
in number of children

Variable Main effects only Main effects plus interactions
Odds Robust 95%C.l. Odds  Robust 95% C.I.
ratio Std. ratio Std.

Error Error
Repartner
No (r) 1.00 1.00
Yes 517 1.391 3.05-8.76 3.86* 2546  1.06-14.06
Change in employment
status
Move into employment 240 1.320 0.82-7.05 1.46 1.258 0.27-7.88
Leave employment 6.94*** 3.368  2.68-17.97 1.26 1.380  0.15-10.79
Stay out of work 487 1908  2.26-10.50 4.87*** 2.375 1.87-12.67
Stay in work (r) 1.00 1.00
Age
16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00
25-29 years 0.99 0.349 0.49-1.97 1.02 0.371 0.50-2.08
30-34 years 0.86 0.304 043-1.72 0.86 0.310 0.43-1.74
35+ years 0.29*** 0.128 0.12-0.69 0.28*** 0.125 0.12-0.67

Change in employment*

repartner

Stay in work*No (r) 1.00

Move into employment*Yes 2.56 2.894  0.28-23.45
Leave employment*Yes 14.93** 18.986  1.24-180.45
Stay out of work*Yes 0.85 0.644 0.19-3.75

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10

Household move

A number of factors were found to be significantiie model for a household move,
the most important of which was whether or notreelmother was to repartner over the
same time period (Table 10.19). From Table 10tt@n be seen that repartnering
increases the chances of a household move by longgr times. Another particularly
important variable was the housing tenure of time lmother in the year prior to the
move. The model suggests that those who ownedhbmes are significantly less
likely to move house compared with those eithetingrnfrom their Local Authority or
Housing Association or in other rented housingfabt, those in other rented housing
were the most likely to move of the three housemgite types. An association between
age and the likelihood of a household move wadbsked, with an apparent decline in
the chance of moving house as age of the lone motbeased. A change in financial

situation over the same period of the move was mapbin the model, with those who
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considered themselves to be worse off than in &ae grior to the move more likely to
have also experienced a household move over thesttian those who felt better off.
Those who considered their financial situationawéremained ‘about the same’ were
significantly less likely to have also experiene@ehove, however. An association
between time spent as a lone mother and a housetwld indicated that those who
had spent between two and four years as a loneematre significantly less likely to
experience a household move compared with thosenatlspent two or fewer years as
a lone mother. There is no clear pattern in thisodtios for the other categories of this
variable, however. Finally, an association betwienvariable indicating ethnic group
and a household move was determined, with lone enstbf other ethnicity

significantly less likely to move than white lonethers.

Testing for interactions in the final model revebdesignificant interaction between
repartnering and time spent as a lone mother aothanbetween housing tenure and a
change in financial situation. Figures 10.2 and isplay the predicted probabilities

for each category of the independent variables.
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Table 10.19 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting a household

move
Variable Main effects only Main effects plus interactions
Odds  Robust 95% C.I. Odds  Robust 95% C.I.
ratio Std. ratio Std.
Error Error
Repartner
No (r) 1.00 1.00
Yes 3.74% 0.662 2.65-5.29 2.69** 0.615 1.72-4.21
Housing Tenure
Owner occupier (r) 1.00 1.00
LA/HA 1.41* 0.243 1.01-1.98 0.90 0.277 0.49-1.64
Other rented 373 0.721 2.56-545 4.91*** 1.733 2.46-9.80
Age
16-24 years (r) 1.00 1.00
25-29 years 0.65** 0.127 0.45-0.95 0.68** 0.132 0.46-0.99
30-34 years 0.46*** 0.093 0.31-0.69 0.47*** 0.096 0.32-0.70
35-39 years 0.45*** 0.103 0.29-0.71 047 0.111 0.30-0.75
40+ years 0.30*** 0.075 0.18-0.49 0.31** 0.079 0.19-0.51
Change in financial situation
Better off (r) 1.00 1.00
Worse off 1.38* 0.241 0.98-1.94 1.51 0.427 0.87-2.63
About the same 0.67* 0.111 0.48-0.92 0.41*** 0.127 0.22-0.75
Time spent as a lone mother
t<2years (r) 1.00 1.00
2 years <t <4 years 0.63** 0.102 0.46-0.87 0.50*** 0.097 0.34-0.74
4 years < t < 6 years 0.75 0.167 0.49-1.16 0.60* 0.161 0.35-1.02
t> 6 years 0.67 0.212 0.36-1.24 0.53* 0.200 0.25-1.12
Ethnic group
White (r) 1.00 1.00
Other 0.39* 0.184 0.16-0.99 0.38* 0.175 0.16-0.94
Housing tenure*Change in
financial situation
Owner occupier*better off (r) 1.00
LA/HA*worse off 1.21 0.495 0.54-2.70
LA/HA*about the same 3.14*** 1.307 1.39-7.10
Other rented*worse off 0.53 0.258 0.21-1.38
Other rented*about the same 0.98 0.451 0.40-2.42
Repartner*time spent as a
lone mother
No* t < 2 years (1) 1.00
Yes*2 years <t < 4 years 2.28* 1.013 0.95-5.44
Yes*4 years < t< 6 years 3.02* 1.644 1.04-8.78
Yes* t > 6 years 2.85 2.320  0.58-14.06

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10
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From Figure 10.2 below it can be seen that for@atggory of the change in financial
situation variable, those in the other rented aatepave the highest probabilities of
experiencing a household move. Those living indl@dathority or Housing
Association rented housing in yearand who consider their financial situation at time
to be about the same have a significantly highebaility of moving house compared

with those living in owner occupied housing.atind feeling better off in year t.

Figure 10.2 Predicted probabilities of a householthove by a change in
financial situation and housing tenure
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Note: Other covariates set to their reference vdkepartner=No, Age=16-24, Time spent as a lone
mother=t<=2 years, Ethnic group=white

Considering the interaction between repartnerirdythe length of time spent as a lone
mother, Figure 10.3 shows that those who repahaee a higher probability of moving
house at any duration spent as a lone motherarticplar this interaction reveals that
those who repartner and have spent between twsianygars as a lone mother have
significantly higher probabilities of moving housempared with those that do not
repartner and have spent two years or fewer aseantwther. There is a suggestion that
for those who do repartner, the chance of moviegemses with length of time spent as
a lone mother, at least up to six years duration tirose that do not repartner, the
probability of moving house appears to be higheshe first two years since entering

lone motherhood, with probabilities lower and rolygstable after this time.
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Figure 10.3 Predicted probabilities of a householdthove by time spent as a
lone mother and whether or not they repartner
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Note: Other covariates set to their reference vatiseising tenure=Owner occupier, Age=16-24, Change
in financial situation=Better off, Ethnic group=wi

Moves into owner occupation

Examining the association of the explanatory vdeswith a move into owner
occupation for those living in Local Authority oodsing Association rented housing or
‘other’ rented housing at timeg resulted in the model displayed below in Table@O.
The most important variable in relation to makihgs tmove was found to be whether or
not a lone mother repartnered over this same tifie estimated odds ratio from this
model suggests that those who repartner are oviem&8 more likely to make this
move, than those not repartnering over this tiffilee standard error for this estimate is
large, however, due to the small numbers of indiald making this move. A change in
employment status was also important with thoseingomto employment or staying in
employment significantly more likely to experiertbés type of move compared with
those staying out of work. As was found for thed@leexamining the association of the
explanatory variables with any type of household/eadhose in other rented housing

are the most likely to move compared with thoseAMfHA housing. Those not in
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receipt of Income Support are significantly mokely to move into owner occupation
that those in receipt of this benefit. Finallyeté appears to be some indication, as was
suggested by the bivariate analysis, that thode lmwter levels of education are less

likely to make this move than those with highereisv

Testing for interactions suggested that there wagraficant interaction between
repartnering and type of housing tenure, with thepartnering and living in other
rented housing at time having the highest probability of moving into owne
occupation. However, this resulted in the coeéfitifor the repartnering covariate
becoming very large, with a very large confidengenval and was therefore removed
from the model.

Table 10.20 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting a move into
owner occupied housing

Variable Main effects only (N=882)
Odds ratio Robust Std. Error 95% C.1.

Repartner

No (r) 1.00

Yes 16.87** 6.186 8.22-34.61
Change in employment status

Move into employment 2.78" 1.578  0.92-8.46
Leave employment 0.40 0.460 0.04-3.86
Stay out of work (r) 1.00

Stay in work 2.74* 1.089  1.26-5.97
Housing Tenure

LA/HA (r) 1.00

Other rented 2.33* 0.831  1.16-4.69
Income support

No 247 0.842 1.26-4.82
Yes (r) 1.00

Highest Academic qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, Teaching qualification 2.50 1484 0.78-8.00
Alevels 1.69 0.720 0.73-3.89
O levels (r) 1.00

CSE 0.59 0.318 0.21-1.70
None of these 0.30* 0.203 0.08-1.14

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10
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I mprovement in mental health

Table 10.21 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting an
improvement in mental health

Variable Main effects Main effects plus interaction
Odds Robust 95% C.I. Odds Robust 95% C.I.
ratio  Std. Error ratio Std.

Error

Change in financial
situation

Better off 1.00 1.00

Worse off 0.28*** 0.069 0.17-045  0.40* 0.143 0.20-0.81

About the same 0.57* 0.139 0.35-0.92 0.98 0.324 0.51-1.87
GHQ score

4-6 1.00 1.00

7-12 0.45** 0.091 0.30-0.67  0.46™* 0.094 0.30-0.68

Financial situation

Living comfortably 0.98 0.459 0.39-245 1.04 0.486 0.42-2.60

Doing alright 1.25 0.391 0.68-2.31 1.22 0.395 0.65-2.30

Just about getting by  2.06™** 0.563 1.21-3.52  2.05* 0.588 1.17-3.60

Finding it quite 1.21 0.376 0.66-2.23 1.16 0.392 0.60-2.25

difficult

Finding it very 1.00 1.00

difficult

Housing tenure

Owner occupied 1.00 1.00

LA/HA 0.76 0.169 049117 110 0.501 0.45-2.69

Other rented 0.58* 0.134 0.37-091 218 1.369 0.64-7.46
Ethnic group

White 1.00 1.00

Other 0.49 0.22 0.20-1.17  0.46* 0.196 0.20-1.06

Change in financial

situation*Housing

tenure

Better off*Owner 1.00

occupier

Worse off"LA/HA 0.90 0.475 0.32-2.53

Worse off*Other 0.03***  0.040 0.00-0.42

rented

About the 043 0.234 0.15-1.25

same*LA/HA

About the 0.25* 0.180 0.06-1.03

same*Other rented

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 N=538
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Finally the model predicting an improvement in naiealth — defined as a move from
a GHQ score of four or over to a score of threbedow for those having a GHQ score
of four or over at the initial time point — is show Table 10.21. As was expected
given the results of the bivariate analysis, repaihg is not a significant predictor of
an improvement in mental health. Considering tloel@hincluding just main effects
(the first three columns of Table 10.21), the mrgiortant predictor was found to be a
change in financial situation with those who coasitheir financial situation to have
deteriorated over the past year having 70 perlogmr odds of experiencing an
improvement in mental health over this same pecmwdpared with those who
considered their financial situation to have img@y Those who responded that they
felt their financial situation was ‘about the samgll have around 40 per cent lower
odds of experiencing an improvement in mental heaimpared with those feeling
‘better off'.

Controlling for their initial GHQ score was impontawith those with scores of seven
or above significantly less likely to score beldwe threshold in the following year
compared with those scoring between four and Birancial situation, as measured at
the first of the two time points, indicates thatgh ‘just about getting by’ have over
twice the odds of experiencing an improvement imtaehealth compared with those
who are ‘finding it very difficult’. However, notber significant differences between
other categories and the reference are found. iRg@tsnure was another important
predictor of moving to the GHQ 0-3 category. Aliligh no significant differences were
found between those living in Local Authority or i#ang Association accommodation
and those who were owner occupiers, those livingiler types of rented housing had
42 per cent lower odds of experiencing an improvdnremental health. Finally, there
was an indication (p=0.11) that ethnic group miglimportant, with those of
ethnicities other than white found to have lowed®df an improvement in mental
health.

At the end of the model selection procedure int&yas were tested between the
variables and a significant interaction betweehange in financial situation and
housing tenure was found, as can be seen in te@daet of columns in Table 10.21
above. Plotting the predicted probabilities fockeaategory of the independent
variables (Figure 10.4) suggests that those wheidenthemselves to be ‘better off’
financially have a higher probability of an improvent in mental health than those
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feeling either ‘worse off’ or ‘about the same’ athds is the case for each type of
housing tenure except for owner occupiers. Fa ghoup of lone mothers, the
predicted probability of an improvement in mentaalh appears to be similar for those
feeling ‘better off’ and ‘about the same’. Thoseling ‘worse off’ financially are the
least likely to experience an improvement in mehéalth for all housing tenure types.
Those in LA/HA housing and who consider their fioiah situation to be ‘about the
same’ have a similar probability of having betteanal health to those in the same
tenure type and feeling ‘worse off’. The groudaie mothers least likely to
experience an improvement in mental health arestiad® are living in other rented
housing at time.{ and feeling ‘worse off’ by time t. This differemin the probability
of an improvement in mental health is significantywer compared with that for those

living in owner occupied housing and feeling betitr

Figure 10.4 Predicted probabilities of an improvemast in mental health by a
change in financial situation and housing tenure
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Note: Other covariates set to their reference vabi¢Q score=4-6, Financial situation=Living
comfortably, Housing tenure=Owner occupied, Etlgrmup=white

Deterioration in mental health

The final model which considered the predictora afiove from GHQ category 0-3 to a

score at or above the threshold of four can be se€able 10.22 below. Only four of
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the explanatory variables were found to be sigaifity associated with a lone mother,
who at the first time point had no mental healthigbems, experiencing this transition.
The first and most important predictor of this s#@ion was, as before with the model
predicting an improvement in mental health, a clkandinancial situation. Those
considering themselves to be ‘worse off’ than thanbefore have over twice the odds
of experiencing this transition compared with theg® felt their financial situation had
improved. Again, their GHQ score at the initi@h& point is important, with those with
a score of 0 the least likely to experience a dmi@ion in their mental health compared
with those scoring between one and three. There dear gradient of increasing odds
as GHQ score increases however, with no signifiddfdérence in odds between other
categories of this independent variable. As wagssted in the bivariate analysis, lone
mothers with no mental health problems at the firsé point, but who were found to
repartner between the two survey years had oveanda half times the odds of
experiencing a deterioration of their mental heaitar the same period. Finally, ethnic
group was significantly associated with a detetioraof mental health, with non-white
lone mothers significantly less likely to experierthis transition than white lone

mothers.

Table 10.22 Odds ratios for logistic regression mad predicting a
deterioration of mental health

Variable Odds ratio Robust Std. Error 95% C.1.
Change in financial
situation
Better off (r) 1.00
Worse off 2.37** 0.496 1.57-3.57
About the same 0.86 0.177 0.57-1.29
GHQ score
0(r) 1.00
1 2.09*** 0.395 1.45-3.03
2 1.69** 0.406 1.06-2.71
3 1.84** 0.441 1.15-2.94
Repartner
No (r) 1.00
Yes 1.65** 0.372 1.06-2.57
Ethnic Group
White (r) 1.00
Non-white 0.31* 0.207 0.08-1.15

***p-value<0.01 **p-value<0.05 *p-value<0.10 N=1056
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10.2.7 Residual analysis

In logistic regression analysis the residuals Hewged meaning in comparison with
those predicted by a linear regression model. De#gs, an inspection of the residuals
is important in order to check for large or outlyiresiduals. Figures 10.5-10.10 below
show the Pearson residuals plotted against thegbeeldprobabilities as estimated from
each of the logistic regressions presented ab®he. Pearson residuals are the

standardized residuals and are given by the formula

= A7 (10.5)
m\l-7t

where, for an individual, y, is the observed value of the response variablerarns the

fitted probability.

In each figure it can be seen that the numbersiflvals larger than |2| is small. Table
10.23 below shows the proportion of residuals detshe range -2.5 <r < 2.5 for each
model, which is never more than five per cent. nfreach figure it can be seen that the
outlying residuals are almost always positive {exting a low predicted probability for
an observed positive response — which is not singrigiven the low proportion of
observed successes in each model. These ploth/aiefiect that the models are better
at predicting a failure than a success. Aftera@xamination of the large positive
residuals predicted for each model it could be skanthey were indeed individuals
with characteristics which would suggest they werkkely to have an observed

‘success’, yet they were observed to make thissitian.

Table 10.23 Proportion of residuals less than |2.5§r each model

Model % Residuals inside |2.5|

Improvement in financial situation  98%
Increase in number of children 97%

Household move 96%
Move into owner occupation 97%
Improvement of mental health 99%
Deterioration of mental health 95%
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Figure 10.5 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated from

the model investigating an improvement in financiakituation
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Figure 10.6 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated from
the model investigating an increase in number of ¢liren in the household
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Figure 10.7 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated from

the model investigating a household move
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Figure 10.8 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated from

the model investigating a move into owner occupatio
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Figure 10.9 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated from
the model investigating an improvement in mental halth
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Figure 10.10 Pearson residuals against predicted pbabilities estimated
from the model investigating a deterioration in memal health
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10.3 Discussion

This analysis has indicated that there are a nuwfiteansitions occurring around the
time a lone mother enters into a new co-residergiationship; repartnering is clearly
not an isolated event. Whilst this analysis hanheable to determine any causal
direction of these associations, it can certaimbvjgle us with a more complete picture
of repartnering and its associated changes - allho¢h have implications for the well-
being of lone mothers. Addressing a limitationhaptevious research, the aim of this
chapter was to consider the overall well-beingooiel mothers upon repartnering, rather
than concentrate purely on their financial circianses. In order to do this the
association of repartnering with transitions irethkey domains: economic,

demographic and health was examined.

It is difficult to compare the findings from prewus studies in relation to financial well-
being and repartnering (Millar, 1989; Bradshaw Btillar, 1991; Ford et al., 1995;
Marsh et al., 1997; Ford et al., 1998; Finlaysoalt2000; Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et
al., 2001; Vegeris and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Meg2004) with each other and with
findings from this study due to the different metbased and different measurement of
financial well-being in each study. However, thsults here provide further support
for an association between improved financial ecitstances and repartnering. That
said, in line with much of the previous researahniost important factor associated
with improved financial circumstances was a changhe employment status of a lone
mother — those moving into paid employment betwagntwo survey years were
statistically the most likely to claim they feltétier off’ at the second time point.
Another important factor in relation to an improveamin financial well-being was
health. In support of findings from Finlayson E(2000) of an association between
health and a move out of hardship, health was fsiginitly associated with improved
finances, although it is mental health not selfepared health status which was found
to be important in this study. Still, the resuiese are not surprising given the strong
link between psychological distress and financadship among lone mothers (Baker
and North, 1999; Hope et al., 1999a). This analgtsis suggested significant
associations between improvements in financiahsivn and the variables for social
class, type of lone mother and region. Howeveséhelationships could not be easily

explained.
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Perhaps not surprisingly, a strong and statisyicagjnificant association was found
between an increase in number of resident depewrtiddten and repartnering,
confirming findings from the descriptive analysfg@partnered lone mothers in this
study and those carried out in previous studiesdEbal., 1995; Finlayson et al., 2000;
Marsh and Rowlingson, 2002; Marsh and Perry, 2808sh and Vegeris, 2004). In
support of findings from Marsh and Vegeris (2004d &asparova et al (2003) the
results also indicate a significant associationveen an increase in number of
dependent children in the household and a changmpioyment status. As
hypothesised, an interaction between repartnemgeanployment status was found
indicating a significant association between raparhg, leaving employment and an
increase in number of children. However, mostlikes a result of small sample size,

this interaction was not well determined.

Descriptive analyses from previous studies (as agthose from this study) have
indicated an association between repartnering draliaehold move (Ford et al., 1998;
Vegeris and Perry, 2003), yet until now this hatlbeen tested in a multivariate
framework. After controlling for a number of demmaghic and socio-economic
characteristics, an association is still found leetvrepartnering and a household move
as previously indicated by these studies. Twoiagmt interactions also provided
some interesting results. An interaction betwegrartnering and the length of time
spent as a lone mother suggested that for thosetneping the probability of moving
increased with duration since entering lone motbedh discounting those with the
longest durations of lone motherhood. For thoseewartnering, however, the highest
probability of moving was found in the first cougleyears after becoming a lone
mother — moves which are most likely the resukmtering lone motherhood itself.
After this time, the predicted probabilities of nioy for this group were not

surprisingly low.

Housing tenure prior to repartnering was imporfanan household move and this was
involved in an interaction with the variable indiog a change in financial situation.
Interpreting this interaction it was found thatass all categories of the change in
financial situation variable those living in otlrented housing at the first time point
had the highest probability of having moved hougéhle second time point. Apart
from those in the ‘better off’ category, higher pabilities of moving were also noted
for those originally living in housing rented fraimeir local authority or housing
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association compared with those living in ownerupation. Given the time and
resources needed to sell-up and move house foe thmirsg in owner occupation these
findings are perhaps not surprising. The probahifta move was also statistically
higher for those previously living in housing reshfeom the local authority or housing
association and who felt their financial situati@ad not changed between the two
survey years, compared with those previously inevatcupation and who felt their

financial situation had improved.

It was found to be important to control for agehe model, with a gradient noted in the
odds ratios suggesting that as age increased ¢healgtity of moving decreased.

Ethnic group was also associated with a householgemah non-white lone mothers
significantly less likely to move than white lonethers. The rather crude
dichotomous nature of this variable tells us ljtdiewever, about any ethnic differences
that may exist in the probability of a householdveor lone mothers. Interestingly,
the hypothesised association between a household ama a change in number of
children was not significant in the multivariateadysis after controlling for whether or

not a lone mother repartnered.

Moving to the results from the model examining @issociation of explanatory
variables with a move into owner occupation, canddl on the lone mother initially
living in rented accommodation, the effect of reparing was found to be even
stronger. This confirms previous findings of ancasstion between repartnering and a
move into owner occupation (Vegeris and Perry, 200@sh and Vegeris, 2004). A
change in employment status was also importaritad$een suggested by Vegeris and
Perry (2003) although it was not possible to ingesé the hypothesised interaction
between repartnering and this variable due to soedllcounts. Findings indicated that
compared with staying out of work, either stayinggmployment or moving into
employment was significantly associated with insezhodds of a move into owner
occupation over the same time period. Considahegffects of the other socio-
economic variables in the model it would appeat tih@ most disadvantaged lone
mothers — those living in social rented housingendng Income Support and with no
academic qualifications — were, as might be expegarticularly unlikely to move into

owner occupation.
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Findings from this study do not concur with findsnigom previous studies indicating
an association between improved health outcomesegradtnering of lone mothers
(Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004emeral remarriage/repartnering
(e.g. Mastekaasa, 1994; Williams and Umberson, 20B4¢en before controlling for
other demographic and socio-economic factors regerng was not associated with a
significant improvement in mental hedfth Given the preference among lone mothers
for cohabiting unions over marriage, as observedhapter 9, this finding provides
some support for the results of the study by Whikaet al (2008), that cohabitation
offers little improvement to a lone mother’s meritahlth. As was previously found in
the model examining financial well-being and in got of findings from previous
research (Baker and North, 1999; Hope et al., 1929strong link between changes in
mental health and a change in financial situatias wlentified, however. In fact a
change in financial situation was the most impdrtemiable in relation to a change in
mental health. Controlling for initial GHQ sconedaa number of other socio-economic
factors, lone mothers who felt they were finangiaither ‘better off’ or ‘about the
same’ were statistically significantly more likaty experience an improvement in
mental health over the same period than those elhtheir financial situation had got
worse. Similarly, significantly higher odds of dabration in mental health were found
for those becoming ‘worse off’ over this time comgzhwith those who felt their

financial situation had either not changed or invech

In fact, repartnering was found to be significarsbsociated with poorer mental health
and this was still the case after controlling fahange in financial situation. Perhaps
the change in family dynamic as a result of a navingr moving in may result in
deteriorating mental health outcomes for some faothers, although that is assuming
the change in mental health comes after the regramtn(which cannot be discerned
from the analysis). From the results of the othedets, it is clear that repartnering is
associated with additional changes, such as a holgsenove or an increase in number
of children. It is also known that repartnerin@gsociated with a change in
employment status (Ford et al., 1998; lacovou amdh®ud, 2000; Kasparova et al.,
2003). Moreover the results here suggest that sitieese additional changes are

independently associated with each other e.g.@ease in number of dependent

22 An improvement in mental health is identified @a® avhere a lone mother moves from a GHQ score at
or above the threshold of 4 at timgetb a score below the threshold at time t. Likew#sdeterioration is
identified if a lone mother moves from a score lbetbe threshold at time;tto above the threshold at

time t.
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children and a change in employment status; aeaser in number of dependent
children and a household move. If a lone mothésusd to experience other such
changes in addition to repartnering, perhaps itldvaot be so surprising for her to

experience deterioration in her mental health.

It was also interesting to see that ethnic group s¥gnificant in both models, with
white lone mothers significantly more likely to expgence either one of the transitions
(i.e. improvement or deterioration in mental heatthmpared with those of other
ethnicity. However, as discussed above, this i rather uninformative and tells

us little about how health transitions might vacyass ethnic group.

Taken together, the findings from this study sugtestrepartnering is likely to be
associated with positive changes to lone motheesadiwvell-being. This study
provides additional support for the contention tlegtartnering alone is associated with
improved financial well-being. However, that i h@ dismiss the importance of a
move into paid work, which appears to be the mtagssically significant of the two.
Nonetheless, either one of these two changes rsayaibw a move onto the ‘property
ladder’. The positive association between reparigeand more dependent children in
the household (which, certainly for those who atgmartnered, were in the main new
joint babies) is not surprising, but it is encounggthat these additional children are
more likely to occur in the context of a new parsigp, rather than to a continuing lone
mother. The association found between staying Hutranoving out of, employment
and the presence of additional dependent childr@erihaps less encouraging.
Although repartnering was not directly associatéth wnprovements in mental well-
being, it may indirectly lead to improvements thghuts association with an
improvement in financial well-being. However thesaciation between repartnering

and a deterioration of mental health found in gtigly warrants further investigation.

10.3.1 Limitations

As mentioned in Section 10.2.4, endogeneity israqudar problem in the analyses in
this chapter. In all models the change varial#ésrito contemporaneous changes —
that is, changes occurring over the same time gersathe change identified by the

response variable. It is therefore not possiblgetermine any temporal ordering in the
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occurrence of these events, which would be a mimiriuattempting to identify any
causal direction of a significant association. elstigating transitions occurring a year
or two after a lone mother was found to repartneuld have partially resolved this
problem. However, the already small sample sizefand to quickly diminish further
after this time and would have resulted in problevith power in subsequent statistical

analyses.

Another limitation with this work relates to thenable used to identify an
improvement in financial well-being. As highligdtat the beginning of the chapter,
the significant amount of missing data with resgedtousehold income, which is
largely the result of many new partners refusingdadake in the survey, prevented the
use of actual income level to measure financial-tveing. It is argued that the use of a
more subjective measure, such as a change ina@éiged financial situation, is
actually more meaningful since it is able to pigkan more broad changes in well-
being (including non-material) and refers to a lom&her’s individual financial

situation rather than that of the household. Hawel is acknowledged that a measure

such as this is unable to identify any change sohlte income level.

10.3.2 Future directions

This research has identified an association betweggartnering and a household move
and repartnering and a move into owner occupatidowever, from this analysis we do
not know anything about the distance of these eggidl moves. Nor do we know
whether those who repartnered and experienceddential move were to move to
wealthier neighbourhoods. Research in the U.Sshagn that remarriage for lone
parents may result in a move to a more affluerghi®urhood — a positive finding in
light of the fact that entering lone motherhoodisre likely to result in a move to a
poorer neighbourhood (South, Crowder and Trent8L99owever, there is a lack of
comparable British research. In order to be abkessess the impacts of such moves on
the well-being of lone mothers and their childrikert further analysis of such issues is
needed.

Contrary to what has been suggested by much girtheous research, findings from
this study suggest that repartnering may be adsocvweith a deterioration of mental
health for lone mothers. The review of the litarat(Section 3.5) highlighted that little
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research has considered the effect of repartnenrfe health of lone mothers in the
U.K and no previous study that | found has congidehis relationship in a multivariate
framework. There is therefore a need for more rebeamn the analysis of health
transitions over the life-course for lone motherd hAow transitions, such as

repartnering, may impact on health outcomes.
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Chapter 11

Discussion and conclusions

This thesis has investigated the repartnering pettei lone mothers in the U.K. using
data collected in the BHPS and a combination afrdie-time event history and logistic
regression analysis techniques. Firstly it prosidaletailed analysis of the duration of
lone parenthood, the determinants of repartnenmbtlae types of new partnerships
formed. Addressing a limitation with previous rass on leaving lone parenthood in
the U.K., a particular focus is how the route dirgimto lone motherhood influences
repartnering patterns. In addition it has invedtg the association of repartnering with
economic, demographic and health transitions iemotal identify if repartnering is
associated with improved well-being for lone mosherhe first section of this chapter
discusses the key findings from this study in refato the research questions set out in
Section 1.1. Through this discussion the conclissairthe thesis are drawn and
potential policy implications are highlighted. Theapter closes with a discussion of the

limitations of the study and directions for furtiresearch.

11.1 Key findings in relation to the specific resdaquestions

1. What are the characteristics associated with the timing to repartnering and hence the

duration of lone motherhood?

i. Are demographic and socio-economic characteristics important deter minants

of the time to repartnering?

ii. Which type of lone mother is more likely to repartner sooner?
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iii. Does the effect of the covariates on the probability of repartnering change

over the length of time spent as a lone mother?

This research confirms that demographic and so@mo@uic characteristics are
important determinants of repartnering among looghers. Furthermore, by carrying
out separate analyses of those entering lone ntmbdrthrough giving birth whilst
single and never-married (Chapter 6) and thoseiagtéhrough the breakdown of a
marital or cohabiting union (Chapter 7) it has bpessible to identify the determinants
of repartnering that are specific to each typeaklmother. In support of previous
studies, the age at which a woman becomes a lotieemis found to be important for
all lone mothers; those becoming a lone motheldsr@ages are significantly less likely
to repartner than those entering lone motherhogdwatger ages (Ermisch et al., 1990;
Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Béheim and Ermisch, 19@8dFet al., 1998; Rowlingson
and McKay, 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000). In fasthas been found in other studies
(e.g. Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1981¢ age at which a woman enters
lone motherhood is the most important determin&n¢partnering for those becoming

a lone mother through the breakdown of a union.

In contrast to the conclusion of Béheim and Ermigd98), whose analysis was

limited to the first five waves of the BHPS, thesearch suggests that the economic
situation of a lone mother has a significant infloe on repartnering propensities,
particularly for single never-married lone mothehs.fact, this study indicates that the
economic situation of a single never-married lorgghrar is a more important predictor
of (re)partnering than her age. This study findgle never-married lone mothers in
receipt of Income Support are considerably lessyliko (re)partner the following year
than those not receiving this benefit. One cay spkculate about the reason for this. It
may be that lone mothers anticipate losing thetitliement to Income Support upon
repartnering and therefore are either less likelgrigage in the search for a new partner
or perhaps form a ‘Living apart together’ type afan instead. Alternatively, it may be
that a lone mother on benefits is less attractive potential male partner. Self-
perceived financial situation is another particiylanportant determinant of
(re)partnering (ahead of age) for these lone meth&hose at either end of the
spectrum — those at least ‘doing alright’ and thiosging it ‘difficult (or very difficult)

to get by’ — remain lone mothers for longer thaost‘just about getting by’. Lone

mothers with no financial worries have, presumalalys economic need to (re)partner.
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Perhaps the prospective financial burden to a pialgrartner makes lone mothers with

financial difficulties less likely to (re)partner.

Whilst age was the only demographic characteristiad to be important for single
never-married lone mothers, for those becominga taother through the breakdown
of a union both the number of children and the typenion which broke down were
found to be important determinants of repartnenmaddition to age. As expected from
previous research lower repartnering propensitiesaen for those with two children
compared with those with only one. Contrary to iwkias expected there was a
suggestion that the odds of repartnering were |ldarethose becoming a lone mother
through the breakdown of a cohabitation compared thiose who entered through the
breakdown of a marriage. Few previous studies bawmsidered the effect of health on
repartnering. However, the results here suggasintiental health is associated with
repartnering for this type of lone mother. Inteirggl, the results indicate that those
with some degree of psychiatric disturbance (GH@exbetween 4 and 6) are more
likely to repartner than those with scores belowttireshold, perhaps reflecting a need
to repartner for emotional support. Furthermoeedfiect of religiosity on the
probability of repartnering has hardly been examhipesviously, yet this study indicates
it is important for both types of lone mother. @&tliactors found to be significant in
relation to repartnering include educational attent for single never-married lone
mothers and employment status for those enterimgig/h the breakdown of a prior
union. Although the relationship between educa#ind repartnering is not
straightforward, the effect of employment statuslésr; those who are unemployed are
considerably less likely to repartner the followiyapr than those in employment. The
additional opportunity that employment providesrteet a new partner is offered as an

explanation for this effect.

Descriptive analyses reveal that the average auratilone motherhood does not differ
depending on route of entry into lone motherhobd;dstimated median duration is
close to five years for both types of lone moth&lthough not directly comparalsfe
these durations are of a similar magnitude to tliesed in the most recent studies
(B6heim and Ermisch, 1998; McKay, 2003). Thus thetdtle evidence that the
duration of lone motherhood is increasing. Aftentcolling for a number of

demographic and socio-economic factors in a muiat@ model including all lone

% The definition of the different types of lone meth varies from study to study.
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mothers (Chapter 8), those entering through thakol@vn of a cohabitating union
appear to be significantly less likely to reparttiem those entering through the
breakdown of a marriage. Although there is songgestion that the odds of
repartnering are lowest for single never-marrigeelmothers, this is not statistically
significant. Furthermore, while the probabilityrepartnering appears to be different for
different types of lone mother (at least for thpseviously cohabiting compared with
those previously married), there is little evidetitat the relationship between each
factor and repartnering differs by the route ofentto lone motherhood. That said,
the considerably smaller sample size of the grdigingle never-married lone mothers

might have played a part in the lack of significemeéractions found.

The larger sample size of the multivariate modellbione mothers was able to provide
additional perspective on the determinants of teeaing. Given the disparity in the
sample size of the two types of lone mothers, mhe® as little surprise that many of the
significant determinants of repartnering mirrorgagreviously found in the models of
repartnering for lone mothers entering throughltteakdown of a union presented in
Chapter 7. Clearly the composition of the sampleims of the proportion of each type
of lone mother determines the relative importarfoeagh factor in relation to
repartnering. Age is the most important covaratd this is found to interact with
number of children. Other relationships foundhe individual models were also
strengthened in this combined analysis. Partibuiarportant, with regard to policy,
was the strong effect of employment status on tapeng. Those out of the labour
market who were either unemployed or involved mifg care were significantly less
likely to repartner the following year than thoskomvere employed. Receipt of
maintenance or alimony also reduced the chancepafrinering for lone mothers.
Moreover, there is some indication still that retef Income Support is important, at
least for single never-married lone mothers. Howeseen given the larger sample

size, prior union history had no significant redaiship with repartnering.

The larger sample size of the pooled sample of toathers did not change the
conclusion from Chapters 6 and 7 relating to tliectof duration spent as a lone
mother on the probability of repartnering. Despitenerous studies indicating that the
probability of repartnering declines with lengthtiohe spent as a lone mother (Ermisch
et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; B6heim anmaiEch, 1998; Payne and Range,
1998; Finlayson et al., 2000), the data here dgrmtide any support for this finding.
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Furthermore, there is no evidence from this resetirat the effect of any factor on the

probability of repartnering changes with duratiperst as a lone parent.

2. What types of partnerships are formed? Are particular partnerships more common

for different types of lone parent?

The findings indicate a preference for lone mothemnter cohabiting unions rather
than marriage upon repartnering, in support of jptes/findings (Béheim and Ermisch,
1998; Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000b; Wu and Schieyr®@055*. Over 70 per cent
of those becoming a lone mother through the breakddf a partnership and who
repartnered entered a cohabiting second union. dimgarable figure for single never-
married lone mothers is even higher at over 8@pet. Initial results suggested that
the route of entry into lone motherhood has amerite on the choice of new union
type; those who entered through the dissolutioa wfarriage are more likely to form a
marriage than those entering through the breakdwvancohabiting union or the birth
of a child whilst single and never-married. Howeweuch of this is found to be a
result of previously married lone mothers reconglwith their previous spouse. Re-
fitting the model after removing all individualsatireconcile with a previous partner
(including those re-forming a cohabitating unioapsiderably reduces the magnitude
of this difference and renders it statisticallyigmsficant. On the other hand, women
entering lone motherhood through the breakdownaafteabiting union are no more or
less likely than other types of lone mothers tddpbabit, whether or not reconciliations

are included in the analysis.

The identification of those reforming a prior unaas of interest in itself. Chapter 9
revealed that reconciliations played a signifigaentt in (re)marriages for lone mothers
entering through the breakdown of a prior unioredvalf were reconciliations). Hence
the strong effect of removing them from the modetle determinants of (re)marriage.
Contrastingly, only 14 per cent of the cohabitimgoms formed by this type of lone
mother were reconciliations. There appears to bdifference in the chance of
reconciliation depending on the type of previoudrmaship that broke down; 24 per
cent of those who were previously married were btmreform a prior union

compared with 26 per cent of those who previouslyabited. Reconciliations were of

24\Wu and Schimmele (2005) use Canadian data anddesniepartnering of all individuals in their study
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little interest for those entering lone motherhdlmaugh giving birth whilst single and
never-married, given only around 15 per cent hadadly had a previous partnership.
However descriptive statistics for this sample catied that nearly 60 per cent of those
that subsequently partnered formed partnershigsté father of their child.
Unfortunately in terms of absolute numbers thesegs were small, preventing further
investigation, such as that conducted by PayneRamgje (1998).

3. What is the relationship between repartnering and well-being of lone mothers?

0 How isrepartnering associated with transitions in three key domains:
Economic; Demographic; and Health?

0 Isrepartnering associated with:
= Animprovement in economic circumstances?
= Additional demographic changes, such as an increasein the
number of resident dependent children or a household move?

= Improved health?

The literature reviewed in relation to this reseagabstion revealed that, more often
than not, the focus on repartnering and well-b@higne mothers has been in terms of
the relationship between repartnering and finangell-being. Clearly this relationship
is of particular importance given the fact thatdanothers are more vulnerable to
poverty than couple families. However, as Chap@ereveals, repartnering is
associated with a host of other changes, many afhndre outside of the financial
domain. This chapter also confirms the existendatefrelationships between many
factors, highlighting the need to use a multivarimamework when considering factors
associated with repartnering. Whilst improved ficial well-being is certainly a
desirable consequence of repartnering for lone emsthhis chapter highlights the
importance of considering other changes occurringrad this time, since these all have

implications for overall well-being of lone mothers

The empirical findings in relation to financial wdiéing show, as expected from
previous research, the importance of a move intk\@e a means to improve the

financial situation of a lone mother (Millar, 198adshaw and Millar, 1991; Ford et
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al., 1998; Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et al., 2001;evisgand Perry, 2003; Marsh and
Vegeris, 2004). However, after controlling forfeaage in employment status,
repartnering is still significantly associated wath improvement in the self-perceived
financial situation of a lone mother. Althoughstimeasure tells us little about any
changes in absolute household income level thatbtheigcur subsequent to repartnering
it is a positive finding nonetheless. In any caseincrease in the level of household
income may not always result in an increase irpgrgonal income of a lone mother,
since financial resources within a household ateeoessarily distributed evenly. The
result from this study certainly indicates an asstan between a lone mother finding a

new partner and an improvement in her own finarsstahtion.

It was not a surprise to find that repartnering associated with a higher number of
dependent children resident in the household. nAsevious studies, the results suggest
that these additional children are likely to be npeint babies rather than children from
the new partner’s previous relationship, or oldgldeen returning to the household
(Ford et al., 1998; Marsh and Rowlingson, 2002)rtlkermore, the analysis indicates
that new children in the household may have impoitaplications for the employment
status of a lone mother. Contrary to the initigbdthesis that the presence of more
children in the household might be associated witlousehold move, this was not
found to be the case. The most important factoelation to a move was whether or not
a lone mother repartnered over the same periodveMer, the relationship between
repartnering and moving was modified dependingheléngth of time already spent as
a lone mother. Moves occurring in isolation ofagpering tended to occur in the early
years of entering lone motherhood — a likely restihtecoming a lone mother in the
first place. The probability of experiencing botarsitions (a household move and
repartnering) was higher at later durations of Ioraherhood. Distinguishing between
the different types of move and examining a move awner occupation revealed an

even stronger relationship between repartneringlaisdype of move.

Descriptive statistics provided by previous studiase suggested that the repartnering
of lone mothers is associated with improved healtftomes (Finlayson et al., 2000;
Marsh and Vegeris, 2004). However, after testing association in a multivariate
framework this research finds no direct associdbetveen repartnering and
improvements in mental health. Instead, a strorigdetween a change in mental
health and a change in financial situation is fquasdhas also been suggested by a
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number of other studies (Baker and North, 1999;dHetpal., 1999a). The results
indicate that an improvement in self perceivedrimal situation is associated with a
significant improvement in mental health and, weesa, a worsening in self-perceived
financial situation goes hand in hand with a detation of mental health. One can
only conclude therefore that any relationship fobetiveen repartnering and an
improvement in mental health is indirect, throulga &ssociation between repartnering

and improved financial situation.

However, similar to the findings from a recent Ustdy (Williams et al., 2008), the
results here challenge the assumption that reparnis beneficial for a lone mother’s
mental well-being. The findings from this reseairaticate that repartnering is directly
associated with a significant deterioration of naéhealth. Perhaps the change in
family dynamic and the increased number of rolas shione mother may have to play
(spouse, mother, step-mother for example) whentagramoves into the household
may initially lead to higher levels of psycholodidistress. However, this explanation
implies that the change in mental health score samsea result of repartnering, yet this
is something which cannot be ascertained fromahaysis. In fact, this problem of
endogeneity is a particular limitation with all thealyses conducted in Chapter 10.
Given that the transition captured by the respmasiable occurs over the same time
period as the transition into a partnership, itripossible to identify the direction of any
links found. Analysing changes occurring one or ywears after repartnering would
have largely resolved this problem and would nobddiave shed more light on the
implications of repartnering for a lone mother’slivaeing. Unfortunately, such

analyses were hampered by small sample size.

In conclusion, this study has demonstrated thdt detnographic and socio-economic
factors are likely to affect the duration of lonetirerhood in the U.K. There is some
evidence that the relative importance of some fadtorelation to repartnering differs
depending on the route of entry into lone mothedhoBconomic factors appear to be
particularly important for single never-married éomothers, but this only becomes
clear when considering the different types of lamethers separately. This result
highlights the importance of carrying out separatalels in future analyses.

The identification of a considerable number of rextitations in this study also has
implications for future work. The determinants efarming a prior union are likely to
be different to forming a new partnership. Inddealyne and Range (1998) find this to
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be the case. For example, in their analysis thsguce of duration dependence was
largely the result of a significant decrease inltk&ihood of returning to a previous
partner with time since separation; there was goitant effect of duration on the
chance of finding a new partner. The age of a wowiaen she first became a lone
mother also had a different effect depending ortytpe of exit; the chance of finding a
new partner decreased steadily with increasingaagetry to lone motherhood, but
there was no effect of age on the chance of retgrta a former partner. Although it
was not possible to replicate their analyses im shidy, the findings here provide some
support for their results — removing those who nede with a previous partner
considerably changed the impact of a number otbéas on the formation of a
marriage. Clearly it is impossible to predict howich this may have affected results
from previous studies. However, the level of reditatoons indicated by this study and
the effect of these on the model in Chapter 9 ssiggeat this issue should be
considered in subsequent analyses. There is agrigi@rence to enter cohabiting
unions upon repartnering rather than marriage. é¥@w few previous studies have
considered how the relationship between each factdrepartnering might differ
depending on the type of union formed. In line wittdings from repartnering studies
conducted in the Netherlands and Canada (Wu arakBsthnan, 1994; De Graaf and
Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and Schimmele, 2005) the findifigsn this study certainly suggest
that there are differences in the effect of eactadate on the likelihood of moving into
each type of union. Although lone mothers thatrfer partnership are likely to
experience a number of additional changes ovesdhe period, overall these changes
are likely to have a positive impact on a lone regthwell-being.

11.2 Policy implications

Clearly, factors such as the lower rate of paidlegrpent and higher rate of benefit
receipt among lone mothers compared with coupleli@snmply that the duration of
lone motherhood is particularly relevant to sopialicy. However, it is also important
for policy makers to consider the reciprocal efeaft benefit receipt and employment
status on the chance of leaving lone motherhoogba@ifcular concern is the strong
negative impact that receipt of Income Support appto have on the repartnering of
single never-married lone mothers. Whether thduis to the fact that a new partner

moving into the household is likely to result iel@ange to the amount of benefit
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received by the lone mother, or if this effect banexplained by the lower
attractiveness of such a lone mother on benefiéspgotential new partner remains to be
seen. Further research is clearly needed to iigag¢stthis issue. Receipt of alimony or
maintenance also reduced the chance of repartnieniradj lone mothers, but again the
mechanism behind this relationship remains uncl&nployment status was another
important factor and the findings here replicatesthfrom a number of previous studies
(e.g. Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 199arsh and Vegeris, 2004) - those
out of the labour market are less likely to repartTaken together these results imply
that recent reforms designed to reduce the nunfdene parents claiming Income
Support and increase the proportion of lone parentsnployment, might have
implications for the repartnering rate of lone pase

A recent study certainly suggests that in-work fieneform (i.e. the introduction of the
Working Families’ Tax Credit (WFTC) in 1999) which svdesigned to increase the
incentive for being in work has had unintended&fen the repartnering of lone
mothers (Francesconi and van der Klaauw, 2007 )weder, although their findings
indicate the reform has lead to a significant inseein the employment rate for lone
mothers, they find that the reform has reduced tla¢e of repartnering. Perhaps this
result stems from the fact that, as with Income@uip a new partner moving into the
household would change a lone mother’s entitlerteliFTC. This may suggest that
when employment is tied with benefit receipt theipwe effects of being in
employment on repartnering are out-weighed by dgative effect of benefit receipt on
repartnering. Moreover, this finding underpins ith@ortance of understanding the
interrelationships between benefit receipt, repangy and employment in order that
the (unintended) implications of in-work benefitaens can be properly assessed prior
to their implementation. Undoubtedly, researchtaneffects of welfare reform (post
implementation) on demographic trends includingngaing and fertility, such as the
research by Francesconi and van der Klaauw (20@¥jheat by Brewer, Ratcliffe and
Smith (2007) is needed, yet as highlighted by Feaoconi and van der Klaauw (2007)
such research is considerably lacking for Britaidhatever the effect of more recent
reforms on the repartnering rate for lone paresmispuraging lone parents into paid

work is likely to lead to improved financial welelmg, as was seen in Chapter 10.

The association between repartnering and an incredse number of dependent
children in the household is also clearly relewantolicy makers. As other studies
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have found, a new joint baby has implications F& ¢mployment status of the mother
(Kasparova et al., 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 200dlpreover, the addition of further
children to such partnerships which have been fdarme more unstable than first
partnerships (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000br@aern, particularly in terms of the
economic and psychological well-being of the chatldr The impact of family
transitions on the well-being of children is an om@ant issue, but is beyond the scope

of this thesis.

11.3 Limitations of the study and lessons for fattgsearch

11.3.1 Sample size constraints and their impadata analysis

The large number of waves of BHPS data availabl¢hisrresearch and the prospective
nature of the data has allowed a detailed anabfsispartnering patterns of lone
mothers in the U.K. However, the fact that anaysguired observation of lone
mothers from the point they initially entered lanetherhood restricted the sample size
available for analysis. Therefore, although nuraemaves of data were available, the
achieved sample sizes were still relatively sngaltticularly with respect to women
entering lone motherhood through the birth of ddchihilst single and never-married.
As a result, the statistical power to identify tastsignificantly associated with
repartnering was somewhat limited. Furthermoreaglyregating the data further by
particular characteristics of interest resulte@anticularly small cell counts in some
cases. Although it is possible to collapse catiegarithin variables, the consequence
of this can be a loss of meaning. This was paditythe case for the variable for
ethnic group, which could only be included as abyrvariable indicating white or
‘other’ ethnic group. In some models, i.e. the eledf transitions in health considered
in Chapter 10, the variable for ethnic group wasftbto have a significant effect.
However, the rather crude nature of this variabéaum that it was able to tell us little
about how transitions in health might vary acraselmothers from different ethnic
groups. A new panel study, the UK Household Lormyital Survey (UKHLS), which
begins this year and subsumes the BHPS may beaptevide more insight into such
issues. As the largest panel study in the wohnle UKHLS has a target sample of
around 40,000 households amounting to 100,000 isha interviews and includes an

ethnic minority booster sample of 3,000 households.
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Another constraint of the achieved sample sizdesla the spells of lone motherhood
considered by the study. Only the first spell et be identified over the waves of the
panel is included in the sample, yet this is natssarily the first spell of lone
motherhood for these women. In fact, a small nurobendividuals were found to re-
enter lone motherhood in later waves of the partedrefore there is clearly a
possibility that the first observed spell is na first spell of ever being a lone mother.
Establishing and using only the first ever spell lddwave restricted the relatively small
initial sample further. However, it would have hesd interest to distinguish between

and further examine the repeated spells of londerbbod.

11.3.2 Measurement of partnership status and congaignership histories

In order to examine the effect of prior partnershom the repartnering of lone mothers
it was necessary to use the marital and cohahitaigtories collected in wave two of
the BHPS. However, given that the lone mothethénsample could enter the sample
at any point across the panel these records oftdridibe updated using subsequent
waves of the panel, as described in Section 4 \8/Rilst the history data in wave two
collected dates of the beginning and ending gbradir unions (including cohabitations)
up to that point in time, the information colleci&ckoss the panel in subsequent waves
is not nearly so detailed. A variable indicatihg timing of a marital status change
captures changes in legal marital status from wvilaneee onwards, yet it is not possible
to identify the timing of an individual’'s entry mor dissolution of a cohabiting union
across the panel except by comparing their de faetgtal status collected in each
wave. The exact duration of prior cohabiting unioasld therefore not be calculated;
hence durations were estimated to the nearest yedine same respect, the exact
timing of a move into a cohabiting union upon réparing could not be identified.
More precise estimates of the timing of enterind dissolving unions including
cohabitations might allow a continuous time evastdny analysis approach and
provide further insight into the effect of covaeaton the timing of repartnering.
Additionally, greater detail is needed to estabfistre concretely if those re-forming
prior unions genuinely separated in the first placevhether survey error has played a
part here. Finally, there needs to be greatertsftorcollect full partnership histories of

those entering the survey in later waves of theepamhe inclusion of only a limited
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number of partnership history variables in eachevafvthe panel means that the

partnership histories for later entrants to thegbane often missing or incomplete.

11.4 Directions for further work

11.4.1 Understanding the repartnering process ntgative versus qualitative

data analysis

This study has been able to provide evidence ofi¢herminants of repartnering for all
lone mothers in the U.K. and an estimate of theapyeeduration of lone motherhood.
This is important since changes in the duratioronélparenthood may impact upon the
growth of lone parenthood. Furthermore, it is intaot to know how the rate of
repartnering varies by demographic and socio-ecantaators in order to establish
those lone mothers who are most likely to remaitnéstock of lone parents. However,
quantitative findings such as these can only pmus with so much information. In
order to have a greater understanding of the datants of repartnering and the
mechanisms behind the relationships found we nealtitgtive data. Yet only one of
the studies on repartnering of lone mothers (Ruyson and McKay, 1998) has
collected such data. Qualitative data would alewigde us with insights into other
types of unions which may be formed by lone mothé&msr example, this study
considers the determinants of forming a co-residepartnership, even though some
lone mothers may have entered a ‘Living apart tegreunion — which cannot be
identified in the BHPS.

11.4.2 Multiple episodes of lone parenthood

Whilst this study has suggested that the averagaido of lone motherhood is
relatively short and has provided some evidencerdpartnering is associated with
positive changes to a lone mother’s well-being,dffability of the new unions created
has not been considered here. The identificatighignstudy of multiple episodes of
lone parenthood, as described above, certainlgatels a level of instability with
respect to the partnerships formed. There seelns little U.K. research on the
stability of stepfamilies. Analysis of the firsv& waves of the BHPS by Ermisch and
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Francesconi (2000b) suggests a high level of ifgtafor such families; over one
quarter were found to dissolve within a year. Redeon the stability of remarriages in
the U.S. provides similar results. Remarriages w/isép-children are involved have
particularly high rates of dissolution comparedhitst marriages (Booth and
Edwards, 1992). The duration of these new partrnessdnd the factors which are
associated with the dissolution of such unionsohiear importance, not least because
of the implications of the breakdown of such uni@rsthe well-being of a lone mother

and her children.

Not all the new unions formed by lone mothers tedtepfamilies however. A number
of the single never-married lone parents had neadra previous partnership and a
significant proportion of this type of lone mothbat found a partner were found to
form a partnership with the father of their chilBerrington and Diamond (1999) found
a higher risk of marital dissolution among thoseovillave a pre-marital birth compared
with those who have their first birth within maggin their analysis of the 1958 birth
cohort. However, the majority of new unions fornigdone mothers were
cohabitations. The proportion of these unions whighlater converted to marriage or
dissolved and the determinants and timing of sweimts would be an area for further

research.

Around a quarter of the sample that became a lastbenthrough the breakdown of a
previous partnership and found a new partner, ¥aened to be re-forming their
previous partnership. As highlighted above, gitrenlack of detail relating to the
movement into and out of partnerships, particuladigabiting unions, collected by the
BHPS across the panel it is difficult to know iEte are genuine break-ups and
reformations or if the observed patterns are disuteey error. For those that had
reformed their relationship following only one seywear of being a lone parent there
is a higher chance that these break-ups are spuridawever, for those where the
spouse is not identified as living in the houseHoldseveral years it is likely that these
cases are genuine. Clearly there is a need fthrdluresearch to examine these
partnerships and for improved data collection enidy spurious versus real periods of

separation from a partner.
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11.4.3 The circumstances of other family members

The characteristics of the new partner enterindhthesehold will no doubt have some
implications for the speed with which a lone motimeght be able to move off benefits
or improve her financial situation for example. Wghlighted by Finlayson et al (2000),
repartnering of lone mothers can only lead to gorovement in the welfare of the
family if the new partner entering the household s@nificantly add to the household
income. In fact, any changes in a lone mother’d-leing upon repartnering will be, to
a certain extent, determined by the characterisfitse new partner entering the
household. In spite of this, there appears torthe @ne study which has attempted to
examine the characteristics of the new partneasmjndetail (Finlayson et al., 2000).
Whilst it was of interest to examine the charasters of the new partners for the lone
mothers considered in this thesis, a consideralbleqgption did not provide a full
interview in the year they were found to be livinghe household. Attempts to cross-
tabulate transitions in the well-being domains wiitt new partner’s characteristics
yielded extremely small cell counts in many caseb@evented any meaningful
analysis. In order to fully establish the impaictepartnering on the well-being of lone
mothers it will be vital for future studies to cathsr the characteristics of the new

partner as well as those of the lone mother herself

11.4.4 Welfare policies and the dynamics of loneeptnood

As previously mentioned, the rate of benefit recemigher among lone mothers than
couple families. Results from the latest wavehef EACS indicate that nearly all lone
mothers received either a benefit or tax credimgared with two thirds of couple
families (Conolly and Kerr, 2008). Given the meaested nature of many of these
benefits, a new partner moving into the househaklimplications for the amount of
benefit received and possibly entitlement to theefie at all (depending on the
circumstances of the new partner in terms of teeiployment status and level of
income). Whilst a number of studies have consitlbenefit receipt as a determinant of
repartnering (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Boheim anaiBch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998;
Finlayson et al., 2000), there appears to be veltiittle research which has examined
the effect of repartnering on benefit status, paléirly using a multivariate framework.

Descriptive statistics from previous studies (&lgKay, 2002; Marsh and Perry, 2003)
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and those from this study suggest repartneringse@ated with a move off Income
Support. However, a multivariate analysis condiitte Finlayson et al (2000) found
little evidence of a direct association betweeraragering and a move off either Income
Support or Family Credit (now WFTC). Yet their spuappears to be the only study
which has examined movements onto and off benefitslation to repartnering using a

multivariate model. Clearly more studies are neddadst this finding.

11.4.5 Mental health and the dynamics of lone gaoad

Existing research indicates that lone mothers haoegp mental health than married
mothers (Hope et al., 1999a). However, little egsk has considered the effect of
transitions into and out of lone parenthood on mlemtalth. Research on marital
transitions and mental health has demonstratedrdatitioning out of marriage is
associated with higher levels of psychologicalrdist (Hope, Rodgers and Power,
1999b; Wade and Pevalin, 2004). This suggeststiigy into lone parenthood, at least
for those entering through the breakdown of a astmp, will lead to poorer mental
health outcomes. In fact, Hope et al (1999a) firad the higher level of psychological
distress for lone mothers compared with marriechexst can largely be explained by
financial hardship. However, their inability tocatint for all the difference between
lone mothers and married mothers, and in particuitr regards to divorced lone
mothers, leads them to the conclusion that facteding to divorce might also be
important in explaining the difference in mentahltle between married women and
lone mothers. More research is therefore needédrity establish the effect of entry
into lone motherhood on health and how this vamesoutes into lone motherhood.

Compared with exits from marriage, the impact dfymto marriage or remarriage on
health is less clear and has been somewhat nedjiectiee literature (Williams and
Umberson, 2004). A positive effect of forming dabiting union after the breakdown
of a marriage on mental health has been found @kassa, 1994). However, a recent
study by Williams et al (2008) conducted in the Lt&allenges the notion that
repartnering, particularly in the form of a cohaigtunion, necessarily leads to positive
changes in mental health for lone mothers. Whistcriptive analyses in previous U.K.
studies have shown an association between leammmggdarenthood through

repartnering and improved health outcomes (Finlaysal., 2000; Marsh and Vegeris,
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2004), the results from this thesis suggest themidirect association between
improvements in mental health and repartneringtebd a direct association between
repartnering and a deterioration of mental healtiound, though the limitations of the
analysis imply that this result should be considevéh caution. There is clearly a
need for further research using longitudinal datexamine the impact of entry and exit
from lone parenthood on mental health outcomesicpéarly considering the results
from such analyses are likely to have importantgyamplications.

11.4.6 Ethnicity and the dynamics of lone parenthoo

A number of studies have identified a differencéhi@ chance of becoming a lone
mother by ethnic group (e.g. Rowlingson and McKE898). However, the results
from several studies (e.g. Boheim and Ermisch, 1888ayson et al., 2000) which
have considered ethnic group in relation to thetioin of lone parenthood have
revealed contrasting results. This is most likelg ttuthe small proportion of lone
mothers who are of ethnicities other than whitthenU.K. which hinders statistical
analyses. The larger sample size of the UKHLS hedrtclusion of an ethnic minority
boost will undoubtedly be able to provide a greateterstanding of how the duration

of lone parenthood varies by ethnic group.
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Appendix A

Percentage distributions of the variables seleftiethe analysis of repartnering
among single never-married lone mothers.

Fixed time variables

Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Original?5 Expanded Original Expanded

Age (categorised)

16-19 years 32 121 36.0 40.9

20-24 years 38 103 42.7 34.8

25-29 years 12 38 13.5 12.8

30+ years 7 34 7.9 11.5
Number of previous partners

No previous partner 75 245 84.3 82.8

1 partner 10 38 11.2 12.8

2 partners 4 13 4.5 44
Ethnic group membership

White 86 284 96.6 96.0

Other 3 12 3.4 4.1
Highest Academic qualification

Higher degree, teaching 9 40 10.1 13.5

qualification, HND/HNC

Alevels 11 25 12.4 8.5

O levels 32 89 36.0 30.1

CSE 17 71 19.1 24.0

None of these 20 71 22.5 24.0
Tenure

Owner occupier 36 112 40.5 37.8

Local authority/Housing Assoc. 45 156 50.6 52.7

rented

Other rented 8 28 9.0 9.5
Social Class

Professional/Managerial 13 47 14.6 15.9

Skilled non-manual 23 65 25.8 22.0

Skilled manual 8 27 9.0 9.1

Partly skilled/unskilled manual 36 123 40.5 41.6

Missing 9 34 10.1 11.5

Cont/d

% The original dataset includes one row per loneneotThe expanded dataset includes as many rows
per lone mother as periods they were at risk flso(Bnown as a person-period data-file) and theechs

a result the frequency distributions are weightezbeding to how many years a lone mother remained a
lone mother.
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Fixed time variables continued...

Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Original ~ Expanded Original Expanded
Region
Southern regions 32 112 36.0 37.8
Northern regions 31 97 34.8 32.8
Wales/Scotland/N.I. 26 87 29.2 294
Religion
No religion o7 199 64.0 67.2
C of E/Anglican 11 30 12.4 10.1
Roman Catholic 13 46 14.6 15.5
Other religion 8 21 9.0 7.1
Attendance at religious services
Once a week or more 4 10 4.5 3.4
At least once a month 7 27 7.9 9.1
At least once a year 15 91 16.9 17.2
Practically never 29 101 32.6 34.1
Only weddings/funerals 34 107 38.2 36.2
Year of entry to lone motherhood
1992 5 22 5.6 7.4
1993-1994 20 86 22.5 29.1
1995-1996 11 59 12.4 19.9
1997-1999 21 71 23.6 24.0
2000-2003 32 58 36.0 19.6
Sample membership status
Original Essex sample 75 271 84.3 91.6
Extension sample 14 25 15.7 8.5
Time-varying covariates
Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Employment Status
Employed 88 29.7
Unemployed 20 6.8
Family Care 153 51.7
Other 35 11.8
Income Support
Yes 194 65.5
No 102 34.5
Alimony
Yes 15 5.1
No 281 94.9

cont/d...
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Time-varying covariates continued...

Explanatory variable N % Distribution

Housing Benefit

Yes 96 324

No 200 67.6
Financial Situation

Living comfortably/doing alright 121 40.9

Just about getting by 100 33.8

Finding it quite/very difficult 75 253
Limiting health

Yes 37 12.5

No 259 87.5
GHQ score

GHQ 0-3 219 74.0

GHQ 4-6 35 11.8

GHQ 7-12 42 14.2
Annual income

£10,000 or less 108 36.5

£10,000.01- £15,000.00 82 27.7

£15,000.01- £20,000.00 50 16.9

£20,000.01 or more 27 9.1

Missing 29 9.8
Household type

Lone parent household 222 75.0

Couple or other household 74 25.0
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Appendix B

Percentage distributions of the variables seleftiethe analysis of repartnering
among women becoming a lone mother through thektdowen of a previous
partnership.

Fixed time variables

Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Original?6  Expanded Original Expanded

Age (categorised)

18-24 years 74 215 17.4 16.6

25-29 years 71 210 16.7 16.2

30-34 years 114 408 26.8 314

35+ years 167 465 39.2 35.8
Number of children

One child 193 531 453 40.9

Two children 159 548 37.3 42.2

Three or more children 74 219 17.4 16.9
Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 218 694 51.2 53.5

5to 11 years 149 498 35.0 384

12 to 15 years 59 106 13.9 8.2
Type of lone mother

Previously married 279 861 65.5 66.3

Previously cohabiting 147 437 34.5 33.7
Number of previous partners

1 partner 243 793 66.0 68.1

2 partners 100 299 27.2 25.7

3 or more partners 25 72 6.8 6.2
Previous union duration

Less than 5 years 96 315 26.1 271

5o 9 years 99 294 26.9 25.3

10 to 14 years 72 234 19.6 20.1

15+ years 101 321 275 27.6
Ethnic group membership

White 414 1266 97.2 97.5

Other 12 32 2.8 2.5

% The original dataset includes one row per lonehetThe expanded dataset includes as many rows
per lone mother as periods they were at risk flso(Bnown as a person-period data-file) and theechs

a result the frequency distributions are weightezbeding to how many years a lone mother remained a
lone mother.
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Fixed time variables continued...

Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Original Expanded Original Expanded
Highest Academic qualification
Higher degree, teaching 42 151 9.9 11.6
qualification, HND/HNC
Alevels 70 240 16.4 18.5
O levels 176 542 41.3 41.8
CSE 62 189 14.6 14.6
None of these 76 176 17.8 13.6
Tenure
Owner occupier 197 635 46.2 48.9
Local authority/Housing Assoc. 154 445 36.2 34.3
rented
Other rented 75 218 17.6 16.8
Social Class
Professional/Managerial 90 300 211 23.1
Skilled non-manual 138 423 324 32.6
Skilled manual 52 147 12.2 11.3
Partly skilled/unskilled manual 127 372 29.8 28.7
Missing 19 56 4.5 4.3
Region
Southern regions 133 452 31.2 34.8
Northern regions 170 531 39.9 40.9
Wales/Scotland/N.I. 123 315 28.9 243
Religion
No religion 217 626 50.9 48.2
C of E/Anglican 111 368 26.1 284
Roman Catholic 41 106 9.6 8.2
Other religion o7 198 134 15.3
Attendance at religious services
Once a week or more 28 96 6.6 7.4
At least once a month 33 118 7.8 9.1
At least once a year 7 241 18.1 18.6
Practically never 119 343 27.9 26.4
Only weddings/funerals 169 500 39.7 38.5
Year of entry to lone motherhood
1992 33 134 7.8 10.3
1993-1994 59 249 13.9 19.2
1995-1996 54 241 12.7 18.6
1997-1999 106 354 249 27.3
2000-2003 174 320 40.9 24.7
Sample origin
Original Essex Sample 341 1144 80.1 88.1
Extension Sample 85 154 20.0 11.9
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Time varying covariates

Explanatory variable N % Distribution
Employment Status

Employed 741 57.1

Unemployed 63 4.9

Family Care 413 31.8

Other 81 6.2
Income Support

Yes 772 59.5

No 526 40.5
Alimony

Yes 896 69.0

No 402 31.0
Housing Benefit

Yes 947 73.0

No 351 27.0
Financial Situation

Living comfortably 113 8.7

Doing alright 334 25.7

Just about getting by 945 42.0

Finding it quite difficult 195 15.0

Finding it very difficult 111 8.6
Limiting Health

Yes 138 10.6

No 1160 89.4
GHQ score

GHQ 0-3 831 64.0

GHQ 4-6 188 14.5

GHQ 7-12 279 215
Annual income

£5,000.00 or less 103 7.9

£5,000.01- £10,000.00 411 31.7

£10,000.01- £15,000.00 371 28.6

£15,000.01- £20,000.00 213 16.4

£20,000.01 or more 141 10.9

Missing 59 4.6
Household type

Lone parent household 1253 96.5

Couple or other household 45 3.5
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Appendix C

Coding frames for the explanatory variables usdtienanalysis of economic,

demographic and health transitions.

Demographic control variables (measured at time.3)

Variable

Coding

Notes

Age

Time spent as a lone
mother

Number of children

Age of youngest child

Type of lone mother

1=16-24 years
2 = 25-29 years
3 =30-34 years
4 = 35-39 years
5 =40 years and older

1=t<2years
2=2years<t<4years
3 =4 years<t<6years
4 =t>06years

1 = One child
2 = Two children

3 = Three or more children

1 =Under 5 years
2 =5-11 years

3 =12-15 years

4 = Missing

1 = Previously married
2 = Previously cohabiting
3 = Single never-married
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Socio-economic control variables (measured at tinte,)

Variable

Coding Notes

Housing tenure

Social class

Highest academic
qualification

Employment

Financial situation

Receipt of Income Support

GHQ Score

1 = Owner occupied

2 = Local authority/housing
association rented

3 = Other rented

1 = Professional & managerial/ ~ *including 2 in the armed forces
technical occupation

2 = Skilled non-manual/manual

3 = Partly skilled/unskilled

occupation®

4 = Never had a job

1 = Degree, HND, HNC,
teaching qualification

2 =Alevels
3=0levels

4 =CSE

5 = None of these

1 = Employed

2 = Unemployed
3 = Family car
4 = Other

1 = Living comfortably

2 = Doing alright

3 = Just about getting by
4 = Finding it quite difficult
5 = Finding it very difficult

1=No
2=Yes

1=GHQO0-3
2=GHQ 4-6
3=GHQ 7-12
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Change variables (change measured between and t)

Variable Coding Notes

Repartner 0=No
1=Yes

Change in financial Situation 1 = Better off Variable collected at time t1. From
2 = Worse off question: “Would you say that you

Change in employment
status

Change in number of
children

Change in receipt of Income
Support

Improvement in mental health

Individual move

3 = About the same

1 = Moved into employment
2 = Left employment

3 = Stayed out of work

4 = Stayed in work

1 = Less children

2 = More children

3 = No change

4 = No dependent children

1 = Stay off income support

2 = Move onto income support
3 = Move off income support

4 = Stay on income support

1=No
2=Yes

1 = Non-mover
2 = Mover

yourself are better off, worse off or
about the same financially than you
were a year ago?”
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Appendix D

Levels of item non-response in each analysis.

Improvement in financial situation

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 40 2.41
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership 7 0.42
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 7 0.42
Social class 11 0.66
Highest academic qualification 10 0.60
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 15 0.91
Receipt of income support 14 0.84
GHQ score 33 1.99
Region 5 0.30
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in number of children 0 0.00
Change in receipt of income support 14 0.84
Change in mental health 54 3.26
Individual move 0 0.00

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable

254



Increase in number of resident dependent children

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 40 240
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership 7 0.42
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 7 0.42
Social class 11 0.66
Highest academic qualification 10 0.60
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 15 0.90
Receipt of income support 14 0.84
GHQ score 33 1.98
Region 5 0.30
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in financial situation 9 0.54
Change in receipt of income support 19 1.14
Change in mental health 59 3.54
Individual move 0 0.00

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable

Household move

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 40 2.40
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership 7 0.42
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 7 0.42
Social class 11 0.66
Highest academic qualification 10 0.60
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 15 0.90
Receipt of income support 14 0.84
Region 5 0.30
GHQ Score 33 1.98
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in number of children 0 0.00
Change in receipt of income support 19 1.14
Change in financial situation 9 0.54
Change in mental health 59 3.54

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable
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Move into owner occupation

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 14 1.57
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership 4 0.45
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 0 0.00
Social class 8 0.89
Highest academic qualification 8 0.89
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 6 0.67
Receipt of income support 5 0.56
Region 5 0.56
GHQ Score 14 1.57
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in number of children 0 0.00
Change in receipt of income support 7 0.78
Change in financial situation 4 0.45

Change in mental health 31 3.47

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable

Improvement in mental health

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 18 3.31
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership 0 0.31
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 4 0.74
Social class 3 0.55
Highest academic qualification 2 0.37
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 0 0.00
Receipt of income support 0 0.00
Region 2 0.37
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in number of children 0 0.00
Change in receipt of income support 0 0.00
Change in financial situation 2 0.37
Individual move 0 0.00

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable
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Deterioration of mental health

Variable Frequency missing Per cent missing*
Age 0 0.00
Time spent as a lone mother 0 0.00
Number of children 0 0.00
Age of youngest child 19 1.79
Type of lone mother 0 0.00
Ethnic group membership ) 0.47
Sample origin 0 0.00
Housing tenure 2 0.19
Social class 5 0.47
Highest academic qualification 5 0.47
Employment status 0 0.00
Financial situation 1 0.09
Receipt of income support 0 0.00
Region 3 0.28
Repartner 0 0.00
Employment transition 0 0.00
Change in number of children 0 0.00
Change in receipt of income support 0 0.00
Change in financial situation 2 0.19
Individual move 0 0.00

*percent of sample missing after deletion of migstases on the dependent variable
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Appendix E

Bivariate associations between the dependent Jasia each domain and the

explanatory variables

Improvement in Financial situation

Explanatory Variable Per cent “better off” N
Age

16-24 years 28.9 325
25-29 years 27.9 269
30-34 years 27.8 342
35-39 years 26.3 323
40 years and older 23.9 339
Pearson Chi-square = 2.5556 (p=0.635)

Time spent as a lone

mother

t<2years 26.0 846
2 years <t<4 years 26.7 412
4 years <t <6 years 314 210
t> 6 years 26.2 130
Pearson Chi-square = 2.5797 (p=0.461)

Number of children

One child 26.8 826
Two children 29.2 554
Three or more children 21.6 218
Pearson Chi-square = 4.7147 (p=0.095)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 27.2 735
5-11 years 29.2 595
12-15 years 21.7 230
Missing 15.8 38
Pearson Chi-square = 7.1975 (p=0.066)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 26.0 857
Previously cohabiting 30.3 433
Single never-married 24.7 308
Pearson Chi-square = 3.5883 (p=0.166)

Ethnic group

White 27.0 1556
Other 23.8 42
Pearson Chi-square = 0.2106 (p=0.646)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 21.7 1420
Extension sample 20.8 178

Pearson Chi-square = 3.8173 (p=0.051)
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Improvement in financial situation continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent “better off” N
Time period

1992-1994 221 204
1995-1997 27.9 369
1998-2000 29.1 488
2001-2003 26.1 537
Pearson Chi-square = 4.0104 (p= 0.260)

Housing tenure

Owner occupied 27.2 739
Local authority/housing 639
association rented 26.0

Other rented 28.6 220
Pearson Chi-square = 0.6469 (p=0.724)

Social class

Professional & managerial/

technical occupation 34.6 358
Skilled non-manual/manual 23.2 655
Partly skilled/unskilled

occupation 26.7 514
Never had a job 23.9 71
Pearson Chi-square = 15.7712 (p=0.001)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching

qualification 35.1 214
Alevels 30.7 290
O levels 27.3 600
CSE 21.3 253
None of these 19.9 241
Pearson Chi-square = 19.3423 (p=0.001)

Employment

Employed 29.8 826
Unemployed 29.8 84
Family care 22.7 573
Other 25.2 115
Pearson Chi-square =9.1733 (p=0.027)

Financial situation

Living comfortably 30.8 143
Doing alright 25.7 428
Just about getting by 21.7 649
Finding it quite difficult 26.6 237
Finding it very difficult 234 141
Pearson Chi-square = 2.5196 (p=0.641)

Receipt of income support

No 28.8 871
Yes 24.6 727

Pearson Chi-square = 3.5468 (p=0.060)
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Improvement in financial situation continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent “better off” N
GHQ Score

GHQ 0-3 27.0 1057
GHQ 4-6 24.9 225
GHQ 7-12 28.2 316
Pearson Chi-square = 0.7217 (p=0.697)

Region

Southern regions 31.1 573
Northern regions 25.2 626
Wales/Scotland/N.I. 23.6 399
Pearson Chi-square = 8.1949 (p=0.017)

Repartner

No 241 1388
Yes 45.2 210
Pearson Chi-square = 41.2998 (p=0.000)

Employment change

Moved into employment 51.8 141
Left employment 16.5 79
Stayed out of employment 17.6 631
Stayed in employment 31.2 747
Pearson Chi-square = 83.5302 (p=0.000)

Change in number of children

Less children 21.8 87
More children 25.7 70
No change in no. children 27.5 1382
Empty nest 22.0 59
Pearson Chi-square = 2.1432 (p=0.543)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 29.8 799
Move onto income support 18.1 72
Move off income support 43.8 144
Stay on income support 19.9 583
Pearson Chi-square = 41.5745 (p=0.000)

Improvement in mental health

No 254 1,286
Yes 33.6 292
Missing 25.0 20
Pearson Chi-square = 8.0425 (p=0.018)

Individual move

Non-mover 25.7 1308
Mover 324 290

Pearson Chi-square = 5.4594 (p=0.019)
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Increase in number of children

Explanatory Variable Per cent having another child N
Age

16-24 years 8.0 325
25-29 years 7.0 272
30-34 years 49 346
35+ years 1.3 673
Pearson Chi-square = 29.6008 (p=0.000)

Time spent as a lone

mother

t<2years 5.5 862
2 years <t <4 years 4.6 412
4 years <t <6 years 1.9 212
t> 6 years 0.8 130
Pearson Chi-square = 9.5843 (p=0.022)

Number of children

One child 5.0 834
Two children 3.9 560
Three or more children 3.2 222
Pearson Chi-square = 1.9208 (p=0.383)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 7.0 744
5-11 years 2.8 600
12-15 years 0.4 233
Missing* 2.6 39
Pearson Chi-square = 24.4392 (p=0.000)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 2.9 869
Previously cohabiting 4.6 439
Single never-married 8.4 308
Pearson Chi-square = 16.8015(p=0.000)

Ethnic group

White 45 1572
Other 2.3 44
Pearson Chi-square = 0.4843 (p=0.486)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 4.5 1434
Extension sample 3.9 182
Pearson Chi-square = 0.1463 (p=0.702)

Time period

1992-1994 7.7 208
1995-1997 4.9 371
1998-2000 4.8 497
2001-2003 24 540

Pearson Chi-square = 10.8694 (p=0.012)
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Increase in number of children continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having another child N
Housing tenure

Owner occupied 2.1 748
Local authority/housing 6.7 646
association rented

Other rented 54 222
Pearson Chi-square = 17.4667 (p=0.000)

Social class

Professional & managerial/ 1.9 365
technical occupation

Skilled non-manual/manual 3.3 659
Partly skilled/unskilled 71 520
occupation

Never had a job* 6.9 72
Pearson Chi-square = 17.3592 (p=0.001)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching 2.3 216
qualification

Alevels 1.7 293
O levels 4.6 605
CSE 5.5 257
None of these 7.8 245
Pearson Chi-square = 14.6081 (p=0.006)

Employment

Employed 2.3 835
Unemployed* 5.8 86
Family care 7.8 578
Other 1.7 117
Pearson Chi-square = 27.1692 (p=0.000)

Financial situation

Living comfortably 0.7 144
Doing alright 46 432
Just about getting by 49 655
Finding it quite difficult 5.4 242
Finding it very difficult 3.5 143
Pearson Chi-square = 5.9509 (p=0.203)

Receipt of Income Support

No 25 883
Yes 6.7 733
Pearson Chi-square = 16.7665 (p=0.000)

GHQ Score

0-3 4.3 1057
4-6 4.4 225
7-12 4.8 316

Pearson Chi-square = 0.1417 (p=0.932)

*Expected cell counts <5

262



Increase in number of children continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having another child N
Region

Southern regions 5.5 578
Northern regions 4.4 632
Wales/Scotland/N.I. 2.7 406
Pearson Chi-square = 4.5407 (p=0.103)

Repartner

No 3.0 1404
Yes 13.7 212
Pearson Chi-square = 50.0880 (p=0.000)

Employment change

Moved into employment 4.2 142
Left employment* 11.4 79
Stayed out of employment 7.2 639
Stayed in employment 1.3 756
Pearson Chi-square = 38.1644 (p=0.000)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 2.1 811
Move onto income support* 6.9 72
Move off income support 6.3 144
Stay on income support 6.8 589
Pearson Chi-square = 20.5477(p=0.000)

Change in financial situation

Better off 41 435
Worse off 5.0 422
About the same 4.2 759
Pearson Chi-square = 0.4658 (p=0.792)

Improvement in mental health

No 4.2 1286
Yes 5.1 292
Missing* 5.3 38
Pearson Chi-square = 0.5684 (p=0.753)

Individual move

Non-mover 3.7 1324
Mover 7.5 292

Pearson Chi-square = 8.3691 (p=0.004)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Household Move

Explanatory Variable Per cent experiencing a N
household move

Age

16-24 years 30.8 325

25-29 years 21.6 269

30-34 years 16.1 342

35-39 years 14.9 323

40 years and older 8.6 339

Pearson Chi-square = 61.2988 (p=0.000)

Time spent as a lone

Mother

t<1year 22.2 846

1 year<t<3years 13.8 412

3 years <t<5years 14.3 210

t>5 years 11.5 130

Pearson Chi-square = 20.5456 (p=0.000)

Number of children

One child 216 826

Two children 14.3 554

Three or more children 15.1 218

Pearson Chi-square = 13.4023 (p=0.001)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 235 735

5-11 years 15.1 595

12-15 years 8.7 230

Missing 18.4 38

Pearson Chi-square = 31.8661 (p=0.000)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 13.9 857

Previously cohabiting 21.7 433

Single never-married 25.0 308

Pearson Chi-square = 23.9130 (p=0.000)

Ethnic group

White 18.4 1556

Other 9.5 42

Pearson Chi-square = 2.1596 (p=0.142)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 18.4 1420

Extension sample 16.3 178

Pearson Chi-square = 0.4643 (p=0.496)

Time period

1992-1994 245 204

1995-1997 217 369

1998-2000 16.8 488

2001-2003 14.5 537

Pearson Chi-square = 13.9965 (p=0.003)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Household Move continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent experiencing a N
household move

Housing tenure

Owner occupied 11.8 739

LA/HA 19.1 639

Other rented 36.8 220

Pearson Chi-square = 72.2303 (p=0.000)

Social class

Professional & managerial/ 14.3 358

technical occupation

Skilled non-manual/manual 17.6 655

Partly skilled/unskilled 20.2 514

occupation

Never had a job 28.2 71

Pearson Chi-square = 10.1285 (p=0.018)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching 15.0 214

qualification

Alevels 15.9 290

O levels 19.7 600

CSE 20.2 253

None of these 17.8 241

Pearson Chi-square = 4.1255 (p=0.389)

Employment

Employed 17.2 826

Unemployed 17.9 84

Family care 19.4 573

Other 19.1 115

Pearson Chi-square = 1.1661 (p=0.761)

Financial situation

Living comfortably 16.8 143

Doing alright 19.2 428

Just about getting by 16.6 649

Finding it quite difficult 20.3 237

Finding it very difficult 19.9 141

Pearson Chi-square = 2.4507(p=0.653)

Receipt of income support

No 17.0 871

Yes 19.5 727

Pearson Chi-square = 1.7215 (p=0.189)

GHQ Score

0-3 16.7 1057

4-6 23.6 225

7-12 19.3 316

Pearson Chi-square = 6.3083 (p=0.043)
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Household Move continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent experiencing a N
household move

Region

Southern regions 19.0 573

Northern regions 18.9 626

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 15.8 399

Pearson Chi-square = 1.9969 (p=0.368) |

Repartner

No 14.6 1388

Yes 414 210

Pearson Chi-square = 88.2172 (p=0.000)

Employment change

Moved into employment 19.9 141

Left employment 30.4 79

Stayed out of employment 19.0 631

Stayed in employment 15.8 747

Pearson Chi-square = 11.3364 (p=0.010)

Change in number of children

Less children 11.5 87

More children 31.4 70

No change in no. children 18.2 1382

Empty nest 10.2 59

Pearson Chi-square = 13.4398 (p=0.004)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 16.3 799

Move onto income support 25.0 72

Move off income support 28.5 144

Stay on income support 17.3 583

Pearson Chi-square = 14.7714 (p=0.002)

Change in financial situation

Better off 21.9 430

Worse off 22.8 417

About the same 13.5 751

Pearson Chi-square = 21.1821 (p=0.000)

Improvement in mental health

No 17.5 1286

Yes 20.2 292

Missing* 30.0 20

Pearson Chi-square = 3.0914 (p=0.213)
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Move into owner occupation

Explanatory Variable Per cent moving into owner N
occupier housing

Age

16-24 years 2.3 257

25-29 years 5.1 195

30-34 years 7.5 186

35-39 years 8.7 138

40 years and older 7.6 92

Pearson Chi-square = 9.6991 (p=0.046)

Time spent as a lone

Mother

t<1year 5.1 470

1 year<t<3years 6.2 227

3 years <t<5years 6.9 102

t>5 years* 5.8 69

Pearson Chi-square = 0.6593 (p=0.883)

Number of children

One child 6.3 474

Two children 47 275

Three or more children 5.0 119

Pearson Chi-square = 0.9325 (p=0.627)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 3.9 489

5-11 years 7.9 278

12-15 years 8.1 87

Missing* 7.1 14

Pearson Chi-square = 6.5290 (p=0.089)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 8.3 324

Previously cohabiting 5.4 332

Single never-married 1.9 212

Pearson Chi-square = 10.0488 (p=0.007)

Ethnic group

White 5.7 839

Other* 3.5 29

Pearson Chi-square = 0.2719 (p=0.602)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 6.2 763

Extension sample 1.9 105

Pearson Chi-square = 3.1375 (p=0.077)

Time period

1992-1994 6.7 119

1995-1997 5.4 205

1998-2000 6.3 270

2001-2003 4.7 274

Pearson Chi-square = 0.9216 (p=0.820)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Move into owner occupation continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent moving into owner N
occupier housing

Housing tenure

LA/HA 3.9 646

Other rented 10.8 222

Pearson Chi-square = 14.9434 (p=0.000)

Social class

Professional & managerial/ 8.6 117

technical occupation

Skilled non-manual/manual 6.6 350

Partly skilled/unskilled 47 344

occupation

Never had a job* 0.0 57

Pearson Chi-square = 6.4618 (p=0.091)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching 9.7 72

qualification®

Alevels 11.6 121

O levels 6.3 318

CSE 2.6 192

None of these 1.8 165

Pearson Chi-square = 18.3400 (p=0.001)

Employment

Employed 9.8 336

Unemployed* 3.5 57

Family care 3.0 404

Other* 2.8 71

Pearson Chi-square = 17.9836 (p=0.000)

Financial situation

Living comfortably* 3.8 53

Doing alright 6.1 229

Just about getting by 7.0 356

Finding it quite difficult 29 140

Finding it very difficult 4.4 90

Pearson Chi-square = 3.9974 (p=0.406)

Receipt of Income Support

No 10.3 329

Yes 2.8 539

Pearson Chi-square = 21.8716 (p=0.000)

GHQ Score

0-3 5.8 567

4-6 8.6 116

7-12 3.4 176

Missing* 0.0 9

Pearson Chi-square = 4.1513 (p=0.246)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Move into owner occupation continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent moving into owner N
occupier housing

Region

Southern regions 5.9 290

Northern regions 6.6 365

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 3.8 213

Pearson Chi-square = 2.0459 (p=0.360)

Repartner

No 2.7 748

Yes 24.2 120

Pearson Chi-square = 89.6833 (p=0.000)

Employment change

Moved into employment* 8.4 83
Left employment* 21 47
Stayed out of employment 2.0 449
Stayed in employment 11.1 289

Pearson Chi-square = 29.4596 (p=0.000)

Change in number of children

Less children* 5.9 34
More children* 1.8 55
No change in no. children 6.0 756
Empty nest* 4.4 23

Pearson Chi-square = 1.7225 (p=0.632)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 12.1 282
Move onto income support* 0.0 47
Move off income support 9.2 98
Stay on income support 1.4 441

Pearson Chi-square = 42.0789 (p=0.000)

Change in financial situation

Better off 95 231
Worse off 3.6 223
About the same 4.6 414

Pearson Chi-square = 9.1634 (p=0.010)

Improvement in mental health

No 5.9 699
Yes 4.8 146
Missing* 4.4 23

Pearson Chi-square = 0.3347 (p=0.846)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Improvement in mental health

Explanatory Variable Per cent having an N
improvement in mental health

Age

16-24 years 53.6 97

25-29 years 59.7 77

30-34 years 57.8 128

35-39 years 43.0 100

40 years and older 59.2 130

Pearson Chi-square = 7.9361 (p=0.094)

Time spent as a lone

mother

t<2years 53.0 349

2 years <t <4 years 61.7 107

4 years <t <6 years 53.2 47

t> 6 years 55.2 29

Pearson Chi-square = 2.5482 (p=0.467)

Number of children

One child 56.5 269

Two children 54.1 194

Three or more children 50.7 69

Pearson Chi-square = 0.8130 (p=0.666)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 58.2 232

5-11 years 52.1 194

12-15 years 54.6 88

Missing 444 18

Pearson Chi-square = 2.4442 (p=0.485)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 54.8 332

Previously cohabiting 56.0 125

Single never-married 53.3 75

Pearson Chi-square = 0.1363(p=0.934)

Ethnic group

White 55.3 521

Other 36.4 11

Pearson Chi-square = 1.5565 (p=0.212)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 54.6 471

Extension sample 574 61

Pearson Chi-square = 0.1725 (p=0.678)

Time period

1992-1994 51.7 91

1995-1997 55.7 131

1998-2000 58.7 155

2001-2003 52.3 155

Pearson Chi-square = 1.7700 (p=0.621)
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Improvement in mental health continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having an N
improvement in mental health

Housing tenure

Owner occupied 58.9 248

Local authority/housing 53.7 205

association rented

Other rented 45.6 79

Pearson Chi-square = 4.4844 (p=0.106)

Social class

Professional & managerial/ 56.9 109

technical occupation

Skilled non-manual/manual 58.5 207

Partly skilled/unskilled 51.9 189

occupation

Never had a job 40.7 27

Pearson Chi-square = 4.1240 (p=0.248)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching 53.5 58

qualification

Alevels 58.2 91

O levels 59.1 198

CSE 48.4 95

None of these 50.0 90

Pearson Chi-square = 4.3474 (p=0.361)

Employment

Employed 53.5 269

Unemployed 51.6 31

Family care 58.0 195

Other 51.4 37

Pearson Chi-square = 1.2588 (p=0.739)

Financial situation

Living comfortably 53.3 30

Doing alright 54.3 94

Just about getting by 64.6 209

Finding it quite difficult 46.7 105

Finding it very difficult 43.6 94

Pearson Chi-square = 15.6837 (p=0.003)

Receipt of Income Support

No 56.1 289

Yes 53.5 243

Pearson Chi-square = 0.3487 (p=0.555)

GHQ Score

4-6 65.8 219

7-12 47.3 313

Pearson Chi-square = 17.7499 (p=0.000)
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Improvement in mental health continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having an N
improvement in mental health

Region

Southern regions 56.7 201

Northern regions 53.2 205

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 54.8 126

Pearson Chi-square = 0.5163 (p=0.772)

Repartner

No 54.0 454

Yes 60.3 78

Pearson Chi-square = 1.0641 (p=0.302)

Employment change

Moved into employment 63.0 46

Left employment 46.4 28

Stayed out of employment 54.8 217

Stayed in employment 54.4 241

Pearson Chi-square = 2.0725 (p=0.557)

Change in number of children

Fewer children 43.6 39

More children 60.0 25

No change in number of children 55.5 449

Empty nest 57.9 19

Pearson Chi-square = 2.4024(p=0.493)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 56.9 260

Move onto income support 48.3 29

Move off income support 53.5 43

Stay on income support 53.5 200

Pearson Chi-square = 1.1366 (p=0.768)

Change in financial situation

Better off 68.5 143

Worse off 39.4 180

About the same 58.9 209

Pearson Chi-square = 29.4141 (p=0.000)

Individual move

Non-mover 55.1 423

Mover 54.1 109

Pearson Chi-square = 0.0319 (p=0.858)
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Deterioration in mental health

Explanatory Variable Per cent having a deterioration N
in mental health

Age

16-24 years 18.7 225

25-29 years 18.1 188

30-34 years 19.1 209

35-39 years 19.4 217

40 years and older 22.2 207

Pearson Chi-square = 1.3366 (p=0.855)

Time spent as a lone

mother

t<2years 20.5 483

2 years <t<4 years 20.7 300

4 years <t <6 years 19.8 162

t> 6 years 10.9 101

Pearson Chi-square = 5.3405 (p=0.148)

Number of children

One child 19.9 549

Two children 18.8 352

Three or more children 20.0 145

Pearson Chi-square = 0.1931 (p=0.908)

Age of youngest child

Under 5 years 17.2 494

5-11 years 22.7 393

12-15 years 18.6 140

Missing* 211 19

Pearson Chi-square = 4.2394 (p=0.237)

Type of lone mother

Previously married 201 513

Previously cohabiting 20.5 302

Single never-married 16.9 231

Pearson Chi-square = 1.3208 (p=0.517)

Ethnic group

White 19.9 1017

Other 6.9 29

Pearson Chi-square = 3.0193 (p=0.082)

Sample origin

Original Essex sample 19.3 935

Extension sample 21.6 111

Pearson Chi-square = 0.3551 (p=0.551)

Time period

1992-1994 22.5 111

1995-1997 22.6 235

1998-2000 19.8 328

2001-2003 16.4 372

Pearson Chi-square = 4.3426 (p=0.227)

*Expected cell counts <5
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Deterioration in mental health continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having a deterioration N
in mental health

Housing tenure

Owner occupied 18.4 485

Local authority/housing 19.7 426

association rented

Other rented 23.0 135

Pearson Chi-square = 1.4523 (p=0.484)

Social class

Professional & managerial/ 17.8 242

technical occupation

Skilled non-manual/manual 18.9 444

Partly skilled/unskilled 20.6 320

occupation

Never had a job 27.5 40

Pearson Chi-square = 2.4462 (p=0.485)

Highest academic

qualification

Degree, HND, HNC, teaching 20.3 153

qualification

Alevels 17.8 197

O levels 18.6 399

CSE 20.3 153

None of these 229 144

Pearson Chi-square = 1.7920 (p=0.774)

Employment

Employed 18.9 546

Unemployed 226 53

Family care 201 373

Other 18.9 74

Pearson Chi-square = 0.5772 (p=0.902)

Financial situation

Living comfortably 16.8 113

Doing alright 16.9 326

Just about getting by 19.5 431

Finding it quite difficult 24.0 129

Finding it very difficult 31.9 47

Pearson Chi-square = 8.2555 (p=0.083)

Receipt of income support

No 20.4 570

Yes 18.5 476

Pearson Chi-square = 0.5737 (p=0.449)

GHQ Score

0 15.1 611

1 264 201

2 23.8 122

3 26.8 112

Pearson Chi-square = 18.9253 (p=0.000)
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Deterioration in mental health continued...

Explanatory Variable Per cent having a deterioration N
in mental health

Region

Southern regions 22.7 366

Northern regions 16.5 413

Wales/Scotland/N.I. 19.9 267

Pearson Chi-square = 4.7982 (p=0.091)

Repartner

No 18.4 919

Yes 27.6 127

Pearson Chi-square = 5.9759 (p=0.015)

Employment change

Moved into employment 20.2 94

Left employment 27.5 51

Stayed out of employment 20.2 406

Stayed in employment 18.0 495

Pearson Chi-square = 2.9384 (p=0.401)

Change in number of children

Fewer children 32.6 46

More children 15.9 44

No change in number of children 19.1 918

Empty nest 18.4 38

Pearson Chi-square = 5.5361(p=0.136)

Change in receipt of income

support

Stay off income support 19.7 527

Move onto income support 27.9 43

Move off income support 21.9 96

Stay on income support 17.6 380

Pearson Chi-square = 3.1442(p=0.370)

Change in financial situation

Better off 17.7 282

Worse off 33.2 229

About the same 14.6 535

Pearson Chi-square = 36.1423 (p=0.000)

Individual move

Non-mover 19.2 871

Mover 211 175

Pearson Chi-square = 0.3600 (p=0.548)
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