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ABSTRACT 

I extend the literature on the long-term effects of growing up in a single parent 

family by investigating patterns of entry into co-residential relationships. I address three 

primary questions: (I) what are the effects of family structure growing up, particularly 

time spent with a single parent, on entry into first marriage or cohabitation; (2) how do 

these effects vary depending on the type of dismption experienced, the age of the child 

when the disruption occurs, the number of years spent in a single parent home, the sex of 

the single parent and whether a parental remarriage occurred; and (3) how do the effects 

of growing up in a single parent home vary over cohort as the experience became one 

more commonly experienced? 

I investigate these issues within a life course perspective, along with mid-level 

explanations - including childhood socialization, social control, instability and change 

and economic. I also use cohort theories of social change to understand changes over 

time in the relationship between family structure growing up and relationship formation. 

Using data from the National Survey of Family and Households, I employ partial 

likelihood hazard models to address the above questions. The results indicate people who 

grew up in a single parent family tend to either accelerate or delay marriage and 

cohabitation, relative to the union-formation timing of their two-parent peers. The 

magnitude and direction of effects depends on specific aspects of family structure 

growing up - whether the single parent was a mother or a father, whether the custodial 

mother remarried, whether time spent with a single parent was in childhood or adulthood 

and whether there were multiple family structure transitions over the course of childhood 

and adolescence. 



12 

The specific findings lend support primarily to the socialization and instability 

explanations, but do not support the social control explanation. As single parenthood 

became more common over the course of this century, the effects of family structure on 

marriage timing appears to be changing as well. The effects on early marriage largely 

remain but the effects on delayed marriage, compared to those from two-parent families, 

has generally declined. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The effects of growing up in a single parent home have been the subject of much 

attention in the popular media and the government as well as in academia. There is both 

concern and debate over the consequences for children when they spend part or ail of 

their childhood living with only one parent. Much of this has centered on the immediate 

consequences for such children, but recently a literature has emerged looking at the 

longer-term consequences as children of single parents grow into adulthood 

(Goldscheider and Waite 1991; Kobrin and Waite 1984; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; 

McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991; Wu and 

Martinson 1993). 

This project aims to extend the existing literature by investigating 

intergenerational consequences of family structure. More specifically, I focus on the 

effects of family suiicture growing up on patterns of entry into co-residential 

relationships, both marriage and nonmarital cohabitation. I address three primary 

questions: (1) what are the effects of family structure growing up, particularly time spent 

with a single parent, on entry into first marriage or cohabitation; (2) how do these effects 

vary depending on the type of disruption experienced, the age of the child when the 

disruption occurs, the number of years spent in a single parent home, the sex of the single 

parent and whether a parental remarriage occurred; and (3) how do the effects of growing 

up in a single parent home vary over cohort as the experience became one more 

commonly experienced? Overall, how does family structure, particularly the marital 

status of one's parents, affect how one will form one's own co-residential relationships in 

adulthood? Does family suructure in one generation affect family strucnire in the next? 
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I seek to understand these issues within a life course perspective, which focuses 

attention not only on the effects of immediate family structure on people's lives but also 

on the broader historical period within which they live their lives. Further, I utilize mid-

level theoretical perspectives - including childhood socialization, social control, 

instability and change, as well as economic resources - to move toward understanding the 

mechanisms behind the effects of family structure growing up on co-residential union 

formation. 

While these outcomes have been studied to some extent previously, the findings 

are not always sU*aightforward and often vary from study to study. Measures of single 

parenthood, cohorts analyzed and measurement of marriage timing are not consistent 

between studies, making comparison and the development of an overall picture of these 

issues quite difficult. Further, cohabitation is generally not included as a part of the 

union-formation process (with the exception of Thornton 1991). Finally, prior research 

has generally been static in nature. Whether or not the effects found differ over time or 

cohort is rarely addressed (exceptions include Li and Wojktiewicz 1994; McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994). This project adds to the literature both detail on variation in effects over 

cohort and over various aspects of family structure growing up, as well as more nuanced 

measurement of marriage and cohabitation timing. 

One key reason for fiirther investigation of intergenerational consequences of 

family structure is simply the growth in single parent families over the latter half of this 

century. Current estimates indicate that over 1/2 of children will spend at least a part of 

their childhood in a single parent home (Hernandez and Myer 1993; McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994) and that approximately 1/4 of current families with children under age 18 

are single-parent families (Bryson 1996). In 1990,22 percent of all U.S. children under 

age 18 were living with a single mother and another three percent were living with a 
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single father. The comparable figures for 1970 were eleven and one percent (Norton and 

MiUer 1992). 

Further, it is inaccurate to think of two-parent families as a homogenous set of 

nuclear families that can be easily compared with one-parent families. In 1990, only 58 

percent of children under 18 were living with both biological parents; another 1.5 percent 

were living with two adoptive parents. Eleven percent of all children were living with a 

parent and stepparent. Together, these figures indicate that in 1990, approximately 36 

percent of children under age 18 were living in either one-parent or stepparent families 

(Norton and Miller 1992). Children in stepfamilies most likely were previously members 

of one-parent families, indicating that more than 1/3 of all children under the age of 18 in 

1990 had already spent time in a single parent home. 

These numbers are important for two reasons. First, whatever consequences there 

are of growing up with a single parent will occur for more and more children. As a 

society, we should be concerned about anything that affects such a large proportion of our 

children. And as a society that tends to be concerned , at least verbally if not always in 

practice, with "family issues," we should be concerned with the consequences current 

family structure may have on future family structure. Second, the statistics beg the 

question of whether the consequences themselves will remain the same as the prevalence 

of single parent families rises and as the reasons for single parent families change. Prior 

to the 19508, single parent families were formed primarily due to the death of a parent. 

Now the majority of children in single parent families are in such families due to a 

parental divorce or to an unmarried mother. As the overall prevalence of single parent 

families rises and the reasons for the formation of single parent families change, we need 

to understand whether the effects of family structure will change as well. 
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Previous Findings 

Concern over the consequences of growing up in a single parent home generally 

stems from a fear that children who grow up with a single parent fare worse than their 

two-parent counterparts. Reflecting this, much research has centered on the immediate 

behavioral and psychological adjustment of children to divorce (Furstenberg and Cherlin 

1991; Hetherington, Cox and Cox 1978,1982). These studies primarily find that there is 

an immediate crisis period of adjustment after the divorce but that daily life tends to 

stabilize relatively quickly. While research on the longer-term psychological effects of 

divorce on children finds lasting effects (Wallerstein and Blakeslee 1989), the 

generalizability of this study is uncertain since the respondents are all middle-class whites 

and there is no control group of children from intact families. More recent work on the 

long-term psychological consequences of a parental divorce using a representative sample 

indicates that there is a negative effect on mental health as children of divorce reach 

adulthood, but that some of the effect stems from pre-divorce factors (Cherlin, Chase-

Lansdale and McRae 1998). 

While the psychological consequences of divorce on children is certainly 

important to understand, I argue that we need to understand how growing up in a single 

parent family, due to divorce as well as other reasons, affects how people live their lives 

as they enter and move through adulthood. Do the psychological effects of growing up in 

a single parent home lead children from non-intact families to live out their lives 

significantly differently than children from intact families? Does family structure 

growing up affect future family structure? More specifically, does the marital history of a 

person's parents affect that person's own later marriage (and cohabitation) history? 

The literature addressing long-term effects of growing up with a single parent has 

addressed multiple outcomes including educational attainment and labor force 
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attachment, as well as marital and cbildbearing histories. Results from this literature 

suggest that children growing up in single parent families are likely to have fewer years of 

education (Astone and McLanahan 1991; Krein and Beller 1988; McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994), to experience more periods not working nor in school (McLanahan and 

Sandefiir 1994), to marry either early or late (Goldscheider and Waite 1986, 1991; Kobrin 

and Waite 1984; Li and Wojktiewicz 1994; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; Thornton 

1991), to cohabit before marrying (Thornton 1991), to experience a premarital or teenage 

birth (Goldscheider and Waite 1991; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994), to delay childbirth after marriage (Goldscheider and Waite 1991), and to 

experience the breakup of their own marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; White 

1990). Again, these findings vary from study to study, are based on varying measures of 

single parenthood and frequently focus on only one sex or race and on a limited range of 

birth cohorts. The studies pertaining directly to marriage and cohabitation will be 

reviewed in more detail in the empirical chapters to follow. 

This project seeks to more completely understand the effects growing up with a 

single parent in several ways: (I) by analyzing the effects of family structure on the 

timing of both first marriage and cohabitation; (2) by including a varied conception of 

single parent families as indicated above and by taking differences by sex into account, 

(3) by addressing issues of change over time through a cohort-analysis aimed at 

investigating the effects of family structure in a changing social climate. 

Theoretical Framework 

Perspectives on the Family 

The first issue that needs to be addressed theoretically is the question of why we 

would expect there to be effects of family structure growing up on the later life courses of 

people. A second issue deals with the question of why any effects we find might vary 
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over time. These issues will be addressed here using two sociological perspectives on the 

family - family development theory and the life course perspective - as well as several 

mid-level theories frequently utilized to explain the effects of growing up in a single 

parent family. 

In order to understand the ejects of growing up in a single parent family, it is 

important to understand how that experience is viewed in the context of family life and 

society more generally. Children in a single parent home experience not only factors 

specific to their situation (i.e. having only one parent present, having fewer economic 

resources, etc.), but they also experience their situation in a broader context. Family 

development theory and the life course perspective can help us better understand the 

position of single parent families in the landscape of families more generally, what sorts 

of effects growing up in a single parent home might have on children's later transitions 

into marriage and cohabitation, why these effects might exist, as well as how and why 

these effects may have changed over time. 

Family development theory (Klein and White 1996; Aldous 1996) was developed 

after World War II, a period when divorce and unmarried motherhood were relatively 

uncommon and when the two-parent nuclear family was unquestionably seen as the 

normal and proper family form. Family development theory takes the family as its unit of 

analysis and focuses on the family life cycle as a group process regulated by societal 

norms of timing and sequencing (Klein and White 1996). For instance, people were 

expected to conform to cultural norms that encouraged men to marry and have children 

soon after finishing their education and starting their careers, while women were 

encouraged to marry economically viable men who could support their endeavors as 

wives and mothers. Families were expected to go through a fairly well-defined sequence 

of events: marriage, having children, father at work/mother at home, launching the 
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children, and retirement (Aldous 1996). Both the timing and sequencing of events in the 

family life cycle were normatively regulated and well-defined. Families not following 

that expected sequence were seen as deviating from societal norms; in turn, deviations 

were expected to lead to other deviations and problems for the family and its members. 

In this perspective, divorce or unmarried parenthood were clearly deviations that 

would have negative consequences for all of the family members. Therefore, children 

spending part or all of their childhood in a single parent home could be expected to 

experience future problems in their own transition to adulthood as a result. For instance, 

children growing up with a single parent might be expected to marry off-time, to have 

children off-time or out of sequence or to experience the disruption of their own marriage. 

One of the primary problems with family development theory is that it is mired in 

a historical view of what is normative. Of course, there are varying ways to understand 

what is normative and v/hat is not. One way to understand it is strictly in terms of 

prevalence. When a situation is very uncommon, it can be reasonably understood as non-

normative. In the 19S0s when the divorce rate was relatively low and rates of unmarried 

parenthood were low, it was perfectly logical to consider single parenthood non-

normative strictly by prevalence standards. As single parent families become more 

conmion, whether or not they are "non-normative" strictly by prevalence standards 

becomes questionable. 

A second, and perhaps more common, way to understand what is normative and 

what is not is by utilizing cultural standards of what is right and wrong, good and bad. 

From this definition, we would expect sanctioning to follow the violation of a norm. 

Norms and sanctioning can exist at different levels of analysis. White (1991) proposes a 

framework to study family norms at three levels of analysis ~ individual, aggregate, and 

institutional. At the individual level, norms are internalized as values and morals, so that 
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sanctions are manifested as guilt or remorse. At the group levels, socialization is used to 

instill more explicit rules, violations of which are sanctioned by social disapproval. 

Finally, norms can become institutionalized so that sanctioning happens by way of 

diminished life chances (i.e. reduced educational opportunities for those who become 

parents out of sequence). According to the institutional level of analysis, children 

growing up in non-normative situations might experience non-normative transitions to 

adulthood, such as very early or late marriage or premarital cohabitation. 

It seems clear, given the stance of family development theory, that any deviation 

from the expected sequence of the family life cycle was considered potentially harmful to 

the family members and thus both wrong and bad. One clear critique of the family 

development theory is that it continues to use 1950s standards of what is normative, both 

in terms of prevalence and cultural standards, to understand family issues in later time 

periods. 

Partly to address this problem, a more inclusive perspective on the family - the 

life course perspective - was developed (Bengston and Allen 1993; Elder 1994, 1991; 

Elder and O'Rand 1995). The life course perspective switches the unit of analysis from 

the family to the individual and focuses largely on the context within which individuals 

live their lives. The life course perspective understands individuals as experiencing 

several long-term trajectories (education, work and family) over the course of their lives; 

within each trajectory, individuals experience short-term transitions such as graduating 

from high school, beginning full time work, getting married and having children. These 

trajectories and transitions both influence each other within an individual life and are 

influenced by factors outside the individual, including the trajectories and transitions of 

significant others (including family members) as well as historical and structural factors 

(such as cultural norms, laws and historical events). 
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Family structure growing up will likely affect the timing of entty into marriages 

and non-marital cohabitations; this is an example of an intergenerational effect. The 

historical time period one lives in will likely also affect the timing of entry into marriages 

and non-marital cohabitations. Further, these are not mutually exclusive influences; to 

the extent that family structure itself changes over time, both in terms of prevalence and 

cultural standards, the ejects of family structure on marriage and cohabitation timing 

may also change. 

The life course perspective, like family development theory, sees the family 

context in which one grows up as important in determining later transitions, but expands 

the notion of what is important to take broader societal and historical context into account 

as well. Because historical context is included in the perspective's focus, it can better 

take changes in the broad context within which families exist into account. While family 

development theory treats growing up in a single parent home as a deviation, the life 

course perspective can take period changes, such as the increasing prevalence of single 

parent families, into account in order to understand the effects of family structure within a 

broader context of social change. As norms and expectations change, and as single parent 

families become more common and accepted, it is possible that the effects of such 

families will change as well. 

In the following sections, I will first discuss mid-level theories that seek to 

understand in more depth the mechanisms by which growing up in a single parent home 

might affect later life course transitions; secondly, I will introduce cohort theories of 

social change that can be utilized within the life course perspective to understand why the 

effects of growing up in a single parent home may have changed over time. 
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Effects of Family Structure 

Much research on the effects of family structure has relied on relatively crude 

measures such as whether or not respondents lived with both parents at age 14 or 16 

(Goldscheider and Waite 1986; 1991; Kobrin and Waite 1984; Michael and Tuma 1985). 

Other studies have attempted to disaggregate family structure measures to include 

measures of age at disruption, duration of single parent family, type of disruption 

experienced, number of disruptions, etc. (Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994; Martinson and Wu 

1992; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Wu and 

Martinson). These more complex measures of family structure have been utilized in the 

literature to develop and test the following theories explaining the mechanisms behind the 

effects of growing up in a single parent home. 

Childhood Socialization 

One primary way that growing up in a single parent family can affect later life 

course outcomes is through the socialization process, especially during early childhood. 

The socialization/role modeling explanation focuses on the norms, values and attitudes 

that children leam from their immediate family. In this literature, the focus is particularly 

on differences in the socialization of children in single parent versus two-parent families. 

Children who grow up with a single parent may leara that marriage isn't very important 

since they have significant adult unmarried role models (Li and Wojktiewicz 1994; Wu 

and Martinson 1993). Alternatively, if children experience a single parent home in which 

the adult had a very difficult time coping, they may leam that marriage is very important 

and necessary (Wu and Martinson 1993). Socialization may be especially important for 

daughters who may either leam independence and non-traditional sex roles from a female 

single-parent role model perceived as successful (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; 
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Martinson and Wu 1992) or who may learn to avoid single-parenthood from a female 

single-parent role model perceived as unsuccessful. 

The socialization explanation predicts that any exposure to single parenthood, 

longer duration of exposure and earlier age at exposure (young children with long 

durations of exposure may be more influenced) will be important factors in explaining the 

effects of single parenthood (Li and Wojktiewicz 1994; Wu and Martinson 1993). The 

argument is that young children are influenced most heavily by their own family 

structures since they have fewer outside sources of socialization than older children and 

adolescents (Wu and Martinson 1993). Further, longer duration of exposure increases the 

child's experience of a one-parent vs. two-parent (either both biological or step-parent 

home), increasing the exposure to a single-parent role model (Li and Wojktiewicz 1994). 

Therefore, longer exposure, particularly exposure that begins in early childhood, should 

have stronger effects. 

In terms of outcomes, this explanation can lead logically to contradictory 

expectations. Depending on the quality of a child's experience in a single parent home, 

they may learn either to avoid or to speed entry into marriage, perhaps increasing their 

likelihood of entering a premarital cohabitation as a part of speeding up or delaying 

marriage. Further, children from intact families that are conflictual may also learn that 

marriage is not always a good option, so the comparison of children from intact vs. single 

parent families may not provide a full explanations since the quality of the home is 

generally unmeasured. However, socialization theory can direct us to particular aspects 

of the experience of a single parent home that should have the strongest effects (age and 

duration). 

Previous research has found support for the socialization hypothesis as an 

explanation for both delayed marriage (Li and Wojktiewicz 1994) and early marriage for 
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women (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988). Looking at other aspects of the transition to 

adulthood, Wu and Martinson (1993) find little support for the socialization hypothesis in 

their study of premarital births to women from single parent families, but McLanahan and 

Bumpass (1988) find support for the socialization hypothesis as an explanation for early 

childbirth and divorce among women from single parent families. 

Social Control 

This explanation focuses on the family suoicture of adolescents instead of young 

children. The argument is that single parent families, primarily because there is only one 

parent present, can exert less supervision and control over adolescents and thus are less 

able to prevent outcomes such as early marriage, cohabitation and parenthood (Martinson 

and Wu 1992; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; Mueller and Pope 1977). Studies 

focusing on the relative lack of social control in single parent families have shown that 

single mothers are less effective disciplinarians than married parents (Hetherington 1979) 

and that single-parent families and step-parent families have fewer parental resources, 

including time to monitor children (McLanahan and Sandefiir 1994). 

This explanation predicts that it is the number and type (biological versus step) of 

parent present during adolescence that matters. Two parents can exert more control than 

one and biological parents are likely to exert more control than step-parents. Therefore, 

exposure to a single parent home during adolescence and longer duration of exposure 

during adolescence are predicted to have stronger effects. Adolescents from single parent 

families are predicted to marry and cohabit earlier than adolescents from two-parent 

families, with soronger effects for cohabitation. 

The social control explanation has not been tested directly as an explanation of 

marriage timing. The primary life course outcome analyzed with this explanation 

previously is that of a premarital pregnancy or birth, the argument being that 
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unsupervised adolescents are also more likely to engage in premarital sex. The social 

control explanation has received mixed support; some studies have found support 

regarding premarital births (Hogan and Kitagawa 1985; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; 

McLanahan and Sandefur 1994), while others have found that exposure during 

adolescence does not explain premarital births (Wu and Martinson 1993). 

Instability and Change 

The instability and change explanation focuses on the stress caused by disruption, 

arguing that it is the disruptions and changes in family structure, rather than family 

structure itself, that a^ects children from single parent fanulies (Martinson and Wu 

1992). From this perspective, any change in family form, whether it is a divorce or a 

remarriage, creates stresses that may affect children and adolescents. 

Predictions from this explanation vary. Some researchers have argued that 

disruptions during adolescence may serve to encourage adolescents to disengage from a 

stressfiil and unstable parental home through early marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 

1988; Michael and Tuma 1985). Others argue that a stressful and unstable parental home 

during childhood or adolescence may instead serve to make people apprehensive about 

their own marital success and thus may instead delay marriage (Kobrin and Waite 1984; 

Li and Wojktiewicz 1994). An unstable childhood family structure, then, may lead 

people to either delay or speed up entry into marriage; there should be an increased 

likelihood of cohabitation as a part of the effect on marriage timing. 

Operationalizing instability as the number of family structure transitions 

experienced, Li and Wojtkiewicz (1994) find that the instability and change explanation 

can explain delayed marriage, bi terms of other life course outcomes, Wu and Martinson 

(1993) also Rnd support for this explanation in terms of premarital births. 
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Economic Resources 

The economic resources explanation argues that it is a relative lack of resources 

that explains the differences in adult life course outcomes between children from single-

parent and children from two-parent families (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; 

McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Single parents have fewer economic resources to invest 

in their children, which may promote the early assumption of adult roles both in the work 

and family trajectories, either as a means of escaping the resource-poor home or as simply 

the accepted route to adulthood. To some extent, this may work through education; 

children from single parent families are likely to have fewer years of educational 

attainment (Astone and McLanahan 1991; Krein and Beller 1986) which is in tum related 

to earlier family formation. 

The economic resources explanation predicts earlier marriage and a shift toward 

cohabitation for people who grew up in single parent families. This explanau'on has not 

received strong support in previous studies on marriage timing (McLanahan and Bumpass 

1988; Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991). However, measures of economic 

resources growing up are often indirect; most researchers suggest that while a relative 

lack of economic resources likely accounts for some of the effects of family structure on 

marriage timing, it does not appear tell the whole story. 

Family Structure and Social Change 

The explanations discussed in the previous section focus exclusively on the 

effects of family structure itself on adult family Qransitions of children, as is called for in 

both family development theory and the life course perspective. However, the life course 

perspective asks us to also look at the broader historical context in which individuals and 

their families live. It is this broader context that allows us to get at the issue of change. 
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Moving outside family structure itself, we can think about aspects of broader 

historical time periods that may affect the consequences of growing up in a single parent 

home. The aspects that I will focus upon here is the relative prevalence and 

normativeness of single parent families. When family development theory was first 

developed, the divorce rate was very low compared to today. In 1960, there were about 

9.2 divorces per 1,000 married women in the United States compared to 19.8 in 1997; the 

divorce rate peaked in 1979 with 22.8 divorces per 1,000 marriages (Clarke 1995; 

National Center for Health Statistics 1998). The rates of unmarried motherhood in the 

United States have also increased rapidly - 7.1 births per 1,0(X) unmarried women aged 

15 to 44 in 1940, compared to 21.6 in 1960,29.4 in 1980 and 45.3 in 1993 (National 

Center for Health Statistics 1995). 

As a result of these two trends combined, the experience of spending at least a 

portion of childhood in a single parent home has become much more common today. As 

stated previously, current estimates are that over 1/2 of children will spend some time in a 

single parent family (Hernandez and Myer 1993; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994) and that 

over 1/3 of current families with children under age 18 are one parent or stepparent 

families (Norton and Miller 1992). 

There is also evidence that as the prevalence of single parent families was 

increasing, attitudes toward related matters were also becoming more liberal. For 

instance, the percentage of women disagreeing with a statement that parents who don't 

get along should stay together for the sake of the children rose from 51 percent in 1962 to 

80 percent by 1977 (Thornton 1989). Although many people say that they "strongly 

disapprove" of unmarried motherhood (one-third of non-Hispam'c whites and over one-

quarter of blacks and Hispanics), strong disapproval is not die majority opinion (Ahlburg 

and DeVita 1992). The evidence shows that a rising proportion of births in this country 
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are to unmarried women; that change in behavior should be indicative of changing 

attitudes, indicating increased acceptance at least to some extent. I argue that as the 

experience of growing up in a single parent home became more common and acceptable, 

if not explicitly normative, that the experience itself may have changed in ways that 

mitigate its consequences for later life course outcomes. 

In order to explain why this may be the case, I turn to cohort models of social 

change (Mannheim i952[1927]). Mannheim argues that birth cohorts, or generations, are 

a useful way to understand social change. Viewing birth cohort as providing individuals 

with "...a common location in the historical dimension of the social process (290)," he 

reasons that social factors experienced by each separate birth cohort shape that cohort in a 

unique manner since the members of that cohort experience a similar social and cultural 

environment. Of course, this experience varies by additional social and demographic 

factors, such as race, sex and social class. Adding those to the general model, Mannheim 

defined generational units, or subsets of cohorts, so that a true cohort would share not 

only period of birth, but also similar social, demographic and historical circumstances. 

Social change, in this model, occurs as new cohorts confront their world with 

fresh eyes, accepting from their elders only what Hts with their own experiences, while 

the withdrawal of older generations allows some fading of memories that fit better with 

their experiences. In this model, the historical context confronted by each ensuing birth 

cohort is crucial to the shaping of their experiences and to their understanding of those 

experiences. 

In terms of growing up in a single parent family, this argument points to the 

importance of not only the immediate experience of a specific family structure but also to 

the importance of the position of that structure in broader historical context. Both the 

experience and the resulting effects of growing up in a single parent family may have 
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changed as single parenthood became more common. Children growing up in single 

parent families in the 1950s and 1960s were a part of a relatively unusual and non-

normative family structure that may have had relatively strong effects on them as 

children and on the course of their adult lives. In contrast, for children growing up in 

single parent families as such families became more prevalent and no longer normatively 

sanctioned to the same extent, the experience of growing up with a single parent is more 

likely to be one shared by friends and/or relatives and one seen in the mass media as well. 

Therefore, not only nught they feel less stigmatized by their family structure, that 

structure might also differentiate them less from others in their cohort. 

This particularly ties to the socialization explanation discussed earlier. Children 

are socialized not only by their own family but also by the families of their friends and the 

families they see in the mass media. Single parents as potential role models exist for all 

children, not just children being raised by one. This is not to argue that the socialization 

explanation breaks down completely as single parenthood becomes more common; 

instead, it indicates that the magnitude of socialization effects may decrease for later 

cohorts. 

Another explanation that may be modiHed using cohort arguments is that of 

economic resources. If the economic situation of single-parent families has improved 

over recent decades, than more recent cohorts growing up in a single parent home may 

not be significantly affected by their family structure due to a lack of economic resources. 

However, while it may be true that the absolute economic situation of female-headed 

households may have improved as the labor market participation of women increased, it 

remains true that the economic situation of single-parent families remains worse relative 

to that of two-parent families. Therefore, since single-parent families remain 
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economically worse off on average than two-parent families, any effect of family 

structure due to a relative lack of economic resources should remain relatively strong. 

The effects of family structure due to stress caused by instability are also unlikely 

to change sigm'ficantly over time. While societal-level marital instability may affect the 

family formation outcomes of both children from one- and two-parent families, it is likely 

that instability in one's own family background will have much greater effects. 

Finally, the mechanism of a relative lack of social control in single parent families 

should also remain fairly constant over time. While it is possible that there have been 

increases in social control outside the family, such as through after school and church 

programs, it remains the case that one parent will have less capacity to monitor and 

supervise adolescents compared to two parents. 

In addition to looking at changes in family structure and the effects of family 

suiicture over time, it is also necessary to address changes in the outcomes analyzed over 

time. Regardless of family structure, there have been increases in average marriage age 

over the latter half of this century and there have been increases in rates of nonmarital 

cohabitation as well. Bumpass and Sweet (1989) found that only 9 percent of people bom 

before 1952 cohabited as a first co-residential relationship compared with 32 percent of 

people bom later, bi 1998, the median marriage age was 25.0 years for women and 26.7 

years for men, compared to 20.3 and 22.8 respectively in 1950, and 21.3 and 24.3 in 1930 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census 1999). Clearly, the prevalence of cohabitation and the timing 

of marriage have shifted over the course of this century as well. 

As these outcomes have changed at the societal level, it is possible that there is 

less to differentiate people from different family structure backgrounds in more recent 

cohorts. In other words, to the extent that individuals in later cohorts are marrying later 
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and cohabiting at higher rates in general, there may be fewer differences on these 

outcomes for people from different family structure backgrounds. 

In sum, cohort models, combined with the broader life course perspective, point to 

the importance of understanding the historical period in which people live their lives as 

well as to their immediate circumstances. These models allow the added consideration of 

possible changes in the effects of the narrower explanations that have been applied to 

effects of family structure. While there may be effects of family structure working 

through the mechanisms described above, it is also possible that these effects might 

weaken over time as newer cohorts of children from single parent families confront a 

world in which their situation is no longer so unusual or normatively sanctioned, hi other 

words, the broader historical context may mitigate the effects of family structure on adult 

life course transitions. In one cohort-based test of changes in family structure over time, 

Li and Wojktiewicz (1994) find that the effect of family structure on early marriage 

indeed decreases over cohorts bom from the 1940s to the 1960s. 

Summary of Predictions 

The following predictions address expectations derived &om the socialization 

explanation, the social control explanation, the instability and change explanation, and the 

economic resources explanations. The majority of past research on the effects of family 

structure on union formation has been limited to marriage; one exception is Thomton 

(1991) who found that girls with single parents are more likely to cohabit than girls from 

intact families. Given the increase in non-marital cohabitation over the past 30 or so 

years, it seems reasonable to include cohabitation in addition to marriage as a type of 

union formation. 

The socialization explanation cannot predict the direction of effect on marriage 

timing, since the experience of a single parent home could socialize children to either 
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delay marriage or enter marriage early, depending on their specific situation. However, 

the stronger prediction is that of delayed marriage since adults who grew up in a single 

parent family have contact with an unmarried adult role model in a way that adults who 

grew up with both parent do not. Any effects should be most pronounced for children 

experiencing a single parent home early in childhood and for a longer period of time. The 

socialization explanation does not directly address cohabitation, although it is plausible 

that those delaying marriage may cohabit instead. Additionally, children from single 

parent families may be exposed to their parent's sexuality in a way that children from 

intact families are not; this may also increase the odds of cohabitation (Thornton 1991). 

The effects of growing up in a single parent home that are due to socialization processes 

may decrease for more recent cohorts, as a broader segment of the population, regardless 

of their own family structure, are exposed to single parenthood and as single parent 

families and cohabitation become less stigmatized. 

The social control explanation predicts that adults who grew up in single parent 

families should enter both marriages and cohabitations earlier, with a likely shift toward 

cohabitation since cohabitation is less likely to be parentally sanctioned. The effect 

should be strongest for those experiencing a single parent home during adolescence, 

especially where no remarriage has occurred. It is not anticipated that this effect will 

decline over time as the relative lack of social control one parent is able to provide 

compared to two parents should not change significantly. 

The instability and change explanation also cannot predict the direction of effect, 

since the experience of instability could serve to either push people into early union 

formation or could cause them to delay union formation. However, as was the case with 

socialization, the stronger prediction is that of delayed marriage since adults with unstable 

family structure backgrounds are likely to be apprehensive about marital success. Family 
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structure instability should increase the odds of cohabitation, as either an early substitute 

for marriage or as part of a delay process. Any effects should be surongest for those 

experiencing a larger number of disruptions. While societal increases in marital 

instability might mitigate this effects somewhat, it is not anticipated that there will be 

significant change over time. 

Finally, the economic resources explanation would predict that children from 

single parent families should form unions earlier as they take on adult roles in general 

earlier; further, it is possible that cohabitation is more likely since individuals with fewer 

resources are more likely to cohabit (Bumpass et al. 1991; Cherlin 1992; Raley 1996). 

Again, it is not anticipated that this effect will decline over time, since a relative lack of 

economic resources in single parent families compared to two-parent fanulies remains. 

Outline of the Dissertation 

Using this theoretical perspective as a guide, the dissertation will analyze in detail 

the effects of different aspects of family structure growing up on co-residential union 

formation processes. Chapter Two presents the data and methodology used to answer the 

questions posed earlier, as well as walking through a descriptive picture of the sample 

characteristics on family structure, union formation, and background factors . Chapter 

Three investigates marriage timing when cohabitation is ignored. The questions 

addressed have to do with whether, in what ways and why family structure affects marital 

timing. Chapter Four adds noiunarital cohabitation to the mix, treating marriage and 

cohabitation as competing risks. The questions are broadened, then, to address first union 

formation more broadly defined and to include the question of whether higher rates of 

nonmarital cohabitation among adults growing up in single parent homes affects their 

overall union timing. Chapter Five addresses the issue of change, presenting a cohort 

analysis as a way of understanding possible changes in these processes over time, as both 
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family structure and union formation have changed. Finally, Chapter Five sunmiarizes 

the overall picture of the influence of family structure on relationship timing, returning to 

the broad theoretical perspectives as a way of understanding the results of this study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

DATA AND METHODS 

Data 

I use data from the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) to 

answer the previously posed questions. The NSFH is a national probability sample of 

persons age 19 and older who lived in the United States in 1987 and 1988 (Sweet, 

Bumpass and Call 1988). It consists of both a main sample and an over-sampling of 

minorities, single parent families, families with stepchildren, cohabiting couples and 

recently married persons. The survey includes complete retrospective histories of 

respondent's own family-formation histories as well as detailed information on their 

family structure growing up. 

Due to the wide age range of the respondents, the NSFH has the advantage of 

allowing comparison of multiple cohorts. Therefore, the NSFH is an excellent source of 

data to test the socialization, instability and change, and social control hypotheses, as well 

as allowing a test of hypotheses regarding change in effects over time. The disadvantage 

of the NSFH for these questions is that it does not include a good measure of social class 

or income growing up (although measures of receiving welfare during childhood and 

mother's education are used as proxies), allowing only a weak test of the economic 

resources hypothesis. 

Methods 

In order to analyze the effects of growing up in a single parent home on the 

likelihood and timing of first marriage and/or cohabitation, I use partial likelihood hazard 

models, which estimate the hazard-rate of an event, either marriage or cohabitation, 

occurring at any given point in time (Allison 1984). The coefficients in these models can 
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be interpreted as the increase or decrease in the likelihood of experiencing an event when 

compared to the baseline state for each variable. A negative sign on the coefHcient 

indicates a lower probability of the event occurring (or postponement of the event) while 

a positive sign on the coefficient indicates a higher probability of the event occurring (or 

acceleration of the event) (Yamaguchi and Kandel 1985). The model can be written as 

log hi(t) = a(t) + p [xii +... + pkxik 

where a(t) is the baseline hazard function and Pk are the effects of independent variables 

on that hazard function (Allison 1995). 

One advantage of using partial likelihood models is that it is unnecessary to 

specify a specific function of time in the model. However, since previous studies have 

shown that growing up in a single parent home may either delay or accelerate relationship 

formation, I have included in the models interactions between each measure of single 

parenthood and age at first relationship. This allows the effect of growing up in a single 

parent home to vary over the age of the individual (Allison 1995), so that it is possible to 

observe whether and in what way the effects of growing up in a single parent home might 

change as individuals age. In other words, the models allow the effect of family structure 

on co-residential union formation at age 20, for example, to be different from the effect at 

age 28, if that is indeed the case in the data. Significant interaction terms indicate that the 

effect of growing up in a single parent home does not remain constant as the individual 

moves through early adulthood. For ease of interpretation, charts graphing the effect of a 

particular variable over age of respondents are included. These will be explained in more 

detail in the empirical chapters to follow. 
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Another advantage of partial likelihood models is that they allow for the inclusion 

of time-varying independent variables. Adding time-varying covariates changes the 

model to 

log hi(t) = a(t) + pixii +... + Picxik + - + Pjxij(t) 

where the flnal set of coefficients vary with time. This indicates that the hazard at time t 

depends on the value of xij at time t (Allison 199S). In the case of co-residential union 

formation, previous studies have found that being employed or attending college affects 

one's risk of marrying or cohabiting (Thornton et. al. 1995); therefore, current 

employment and college attendance are included as time-varying independent variables in 

the models presented here. 

A flnal advantage of partial likelihood models, and of event-history models more 

generally, is that they allow for censored observations. Right censoring exists in these 

data since some respondents have not yet entered a first co-residential union at the time of 

the survey. It would be inaccurate to assume that they will never enter such a union, but 

we have no way of knowing if and when they will do so. By including right censored 

cases in the models, we can predict the likelihood of an event (flrst marriage or 

cohabitation) occurring, given that the individual is still in the risk set (hasn't entered 

such a union yet). 

Two primary sets of models will be presented; both the dependent and 

independent variables will be described in more detail below. Both sets of models are 

aimed at understanding the effect of growing up in a single parent home on the entry into 

a flrst co-residential union; the models differ in their operationalization of flrst union. 

The flrst set of models are partial likelihood hazard models predicting the 

likelihood of flrst marriage, ignoring whether or not the respondent had cohabited before 

that marriage. These models estimate the effect of independent variables on the hazard-
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rate of marriage in any given month of the respondent's life. Individuals are at risk of 

marrying for the first time as long as they have not yet married for the first time. 

Since non-marital cohabitation has become increasingly available as an alternative 

to marriage or as a precursor to marriage, the second set of models adds cohabitation as 

an alternative first union. These models are partial likelihood models predicting the 

hazard rate of entry into a first co-residential union, treating marriage and cohabitation as 

competing risks. In other words, the models predict the likelihood of first marriage given 

that the respondent has not yet entered either type of union or the likelihood of first 

cohabitation given that the respondent has not yet entered either type of union. 

Individuals remain in the risk set for both competing risk models as long as they have not 

yet married or cohabited for the first time. Because I am interested only in the timing and 

type of respondents'yirir co-residential union, respondents' relationship histories after 

their first union, be it marriage or cohabitation, are not included in the analysis. 

All models are mn separately by sex of the respondent, as marriage timing has 

traditionally varied for men and women but also because it is plausible to expect that the 

effect on union-formation of growing up with a single parent might vary for men and 

women. 

Dependent Variables 

While the dependent variables differ somewhat depending on whether 

cohabitation is included as a competing nsk, the basic logic of union-formation timing is 

similar in both cases. The dependent variable in all models is the person-month of 

entering a first co-residential relationship as well as a censoring variable, which differs 

from model to model. 

In the models predicting first marriage, ignoring cohabitation (presented in 

chapter three), the dependent variable is the person-month of the respondent's first 
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marriage, regardless of whether and with whom they cohabited Hrst. Respondents who 

had not yet married at the time of the survey are treated as censored. 

In the second set of models (presented in chapter four), first co-residential union is 

expanded to include non-marital cohabitation as an alternative to marriage. Since 

respondents effectively have a choice between types of first union - marriage or 

cohabitation - the second set of models treats the two as competing risks, treating those 

who have not yet entered either type of union as censored. For both the competing risk 

models predicting cohabitation and the competing risk models predicting marriage, the 

dependent variable is person-month of first co-residential union. In the competing risk 

models predicting marriage, respondents who had not entered a co-residential union by 

the time of the survey or whose first co-residential union was non-marital cohabitation are 

treated as censored. Conversely, in the competing risk models predicting cohabitation, 

respondents who had not entered a co-residential union by the time of the survey or 

whose first co-residential union was a marriage are treated as censored. Therefore, the 

risk set for both sets of competing risk models includes all those who have not yet 

married or cohabited for the Hrst time. 

The NSFH asks for a fiill co-residential union history from respondents. They are 

asked about the timing of all marriages and of all cohabitations, regardless of whether or 

not they led to marriage. Respondents were asked how many times they had been 

married, as well as for the month and year each marriage began; only the Hrst marriage is 

considered here. Following questions about their marriage(s), respondents were asked the 

question: "Nowadays, many unmarried couples live together; sometimes they eventually 

get married and sometimes they don't. Did you and your (first) (husband/wife) live 

together before you were married?" and "Did you live with anyone else of the opposite 

sex before your (first) marriage?" Respondents who had never married were asked the 



40 

following question: "Nowadays, many unmarried couples live together; sometimes they 

eventually get married and sometimes they don't. Have you ever lived with a partner of 

the opposite sex?" Respondents were also asked the month and year each non-marital 

cohabitation began. Since the scope of this project is limited to the first co-residential 

relationship, only cohabitation before a first marriage is considered here (whether or not 

the respondent had ever married and whether or not the respondent cohabited with the 

same person they would later marry). 

Overall, about 87 percent of the respondents had entered a first co-residential 

union by the time of the survey (see Table 2.1). The majority, 73 percent, had married, 

while 14 percent cohabited as a first relationship. Of course, this varies considerably by 

cohort. Very few of the older cohort had not yet entered a union and the majority - 95 

percent of those who had entered their first union - had married as their first union. A 

much larger proportion of the younger cohort had not yet entered a union and of those 

who had entered a union, a much larger proportion - 31 percent - had entered a non-

marital union. 

Ignoring cohabitation, the median age at first marriage for men is about 24 years 

and the median age at first marriage for women is about 21 years (see Table 2.2). This, 

too, varies by cohort. For men, the difference in median age at marriage for men, 

comparing the older with the younger cohort, is 4 months, while the difference for women 

is 7 months. Again, for both men and women, a larger proportion of the younger cohort 

had not yet entered a marriage. 

When cohabitation is treated as a competing risk, the median age at first marriage 

for men is 6 months later and for women is 3 months later than when cohabitation is 

ignored. The difference is greater for the younger cohort, where the median age at first 

marriage for men is a full year later and for women is 8 months later than the median age 
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when cohabitation is ignored. Since pulling out those who cohabit before marriage has 

the effect of pushing age at first marriage back, this indicates that people who cohabit 

before marriage ultimately marry earlier than people who do not cohabit before their first 

marriage. This may be because cohabiting unions tend to be fairly short and frequently 

end in marriage (Bumpass and Sweet 1989). If people cohabit relatively young and many 

of them marry soon after beginning their cohabitation, their marriage age, on average, 

would be younger than the average marriage age overall. 

Another way to look at age at first union is to look at the proportion of 

respondents who marry or cohabit for the first time by selected ages. Table 2.3 shows the 

proportion of respondents married by age 20, by age 25 and by age 30, looking only at 

those respondents who have reached the appropriate age by the time of the survey. Two 

basic findings are worthy of mention. First, it is clear that we live in a marriage-centered 

society; by the age of 30, almost all of both men and women in both cohorts have married 

for the first time. Second, however, marriage timing has altered over the course of these 

two cohorts' lives, especially for women. While more than half of women in the older 

cohort had married by age 20, only 45 percent of those in the younger cohort had married. 

This gap remains at age 25, with almost five percentage points still separating the two 

cohorts of women. By age 30, however, the younger cohort had caught up. Since 

significant proporu'ons of the youngest cohort had not yet reached age 25 and 30, their 

marital histories are yet to be completed. It is likely that the youngest segment of this 

cohort will continue the trend of later marriage. 

Table 2.4 shows the corresponding figures for non-marital cohabitation before a 

first marriage. Less than seven percent of never-married respondents entered a non-

marital cohabitation by the time they were twenty years old; between nine and fourteen 

percent of never-married respondents had entered a non-marital cohabitation by the time 
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they were thirty years old. The cohort differences at all ages clearly reflect the increasing 

prevalence of cohabitation as a whole. Both cohorts are increasingly likely to have 

entered a premarital cohabitation as they move through their twenties, but at every age, a 

much larger proportion of the younger cohort had entered such a relationship. By the age 

of 30, one-fifth of the women and almost 1/3 of the men in the younger cohort had 

entered a premarital cohabitation, compared with three percent of the women and six 

percent of the men in the older cohort. 

Independent Variables 
Single Parent Measures 

Several measures of experience in a single parent home are included to allow the 

testing of the theoretical perspectives presented in the first chapter. Based on the aspects 

of growing up with a single parent emphasized by each perspective, the models include 

the type of single parent home (mother-only, stepfather and single father) the number of 

years spent in each type of home during both childhood and adolescence, the reason for 

entry into a single parent home (divorce or separation, death of a parent, or entry at birth), 

as well as the total number of family structure transitions experienced. 

The NSFH includes a full history of respondents' living arrangements from birth 

to age 18. Respondents were first asked whether they lived with both their biological 

mother and biological father from birth until age 19 (or the age they left home to live on 

their own). If they responded in the negative, a parent sequence calendar was 

constructed. Living arrangements lasting four months or more were recorded on the 

calendar. Respondents were asked, in separate questions, for the ages they had lived with 

a biological mother, biological father, stepmother, stepfather, adoptive mother or adoptive 

^ Mother-only refers to famih'es in which the mother is the sole parent present, stepfather 
families typically include a mother and stepfather, single father families are defined as a 
father with or without a stepmother present. 
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father for periods of four months or more. If gaps in the calendar remained after Oiling in 

these periods, respondents were asked with whom they were living during those periods. 

From these data, I developed measures of family structure for each year of life up 

to age 17, the final year before legal adulthood. Five basic types of family structure were 

defined. A child in a nuclear family was defined as living with both a biological or 

adoptive mother as well as a biological or adoptive father. The next three types of 

families were single parent families—mother-only families, stepfather families (which 

typically include a mother and stepfather), and single father families (which may or may 

not include a stepmother)^. Finally, the fifth type of family structure is a residual 

category of other non-traditional structures, which could include foster families, 

grandparent homes, etc.. 

The single parent family structure types were subdivided by the age of the child 

and the number of years spent in each type of home. The age of the child is defined as 

childhood (0 to 11 years old) and adolescence (12 to 17 years old). For mother-only and 

stepfather homes, models include the number of years during each age period spent in 

each type of home. In a variant of piecewise regression (Neter, Wasserman and Kutner 

1990), each model includes a main variable for mother-only home during childhood and 

one for mother-only during adolescence; the coefficient on these main variables 

represents the effect of spending one year during that time period in a mother-only home. 

Next, a variable for additional years in a mother-only home during childhood (up 

to 12 total years) as well as a variable for additional years in a mother-only home during 

adolescence (up to 6 total years) is included in the models. These variables represent the 

added effect of each additional year spent in a mother-only home during that time period. 

^ Stepparent homes are considered a subset of single parent families, even though there 
are two adults present, in order to differentiate them firom nuclear two-parent families. 
There were too few cases to fiirther separate father-only families from father-stepmother 
families. 
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The effect of any specific number of years in a mother-only home during either time 

period can be calculated by adding the coefficient for the main effect to the coefflcient for 

the additional-years effect, multiplied by the number of years in question. For example, 

for a person who spent three years in a mother-only home during childhood, the effect 

would be calculated by multiplying the additional years variable (B) by two years and 

adding that to the main coefficient (A), which is the effect of the first year. In other 

words, the calculation would be A+2B for a person with three years in a mother-only 

home. The effect of experiencing a stepfather home is coded in exactly the same manner. 

For single father homes, the measure is simply whether or not the respondent 

spent any time in a single father home during each time period due to a small number of 

cases. In addition to the measures of single parent families, an additionally dummy 

variable is included for exposure to any other non-traditional home, which could include 

living in a foster home, with grandparents or other relatives, etc.. 

While the majority of respondents had lived with both parents for their entire 

childhood and adolescence, there are several patterns in living arrangements visible in the 

data (see table 2.1)^. First, the experience of a non-nuclear family has become more 

common over the two cohorts. While 74 percent of the older cohort lived in a nuclear, 

two-parent family throughout their youth, that percentage drops to 70 percent for the 

younger cohort, indicating that those in the younger cohort were more likely to experience 

single parent and other types of non-nuclear family structures. 

Second, when we separate various aspects of living with a single family, it is clear 

that there is considerable diversity in the experience of those respondents who did 

experience a non-nuclear family growing up. Furthermore, the specifics of this diversity 

also changes over the cohorts examined here. 

3 These data are not grouped by sex as the proportion of men and women experiencing 
different aspects of single parent homes did not differ significantly. 
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Of respondents who did not live with both parents for all of their childhood and 

adolescence'*, almost one-half spent at least some time with a mother only during either 

childhood or adolescence; about one-third spent time in both childhood and adolescence 

with a mother only. The experience of a mother-only home in both childhood and 

adolescence has become a more common one for younger cohort. 

Attesting to the often-temporary nature of mother only homes, most respondents 

who experienced a mother only home did not spend their entire childhood or adolescence 

in a mother only home. Only 9 percent spent all of their childhood with a mother only 

and 23 percent spent their entire adolescence with a mother only. As would be expected, 

it was unconunon to spend all of both childhood and adolescence in a mother only home; 

only 6 percent of respondents experiencing a non-nuclear home spent their entire youth in 

a mother only family. Again, there are differences over cohort; on all measures, the 

proportion of respondents from non-nuclear backgrounds who spent all or part of their 

youth with a mother only has risen over these cohorts. 

The figures for living with a stepfather are lower than the comparative figures for 

mother only, but the patterns are generally the same. Of those respondents who did not 

live with both parents for their entire childhood and adolescence, 18% lived with 

stepfather during childhood and 24% lived with a stepfather during adolescence; 16% 

lived with a stepfather at some point during both time periods. Mirroring the increase in 

the experience of mother only homes, the experience of stepfather homes has become 

more conunon over cohort. Again, it was much less common to spend all of childhood 

or adolescence with a stepfather, with less than 1 percent living with a stepfather for all of 

childhood and 13 percent for all of adolescence. There is an upward trend here as well; 

* All of the Hgures in this section refer to the proportion of respondents who did not live 
with both parents during all their childhood and adolescence rather than to the proportion 
of all respondents. 
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respondents in the younger cohort are more likely to have spent time with a stepfather in 

both childhood and adolescence compared to those in the older cohort. 

Turning to the reason for living in a single mother home, which includes both 

mother only and stepfather homes, it becomes clear that not only is there diversity in the 

reasons but that there is again a clear pattern of change over cohort. These figures are 

coded from a question asking respondents whether and why they stopped living with a 

parent. The majority (72 percent) of respondents with a non-nuclear background lived in 

a single mother family at some point in their youth; however, the reasons for experiencing 

a single mother home are diverse and have changed signiHcantly over these cohorts. 

Overall, about 21 percent of respondents who experienced a non-nuclear home 

were bom into a single mother home^, 29 percent entered a single mother home due to a 

parental divorce and 18 percent entered a single mother home due to the death of the 

father. In addition to the experience of a single mother home becoming more conmion, 

there are several key changes in the reason for living with a single mother over the 

cohorts. The experience of a single mother home due to being bom to an unmarried 

mother and due to parental divorce have both increased over cohort, while the experience 

of a single mother home due to father's death has become considerably less common. 

Turning now to single father homes, including both father only and stepmother 

homes, we see essentially the opposite pattern as we did with mother only and stepfather 

homes. Only a relatively small proportion (19 percent) of respondents with non-nuclear 

backgrounds spent any portion of their youth with a single father; in fact, the experience 

^ This is coded from the previously described yearly data on living arrangements growing 
up; those who were bom into a home with a mother only or a mother and stepfather are 
coded as being bom to a single mother. 
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became less common over the two cohorts^. Overall, 22 percent of the older cohort 

compared with 16 percent of the younger cohort with non-nuclear backgrounds spent at 

least a portion of their youth with a single father. Spending time with a single father was 

somewhat more common in adolescence than in childhood, by about 5 percentage points 

overall. Only 9 percent of respondents with a non-nuclear background lived with a single 

father during both childhood and adolescence. 

One potential reason for the decrease in single father family background across 

the two cohorts can be found in the reason for experiencing a single father home. Similar 

to the reasons for living with a single mother, the experience of a single father home due 

to a parental divorce has become more common while the experience of a single father 

home due to the mother's death has become considerably less common. While 14 percent 

of the older cohort who had non-nuclear backgrounds lived with a single father due to the 

mother's death, this is the case for only 5 percent of the younger cohort who had non-

nuclear backgrounds. While the increase in divorce appears to have increased the 

proportion of respondents living with a single father due to divorce, at the same time, 

there has been a larger decrease in the proportion living with a single father due death of 

their mother, leaving a net decrease in those experiencing single father homes. 

The above findings are a clear indication that the experience of a non-nuclear 

home is not a uniform or simple experience, even within the life of a single individual. It 

is clear that most of those who experience a non-nuclear home experience more than one 

type of family structure during their youth, in addition to the fact that many of them also 

spent time in a nuclear family situation. Another aspect of this diversity can be found in 

the number of family structure transitions, defined as any transition from one living 

^ More recently, there have been increasing numbers of children experiencing single 
father homes but this increase largely began in the 1970s (Eggebeen, Snyder and Manning 
1996) 
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arrangement to another, experienced by those who did not always live in a nuclear family. 

Overall, 11 percent experienced no transitions^, 53 percent experienced one transition, 25 

percent experienced two transitions and 12 percent experienced three or more transitions. 

These figures do not change dramatically over the two cohorts, although slightly more 

respondents with a non-nuclear background have experienced no or more than two family 

structure transitions, while somewhat fewer have experienced only one transition. 

Clearly, then, not only has the experience of growing up in a single parent family 

increased in prevalence, but more detailed experience within that broad description has 

also changed over time. Given this, it seems important to understand not only the effects 

of growing up in a single parent home, taking into account diverse situations in which 

children grow up, but also to understand how the effects have changed as single parent 

families have changed in both prevalence and nature. 

Background Measures 

Several additional background and demographic variables are also included in the 

event-history models, primarily as control variables. The sample is primarily white, with 

only 25 percent of respondents in other racial categories. Most respondents were either 

Protestant or Catholic growing up. The younger cohort appears slightly less religious, 

with about 10 percent claiming no religious affiliation in their youth. Most had attained 

at least a high school education, with almost 40 percent going on beyond high school. As 

would be expected, the younger cohort reports higher educational attainment; 

considerably fewer have less than a high school education and more have at least some 

college experience at the time of the survey. 

Mother's education and welfare receipt are included as proxies for social class, or 

economic resources, growing up. Most respondents report a mother with a high school 

7 The majority of these were bom to an unmarried mother who never married. 
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education or less, although the education of mothers also increases over the two cohorts. 

Only a minority of both cohorts received welfare growing up; however, the receipt of 

government assistance was more common for those in the younger cohort. 

Finally, number of siblings is included in the models as an indicator of family 

size. Most respondents come from relatively large families by today's standards, 

reporting three or more siblings in their family. 

The models also include time-varying measures of whether or not the respondent 

was in college or employed at the time of entering his or her first co-residential union. 

Table 2.5 gives an indication of the proportion of respondents in college or employed 

when they entered their first union. Most respondents were not attending college at the 

time of their first union, although respondents were more likely to begin cohabiting than 

to marry while in college. The majority of men were employed when they began their 

first union, somewhat more so for marriage than for cohabitation, perhaps reflecting the 

traditional view of men as providers. The majority of women were not employed when 

they began a Hrst marriage or cohabitation, although they were somewhat more likely to 

be employed at the start of a cohabitation 

Conclusion 

It is clear from this description of the data that both the nature and timing of Orst 

relationships has changed over time and that the prevalence and nature of growing up in a 

single parent family has changed over time. The ensuing chapters will investigate the 

relationship between these two phenomenon, beginning with the effects of family 

structure growing up on the timing of first marriages, moving on to include cohabitation 

as an alternative first union, and ending with changes in these effects over time. 
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1901-1948 1949-1972 
N=5867 N=5337 

Sample % Cohort % N Cohort % N 

First Relationship 
Marriage 73.07 90.81 5328 53.57 2859 

Cohabitation 14.26 4.96 291 24.49 1307 
None 12.67 4.23 248 21.94 1171 

Family Structure: 
Always in a 2-parent family 72.2 74.19 4353 70.00 3736 

Of those with non-nuclear backeround: N=1514 N=160l 

Ever mother only - childhood 49.44 45.51 689 53.15 851 
Mother only - all of childhood 8.92 6.54 99 11.18 179 

Ever mother only - adolescence 49.41 43.73 662 54.78 877 
Mother only - all of adolescence 23.24 21.27 322 25.11 402 

Ever mother only -childhood and adol 33.35 29.33 444 37.16 595 
Mother only - all childhood and adol. 6.16 4.56 69 7.68 123 

Ever stepfather - childhood 18.11 15.19 230 20.86 334 
Stepfather - all of childhood 0.67 0.53 8 0.81 13 

Ever stepfather - adolescence 23.82 19.82 300 27.61 442 
Stepfather - all of adolescence 12.55 11.03 167 13.99 224 

Ever stepfather - childhood and adol. 16.08 13.94 211 18.11 290 
Stepfather - all childhood and adol. 0.35 0.20 3 0.50 8 

Never single mother 28.15 35.47 537 21.24 340 
Single mother at birth 20.48 18.03 373 22.80 365 
Single mother due to divorce 28.67 17.37 263 39.35 630 
Single mother due to death of father 18.36 24.64 373 12.43 199 
Single mother due to other reason 4.33 4.49 68 4.18 67 

continued 
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Table 2-1 (continued) 

1901-1948 1949-1972 
N=5867 N=5337 

Sample % Cohort % N Cohort % N 

Ever single father - childhood 11.04 14.27 216 8.00 128 
Ever single father - adolescence 16.47 18.96 287 14.12 226 

Single father - childhood and adol. 8.83 11.43 173 6.37 102 

Never single father 81.32 78.20 1184 84.26 1349 
Single father at birth 0.67 0.86 13 0.50 8 
Single father due to divorce 4.21 3.57 54 4.81 77 
Single father due to death of mother 9.50 14.20 215 5.06 81 

Single father due to other reason 4.30 3.17 48 5.37 86 

No family structure transitions 10.66 9.64 146 11.62 186 
One transition 52.97 55.48 369 50.59 810 
Two transitions 24.59 24.37 369 24.80 397 
Three or more transitions 11.78 10.50 159 12.99 208 

Backeround Factors (Full Sample) 

Race 
White 74.57 76.97 4516 71.93 3839 
Non-white 25.43 23.03 1351 28.07 1498 

Religion growing up 
Protestant 54.43 58.77 3448 49.65 2650 
Catholic 25.11 23.33 1369 27.06 1444 
Jewish 1.95 2.35 138 1.50 80 
Other Religion 11.17 10.74 630 11.65 622 
No Religion 7.35 4.81 282 10.14 541 

continued 
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1901-1948 1949-1972 
N=5867 N=5337 

Sample % Cohort % N Cohort % N 

Educational Attainment 
Less than high school 22.66 31.31 1837 13.15 702 
High school 38.53 37.45 2197 39.72 2120 
Some college 21.14 14.97 878 27.94 1491 
College 17.66 16.28 955 19.19 1024 

Mother's education 
Mother less than high school 53.13 67.82 3979 36.99 1974 
Mother high school 31.89 22.96 1347 41.71 2226 
Mother high school plus 14.98 9.22 541 21.30 1137 

Received welfare growing up 9.76 7.64 448 12.10 646 

Number of siblings 
No siblings 9.18 10.26 602 8.00 427 
One sibling 17.61 17.06 1001 18.21 972 
Two siblings 18.71 16.99 997 20.59 1099 
Three or more siblings 54.50 55.68 3267 53.19 2839 
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Percentile 

25th 50th 75th Range % censored N 

WOMEN 

Age at first marriage (IC) 
Total 
Cohort (1900-1948) 
Cohort (1949-1972) 

Age at first mam'age (CR) 
Total 
Cohort (1900-1948) 
Cohort (1949-1972) 

MEN 

Age at first marriage (IC) 
Total 21.17 23.75 27.50 6.33 15.31 4534 
Cohort (1900-1948) 21.17 23.58 27.33 6.17 4.27 2317 
Cohort (1949-1972) 21.17 24.08 27.58 6.42 26.84 2217 

\ge at first marriage (CR) 

Total 21.33 24.25 28.50 7.17 15.31 4534 
Cohort (1900-1948) 21.25 23.67 27.58 6.33 11.31 2317 
Cohort (1949-1972) 21.75 25.08 31.08 9.33 52.82 2217 

18.83 21.08 24.58 5.75 10.87 6670 
18.67 20.83 23.92 5.25 4.20 3550 
19.00 21.42 25.25 6.25 18.46 3120 

18.92 21.33 25.42 6.50 23.74 6670 
18.75 20.92 24.00 5.25 7.80 3550 
19.25 22.08 28.50 9.25 41.89 3120 

IC = ignoring cohabitation 

CR = treating cohabitation as a competing risk 
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Percent of Percent 
those eligible N Eligible N Total N "Ineligible" 

Married by Age 20 
Women 48.82 3220 6595 6670 1.12 

1901-1948 51.61 1832 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 45.58 1388 3045 3120 2.40 

Men 23.15 1034 4467 4534 1.48 
1901-1948 22.66 525 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 23.67 509 2150 2217 3.02 

Married by Age 25 
Women 81.71 5190 6352 6670 4.77 

1901-1948 82.23 2919 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 81.05 2271 2802 3120 10.19 

Men 67.81 2825 4166 4534 8.12 
1901-1948 67.93 1574 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 67.66 1251 1849 2217 16.60 

Married by Age 30 
Women 91.82 5711 6220 6670 6.75 

1901-1948 90.28 3205 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 93.86 2506 2670 3120 14.42 

Men 88.32 3560 4031 4534 11.09 
1901-1948 85.93 1991 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 91.54 1569 1714 2217 22.69 

Note: "Eligible" refers to respondents who have reached the age in question by the 
survey date or who married before reaching that age; "ineligible" refers to never 
married respondents who have not yet reached that age 
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Percent of Percent 
those eh'gible N Eligible N Total N "Ineligible" 

Cohabiting by Age 20 
Women 7.02 462 6577 6670 1.39 

1901-1948 1.30 46 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 13.74 416 3027 3120 2.98 

Men 6.43 287 4466 4534 1.50 
1901-1948 1.73 40 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 11.49 247 2149 2217 3.07 

Cohabiting by Age 25 
Women 12.33 749 6076 6670 8.91 

1901-1948 2.62 93 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 25.97 656 2526 3120 19.04 

Men 14.91 606 4065 4534 10.34 
1901-1948 4.62 107 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 28.55 499 1748 2217 21.15 

Cohabiting by Age 30 
Women 15.24 840 5511 6670 17.38 

1901-1948 3.24 115 3550 3550 0.00 
1949-1972 36.97 725 1961 3120 37.15 

Men 19.42 702 3614 4534 20.29 
1901-1948 5.87 136 2317 2317 0.00 
1949-1972 43.64 566 1297 2217 41.50 

Note: "Eligible" refers to respondents who have reached the age in question by the 
survey date or who cohabited premaritally before reaching that age; "ineligible" refers 
to not-yet-cohabiting respondents who had not reached that age 
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Table 2-5: Percentage of Respondents In College or Employed 
Wte^teg^eg^TheirRr^^^esidentia^nion^^Coho^ 

Total 1901-1948 1949-1972 

Women 

In College 
at first marriage # 5.23 4.37 6.78 
at first cohabitation ## 10.94 5.47 11.9 

Employed 
at first marriage # 35.71 38.72 34.04 
at first cohabitation ## 42.61 40.63 42.95 

Men 

In College 
at first marriage # 8.38 7.35 10.42 
at first cohabitation ## 13.67 12.27 14.06 

Employed 
at first marriage # 63.3 61.65 65.54 
at first cohabitation ## 57.65 56.44 57.99 

# percentage of those whose first union was a marriage 
## percentage of those whose first union was a non-marital cohabitation 
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CHAPTER THREE 

EFFECTS OF FAMILY STRUCTURE ON MARRIAGE TIMING 

Introduction 

Previous research on the effect of family structure and marriage timing has 

resulted in a rather inconsistent picture. In studies focusing on early marriage, some 

researchers have found that growing up in a single parent home increases the odds of 

early marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; Michael and Tuma 1988; Thornton 

1991), while others have found no effect (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). However, 

this effect on early marriage may depend on whether or not a stepparent is present'; some 

studies have found that the increased risk of early marriage exists in stepparent but not 

one-parent families (Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991). Other studies, which 

focus on a broader period of potential marriage years, also report somewhat inconsistent 

effects. Some researchers have found that growing up with a single parent can either 

speed up or delay marriage (Goldscheider and Waite 1986, 1991; Li and Wojtkiewicz 

1994) while others have found that people with a single parent background are less likely 

to marry throughout typical marriage years (Kobrin and Waite 1984). 

These studies, as a whole, present a somewhat inconsistent picture in part due to 

varying measures of single parenthood. Most studies use a snapshot measure of single 

parenthood (Kobrin and Waite 1984; Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991), typically 

operationalized as family structure at age 14. The dependent variable also varies widely 

from teenage marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988) to marriage by age 22 or 23 (Li 

and Wojtkiewicz 1994; Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991) to marriage by age 28 

I As discussed earlier, stepparent families are considered a type of single parent family in 
order to differentiate them from two-parent, nuclear families. 
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(Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994) to yearly probabilities of marriage up to age 28 (Kobrin and 

Waite 1984). 

The intent of this chapter is twofold. The first intent is to provide an overall 

picture of the effects of single parenthood, in all of its complexity, on marriage timing 

throughout broadly typical marriage years. The second intent is to explain, using the 

theoretical perspectives introduced in chapter one, why different aspects of growing up 

with a single parent affects marriage timing in the way that they do. This chapter will 

first describe the patterns that emerge when different aspects of family structure are 

allowed to independently affect the likelihood of marriage at any given age (between 18 

and 30). Next, the theoretical explanations will be utilized to help explain why family 

structure has the effects described. Finally, other potential explanations for the patterns 

that emerge in the statistical models will be discussed. 

Review of Theoretical Predictions 

Before presenting the results, I will briefly recap the predictions based on the 

theoretical explanations presented in chapter one. The socialization explanation, focusing 

on the norms and values learned from one's family during childhood, predicted either an 

acceleration or delay of marriage depending upon the specifics of the situation. The 

expectation from the socialization perspective is that time spent with a single parent 

during childhood should have the strongest effects. 

The social control explanation, focusing on the amount of parental monitoring and 

supervision available during adolescence, is clearer as to direction of effect. Social 

control predicts that people growing up with a single parent will enter marriages 

relatively early compared with people from two-parent backgrounds. The expectation is 

that this effect should be most pronounced for those spending adolescence with a mother-

only and less strong for those spending adolescence with a stepfather. 
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The instability and change explanation, like socialization, is unclear on the 

direction of effect. Focusing on the stress caused by changes in family structure, the 

instability and change explanation predicts that people with multiple transitions may 

delay marriage due to apprehension about possible success or they may marry relatively 

early in order to escape a tumultuous youth. The primary measure of instability is the 

number of family strucmre U'ansitions. 

Finally, the economic resources hypothesis, focusing on the relative lack of 

economic resources in single parent families, predicts that respondents from single parent 

homes will marry relatively early, as a part of a general earlier adult role-taking among 

those with lower class backgrounds. 

Results 

Family Structure — Bivariate Patterns 

Table 3.1 shows the proportion of respondents who married for the first time by 

age 20, by age 25 and by age 30, by family structure. In general, it is clear that most men 

and women marry by the time they are 25 and relatively few remain never-married by age 

30. However, there are some differences according to family structure growing up that 

are worth noting. 

As a first take, respondents are simply divided according to whether or not they 

grew up in a two-parent household throughout their youth. This ignores much of the 

diversity in alternative family structures but gives us a rough idea of differences in 

marriage timing by family structure growing up. For men, there are few major 

differences in marriage timing depending upon whether someone grew up with both 

parents or not. Men from two-parent backgrounds are slightly less likely to have married 

by age 20, indicating that men from non-nuclear backgrounds marry slightly earlier. For 
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both groups, about two-thirds of men married for the first time by age 25 and about 85 

percent married by age 30. 

Early marriage appears even more likely for women from non-nuclear 

backgrounds as compared to women from two-parent backgrounds; 7 percentage points 

divide these groups of women by age 20. However, as was the case with men, the 

proportions of women married by age 25 and age 30 are not significantly different 

depending on family structure, when other factors are not controlled. 

Of course, this simple distinction of nuclear vs. non-nuclear misses much of the 

diversity of single parent and stepparent families. Turning first to the experience of a 

mother-only home, men experiencing a mother-only family during childhood are slightly 

more likely to marry by age 20 then those who did not experience such a family^, but the 

difference is much larger for those spending all of childhood with a mother-only. By age 

25, there are few differences in proportion married for men in mother-only families 

versus those not in mother-only famdlies; the one exception is a smaller proportion of men 

spending their entire adolescence with only their mother marry by the age of 30. 

Together, these results indicate opposite effects of spending childhood versus adolescence 

with only a mother-only for men. Men spending childhood with a mother-only appear 

more likely to marry early while those spending much of their adolescence with a mother-

only appear to delay marriage into their 30s. 

There are few significant differences in proportions married for women who lived 

with a mother-only during childhood, but a smaller proportion of women spending all of 

adolescence with a mother-only have married by ages 25 and 30. Like men, women from 

entire mother-only teenage years appear to be delaying marriage somewhat. 

^ The comparisons on this table are to respondents not in the family structure category. 
Therefore, for example, respondents not experiencing a mother only family could have 
been in a nuclear family or in another type of family structure. 
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While there are no significant differences in the proportion of men married by 

these ages for men who lived with a stepfather versus men who did not, we do see 

significant differences for women. As a group, women spending at least part of their 

childhood or their adolescence with a stepfather marry earlier and at higher rates than 

women not living with a stepfather during childhood or adolescence. Almost 60 percent 

of these women married for the first time by the age of 20, compared with less than one-

half of women from 2-parent backgrounds. By the age of 30, however, women from two-

parent backgrounds have largely, but not entirely, caught up. 

Grouping mother-only and stepfather homes together into a category of all single 

mother homes, there are no overall differences in proportions married by these ages for 

men; however, it is the case that women experiencing a single mother family during their 

youth are likely to marry earlier than those who did not. The reason for the first single 

mother home appears to matter more than for men than for women. A significantly larger 

proportion of men bom to a single mother married by the age of 20, compared to men 

bom into some other family structure. Again, for men and women, the proportions 

married by the age of 30 do not differ significantly. 

While single mother families are much more common than single father families, 

it is the case that a proportion of respondents also spent time during their youth with a 

single father. However, the experience of a single father home does not appear to affect 

marriage timing in any consistent fashion. The one exception is women who lived with a 

single father during adolescence, a larger proportion of whom marry early compared with 

women not experiencing a single father family during adolescence. 

Finally, the instability and change explanation argues that it may be changes in a 

child's situation as opposed to the situation itself that affects their outcomes. Looking at 

the number of family transitions experienced during youth, we see that it does indeed 
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affect marriage timing, more so for women than for men. In general, larger proportions 

of respondents experiencing more family structure transitions marry early, up to almost 

two-thirds of women who experienced three or more transitions. Again, we see a leveling 

off of proportions married by age 30. 

The simple, group-level statistics give us some idea as to the effect of family 

structure on marriage timing. They paint a broad picture in which those who grew up 

with a single parent or who experienced multiple family structure transitions tend to 

marry earlier and at somewhat higher overall proportions than do those from a nuclear 

family background. However, it is not possible with these numbers to get a real sense of 

how each aspect of family structure affects individual-level marriage timing, net of other 

aspects of family structure and background factors. For that, we turn to the multinomial, 

event-history models investigating marriage timing in more detail. In these models, it is 

possible to not only better understand the effect of family structure, net of other factors, 

but also to get a better sense of changing effects of family structure as individuals move 

through their lives. In this way, it is possible to not only better understand the effects of 

family structure on those marrying relatively early but to also better understand the effects 

on those delaying past the ages included here. 

Family Structure — Multivariate Patterns 

A Note on Methodology 

As explained in chapter two, the models used are partial likelihood models which 

estimate the hazard-rate of marriage at any given point in time. The dependent variable in 

this chapter is age at Hrst marriage, censoring cases in which marriage has not yet 

occurred. Since the basic models are proportional hazards models, the effect on the 

hazard rate of the dependent variable is forced to be equal over time. In other words, the 

effect of family structure on the likelihood of marriage is forced to be the same at all ages 
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that one could potentially marry. However, since the previous Hndings have been 

inconsistent as to whether early or late marriage is affected, it seemed likely that the 

effects of family structure may in fact not be proportional over age. Therefore, I included 

interactions between the measures of single parenthood and age at first relationship in 

order to allow the effect of growing up in a single parent home to vary over the age of the 

individual (Allison 1995). Where the interaction of family structure with relationship-age 

is significant, we have evidence that the effect of family structure is nonproportional over 

time as well as a way of measuring that nonproportionality. In this way, we can see the 

effect of each measure of family structure at different ages. 

Because the tables show the effects of the family structure variables at age 18, the 

coefficients for the main variables at any other age are calculated from the main models 

using the following equation: 

[(Coefficient + ((age-18)*time coefficient) + ((age-18)2)»time-squared 

coefficient)] = effect of family structure variable 

Further, family structure is measured in several different ways, taking into account 

the type of family structure, the age at and duration of each type of family structure and 

the reason for entry into a single parent home. For time spent in a mother-only or 

stepfather family, variables are constructed which allow analysis of the effects of the 

number of years during childhood and adolescence spent in these family types. The main 

effect of mother-only during childhood and adolescence as well as stepfather during 

childhood and adolescence represents the effect of spending one year in these family 

types during these age periods. To calculate the effects of additional years, the result of 

the following formula is added to the coefficient for the main effect. Together, these two 

equations can be used to calculate the effect of any number of years during childhood or 

adolescence of time spent in a mother only or stepfather home: 
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[Number of add'l years * (add'l years coefficient + (age-l8)*time 

coefficient) + ((age-18)2)*time-squared coefficient)] = effect of each 

additional year in family type during age period 

Because multiple interactions of this sort make interpretation of the statistical 

model difficult, I will briefiy explain both the basic models and graphs created from the 

models, using the experience of a mother-only home during childhood for women as an 

example. 

Table 3.2 shows the results of a partial likelihood model predicung the hazard-rate 

of marriage, run separately for men and women. The coefficient for living with a mother-

only during childhood indicates that living with a mother only during childhood for one 

year has a positive effect on marriage with each additional year slightly increasing that 

effect (although this increase is not statistically significant at age 18). The comparison 

category is women who grew up in a two-parent family. However, because of the 

interactions with time and the centering of the time variable around age 18, these 

coefficients simply describe the effect of living with a mother-only at the age of 18, net of 

the other family structure and control variables. The interactions with time and time-

squared allow the calculation of the effects at other ages. 

For ease of interpretation, I have converted the relevant coefficients into graph 

form. Figure 3.1 shows the e^ect of spending time in a mother-only home during 

childhood on the hazard rate of marriage for women. The coefficients on the vertical axis 

are computed fi-om the proportional hazard model; therefore, they control for all other 

family structure variables and background variables in the model. The coefficient at each 

age refers to the effect of years spent in a mother-only home during childhood on the 

hazard rate of marriage at that age; again, the comparison category is women who grew 

up in a two-parent home. 
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According to the graph created from the proportional hazards model, the 

experience of a mother-only home during childhood has the effect of increasing the 

likelihood of early marriage for women compared to the likelihood of early marriage for 

women always in a two-parent home, net of other family structure and control variables. 

However, for those still in the risk set, it also has the effect of decreasing the likelihood of 

marriage during the statistically typical marriage years and beyond. It would appear, then, 

that there are two paths taken by women who grew up in a mother-only home - early 

marriage from one subgroup of women and delayed marriage for the other. 

The duration spent in a mother-only home during childhood has interesting and 

somewhat inconsistent effects. The increased likelihood of early marriage is similar 

regardless of how many years of childhood were spent in a mother-only home, but the 

decreased likelihood of marriage for women in their twenties is actually lower for women 

who spent more years of childhood with a mother-only^. In other words, women who 

spent their entire childhood in a mother-only home marry in their twenties at rates more 

similar to women who grew up in a two-parent home than do women spending only a 

portion of their childhood with a mother-only. In fact, the negative effects for women 

spending their entire childhood with a mother-only are largely non-significant. It appears, 

then, that the effect of living with a mother-only during childhood decreases with 

duration, which may indicate that stability in family structure matters at least as much as 

the family structure itself. 

Similar graphs illustrating the effects of other aspects of family will be discussed 

throughout the chapter. Table 3.3 presents a sunmiary of the direction and signiHcance of 

the coefGcients used to create these graphs^. First, I will briefly describe the basic 

^ These differences are significant at the .05 level. 
^ Coefficients for each family structure variable at each age can be found in appendices 
A.l and A.2 
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patterns of effects apparent in the data. I will then turn to explanations of these patterns 

based on the theoretical perspectives presented earlier as well as potential alternative 

explanations. 

Early or Delaved Marriage 

The two-track effect described above holds up for several family structure 

measures when controlling for background variables and other family structure variables. 

For women, living with a mother-only during childhood (figure 3.1), living with a 

stepfather during part of childhood and living with a single father for any reason have this 

general effect. For men, this pattern describes the effect of living with a mother-only 

during part of childhood, living with a stepfather for part of adolescence or childhood and 

the simple experience of a single mother family due to parental divorce or death, but not 

due to unmarried motherhood. 

There are also several family structure variables that increase the odds of marriage 

at relatively early ages but have no significant effect for those who remain unmarried into 

their twenties. For men, this pattern describes the effect of spending childhood with a 

single father. For women, it describes the effect of experiencing only one family 

structure transition. 

E)elaved Marriage 

Another typical pattern in the data shows that some aspects of growing up in a 

single parent home have the overall e^ect of delaying marriage, where the likelihood of 

marriage is lower at younger ages and higher at older ages, compared to the likelihood of 

marriage for people who grew up with both parents. For men, this pattern describes the 

effect of spending all of adolescence with a mother only or experiencing multiple 

transitions (figure 3.2). For women, it describes the effect of living with a mother-only 
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for all of adolescence, living with a stepfather for all of childhood (a very rare scenario) 

and experiencing three or more family structure transitions. 

Consistent Effects Across Age 

In addition to the two patterns already described, there are also aspects of growing 

up with a single parent that increase the likelihood of marriage compared to people who 

grew up with both parents throughout the time period in question. For men, this pattern 

describes the effect of living with a mother-only for a large portion but not all of 

adolescence. However, the difference patterns of marriage timing by men who spent 

various amounts of time during adolescence with a mother-only do not lend themselves to 

simple description, as small amounts of time tend to increase the odds of both early and 

late marriage, but additional years alter that effect to the point where men spending all of 

adolescence with a mother-only exhibit a simpler delayed marriage pattern. For women, 

the pattern of consistently increased marriage likelihood describes the effect of spending 

part of adolescence with a mother-only and those experiencing two family structure 

transitions. As was the case for men spending adolescence with a mother-only, the 

number of family structure transitions experienced by women indicate that additional 

transitions do not monotonically change the effects. While women with one transition are 

more likely to marry relatively early, women with two transitions have higher likelihoods 

of marriage throughout the twenties and women with three or more transitions tend to 

somewhat delay marriage. 

On the other end of the spectrum are aspects of family structure that decrease the 

odds of marriage throughout the time period. For men, this pattern describes the effect of 

spending all of adolescence with a stepfather and being bom to an unmarried mother. For 

women, this pattern describes the effect of spending any amount of adolescence with a 

stepfather and experiencing a mother-only family for any reason. 
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Summary 

Overall, then, it is clear that the effect of growing up in a single parent home on 

marriage timing is not a simple one. The first level of complexity is simply that different 

aspects of family structure have different, and frequently opposing, effects. Growing up 

with a single mother, for example, has different effects on marriage timing depending on 

whether the single mother home was experienced during childhood or adolescence, how 

many years during each time period were spent with the single mother, as well as 

whether, when and for how long a stepfather joined the home. 

A second level of complexity is that the effects on marriage timing of various 

aspects of single parent homes are not constant over age. There are two primary patterns 

that emerge - one of relatively early marriage and the other of relatively delayed 

marriage. But even these basic patterns are not simple. Many of the same aspects of 

single parenthood that predict relatively early marriage also predict relatively late 

marriage, indicating that there may actually be two categories of people affected very 

differently by the same aspects of family structure. 

A third level of complexity is that the effects of the same aspects of single parent 

family structure are often different, both in direction and magnitude, for men and for 

women. 

Of course, growing up with a single parent is rarely as simple as the phrase 

implies. A final level of complexity is the fact that most people who experienced a single 

parent home are affected by more than one of the described aspects of family structure. 

The frequencies presented in chapter two clearly indicate that, while the majority of 

adults in the United States grew up with both parents present, those that did not tend to 

have experienced a range of family structures during their youth. Rarely are individuals 

in the same single parent home throughout their childhood and adolescence. Therefore, 
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the effects of various aspects of growing up with a single parent on marriage timing occur 

in concert for most individuals. 

To illustrate, table 3.4 presents eight examples, four men and four women, from 

different potential family structure backgrounds. These particular backgrounds are 

chosen because they both represent some diversity in family structure sequence 

possibilities as well as being realistic examples. The odds-ratios presented indicate that 

person's likelihood of marrying at each age compared to the likelihood of someone who 

grew up in a two-parent home, holding all other background factors constant. 

Person A represents someone who was bom to a mother only and remained in a 

mother only family throughout childhood and adolescence, therefore experiencing no 

family structure uransitions. Men from this background are less likely than men from a 

two-parent family to marry until they reach their late twenties, when they becomes 

slightly more likely to marry, indicating a general delay of marriage. The pattern is the 

reverse for women, who are slightly more likely to marry relatively early but slightly less 

likely to marry throughout their twenties. 

Perhaps a more typical pattern is represented by Person B, who started out in a 

two-parent home, experienced a parental divorce and later a maternal remarriage. Both 

men and women from such backgrounds are much less likely to marry than are people 

from two-parent homes throughout the time period. 

Person C is someone who was bom to a mother only, experienced a maternal 

remarriage which later ended in divorce, indicating a pattern of multiple family structure 

transitions. Men from such a background are less likely than men from two-parent 

families to marry throughout the time period. However, while such women's likelihood 

of marriage is lower than the likelihood of women from two-parent families during most 
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of the time period, there is a period in the early twenties where they are more likely to 

marry. 

Person D is a person who began life with both parents, experienced a parental 

divorce and lived the rest of childhood and adolescence with a mother only. Both men 

and women from such backgrounds are more likely to marry relatively early and less 

likely to marry later on, illustrating the two-path potential discussed earlier. 

It is clear, then, that the effects of family structure on marriage timing are not 

simple and are not always straightforward. Not only are men and women affected 

differently by the same experiences, but the experiences themselves are so diverse that it 

is not accurate to talk simply of the effects of growing up with a single parent. It is clear 

that various aspects of single parent families- type, timing, duration, reason, number of 

transitions - matter in different ways, particularly when one takes into account the 

diversity of experience within a single individual's life. 

Background Factors 

Several background and control variables were also included in the proportional 

hazards model (see table 3.2). Because there was no theoretical reason to believe that the 

effects of these variables were not proportional over the age of respondents, interactions 

with time are not included. Very few background variables attain statistical significance 

in models that include family structure variables; further, these variables are included 

primarily as controls. For further illusuration, table 3.5 presents the bivariate effects of 

these background variables on marriage timing. 

Race: The bivariate results indicate that non-white men tend to marry at lower 

rates overall, but the effect of race was not statistically significant for men in the 

multivariate models. Both the bivariate and multivariate results indicate that white 

women marry younger than non-white women, a finding well-established in the literature. 
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Age: The bivariate results show few significant differences in men's marriage age 

by cohort; however, women in the younger cohort are less likely to marry by ages 25 and 

30, as would be expected given broader changes in women's life courses. In the 

multivariate models, age is coded as a continuous variable measured at the time of the 

survey. The results indicate, as would be expected, that older people married at younger 

ages than younger people. 

Religion: Net of family structure and other control variables, there are no 

significant differences in marriage timing between respondents who grew up Protestant 

(the left out category) and those who grew up in another or no religion. However, the 

bivariate results do show some differences in marriage timing by religious background. 

For men, Protestants tend to marry at higher rates and Jews at lower rates overall. For 

women, this is generally true at younger ages, but approximately equal proportions of 

women of all religious backgrounds have married for the first time by age 30. The 

exception is women with no religious background, who are much less likely to have 

married by age 30. 

Education: Net of other family structure and control variables, there is also no 

significant effect of educational attainment, measured at the time of the survey. However, 

without controls, it is apparent that men and women with more education tend to enter 

their first marriages more slowly. Contributing to this is the finding that both men and 

women are less likely to marry when they are currently attending college. 

Employment: As would be expected according to traditional gender roles, men 

who are currently employed are more likely to marry while employed women are less 

likely to marry. 

Social Class: I employ two proxies for social class while growing up - receipt of 

welfare growing up and mother's education. Net of family structure and other control 
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variables, neither social class variables has a statistically significant effect on the hazard 

rate of marriage. However, the bivariate results show that men and women with more 

highly educated mothers tend to enter their first marriages more slowly. It is also the case 

that, as a group, men and women whose families received welfare when they were 

growing up tend to marry earlier than men and women whose families did not receive 

welfare. However, by age 25, there are no significant differences in marriage rates for the 

two groups. 

Siblings: Finally, previous research (Michael and Tuma 1985) has shown that the 

number of siblings may also affect marriage timing. Net of family structure and control 

variable, sibship size has no effect on marriage timing here. However, the bivariate 

results indicate that men and women from larger families tend to marry earlier and at 

higher rates than those with smaller families. 

Theoretical Explanations of Family Structure Effects 

Returning to the effects of family structure on marriage timing, it is clear that the 

effects are quite complex; they differ not only for men and women but they also depend 

on the aspect of family structure to which we are referring. Different aspects of growing 

up in a single parent home can lead to several patterns of effects on marriage timing -

from the two-track pattern of relatively early or relatively late marriage to simply delayed 

marriage to either consistently increased or decreased odds of marriage. By 

disaggregating the different aspects of family structure, we can address the theoretical 

explanations presented earlier. Most previous studies have not been able to distinguish 

between potential explanations for why single parenthood affects marriage timing, 

primarily because of the nature of snapshot measures, which do not allow various 

explanations to be tested. 
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Childhood Socialization 

According to the socialization perspective, it is what children learn, especially 

during early childhood, that affects later life outcomes, including marriage and marriage 

timing (Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994; Martinson and Wu 1992; McLanahan and Bumpass 

1988; Wu and Martinson 1993). To recap, the socialization explanation focuses on the 

norms and values children leam in their family. Children may perceive of their single 

parent as either relatively effective - able to manage their family responsibilities without 

undue stress or difficulty - or relatively ineffective. It is important to note that the 

socialization explanation relies on the child's perception of the single parent; for 

example, a single mother having a large amount of difficulty handling her situation may 

be perceived by her children as effective if she can shield them from that difficulty. 

The primary prediction from the socialization perspective is that children growing 

up with a single parent will delay marriage. Children growing up with an effective single 

parent may leam that marriage is not all that imponant since they've seen that an adult, 

particularly a parent, can survive quite well unmarried; thus they may thus delay marriage 

relative to their two-parent counterparts since they will be in no particular hurry to attach 

themselves to a spouse. Children in single parent homes are also more likely to have 

learned non-traditional gender roles that will help them in their roles as single adults. The 

same result can be predicted for children who perceive of their single parent as 

ineffective; they may delay marriage in an attempt to maximize their chance of a 

successfiil marriage when they finally do marry or they may delay marriage due to lack of 

marital role models (Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994). However, it is also possible that children 

growing up with a single parent perceived as ineffective may instead delay marriage as a 

way of taking sufficient time to find the "right" spouse and a lasting marriage. 
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The socialization argument applies best to children being raised by single parents 

of the same sex, typically daughters being raised by single mothers, as the role modeling 

process is most direct in this case. Daughters being raised by successful single mothers 

may learn non-traditional sex roles and independence from their mothers; alternatively, 

daughters with less successful single mothers may try to avoid the same situation by 

either delaying marriage or by marrying relatively young, depending on how forward-

thinking they are. What sons learn from single fathers may differ somewhat given the 

more unusual nature of single father homes. Sons being raised by single fathers may 

learn to value fatherhood quite highly, which may lead them to marry relatively early in 

order to start families of their own. Alternatively, lacking marital role models, they may 

delay marriage. 

The socialization argument holds up for opposite sex single parents and children 

as well; children can learn from either sex single parent that marriage either is or is not 

necessary and important. Daughters might also learn something about the importance of 

fatherhood and marry relatively early to start families of their own with a husband 

present. Sons in single mother homes may learn to value fatherhood from the absence of 

their own fathers; alternatively, they may learn that fatherhood is something to be avoided 

and may avoid marriage as well. Further, children of either sex being raised by single 

parents of either sex may learn non-traditional gender roles which better prepare them for 

life as a single person (Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994). 

The family structure variables that best operationalize the socialization 

explanation are experience during childhood, especially longer experience in single 

parent homes. Children, as compared to adolescents, experience their family as the 

primary source of sociah'zation; those with a longer exposure to a single parent home 

simply have more exposure to the single parent role model. Those who spend more years 
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of childhood with a mother-only, especially women, are expected to marry relatively early 

or relatively late. By the logic of this explanation, it might also be expected that the 

addition of a step-parent during childhood might reduce or reverse the effect by reducing 

the number of years spent with a single parent role model; therefore, more years spent 

with a stepfather may have the opposite effect. Spending time during childhood with a 

single father, especially for men, may have a similar effect. 

In past research, several researchers have found support for the childhood 

socialization hypothesis as an explanation for delayed marriage (Li and Wojtkiewicz 

1994) and for early marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988). Further, Goidscheider 

and Waite (1991) find evidence of either early or delayed marriage for women, arguing 

that this may be due to preferences learned during youth. Thornton (1991) speculates that 

living in a step-parent home increases the likelihood of early marriage due to values and 

norms children learn regarding non-marital sexuality, which also fits the spirit of the 

socialization explanation. 

It is rare that the socialization explanation is tested directly; instead socialization 

arguments tend to be used as a way of understanding patterns in the data. That is also the 

case here; there are no direct measures in the data of values and norms learned during 

childhood. Therefore, the socialization explanation largely provides us with potential 

explanations fitting the patterns in the data. However, they need to be tested more 

directly in order to confirm the explanations. 

Turning to the graphs illustrating the effects of spending childhood with a mother-

only (figure 3.1 and 3.3; see also table 3.3), we see that for both men and women, 

spending time in a mother-only home during childhood predicts both relatively early and 

relatively late marriage. Therefore, it may indeed be that there are two distinct groups of 

people, one marrying relatively early and the other delaying marriage. Since the majority 
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of people do marry by the lime they are thirty, it is likely that this is a delay of marriage, 

rather than a foregoing of marriage, for most of the respondents. According to the 

predictions presented earlier, those delaying marriage may be doing so through role-

modeling a parent perceived as an effective single adult or through an attempt to avoid 

the situation of a parent perceived as ineffective. Those marrying earlier may also be 

attempting to avoid the situation of their parent, albeit through a different route. While 

the findings are consistent with this explanation, unfortunately, the data does not include 

information that would allow a direct test. 

The duration spent in a mother-only home does alter the effects. For women 

(figure 3.1), the effect on early marriage is statistically the same regardless of the number 

of years spent, but after age 21, there is a significant effect of additional years so that 

women with more mother-only years during childhood are more like their two-parent 

peers than are women spending less time with a mother-only. The negative effect on 

marriage likelihood of spending childhood with a mother-only is significantly smaller 

through the twenties for women with more years in a mother-only home. To be clear, the 

subgroup of women from mother-only childhoods who do not marry early still see 

reduced likelihoods of marriage later on, but the reduction is less for those with more 

years of mother-only childhood. 

In general, these results go against the basic tenets of the socialization argument, 

as women with more years in a mother-only home should be less, rather than more, like 

their two-parent peers. On possible explanation for this finding has to do with stability. 

It may be that there is some aspect of stability in mother-only homes of longer durations 

that is not captured in the measure of stability, number of family structure transitions, 

included in the models. Young girls in mother-only families for their entire childhood 

may be more like young girls in two-parent families due to a stability in family life more 
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likely to exist in family strucmres of longer durations. Mothers who parent alone for a 

longer period of time have more time to adjust and cope with their situation, perhaps 

providing a home environment more similar to that of two married parents. It may also 

be the case that it is socialization during adolescence, rather than childhood, that matters 

more for this particular outcome. While childhood socialization is important, it may be 

the case that role models during adolescence have a larger effect on the marriage patterns 

of daughters. We will turn to the effects of family structure during adolescence later. 

For men (figure 3.3), the effect of additional years in a mother-only home is 

statistically signiHcant at virtually every age. The effect on marriage likelihood at early 

ages is weaker and the effect of marriage likelihood at later ages weakens and reverses for 

men with more years of childhood in a mother only family. Men spending a large portion 

of their childhood with a mother-only are more likely to marry than their two-parent 

counterparts throughout the time period in question. In order to understand this through 

the socialization perspective, one would need to again focus on the values learned during 

childhood. It may be that boys in mother-only homes reverse role-model in effect; they 

may try to attain what they did not see growing up. 

Adding a stepfather to the family does not appear to change these basic results. 

The pattern for both men and women spending childhood with a stepfather is also this 

two-track either relatively early or relatively delayed marriage. The exception to this is 

for respondents who spent their entire childhood with a stepfather, which is such a rare 

event that it seems unwise to attach much significance to the results here. The 

coefficients tend to be larger for the effects of spending childhood with a stepfather as 

compared to the coefficients for the effects of spending childhood with a mother-only. In 

other words, the positive effect on the hazard rate of early and the negative effect later 

marriage is stronger for years spent with a stepfather than years spent with a mother-only. 



78 

This is generally inconsistent with the socialization explanation, which would 

predict that children growing up with stepparents will have outcomes more similar to 

children growing up with two biological parents, since both groups of children have 

married role models. It seems likely that the differences between two-parent biological 

and two-parent step households are significant enough that the simple presence of two 

married role models is not sufficient to equalize the outcomes of children from these 

families. Children whose mothers remarry do not simply gain a replacement father; they 

may also feel that they are at least partially losing their mother, which may also affect the 

way that they think about marriage as a whole. 

As an illustration, it is useful to think about ways in which children might actually 

spend their childhood by taking all 12 years of childhood into account (Table 3.5). 

Holding everything else constant, we can see that there are differences in effects on 

marriage timing of different combinations and durations of two-parent, mother-only and 

stepfather family structures during childhood. For men with any experience in a mother-

only or stepfather home, the odds of early marriage are increased relative to men from 

two-parent homes, but the magnitude of that effect differs considerably. The experience 

of a step-father home for virtually any length of time increases the odds of early marriage 

over the experience of a mother-only home. If it is the socialization process that matters, 

it would appear, then, that men from mother-only and stepfather homes learn values and 

norms that encourage relatively early marriage. However, it is also the case that men 

from mother-only or stepfather homes who are not married by age 27 become less likely 

to marry than men firom two-parent homes not yet married by the same age (with the 

exception of men who spent their entire childhood with a mother only, who remain more 

likely to marry). 
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While it is not possible with these data to investigate the quality or effectiveness 

of the families in which the respondents grew up, it is clear that there are two-paths being 

followed by men with childhood experience in mother-only or stepfather homes, either 

relatively early or relatively late marriage, which provides suggestive evidence that there 

may be two types of socialization processes occurring, one in which men leam that 

marriage is something to be entered and entered early as well as one in which men leam 

to delay entrance into marriage. Again, socialization explanations cannot be directly 

tested here; therefore, these explanations can only provide us with potential explanations 

for the patterns we see in the data. 

According to these illustrative cases, the effects for women are different than 

those for men. Again, holding everything else constant, women with childhood 

experience in a mother-only or step-father home are also more likely to marry relatively 

early, but for women, additional years in a step-father home actually reverses that effect. 

Women spending the majority of their childhood with a stepfather, in these examples, are 

less likely to marry at age 18 than are women from two-parent homes; in fact, these 

examples indicate that women who spend the majority of their childhood with a 

stepfather remain less likely to marry than women from two-parent families at each age 

investigated. According to the socialization explanation, it is possible that girls in 

stepfather homes during childhood actually leam something from that experience that 

leads them to delay marriage relative to their two-parent counterparts. Further, these 

cases show that women with virtually any experience in a mother-only or stepfather home 

who don't marry early, are indeed less likely to marry during their twenties than are 

women from two-parent homes. Again, while it is not possible in these data to measure 

the quality of families, this is suggestive evidence that there are two socialization 

processes occurring ~ women from successftil single mother families may leam to delay 



80 

marriage while those from less successful single mother families may marry relatively 

early. 

According to the socialization approach, the experience of a single father home 

during childhood could have similar effects to those of experiencing a single mother 

home during childhood, especially for men. Net of other family structure and control 

variables, there is no effect on women's marriage timing of spending time during 

childhood with a single father, but the experience does increase the odds of early 

marriage for men. As discussed earlier, boys growing up with a single father may learn to 

value fathering and may thus marry relatively early to begin families of their own. 

Alternatively, perhaps men learn from watching the difficulties of single parenting, 

whether the parent is male or female, that single parenthood is something to avoid; 

therefore, they may marry relatively early in order to have a partner. 

In sum, while socialization cannot be measured directly with these data, since the 

experience of a single parent home during childhood does have the general effect of either 

speeding up or delaying marriage, there is some suggestive evidence that a socialization 

process that is dependent on the effectiveness and quality of the single parent home is 

affecting the marriage timing of adults who spent their childhood in single parent homes. 

Social Control 

While the socialization explanation emphasizes the period of childhood, the social 

control explanation focuses on what is happening during adolescence. The basic 

argument of the social control explanation is that single parent families, especially where 

there is literally only the single parent and no stepparent present, cannot control 

adolescents as effectively as families where both biological parents are present 

(Hetherington, Cox and Cox 1978; Kobrin and Waite 1984; Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994; 
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Martinson and Wu 1992; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; McLanahan and Sandefur 

1994; Michael and Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991; Wu and Martinson 1993). 

Where there is only one adult in the household, it is partly a simple matter of 

having one less adult to monitor, supervise and discipline adolescents. Single mothers 

have been found to be less effective disciplinarians than married parents (Hetherington 

1979). Even in remarried families where there are two adults present, there may still be 

less supervision and discipline than in an intact family since stepparents often play a 

rather ambiguous role in their stepchildren's lives. They are not always expected to 

parent stepchildren like a "real" parent, and even when they do, that parenting may not be 

accepted by the stepchildren. Additionally, it has been shown that the presence of a 

stepfather also reduces the time mothers spend in parenting (McLanahan and Sandefur 

1994). 

The prediction that the social control explanation makes in terms of marriage 

timing is simply that single parent families may be less likely to prevent the outcome of 

early, particularly very early (teenage) marriage. Of course, the assumption here is that 

early marriage is a negative outcome for children, since delaying mam'age while pursuing 

an education and/or a career can potentially leading to more economic success, which 

parents tend to want for their children. Although the overall pattern may become more 

similar for men and women in more recent cohorts, the social control explanation should 

do a better job explaining early marriage for men, for whom getting an education and/or 

developing a career before marriage has traditionally been expected, than it does for 

women, for whom marriage has traditionally been one path to success. Later chapters 

will investigate whether this has indeed changed for more recent cohorts. 

This explanation predicts that it is the number of parents present during 

adolescence, as well as whether the second parent present is a biological or a stepparent. 
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that matters in predicting marriage timing. The sex of the single parent may also matter. 

Therefore, type of family structure as well as the duration of family structure types during 

adolescence are the key measures for the social conurol explanation. Although they 

include social control as a part of socialization, McLanahan and Bumpass (1988) find that 

a lack of social control does explain teenage marriage for women. The social control 

explanation has otherwise primarily been used to explain higher rates of premarital births 

for women from single parent homes (Martinson and Wu 1992). 

For women, the effect of a mother-only home during adolescence has a positive 

effect on the likelihood of marriage almost throughout the age period investigated here 

(see figure 3.4), While the social control explanation does provide potential insight into 

the early end of the spectrum, it cannot explain why women from mother-only 

adolescence have higher rates of marriage overall. Further, according to the social control 

explanation, women with longer durations in mother-only homes during adolescence 

should be particularly likely to marry early; however, the results indicate just the 

opposite^. Spending all of adolescence with a mother-only has the effect of delaying 

marriage rather than speeding it up. 

Again, it is possible that stability plays a role here. While it remains true that 

there is only one parent available to monitor and supervise adolescents, mother-only 

families of longer duration have bad more time to adjust to the number of parents 

available and to create methods to compensate. Further, it is possible, as mentioned 

earlier, that sociaUzation during adolescence as well as during childhood matters. 

Adolescents in mother-only families during adolescence are still learning values and 

norms regarding marriage; in fact, they are likely to be more active in their learning of 

these values, perhaps consciously evaluationg their potential plans in light of their 

^ The effect of additional years is statistically significant at all time points tested except 
age 21. 
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mother's experience. Teenage girls in stable single mother families may both be 

motivated to delay marriage and have a single female role model to emulate. On the 

other hand, teenage girls in mother-only families of shorter durations tend to marry at 

higher rates throughout the time period, which may indicate a desire to avoid the single 

state. As discussed previously, these measures are indirect due to data limitations so 

explanations are suggested as potentially useful ways of understanding these effects. 

The overall pattern of effects of spending adolescence in a mother-only family are 

similar for men, although the magnitudes of the coefficients differ. Fewer years in a 

mother-only family increase the hazard rate of marriage throughout the time period while 

full adolescence in a mother-only family results in a delayed marriage pattern. Again, 

these results do not lend significant support to the social control explanation. 

The potential explanations presented above may hold for men as well as women. 

A stable mother-only home may entail sufficient social control to prevent the negative 

outcome of early marriage. However, this leaves open the question of why men and 

women spending all of adolescence with a mother-only are actually less likely to marry 

early than their two-parent counterparts. Again, socialization provides a potential 

explanation. The values regarding marriage learned during adolescence may have more 

immediate relevance for the relationship-formation decisions made by young adults. 

Young adults from mother-only homes may be particularly motivated to avoid that 

situation and may attempt to do so by delaying marriage. 

For women, the effect of living with a stepfather during adolescence has 

essentially the opposite effect of living with a mother-only. Women spending any 

number of their teenage years with a stepfather are considerably less likely to marry 

throughout the time period, although the effect is weaker for those spending more years in 

a stepfather family. Since the amount of social control in a stepfather family should be in 
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between that in mother-only and two-parent families, these results are difficult to explain 

using social conurol predictions. Consistent with the explanation, it is the case that 

women from entire stepfather adolescence marry at rates more similar to women from 

two-parent families than do women with more varied teenage years. However, social 

control predictions cannot explain why women from stepfather families are less, rather 

than more, likely to marry at early ages. 

The results for men are somewhat more consistent with the social control 

explanation. For men, the effect of spending part of adolescence with a stepfather is to 

increase the hazard rate of early marriage (figure 3.5), more so than did spending 

adolescence with a mother-only. However, again the social control explanation cannot 

explain why marriage likelihoods are lower than those for men from two-parent families 

later on in the time period; nor can it explain why the effect of spending all of 

adolescence with a stepfather is to decrease the likelihood of marriage overall. 

Again, it seems likely that the often ambiguous status of stepfathers and the 

difficulties inherent in remarried families may be playing a role in the overall lower rates 

of marriage for both men and women. Men and women in stepfather families have likely, 

though not necessarily, experienced the disruption of their parents marriage and have seen 

the often difficult process of remarriage. This may make them apprehensive about their 

own marital success, thus influencing their likelihood of marriage. The magnitude of this 

negative effect decreases for both men and women with additional years in a stepfather 

family during adolescence, indicating that longer-duration, perhaps more successful, 

remarriages may influence the avoidance or delay of marriage less. 

The comparison of single father homes to two-parent homes is less clear cut, since 

a single father home may have only one adult present or may have two adults present if 

there is a stepmother. In either case, the social control explanation would anticipate that 
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adolescents in single father homes may be less supervised than adolescents in two-parent 

homes, and therefore, may be more likely to marry relatively early. However, the results 

do not support this prediction. Net of other variables in the model, there is no effect on 

marriage timing of experiencing a single father home during adolescence for men and a 

somewhat decreased likelihood of early marriage for women. 

It Is useful, again, to look at a variety of potential family structure sequences and 

durations that could be experienced during adolescence(table 3.7). For men, only 

sequences that include stepfathers increase the likelihood of early marriage compared to 

men from two-parent. However, the strongest prediction associated with this perspective 

- that men with more years of adolescence with a mother only should marry relatively 

early - is flatly conu-adicted by the results here. For women, any sequence of mother-

only and/or stepfather homes reduces the likelihood of early marriage relative to women 

from two-parent homes, again against the predictions of the social control explanation. 

However, these results vary somewhat depending on what age we consider "early." 

There is some evidence that the experience of a mother-only home increases the risk of 

marrying at age 21, particularly for women, which may still be considered relatively 

young. The results of the cohort-analysis may shed light on this as well as the issue of the 

extent to which early marriage is considered by parents to be a negative outcome to be 

avoided. 

The social conOrol explanation, then, is primarily conuradicted by the results 

shown. While it may be the case that single parent families generally do exert less 

supervision, monitoring, discipline and control over their children, this does not appear to 

result in earlier marriage outcomes for respondents spending adolescence in single parent 

families. As was the case with socialization, it should be noted that the number and type 

of parents constitute an indirect test of the hypothesis. 
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Instability and Change 

Whereas both the socialization and social control explanations focus on the type 

of, duration of, and age in a single parent home, the instability explanation focuses 

instead on disruptions, particularly divorce and remarriage, themselves. The argument is 

that it is those disruptions, the resulting change in family structure and the feelings of 

stress caused by that change that affects the life course outcomes of children from single 

parent homes (Hetherington, Cox and Cox 1978; Kobrin and Waite 1984; Li and 

Wojtkiewicz 1994; Martinson and Wu 1992; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; Michael 

andTuma 1985; Thornton 1991; Wu and Martinson 1993). 

The instability and change explanation predicts that the larger number of family 

sUiicture transitions experienced, the larger the effect; however, the direction of that 

effect is less clear. The best prediction is that people growing up with unstable family 

enviroiunents, who experienced multiple family structure transitions, would delay or 

avoid marriage in order to avoid that same instability in their own adult lives. They may 

be apprehensive about the possibility of marital success and may delay marriage in an 

attempt to better choose a spouse in order to reduce the likelihood of divorce. 

Alternatively, it can also be argued that people who grew up in unstable families may 

marry earlier as a route out of that instability, that instability may push them into 

premature adult roles (McLanahan and Bumpass 1988). 

Previous research has found support for the instability and change explanation of 

the relationship between family structure and marriage timing. Li and Wojtkiewicz 

(1994) found that people with more family structure transitions tended to delay marriage. 

The key measure of the instability and change explanation is simply the number of 

family structure transitions experienced. Net of other family structure and conurol 

variables, the effect of number of transitions for men is quite straightforward (see figure 
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3.2). Men who experienced one or more transitions are less likely to marry early and 

more likely to marry later than are men with no transitions, indicating a general delay of 

marriage. The effect is stronger for men with a larger number of transitions, which 

provides clear support for the instability explanation. Men from unstable family 

backgrounds appear to delay their own marriages, potentially due to apprehension 

regarding the security of marriage. 

For women, however, results are somewhat less clear but still largely support the 

instability explanation. It is the case that women with multiple (three or more) transitions 

follow this same pattern, indicating the same potential apprehension due to an unstable 

family background. Not inconsistent with this logic, women with two family structure 

transitions marry at rates no earlier than women with no transitions before approximately 

age 20, but those still in the risk set (the majority of women) are less likely to marry 

through their twenties. Women with one family structure transition are somewhat more 

likely to marry early than are women with no transitions, but marry at similar rates after 

that. 

Overall, then, the instability explanation is supported in this study as an 

explanation for delayed marriage, as it was supported previously by Li and Wojtkiewicz 

(1994) using the same data but a different methodology. 

Economic Resources 

The economic resources explanation argues that instead of family structure per se, 

it is instead the relative lack of economic resources in single parent, especially single 

mother, families that leads to outcomes like early marriage (McLanahan and Bumpass 

1988; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Thornton 1991). It has been shown consistently 

that single mother families have lower economic resources, on average, and are more 

likely to be in poverty than two-parent families. This lack of family resources may lead 
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adolescents in single parent families to assume adult work and family roles relatively 

early, either as a means of escaping the resource-poor home or simply as an accepted 

route to adulthood. 

This may work through education; adolescents from poorer families may not 

expect or be able to afford to attend college, which increases the likelihood that they will 

begin full-time employment and start their families relatively younger as well. It is well 

established that people from lower-class backgrounds tend to marry earlier than those 

with higher class backgrounds (Teachman, Polonko and Leigh 1987). 

The economic resources explanation has received mixed support in previous 

research on the relationship between family structure and marriage timing. McLanahan 

and Bumpass (1988) find that their admittedly inadequate controls for social class do not 

mitigate the effects of family structure and thus argue that there is certainly more to the 

story than simply economic resources; further, the effects of growing up in a single parent 

home do not differ in their data depending on the sex of the parent and the presence of a 

step-parent, which could be argued to increase family income. Others (Michael and 

Tuma 1985; Thornton 1991) also question the sole explanatory power of the economic 

resources explanation since they find that the positive effect on early marriage exists for 

people raised in step-parent but not one-parent families. 

The NSFH does not include measures of social class or income growing up. 

However, two proxies for social class growing up - receipt of welfare and mother's 

education - are included in the model as controls. The descriptive statistics shown in 

table 3.5 indicated bivariate relationships between social class growing up and marriage 

timing. Respondents with less educated mothers or who received welfare during their 

youth married relatively early. However, the effects of these variables are not statistically 



89 

significant in the multivariate models (table 3.2). Further, these controls do not render 

the family structure variables statistically insigniHcant. 

Additionally, several family structure measures can be used to get at a relative 

lack of economic resources. One would expect mother-only families to be the most 

resource poor while stepfather families should be more similar to two-parent families. 

The results here are difficult to disentangle. Women from mother-only homes during 

childhood are more likely to marry early, which is consistent with the economic resources 

explanation, but years spent with a mother-only during adolescence, when it might be 

expected to have a stronger effect, actually reduces the likelihood of early marriage. 

Similarly, men who lived with a mother-only during childhood have a higher likelihood 

of marrying early, but while this negative effect exists for men who spent a portion of 

their adolescence with a mother-only, it reverses as they approach spending their entire 

adolescence with a mother-only. 

Finally, one might expect significant differences in the effect on marriage timing 

depending on the reason for being in a single mother home, since families headed by 

never-married mothers are likely to be economically worse off than those headed by 

widowed mothers, with divorced mothers falling in between. However, the differences in 

effects on marriage timing for women who experienced a single mother home for 

different reasons are not statistically different from one another. For men, the effect of a 

single mother home at birth is significantly different from the other two reasons, but in 

the opposite of the predicted direction; men who were bom to an unmarried mother are 

actually less likely to marry early, indicating that there is something other than economic 

resources that is needed to explain this effect^. 

^ In a study with similarly weak measures of family socioeconomic status, McLanahan 
and Bumpass (1988) found similar results when predicting early marriage. 
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The test of the economic resources explanation are highly indirect here. It is 

likely that a lack of economic resources does play a role in explaining differences in 

marriage timing between people who grew up in a single-parent vs. a two-parent home. 

However, it is unlikely that economic resources are the sole driving force. In particular, 

socialization processes and the stress caused by instability are also likely contributing 

factors. 

Discussion 

This research expands on our current knowledge of the effect of family structure 

on marriage timing in two basic ways. First, it includes complex measures that address 

different aspects of family structure and especially single parent homes; these measures 

are useful both descriptively and as a way of addressing various theoretical explanations 

for effects of family structure on marriage timing. Second, it provides a detailed 

examination of the effects of these various aspects of family structure over the age period 

in which marriage is most typical, allowing the effects to vary over age. Together, these 

additions to the literature provide a much more complex and detailed understanding of 

how family structure affects marriage timing and help to explain the sometimes 

inconsistent findings in previous research. 

The findings make clear that marriage timing is affected by family structure 

growing up, suggesting that as family structure changes, it will continue to have effects 

on family formation processes. The two primary patterns of effects of family structure on 

marriage timing indicate that some people who grew up in a single parent family delay 

marriage while others tend to enter marriage earlier. 

From a broader point of view, we might ask why we should be concerned about 

the impact of family structure on marriage timing. First, in today's society, with it's 

emphasis on higher education as a path to economic success, early marriage is often 
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associated with lower economic success (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Second, 

despite a high divorce rate, high rates of unmarried parenthood, and rising rates of 

nonmarital cohabitation, we continue to live in a society that emphasizes the importance 

of marriage. Marriage ties people to the larger social structure, providing an arena for 

social conurol and emotional support as well both physical and mental health benefits 

(Waite 1995). For these reasons, the particularly early or particularly late marriage of 

those growing up with a single parent should be of concern to society as a whole. 

Since different aspects of family structure have these opposing effects, it will be 

useful in further research to delve deeper into why different family structures have the 

effects that they do. This research has shown that several aspects of family structure tend 

to lead to early marriage, particularly spending childhood with a single mother, with or 

without a stepfather, as well as spending childhood with a single father (men only). From 

the socialization perspective, it was argued that this may have to do with the values and 

norms learned from a single parent during childhood. In order to fiilly test this, 

longitudinal research that follows people from childhood into early adulthood is needed. 

Since a relative lack of economic resources may also partially explain this effect, good 

measures of income available to children growing up in single parent homes are needed 

(included the custodial parent's income, child support received, stepparent's income if it 

is available to the child as well as any government assistance). It does appear to be 

family structure during childhood that has this effect, which indicates that steps taken to 

push marriage age of these individuals into more typical marriage years should take place 

during childhood. 

The second area of concern has to do with the delay of marriage. To be clear, 

some delay of marriage is probably a good thing. Some people fi'om single parent 

families may have a healthy amount of apprehension regarding marriage and may delay 
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marriage as a part of a process of both developing their own independence and searching 

for a partner with whom marriage is more likely to be lifelong. However, to the extent 

that some people from single parent homes continue to delay marriage well past typical 

marriage years, perhaps foregoing marriage altogether, there may be more going on than 

simply a longer search process. If it is true that we, as a society, believe that marriage is 

the right and healthy state for adults as has been the case politically and in the media (see 

Popenoe, Elshtain and Blankenhom 1996), then we need to take a look also at how 

marriage in the parent generation affects marriage in the children generation. 

The aspects of family structure that have the effect of delaying or decreasing the 

overall likelihood of marriage are living with a mother-only or stepfather during 

adolescence, living with a mother-only or stepfather during childhood (for a subset of 

people), or experiencing multiple family structure transitions. The explanations for this 

delay presented earlier have to do both with values regarding marriage formed during 

adolescence as well as apprehension about marriage as a result of family structure 

growing up. Again, these explanations need to be tested more fully using longitudinal 

data that follows people through their youth into their adult years. Good measures of 

attitudes toward marriage through this time period are needed. Since the time period of 

adolescence and the experience of particularly unstable family structiures seem to have the 

largest effects, these seem to be the areas where any policy, based on a fuller 

understanding of the mechanisms behind these results, should be focused. 

Returning to the broad life coiu^e perspective that orients this work, it is clear that 

there are intergenerationai effects of family structure - specifically effects of marital 

patterns in the parent generation on marital patterns in the child generation. Of the 

midlevel theoretical explanations discussed, those that receive the strongest support are 

socialization as well as instability and change, both of which are tested indirectly here. 
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While it is quite probable that the relative lack of economic resources in single parent, 

especially mother-only, families a^ects the life courses of young adults raised in such 

families, it is also clear that there is more to the process than economics. 

Two further additions to the literature on this topic will follow in ensuing 

chapters. First, non-marital cohabitation will be added to the models as a competing risk, 

in order both to investigate the ways in which family structure affects the likelihood of 

non-marital cohabitation, as well as to investigate how that relationship might mediate the 

effect of family structure on marriage timing, ignoring cohabitation. Second, pursuant to 

the life course perspective's focus on the impact of historical time on how people live 

their lives, the results of this chapter will be extended to determine whether and what 

types of change in these effects have occurred as growing up in a single parent home has 

become more common. Together, these results may give some additional insight into the 

effects that changing family structure might have on family formation processes in the 

future. 



Tabl^-l^ercentofrcsj^ndeiUsjTiaawdb^selecte^ag^^ 

Percent of men married by; Percent of women married by: 

age 20 age 25 age 30 age 20 age 25 age 30 

Family Structure 

Always in a 2-parent family 22.14 65.91 86.23 46.60 80.14 89.92 
Not always in a 2-parent family 25.73 67.73 85.42 53.69 81.21 90.50 

Ever mother only - childhood 26.57 " 66.74 84.24 51.11 79.70 89.59 
Mother only all of childhood 32.08 • 63.95 81.93 47.56 76.74 86.67 

Ever mother only - adolescence 25.74 68.63 84.72 49.78 78.88 89.05 
Mother only all of adolescence 22.35 65.45 79.56 »• 44.29 75.35 • 86.67 » 

Ever stepfather - childhood 26.92 64.33 83.62 58.47 85.42 * 92.95 
Stepfather all of childhood (small n) 50.00 50.00 50.00 71.43 71.43 83.33 

Ever stepfather - adolescence 26.05 68.81 84.57 56.71 85.33 • 94.33 * 
Stepfather all of adolescence 23.44 64.04 82.56 54.55 85.71 92.45 

Never single mother 22.51 65.98 85.35 47.79 " 80.53 89.78 

Single mother at birth 30.45 " 67.93 84.21 51.99 79.33 87.78 
Single mother due to divorce 25.00 70.04 85.47 51.32 79.63 89.68 

Single mother due to death of father 21.43 67.14 84.90 51.48 80.89 91.20 

continued 
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Table 3-1 (continued) 

Percent of men married by: Percent of women married by: 

age 20 age 25 age 30 age 20 age 25 age 30 

Ever single father - childhood 24.43 72.65 86.36 50.24 77.37 91.18 
Ever single father - adolescence 25.37 66.29 87.18 54.73 • 81.48 92.41 

Never single father 22.91 66.30 87.01 48.33 * 80.42 91.94 
Single father due to divorce 29.03 68.09 85.00 58.73 78.95 91.84 
Single father due to death of mother 23.48 71.82 89.52 48.89 80.24 91.03 

No family structure transitions 22.37 • 65.83 86.13 46.76 80.08 89.84 
One transition 23.98 67.45 83.23 51.91 » 80.68 89.27 

Two transitions 24,56 68.03 88.27 53.68 • 81.57 93,07 

Three or more transitions 34.66 72.38 93.02 64.07 *•» 84.88 92.86 

Note; Percentage is of those eligible (those who have reached the age in question) 

•p<.05 ••p<.01 ***p<.001 

VO 
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Tabl^^2^Parti^Uteinioo^stinwte^ftedi^n^nt^nt^ire^^arm|e 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Mother only - chid. 4.888 0.393 132.72 0.377 • 0.146 1.46 

* time -1.383 0.118 0.25 -0.273 0.050 0.76 

• time-squared 0.075 0.008 1.08 0.012 " 0.004 l.Ol 

Add. years MO chid. -0.269 0.042 0.76 0.007 0.017 l.Ol 
• time 0.088 0.012 1.09 0.010 0.006 1.01 
* time-squared -0.004 0.001 1.00 0.000 0.000 1.00 

Mother only - adol. 4.028 0.412 56.17 0.668 '*• 0.186 1.95 
* time -0.960 0.155 0.38 0.060 0.073 1.06 

• time-squared 0.064 0.010 1.07 0.001 0.005 1.00 

Add. years MO adol. -1.438 0.082 0.24 -0.284 0.034 0.75 
• time 0.424 0.024 1.53 0.126 •0.013 1.14 
* time-squared -0.023 0.002 0.98 -0.005 0.001 1.00 

Stepfather - chid. 10.933 0.681 # 2.897 ••• 0.236 18.13 
• time -3.454 0.200 0.03 -2.077 0.104 0.13 
• time-squared 0.196 0.013 1.22 0.166 0.013 1.18 
Add. years STF chid. -1.091 0.107 0.34 -0.506 0.037 0.60 
•time 0.340 0.029 1.40 0.276 •" 0.015 1.32 
• time-squared -0.019 0.002 0.98 -0.022 0.002 0.98 

Stepfather - adol. 6.886 0.439 # -1.267 0.323 0.28 
• time 1.036 0.301 2.82 -7.487 0.180 0.00 
• time-squared -IJ22 0.039 0.22 -1.278 0.033 0.28 
Add. years STF - adol. -2.768 0.139 0.06 -0.153 • 0.070 0.86 
• time 0.353 0.048 1.42 1.525 0.032 4.60 

• time-squared 0.228 0.006 1.26 0.196 0.006 1.22 
Single father - chid. 0.741 0.363 2.10 0.047 0.171 1.05 
* time -0.229 O.lll 0.80 -0.115 0.068 0.89 

* time-squared 0.014 0.007 l.OI 0.010 • 0.005 1.01 
Single father - adol. 0.595 0.598 1.81 -0.634 • 0.283 0.53 
•lime -0.171 0.174 0.84 0.196 • 0.093 1.22 
• time-squared 0.007 0.011 1.01 -0.002 0.006 1.00 

Other nontrad. family 0.300 • 0.128 1.35 -0.093 0.094 0.91 

continued 
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Table 3.2 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Single mother - birth -0.428 0.466 0.65 0.303 0.182 1.35 

* time -0.352 * 0.170 0.70 -0.551 «•« 0.063 0.58 

* time-squared -0.001 0.012 1.00 0.017 "• 0.004 1.02 

Single mother - death 1.415 " 0.460 4.12 0.217 0.203 1.24 

* time -0.607 "• 0.155 0.55 -0.552 0.068 0.58 

* time-squared 0.015 0.010 1.02 0.018 "• 0.005 1.02 
Single mother - divorce 1.742 •« 0.441 5.71 0.165 0.202 1.18 

* time -0.749 0.156 0.47 -0.500 0.068 0.61 

* time-squared 0.024 * O.Oll 1.02 0.014 " 0.005 1.02 
Single mother - other 1.929 ••• 0.539 6.88 0.551 • 0.235 1.74 

• time -0.691 ••• 0.187 0.50 -0.755 "• 0.091 0.47 
* time-squared 0.015 0.013 1.02 0.037 0.007 1.04 

Single father - birth 0.573 0.629 1.77 0.192 0.353 1.21 
Single father - death 1.240 0.744 3.46 0.775 • 0.341 2.17 

• time -0.257 0.210 0.77 -0.351 ••• 0.108 0.70 

* time-squared O.Oll 0.013 l.Ol 0.011 0.008 1.01 
Single father - divorce 1.306 0.714 3.69 0.877 • 0.363 2.40 

* time -0.331 0.207 0.72 -0.255 • 0.123 0.78 
* time-squared 0.018 0.013 1.02 -0.003 0.009 1.00 

Single father - other 1.217 0.786 3.38 0.880 «• 0.331 2.41 
• time -0.362 0.248 0.70 -0.360 •• 0.123 0.70 
* time-squared 0.019 0.018 1.02 0.019 • 0.009 1.02 
One transition -0.856 •• 0.276 0.43 0.372 •• 0.111 1.45 
* time 0.123 0.066 1.13 -0.094 •• 0.035 0.91 
* time-squared -0.004 0.004 1.00 0.003 0.003 1.00 

Two transitions -4.604 0.482 0.01 0.243 0.143 1.28 
• time 1.229 0.132 3.42 0.089 0.051 1.09 

* time-squared -0.070 •« 0.009 0.93 -0.007 0.004 0-99 

Three transitions -5.241 0.602 0.01 -1.423 0.222 0.24 

* time 1.613 •" 0.170 5.02 0.779 ••• 0.073 2.18 
• time-squared -0.084 O.Oll 0.92 -0.045 ••• 0.006 0.96 

continued 
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Table 3.2 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Race 
(Non-white) 
White 0.071 0.044 1.07 0.094 " 0.034 1.10 

Age 0.010 "• 0.001 1.01 0.005 0.001 I.Ol 
Religion growing up 
(Protestant) 
No religion 0.013 0.059 l.Ol -0.114 0.065 0.89 

Catholic -0.073 0.041 0.93 -0.003 0.032 1.00 

Jewish -0.033 0.115 0.97 -0.022 0.101 0.98 

Other religion -0.044 0.056 0.96 -0.050 0.044 0.95 
Educational Attaiiunent 
(Less than HS) 
High School -0.009 0.048 0.99 -0.018 0.037 0.98 
Some College -0.003 0.057 1.00 -0.052 0.046 0.95 
College 0.062 0.061 1.06 0.087 0.055 1.09 

Welfare growing up 0.091 0.062 l.IO -0.091 0.049 0.91 
Mother's education 
(Less than HS) 

High school -0.016 0.042 0.98 -0.004 0.034 1.00 
More than HS -0.066 0.057 0.94 -0.035 0.046 0.97 

Number of Siblings 
No siblings -0.010 0.071 0.99 -0.047 0.059 0.95 
(One sibling) 

Two siblings 0.002 0.055 1.00 0.036 0.046 1.04 
Three or more 0.023 0.047 1.02 0.022 0.039 1.02 

Current status 
In college -0.245 0.067 0.78 -0.747 *•« 0.064 0.47 
Employed 0.209 •« 0.037 1.23 -0.224 0.030 0.80 

Model Chi-Square 17396.10 26015.10 
DF 79 79 
N 4534 6670 

Omitted variables in parentheses 

»p<.05 »»p<.01 »»»p<.OOI 

# magnimde of odds-ratio inflated due to sample size and configuration 



Figure 3.1: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women 
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TableJ3^^iguficaiceT^le^^^rria|eJ|gnOTing^bhabiteti^ 

MEN WOMEN 

18 21 24 27 30 18 21 24 27 30 

Mother only 
1 year childhood + + - - -
6 years childhood + + ns - ns 
12 years childhood + + ns + + 
1 year adolescence + + ns ns + 
3 years adolescence + + + + + 
6 years adolescence - ns + + + 

+ - - - ns 
+ ns -
+ ns ns - ns 
+ + + + ns 
ns + + + + 

+ + + + 

Stepfather 
1 year childhood + + - - -
6 years childhood + + - - -
12 years childhood ns ns ns ns ns 
1 year adolescence + . _ . . 
3 years adolescence + . _ . . 
6 years adolescence . . _ . . 

+ - - - ns 
+ - - - ns 

+ ns ns 
ns 

Single father 
childhood + ns ns ns ns 
adolescence ns ns ns ns ns 

ns ns ns ns ns 
ns ns + ns 

Reason for single mother 
at birth ns - - - -
parental death -i- ns -
parental divorce + ns -

ns - - - ns 
ns - - - ns 
ns - - - ns 

Reason for single father 
parental death ns ns ns ns ns 
parental divorce ns ns ns ns ns 

+ ns - - ns 
+ ns - - ns 

Number of transitions 
one transition - - - ns ns 
two transitions - - ns -h ns 
three or more - - + + + 

•h ns ns ns ns 
ns + + + ns 

+ + + ns 

(+) positive and significant at p<.OS 
(-) negative and significant at p<.05 
(ns) non-significant 



Figure 3.2: Effect of Number of Family Structure Transitions on the 
Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men 
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Table 3.4: Effects of Prototypical Family Structure Backgrounds on Hazard Rate 
of Marriage, Presented as Odds Ratios 

Age 18 Age 21 Age 24 Age 27 

MEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 0.190 0.504 0.883 1.027 

Persons 0.001 0.065 0.004 1.36E-105 

Person C 0.193 0.225 0.206 0.147 

Person D 6.051 1.400 0.576 0.424 

WOMEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 1.004 0.944 0.912 0.907 

Persons 0.302 0.006 7.45E-07 6.31E-I3 

Person C 0.379 2.067 0.518 0.466 

Person D 1.198 0.808 0.597 0.484 

Person A = mother only ages 0-17 

Person B = two-parent ages 0-3, divorce, mother only ages 4-11, stepfather ages 12-17 
Person C = mother only ages 0-2, stepfather ages 3-11, mother only ages 12-17 
Person D = two-parent ages 0-7, divorce, mother only ages 8-17 



TabIe3^5^PMcen^Fre2gondeiUMnarrie^^^elected^gs^j^ackgromi^factore^^^^^^_^^^^^_^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Percent of men married by: Percent of women married by: 

age 20 age 25 age 30 age 20 age 25 age 30 

Race 
White 23.25 68.06 ••• 86.96 " 50.13 82.71 91.63 ••• 
Non-white 22,55 60.81 82.90 44.27 73.78 85.39 

Cohort 
Older cohort 22.66 67.93 • 85.93 51.61 ••• 82.83 90.28 
Younger cohort 23.53 64.19 86.24 45.10 77.77 89.60 

Religion growing up 
Protestant 25.64 69.73 ••• 88.19 51.65 ••• 81.85 90.90 • 
Catholic 18.42 61.53 82.66 »• 42.01 79.18 88.46 • 
Jewish 2.08 *•* 46.81 75.86 " 24.79 *** 66.67 88.68 
Other Religion 25.21 68.85 86.27 54.48 ••• 81.99 92.06 
No Religion 23.41 62.31 84.57 43.71 71.89 83.63 

Educational attainment 
Less than high school 30.74 ••• 67.78 83.63 * 64.75 82.69 • 89.40 

High school 28.22 71.02 ••• 87.96 • 54.72 84.26 91.83 ••• 

Some college 22.85 69.07 89.81 •» 44.53 ••• 81.90 93.35 

College 7.28 56.00 83.04 " 13.65 65.65 82.64 

continued 

o u> 



Table 3-5 (continued) 

Percent of men married by: Percent of women married by: 

age 20 age 25 age 30 age 20 age 25 age 30 

Mother's education 
Less than high school 26.69 ••• 68.55 86.62 54.27 81.43 • 89.81 
High school 21.99 65.79 86.78 45.71 80.22 90.00 

More than high school 13.75 ••• 59.79 84.22 32.77 76.62 91.59 

Received welfare growing up 31.37 70.45 85.26 54.60 ••• 80.93 91.13 
Didn't receive welfare growing up 22.24 65.97 86.10 47.95 80.38 89.98 

Number of siblings 

No siblings 21.13 61.54 * 80.06 49.83 79.60 88.30 

One sibling 20.19 • 65.14 84.85 44.12 ••• 80.64 89.96 

Two siblings 20.86 63.34 83.70 45.54 • 79.71 89.98 
Three or more siblings 25.24 68.64 88.26 "» 50.73 80.75 90.43 

Note; Percentage is of those eligible (those who have reached the age in question) 

•p<.05 •**p<,001 (compared to all other categories combined) 
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Figure 3.3: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men 
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Table 3.6: Effect of Family Structure Backgrounds, Illustrative of the Socialization 
^eregective^^theBfazar^ateofMama^K^ds^ratios)^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Effect on Hazard Rate of Marriage at: 

Age 18 Age 21 Age 24 Age27 

MEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 34.44 3.32 0.83 0.55 
Person B 4.87E+05 23.83 0.07 0.01 
Person C 15.38 2.91 1.14 0.92 
Person D 2.71E+03 7.20 0.20 0.06 
Person E 6.87 2.56 1.55 1.54 
Person F 8.22E-K)3 9.94 0.18 0.05 
Person G 305.99 4.38 0.32 0.12 

WOMEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 1.51 0.85 0.58 0.48 
Person B 9.74 0.16 0.03 0.06 
Person C 1.54 0.94 0.68 0.60 
Person D 0.77 0.29 0.18 0.17 
Person E 1.58 1.04 0.81 0.74 
Person F 2.18 0.26 0.10 0.15 
Person G 0.28 0.37 0.37 0.28 

A's childhood - 6 years 2-parent, 6 years mother-only 
B's childhood - 6 years 2-parent, 3 years mother-only, 3 years stepfather 
Cs childhood - 2 years 2-parent, 10 years mother-only 
D's childhood - 2 years 2-parent, 2 years mother-only, 8 years stepfather 
E's childhood -12 years mother-only 

Fs childhood - 6 years mother-only, 6 years stepfather 
G's childhood - 2 years mother-only, 10 years stepfather 

NOTE — odds are as compared to people always in a two-parent family, controlling 

for all other family structure and background variables 
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Figure 3.4: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women 
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Figure 3.5: Effect of Years in a Stepfather Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men 
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Table 3.7: Effect of Family Structure Backgrounds, Illustrative of the Social Control 
Peregective^nth^Jazar^ateofMaiTi^^^ds<atios)^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Effect on Hazard Rate of Marriage at: 

Age 18 Age 21 Age 24 Age27 

MEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 0.75 1.84 4.18 8.83 
Person B 819.36 0.13 3.45E-15 1.42E-38 
Person C 0.04 0.87 7.43 25.96 
Person D 46.17 0.06 6.13E-15 4.17E-38 
Person E 3.23 0.26 1.23E-08 3.31E-22 
Person D 9.56E-04 0.13 0.02 2.57E-06 

WOMEN 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 0.83 2.74 7.01 13.95 
Person B 0.35 6.06E-I3 3.39E-33 6.20E-62 
Person C 0.47 3.02 12.53 33.64 
Person D 0.20 6.68E-13 6.06E-33 1.49E-61 
Person E 0.26 1.44E-07 3.03E-I9 2.45E-36 
Person D 0.13 0.01 6.91E-06 1.67E-11 

A's adolescence - 2 years 2-parent, 4 years mother-only 

B's adolescence - 2 years 2-parent, 2 years mother-only, 2 years stepfather 
Cs adolescence - 6 years mother-only 
D's adolescence - 4 years mother-only, 2 years stepfather 
E's adolescence - 2 years mother-only, 4 years stepfather 
Fs adolescence - 6 years stepfather 

NOTE — odds are as compared to people always in a two-parent family, controlling 
for all other family structure and background variables 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

EFFECTS OF FAMILY STRUCTURE ON ENTRY 

INTO MARRIAGE AND COHABITATION 

Introduction 

The findings in the previous chapter indicated that when cohabitation is not 

included as part of the union formation process of young adults, growing up in a single 

parent home tends to lead to either relatively early or relatively delayed marriage. 

However, as cohabitation has become an increasingly common aspect of first union 

formation', it is becoming more inaccurate to exclude it from studies of marriage timing. 

Additionally, since there is evidence that people who experience a nonintact 

family are more likely to cohabit than those who did not (Bumpass and Sweet 1989), it is 

possible that some of the effects of growing up in a single parent home on marriage 

timing are working through effects of growing up in a single parent home on 

cohabitation. To get a clear picture of union formation processes, and more particularly 

on the effect of family structure on union formation processes, it is useful to broaden the 

deHnition of first co-residential relationship to include non-marital cohabitation as well as 

legal marriage. 

Further, since some of the theoretical explanations predict different patterns for 

marriage and cohabitation, including cohabitation as a type of union may shed additional 

light on the mechanisms involved. This chapter will look at first co-residential 

relationship timing, treating cohabitation and marriage as competing risks. 

'For example, Bumpass and Sweet (1989) find that only 9 percent of people bom before 
1952 cohabited as a first co-residential relationship compared with 32 percent of people 
bom later. 
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Thornton (1991) found evidence that an increased risk of cohabitation does play a 

role in explaining marriage timing of women from single parent homes. Using a sample 

of women bom in 1961 and interviewed when they were 18 and again when they were 23 

years of age, Thornton found that when cohabitation was ignored, women from single 

parent backgrounds (mother only and stepfather families) were more likely to marry by 

the age of 23 than were women from intact families. However, when marriage and 

cohabitation were treated as competing risks, growing up with a single parent increased 

the odds of early cohabitation but had no effect on early marriage. Therefore, in this 

sample, women from single parent families did tend to marry earlier than women from 

intact families but they were also more likely to cohabit before marrying, thus entering 

both types of unions earlier and at higher rates as compared to women from two-parent 

families. 

Thornton's explanation was that women from single parent homes are more 

cautious about marriage and thus use cohabitation as a way of ensuring a lasting marriage. 

Because mother's remarriage did not mitigate this effect, Thornton hypothesized that 

children growing up in remarried homes may develop more liberal attitudes toward 

nonmarital sex and cohabitation, which may lead to early dating, cohabitation and 

mam'age. 

While this research added an important piece to the literature on the effects of 

family structure on co-residential union formation, the study is limited by the focus on 

women of one birth cohort and by fairly simple measures of family structure. This 

chapter expands upon this work in several ways. First, multiple cohorts are included in 

the analysis. Second, effects of family structure on marriage and cohabitation for both 

men and women are analyzed. Third, the effects of family structure are analyzed over a 
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much broader age range. And finally, more complex measures of family structure are 

included as indirect tests of the theoretical explanations presented earlier. 

The models presented below are partial likelihood models predicting the hazard 

rate of union formation, treating marriage and cohabitation as competing risks. The 

marriage models predict the likelihood of marriage given that the individual is still in the 

risk set, meaning that they haven't yet entered a marriage or a cohabitation. The 

cohabitation models predict the likelihood of cohabitation at any given age given that the 

individual has not yet entered a marriage or a cohabitation. Looked at in tandem, the 

models together can give us an idea of the effect of family structure on both the timing 

and process of union formation. In this chapter, I will first present simple descriptive 

statistics to illustrate the effect of family structure backgrounds on the nature of first co-

residential relationship. Next, I will return to the patterns of effects presented in chapter 

three to determine whether and in what ways the effects of family structure differ when 

cohabitation is treated as a competing risk, as well as to investigate the effects of family 

structure on cohabitation itself. Finally, I will interpret these results according to the 

theoretical explanations presented earlier. 

Results 

Review of Theoretical Predictions 

The socialization perspective focuses on the period of childhood, since attitudes 

and values regarding marriage may be formed as a result of early family experiences. The 

socialization perspective predicts that years spent with a mother only during childhood 

may have the effect of either delaying or accelerating marriage. The socialization 

perspective also predicts a shift toward cohabitation, either as a part of the process of 

delaying marriage or due to attitudes toward non-marital sexuality formed as a result of 

wimessing a parent's dating experience (Thornton 1991). 
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Focusing on the period of adolescence, the social control explanation predicts that 

children from single parent homes will enter both marriage and cohabitation earlier, with 

a likely shift toward cohabitation since cohabitation is less likely to be parentally 

sanctioned. The effects should be strongest in families with only one parent, particularly 

where that parent is the mother. 

The instability and change explanation primarily predicted a delay of marriage, 

with cohabitation entering the picture as a part of that delay. Family structure instability 

should increase the odds of cohabitation, as respondents from more unstable family 

structures may use cohabitation as a way of potentially increasing the success of eventual 

marriage or as a substitute for a legal relationship perceived as unstable. 

Finally, the economic resources explanation predicts that adults from single parent 

homes should form both types of unions earlier. They may marry earlier as a part of a 

broader process of earlier adult role taking; they may also shift toward cohabitation as a 

precursor to marriage as individuals with fewer resources have been shown previously to 

be more likely to cohabit (Bumpass et al. 1991; Cherlin 1992; Raley 1996). 

Family Structure — Descriptive Results 

Table 4.1 presents bivariate effects of family structure and background factors on 

the nature of respondent's first co-residential relationship. The results indicate that adults 

who grew up in single parent homes are both more likely to have cohabited as their first 

co-residential relationship and are also more likely to have not yet entered either type of 

relationship, compared to adults who grew up in a two-parent home. Together, these 

indicate a shift toward cohabitation as well as an overall delay of union formation. 

Looking only at respondents who had entered a co-residential relationship, 20 

percent of women and 25 percent of men who did not grow up with both parents had 

entered a non-marital cohabitation compared with 12 percent of women and 17 percent of 
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men from two-parent homes. This basic finding holds up for virtually any type or 

duration of experience in a single parent home during childhood or adolescence. 

Multivariate Results 

However, these descriptive results do not control for either the various aspects of 

single parenthood or for background factors; additionally, they do not tell us anything 

about the timing of entry into these unions. For this, we turn to the partial likelihood 

models. The models presented in this chapter predict first marriage, treating cohabitation 

as a competing risk, and cohabitation, treating marriage as a competing risk (table 4.2 and 

4.3). The full models include interactions with time and are centered around the age of 

18. Therefore, for example, the coefficient for mother only during childhood indicates 

that men who lived with a mother only during childhood are both more likely to marry 

and more likely to cohabit at the age of 18 than are men from two-parent backgrounds, 

but that additional years spent with a mother only during childhood decrease that effect. 

As in the previous chapter, graphs have been constructed from these results to 

show the age-specific effects of each family structure variable. For example, the graphs 

illustrating the effect of living with a mother only during childhood for men show that 

men who lived with a mother only for a part of their childhood are more likely to marry 

early and less likely to marry late compared to their two-parent counterparts but that men 

who spent their entire childhood with a mother only are fairly consistently more likely to 

marry than their two-parent peers (figure 4.1). These results are nearly identical in 

direction to the results for marriage when cohabitation was ignored. 

The figure for cohabitation is shown here for comparison (figure 4.2), but the 

coefficients are frequently non-significant; see tables 4.4 and 4.S for a summary of the 

effects of family structure on marriage and cohabitation^. The results for cohabitation 

- See appendices A.3 through A.6 for coefficients. 
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indicate that men who spent a portion of their childhood with a mother only are more 

likely to marry early than their two-parent peers, with no consistent effect later, but that 

men with a full mother only childhood are actually more likely to cohabit in their late 

twenties than their two-parent peers. 

Putting these results together indicates that living with a mother only during 

childhood increases the likelihood of relatively early relationships for men, particularly 

marriage, but that this family structure also has the e^ect of increasing the likelihood of 

relationship formation (both cohabitation and marriage) later in the time period. 

The following is organized according to the patterns of effects on marriage, 

ignoring cohabitation, presented in the previous chapter in order to highlight any changes 

in marriage timing when cohabitation is included in the models. In this section, the 

effects of family structure on entry into co-residential relationships is simply described; 

explanations will be presented and tested later in the chapter. 

Earlv or Delayed Marriage 

One of the most common patterns in the previous chapter was a two-track effect 

of relatively early or relatively delayed marriage. This pattern described the effect of 

living with a mother only during childhood for both men and women. For men, it also 

described the effect of living with a stepfather during adolescence and experiencing a 

single mother home due to a parental divorce or death. For women, it also described the 

effects of living with a single father for any reason. 

Looking at men first (table 4.4), we can see that including cohabitation as a 

competing risk does not change the majority of these effects. Living with a mother only 

or stepfather during childhood continues to show this two-track effect, as does living with 

a stepfather during adolescence. The one change is that the early positive effects on 

marriage of living with a single mother due to parental divorce or death drop to non
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significant when cohabitation is treated as a competing risk. Overall, this indicates that 

the effects of these variables on marriage timing for men are not working through, or 

affected very much by, cohabitation. For a fuller picture, we need also look at the effects 

on cohabitation itself. As discussed earlier, living with a mother only during childhood 

has primarily non-significant effects on early cohabitation, but increases the likelihood of 

cohabitation later in the time period. The two-track pattern describing the effect of 

spending part of adolescence with a stepfather also describes the effect on cohabitation, 

indicating that the two types of relationships are affected similarly by spending 

adolescence with a stepfather. 

The two-track effect of living with a single mother due to a parental divorce, 

which dropped out for marriage when cohabitation was included, reappears for 

cohabitation itself, and also describes the effect of experiencing a single mother home at 

birth. This may indicate a shift toward early cohabitation, away from early marriage, for 

men fi:om divorced, single mother homes. Men from divorced or unmarried single 

mother homes have higher rates of early cohabitation, but lower rates of both cohabitation 

and marriage through the rest of the time period. 

For women (table 4.5), the two-urack effects for spending childhood with a mother 

only or stepfather also continue to hold when cohabitation is treated as a competing risk. 

The only change to this pattern is that the later negative effects on marriage likelihood of 

experiencing a single father family for any reason drop to non-significant; early marriage 

likelihood is still increased. The effects of these variables on cohabitation itself is 

somewhat different. Spending childhood with a mother only also has negative, later 

effects on cohabitation likelihood but there is no iilcreased likelihood of early 

cohabitation. Therefore, the effect of spending childhood with a mother only is to 

increase the odds of early marriage and decrease the odds of both types of relationships 
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later in the time period. This is also generally the case for the effect of experiencing a 

single father home for any reason. Living with a stepfather during childhood, however, 

has more similar effects on cohabitation and marriage. The odds of both are increased 

early and decreased later, indicating that the two-track effect holds for both types of 

relationships. 

Delayed Marriage 

The second main pattern that was evident in the results for marriage timing when 

cohabitation was ignored was that of delayed marriage, relative to people growing up 

with both parents. This described the effect of living with a mother only for all of 

adolescence and experiencing multiple transitions. 

When cohabitation is treated as a competing risk, these family structure variables 

continue to have the effect of decreasing the odds of early marriage and increasing the 

odds of later marriage, indicating that cohabitation plays little role in the effects of these 

variables on marriage timing. Looking at cohabitation itself, spending all of adolescence 

with a mother only has very similar ejects on both cohabitation and marriage. The effect 

of spending all of adolescence with a mother only, then, is to decrease the odds of early 

and increase the odds of later co-residential union formation, regardless of the type. 

For men, this is also true of the effect of multiple family structure uransitions. For 

women, however, the effect of multiple transitions is more complex. The experience of 

two transitions generally shows this delay pattern for marriage (although coefficients are 

frequently non-significant) but the effect on cohabitation is simply to increase the 

likelihood of early cohabitation, indicating that there may be a shift toward early 

cohabitation, instead of marriage, for these women. However, the effects of experiencing 

three or more transitions raises questions about this interpretation. Women experiencing 

three or more transitions show the delayed pattern for marriage, but the effect on 
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cohabitation is increased risk almost throughout the time period. Therefore, there is not 

clear evidence of a shift toward cohabitation for women with unstable family structure 

backgrounds. However, the broad picture here indicates that women some shift toward 

early cohabitation with a general increased risk of both types of unions for most of the 

time period. 

Consistent Effects Across Aee 

Aspects of family structure that had the effect of increasing the likelihood of 

marriage throughout the time period included spending part of adolescence with a mother 

only. This continues to have that effect when cohabitation is included as a competing 

risk. The effect on cohabitation itself is broadly similar. For women, whereas spending a 

portion of adolescence with marriage increases the odds of marriage at all time points, 

this is true of cohabitation only later in the time period for those with fewer years of 

adolescence in a mother only home. For men, it was only those with a larger proportion 

of adolescence spent with a mother only who exhibited an overall increased risk; these 

same men also exhibit increased risk of cohabitation. 

Finally, there were aspects of family structure that led to a decreased risk of 

marriage throughout the time period. For men, these included living with a stepfather for 

all of adolescence and living with a single mother beginning at birth. For women, they 

included living with a stepfather for any number of years during adolescence and living 

with a single mother for any reason. 

The effects on marriage for men are largely unchanged when cohabitation is 

included as a competing risk. Further, the effects on cohabitation itself largely exhibit the 

same pattem. While it is also the case that the patterns for marriage timing remain largely 

unchanged for women, there are some differences when we look at cohabitation itself. 

The effect of years spent with a stepfather during adolescence on cohabitation are 
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generally negative or non-significant; the effects of partial adolescence with a stepfather 

is to decrease the odds of cohabitation but as more years are spent with a stepfather, the 

effects drop to non-significance. Therefore, women spending part of adolescence with a 

stepfather appear to be less likely to enter either type of relationship, but that effect holds 

only for marriage as years spent with a stepfather approach all of adolescence. Women 

with full adolescence with a stepfather are almost equally likely to cohabit as women 

from two-parent homes, indicating that the retreat from marriage for these women may 

not apply to cohabitation. 

There are also some differences in the effects of reason for single mother home. 

While the effects of experiencing a single mother home for any reason are to decrease the 

risk of marriage throughout the time period, the risk of early cohabitation is actually 

increased for women experiencing a single mother home due to either parental divorce or 

being bom to an unmarried mother. This indicates that there may be a shift toward early 

cohabitation for women from experiencing single mother families for these reasons, but 

that the overall effect of experiencing a single mother family for any reason is to decrease 

the risk of both cohabitation marriage through the majority of the time period. 

Summary 

Overall, these results show that while there continue to be diverse effects of 

different aspects of family structure on marriage, the patterns of effects do not change 

significantly when cohabitation is added to the relationship-formation process. Whether 

or not cohabitation is ignored or treated as a competing nsk, the effects on marriage 

timing are broadly similar, except for some changes in the statistical significance of 

coefficients. 

However, adding cohabitation as a competing risk does give us a better 

understanding of the overall process of union formation, as it allows us to investigate the 
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timing of both marriage and cohabitation. In most cases, the effects of different aspects 

of family structure are similar for both marriage and cohabitation, indicating that family 

structiu^ affects relationship-timing in a similar way, regardless of the nature of the first 

relationship. In some cases, there are different effects of family structure on cohabitation 

vs. marriage, perhaps indicating a shift in the nature of the first relationship for 

respondents from these family structure backgrounds. This potential shift toward 

cohabitation is exhibited for women who experienced a single mother home for any 

reason (as well as for men who experienced a single mother home at birth or due to a 

parental divorce) or who experienced multiple family structure transitions. This potential 

shift, as well as the meaning of similar patterns for both types of relationships, will be 

discussed along with the theoretical perspectives further in the chapter. 

Turning to the illustrative sample people, with their sample family structure 

backgrounds, we can now investigate the pattern of entry into co-residential relationships 

of people from single parent backgrounds, taking both marriage and cohabitation into 

account (see tables 4.6 and 4.7). These sample people represent a variety of fairly typical 

backgrounds, with varying years spent during childhood and adolescence in single parent 

homes, varying reasons for single mother homes and varying numbers of family structure 

transitions. 

Person A represents someone with a stable mother only background, beginning at 

birth and lasting through adolescence. Men with this background are less likely to marry 

at any given age than are men with two-parent backgrounds, when cohabitation is treated 

as a competing risk. However, while men with this background are also less likely to 

cohabit relatively early than are men with two-parent backgrounds, they are more likely to 

cohabit as they move through their twenties. Together, this indicates that although men 

with this stable, mother only background are less likely to form unions of any type before 
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their early twenties than are men from two-parent families, they remain less likely to 

marry in their mid- to late-twenties at least partially because they shift their first union 

during these years to cohabitation. 

For women with the same stable mother only background, the results are quite 

different. Treating cohabitation as a competing risk, women with this background appear 

to delay marriage somewhat, with a lower likelihood of marriage early and a higher 

likelihood of marriage later in the time period. The likelihood of cohabitation is 

consistently lower for women with this background then for women from two-parent 

backgrounds, indicating that cohabitation is not playing a role in the delay of marriage. 

Person B represents someone who started out with both parents, experienced a 

parental divorce, lived with a mother only for several years before remarriage placed him 

or her in a stepfather home for the remainder of adolescence; this background is 

illustrative of a multiple-transition background with a stepfather adolescence. Men from 

this type of background are more likely to marry relatively young but those still in the risk 

set are less likely to marry later on, indicating the two-track pattern previously described. 

Men with this background are less likely to cohabit at any age, indicating no shift toward 

cohabitation as a Hrst union. 

For women with this multiple-transition background, the risk of marriage is 

consistently lower than for women from two-parent backgrounds. Women with this 

family structure background are slightly more likely to cohabit early, indicating a shift 

toward cohabitation during these earlier years, but become less likely to cohabit later. 

This pattern indicates a shift toward cohabitation early in the time period, but lower rates 

of both types of union formation for those remaining in the risk set. 

Person C represents someone with multiple transitions as well, but who spent 

childhood rather than adolescence with a stepfather. With cohabitation treated as a 
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competing risk, men with this background are much more likely to marry at age 18 but 

are less likely to marry if they do not enter a union early, indicating the two-track pattern 

that also described type B men. Also like type B men, type C men are less likely to 

cohabit throughout the time period. Type C women appear to delay marriage compared 

to their two-parent counterparts, but are more likely to cohabit early, perhaps in part 

explaining the delay in marriage. 

Finally, person D represents someone spending part of childhood with both 

parents, experiencing only one transition - a parental divorce - and then living the rest of 

their youth with a mother only. Both men and women with this background are more 

likely to marry early but less likely to marry later, when cohabitation is treated as a 

competing risk. The basic two-track pattern also describes the effect of this family 

structure background on the risk of cohabitation. Men and women from type D 

backgrounds, then, follow one of two patterns - early union formation or relatively late 

union formation - and this pattern describes entry into both marriage and cohabitation. 

It is clear once again that the effects of family structure on co-residential union 

formation, including both type and timing, are not always straightforward. The various 

aspects of growing up with a single parent have effects sufficiently diverse to make clear 

the need to disaggregate the various aspects rather than simply investigate the effects of 

"growing up with a single parent." Overall, the primary patterns described here indicate 

that some aspects of single parent family structure encourage early union formation and 

others encourage delay. Some aspects indicate a shift toward cohabitation as a first 

union, while others discourage cohabitation, while still others do not appear to 

differentiate between the two union types. The theoretical perspectives discussed below 

will provide some insight into why different aspects of family structure might have the 

effects that they have. 



123 

Background Factors 

Before turning to the theoretical explanations of the above effects of family 

structure, I will first briefly report the results of the background variables included in the 

proportional hazards model (see tables 4.2 and 4.3). Because there was no theoretical 

reason to believe that the effects of these variables were not proportional over the age of 

respondents, interactions with time are not included. These variables were included 

primarily as controls and will be presented relatively briefly; they are generally in 

accordance with previous Hndings. 

Race: Treating cohabitation as a competing risk, white women have a higher risk 

of marriage at any given time than women of other racial groups (p<.10) but there is no 

significant effect of race on cohabitation rates. White men have a higher risk of 

cohabitation at any given time than non-white men (p<.10), but there is no significant 

effect of race on marriage for men. 

Age: Treating cohabitation as a competing risk, age has a positive effect on 

marriage timing for both men and women, indicating that older people tend to marry at 

younger ages, which is consistent with societal trends in marriage age. Age has a 

negative effect on cohabitation rates, indicating that older people are less likely to 

cohabit, which is also consistent with societal trends. 

Religion: Compared to Protestants, men who grew up Catholic or Jewish have 

lower odds of marriage at any given time; men who grew up Jewish or of no religion have 

higher odds of cohabitation. Women who grew up in no religion have lower odds of 

marriage but, along with Jewish women, have higher odds of cohabitation. 

Education: Men who with a college degree tend to marry later than men with less 

than a high school education but there is no effect of educational attainment on 
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cohabitation rates for men. Men who are currently in college also have lower rates of 

marriage, but again, there is no effect on cohabitation. The results are similar for women. 

Employment; Men are more likely to both marry and cohabit when they are 

cunently employed. Employed women, however, have lower rates of marriage but higher 

rates of cohabitation. This may reflect the less traditional gender division of labor found 

to exist in cohabiting unions, in attitudes if not always in practice (South and Spitze 

1994). 

Social Class: Mother's education and whether or not the respondent's family 

received welfare were included as proxies for social class background. For men, welfare 

receipt does not affect marriage rates but does increase the likelihood of cohabitation. 

Men with more highly educated mothers have lower likelihoods of marriage and higher 

likelihoods of cohabitation. The effects on cohabitation, then, go in opposite directions, 

with both men who received welfare growing up and men with more highly educated 

mothers being more likely to cohabit. It may be that these two measures are tapping into 

somewhat different underlying factors^. For women, the results for welfare receipt are 

quite similar; welfare receipt does not affect women's marriage rates but does increase 

their likelihood of cohabitation. In general, women with more highly educated mother 

are also less likely to marry at any given time but there is no e^ect on cohabitation rates. 

Siblings; Sibship size has very little e^ect on marriage or cohabitation rates for 

men or women. The one exception is that women with three or more siblings have higher 

cohabitation rates than women with only one sibling. 

3 Bumpass and Sweet (1989) found similar results; both welfare receipt as well as both 
mother's and father's education increased the likelhood of cohabitation. They argue that 
more highly educated parents reflect more liberal value-orientations. 
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Theoretical Explanations 

Childhood Socialization 

Childhood socialization, briefly, focuses on the values and attitudes learned 

during childhood, primarily from the family and largely due to role modeling. The 

childhood socialization explanation predicts that the effects of family structure during 

childhood on entry into marriage and/or cohabitation depends on the perceived 

effectiveness of the single parent. As discussed in the previous chapter, explanations 

based on the perceived effectiveness of the single parent cannot be directly tested with 

this data; therefore, they are offered as potential explanations for observed effects. 

The strongest argument from the socialization perspective is based on role 

modeling. Children from single parent homes have unattached role models, which alone 

might increase their risk of delaying marriage or foregoing it altogether. This may be 

especially true of children growing up with a single parent perceived as effective, since 

they have positive role model to emulate. Further, if the single parent was perceived as 

having a difficult time, children might learn to be apprehensive about marriage and thus 

delay their own marriage. Children from single parent homes may cohabit as a part of 

that delay of marriage, perhaps as an attempt to find the "right" partner or as a way of 

obtaining some of the benefits of marriage without the legal commitment (Thornton 

1991). 

An alternative prediction from the socialization perspective argues that children 

who grew up with a single parent, particularly one perceived as having difficulties, might 

instead learn that marriage is quite necessary. They might marry or cohabit (or both) 

relatively early as an attempt at a stable family structure of their own. 

The socialization perspective can include values regarding marriage itself, as 

described above, but can also include values regarding sexuality. Children growing up in 
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single parent families likely learn certain attitudes regarding sexuality, especially 

nonmarital sexuality, from single parents that children from two-parent families are less 

likely to leam from their families. Thornton (1991) argued that children from single 

parent homes may leam more liberal and positive attitudes toward nonmarital sex and 

cohabitation, both through an intergenerational U'ansmission of attitudes and through role 

modeling processes. These attitudes and role modeling processes may lead to higher rates 

of both nonmarital cohabitation and perhaps also to early marriage for people growing up 

with single parents. 

The primary expectations from the socialization perspective, then, is that adults 

who grew up in single parent homes, especially during their formative childhood years, 

will delay marriage relative to their two-parent peers and will be more likely to cohabit 

before marrying for the first time, perhaps as a part of that delay. An alternative 

expectation is that adults who spent their childhood with a single parent may marry and 

cohabit at relatively high rates, especially early in the time period. The role modeling 

arguments regarding marriage itself indicate that the presence of a stepparent in the home 

might mitigate any differences between adults from single parent and two-parent 

backgrounds, since those growing up in a stepparent home also have married role models. 

However, the role modeling and intergenerational transmission arguments do not 

differentiate between single parent and stepparent families, since the exposure to 

nonmarital sexuality has likely occurred in both types of families (before the remarriage 

in the case of stepfamilies). fo fact, Thornton (1991) argues that children in stepfamilies 

are more likely to have been exposed to their parent's sexuality and may therefore be 

even more likely to hold liberal attitudes toward nonmarital sexuality and cohabitation. 

Since arguments from the socialization perspective make predictions in opposite 

directions - both relatively early and relatively late union formation - it is difficult to 
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falsify the predictions. However, the socialization perspective can give us some insight 

into possible mechanisms behind the observed effects. 

The effect of spending childhood with a mother only is to increase the early 

likelihood of marriage, but decrease the later likelihood of mam'age, for both men and 

women (tables 4.4 and 4.5). However, the effects on marriage timing tend to be weaker 

for men and women who spent more time in a mother only family; further the later 

delayed effect drops to non-significance for women and turns positive for men who spent 

their entire childhood in a mother only family. The effects of living with a stepfather also 

follow this two-track pattern, weaker for those with more years in a stepfather home, and 

tend to be stronger than the effects of growing up with mother only. 

Overall these results provide most support for the variant of socialization that 

emphasizes the values and norms regarding nonmarital sexuality learned during 

childhood. Because living with a stepfather during childhood also increases the odds of 

early marriage, which does not follow the argument that children in stepfather homes 

have marital role models much like children in two-parent homes, the role modeling 

variant of socialization receives only mixed support. It is the case that there is also a 

subset of adults who spend childhood with a mother only or stepfather who delay 

marriage, which is what would be predicted by the role modeling variant. 

The childhood socialization explanation generally predicts that men and women 

who grew up in single parent homes might have higher rates of cohabitation, either as a 

part of delaying marriage or due to increased exposure to liberal attitudes toward 

nonmarital sexuality and cohabitation. There are few strong and significant effects of 

years lived with a mother only on cohabitation (tables 4.4 and 4.5). It is the case that men 

who lived with a mother only for a short period of childhood are more likely to cohabit 

early, but this effect quickly drops to nonsignificance as they progress through the time 
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period and as they spend more years with a mother only, although those with longer 

durations in a mother only home who have not yet entered a union by their late twenties 

do have higher rates of cohabitation later in the time period. There is no effect of living 

with a mother only during childhood on very early cohabitation for women; in fact, the 

effect on cohabitation for women is negative through most of the time period examined. 

This results provide little to no support for the socialization predictions discussed 

previously. There is no clear shift to cohabitation, either due to liberal attitudes or due to 

delaying marriage, for men and women spending childhood in a mother only family. 

While the childhood socialization explanation predicts that the addition of a 

stepparent increases exposure to marital role models and thus might decrease the 

predicted effect on cohabitation, the socialization into attitudes regarding sexuality aspect 

of the explanation clearly would predict higher likelihoods of entry into cohabitation, 

especially relatively early cohabitations. This second variant is indeed consistent with the 

results; both men and women who spent childhood with a stepfather have higher rates of 

cohabitation relatively early (but lower rates later on). The fact that more years during 

childhood with a stepfather mitigates this results is also consistent with the idea that 

children are socialized into sexual attitudes and values. Children who spent all or most of 

their childhood with a stepfather are more likely to see their stepfather as similar to a 

biological parent and are less likely to have been old enough upon his entry into the home 

to be aware of issues of sexuality. 

While the socialization explanation is not clear regarding the importance of 

whether the single parent one grows up with is male or female, since it rests largely on 

role modeh'ng arguments, it seems logical that the effects should be clearest for children 

who grew up with a parent of the same sex. However, the effects of living with a mother 

only during childhood on marriage timing actually tend to be stronger for men than for 
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women (figures 4.1 and 4.3); further, there are some early positive effects on cohabitation 

rates for men but not for women. The higher rates of marriage but not cohabitation for 

women is consistent with the aspect of this explanation that focuses on seeing marriage as 

a necessity; women growing up with a mother only who see marriage as a necessity 

would be more likely to marry early for the security that cohabitation does not provide. 

The second track of women, those who delay marriage, appear to delay cohabitation as 

well, which is also consistent with the idea that this second track of women may have role 

modeled after an independent, unattached mother. 

Living with a single father during childhood has no consistent effects on marriage 

or cohabitation timing for men or for women; one potential explanation for this lack of 

effect has to do with economic resources (see below). Another potential reason for a lack 

of effect here is that father only and stepmother homes are included as one category due 

to low numbers of respondents in these categories and that the variable is not coded by 

duration, both due to low numbers of respondents in these categories. It is possible that 

this comparably broad category is masking real effects. 

Overall, then, the childhood socialization explanation receives rather mixed 

support here. Family structure during childhood does affect marriage and cohabitation 

decisions that take place later in life, but the relationship to socialization processes is 

somewhat less than clear. The two-track effect on marriage seen in the previous chapter 

remains when cohabitation is treated as a competing risk; growing up in a single parent 

home during childhood appears to place children on one of two tracks - either relatively 

early marriage or relatively delayed marriage - which supports the basic predictions of the 

socialization explanation. However, since the effects are weaker for women than for men 

and since the effects tend to decline in strength as more years are spent with a mother 

only, support for the explanation is limited. Also raising questions for the role modeling 
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aspect of the childhood socialization model are the stronger effects on marriage of 

spending childhood with a stepfather, which can be explained by expanding our view of 

socialization processes to include the learning of values regarding sexuality. This 

expanded view of socialization also helps to explain the higher rates of early cohabitation 

that exist for people spending childhood with a stepfather but not for those spending 

childhood with a mother only. 

Social Control 

The social control explanation focuses on the likely lower ability for single 

parents to monitor and supervise their children as compared to two parents. Family 

structure during adolescence is the focus; two-parent families should have the ability to 

provide the most conU'ol, followed by single father and stepfather families, followed by 

mother only families. The predictions are that adolescents in families with less social 

control will be more likely to both marry and cohabit early, partially as a result of earlier 

dating and sexual behaviors that families with less ability to control adolescents are less 

able to prevent. Li these competing risk models, the results for cohabitation are expected 

to be stronger since cohabitation is a type of union less likely to be sanctioned by parents 

(Thornton 1991). Therefore, adding cohabitation to the models as a competing risk has 

the potential of better testing the social control arguments as compared to models of 

marriage alone. 

It is true that men and women who spend a portion of adolescence with a mother 

only are more likely to marry early than their two-parent counterparts (table 4.4 and 4.5), 

which is in accord with the explanation. However, this early marriage result is weaker 

instead of stronger as more years are spent with a mother only to the point of reversal -

men and women spending more of their adolescence with a single mother are less likely 

to marry early (figures 4.4 and 4.5). Theoretically, this could be the results of treating 
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cohabitation as a competing risk; if men and women spending adolescence with a mother 

only are much more likely to cohabit early, this would have the effect of decreasing their 

likelihood of marriage. However, this is not the case. Men who spent a portion of 

adolescence with a mother only are more likely to cohabit early, but this effect quickly 

drops to nonsignificance and reverses as more years are spent with a mother only. There 

is no very early positive effect for women, only nonsignificant and negative effects as 

duration increases. It is possible that mother only homes of longer duration are more 

stable and consistent in the social control they provide than are mother only homes that 

are relatively new. Moving further into the time period examined, we see that both men 

and women who spent much to all of their adolescence with a mother only have relatively 

high rates of marriage and cohabitation throughout their twenties, after the immediate 

effects of social control during adolescents have grown more distant. 

Turning to the results for living with a stepfather during adolescence, the effect on 

women is to decrease the likelihood of marriage throughout the time period and to 

decrease the likelihood of cohabitation after age 18. While social control does predict a 

smaller effect on early marriage of living with a stepfather vs. living with a mother only, 

the explanation cannot address why women in stepfather homes have lower likelihoods of 

early marriage and cohabitation than women from two parent homes, where social control 

should be the greatest. The social control explanation is not supported by these results, 

although again, it is possible that longer duration mitigates the effects as social control 

may be established over time. 

The results of spending adolescence with a stepfather are slightly more in accord 

with the social control explanation for men. Men spending part of adolescence with a 

stepfather are more likely to marry and cohabit early than are men firom two-parent 

families, again with the reversal in effect for men spending all of their adolescence with a 
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stepfather (figures 4.6 and 4.7). There is limited support for the social control 

explanation here; again, it is possible that longer duration mitigates the positive effects on 

early marriage and cohabitation as social control is established in households of longer 

duration. While adding cohabitation to the equation paints a somewhat clearer picture of 

the union formation processes of those who spent adolescence in single parent homes, it 

does not lend significant further support to the social control argument. 

The social control explanation also predicts that living with a single father during 

adolescence will have positive ejects on early marriage and cohabitation, since there may 

be less social control in single father households than in two-parent households. 

However, there are no effects on living with a single father during adolescence on 

marriage timing or cohabitation, again potentially due to the coding of this variable 

masking effects in different directions. 

Overall, then, the social control argument receives only very limited support here, 

more so for men than for women. It is the case that men spending a portion of 

adolescence with a mother only or stepfather have higher rates of early marriage and 

cohabitation as compared to men from two-parent homes. It is also the case that women 

spending a portion of adolescence with a mother only have higher rates of early marriage. 

These finding are in accordance with the explanation. However, the effect of living with 

a mother only during adolescence does not have the expected effects on early cohabitation 

for women; the effect of spending adolescence with a stepfather does not have the 

expected effects on either early union outcome for women. Additionally, more years in a 

single parent family reduce and eventually reverse the observed effects on early union 

formation; a potential explanation is that social control in specific family structures may 

increase over the duration of that family structure, as the day-to-day lives of families 

become more stable. 
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Instability and Change 

The instability and change explanation focuses on the effect of changes in family 

structure as opposed to the effects of any particular family structure itself. Therefore, 

progressively more family structure transitions should have increased effects on 

relationship formation processes. The instability and change explanation primarily 

predicts a delay of mam'age, with cohabitation entering the picture as a pan of that delay. 

Family structure instability should increase the odds of cohabitation, as respondents from 

more unstable family structures may use cohabitation as a way of potentially increasing 

the success of eventual marriage or as a substitute for a legal relationship perceived as 

unstable. 

The results shown in table 4.4 indicate that men with more family sUiicture 

transitions tend to delay both marriage and cohabitation, although the negative effect on 

early union formation is indeed weaker for cohabitation than for marriage, indicating 

somewhat of a shift to cohabitation before marriage for these men (figures 4.8 and 4.9). 

Men with multiple transitions do not, however, appear to be foregoing co-residential 

unions altogether. Instead, after a period of relatively low rates of union formation, their 

likelihood of union formation rises above the likelihood of their two-parent counterparts. 

The instability and change explanation explains this as a delay of marriage, and slightly 

less so of cohabitation, as potentially due to apprehension about potential marital success 

and a resulting desire to form unions carefully. 

The effects of number of family sUiicture transitions are somewhat different for 

women (table 4.4). Women who experience more family structure transitions during their 

youth are also likely to delay marriage relative to their two-parent counterparts; however, 

there is a much clearer shift toward cohabitation for women (figures 4.10 and 4>11). 

Women with two or more family structure transitions are more likely than women with 
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no transitions to cohabit before their early twenties and those with three or more 

transitions remain more likely to cohabit throughout the time period examined. This later 

increased likelihood of cohabitation for women with three or more transitions is stronger 

than the same increased likelihood for marriage. These findings indicate that while both 

women and men from relatively unstable family backgrounds tend to delay marriage, the 

shift toward cohabitation as a part of that delay is much more clearly present for women, 

who are more likely to cohabit during the same years that they are less likely to marry. 

Overall, then, it seems clear that the experience of instability and change in family 

structure during youth may have the effect of creating apprehension or caution toward 

marriage and causing people to delay marriage. Cohabitation does play a role in this 

process, especially for women. Cohabitation may represent a step toward marriage for 

women from unstable family backgrounds as they try out a potential relationship before 

making it a legal relationship. The instability and change explanation was also supported 

as an explanation of delayed marriage when cohabitation was ignored, but adding 

cohabitation to the equation indicates than not only timing of marriage is affected by 

instability but that the process of union formation is affected as well. 

Economic Resources 

The economic resources argimient focuses on the relative lack of resources in 

single parent homes, particularly mother only homes. This relative lack of resources 

leads to the predictions that people from mother only homes will be more likely to marry 

relatively young and will be more likely to cohabit as well. The addition of a stepfather, 

who typically brings additional economic resources into the home, should mitigate this 

basic effect so that there is less difference in marriage and cohabitation risk as a result of 

living with a stepfather. Similarly, since the sex gap in pay favors men, the effects should 

not be as strong for spending time with a single father. Finally, since single mother 
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families due to the death of a father may have access to economic resources in the form of 

pensions and insurance, these single mother homes should show the least effect on 

marriage and cohabitation. Single mother homes due to divorce are more likely to have 

access to economic resources from child support than are single mother homes due to 

unmarried motherhood; the effects on marriage and cohabitation should increase over 

these types of homes accordingly. 

The measures of social class included in the models - mother's education and 

welfare receipt - do have effects on marriage timing and cohabitation'^. As discussed 

earlier, welfare receipt increases the men's and women's hazard rate of cohabitation but 

does not influence entry into marriage. Lower educational attainment^ of mother does 

increase the hazard rate of marriage for men and women, as expected, but actually 

decreases the hazard rate of cohabitation (only for men). It may be that educational 

attainment is not an adequate proxy for economic resources since it may also proxy more 

liberal attitudes that affect the probability of cohabitation. As was the case in the earlier 

models where cohabitation was ignored, these proxies for economic resources do not 

render the family structure variables nonsignificant; again, it is likely that economic 

resources plays a role in explaining the patterns of relationship formation for adults who 

grew up in single parent homes but economic resources is not the sole explanation. 

Another way to address the issue of economic resources is to look at the effects of 

mother only homes vs. single father or stepfather homes, all as compared to two-parent 

homes. The effect of time spent in a mother only home should be stronger than any 

effects of experiencing a stepfather or single father home. However, the results indicate 

that the effects of living in a mother only home on early marriage and cohabitation tend to 

^These background variables do not include interactions with time; therefore, the effects 
on odds of marriage and cohabitation are held constant over the life course of 
respondents. 
5 Coefficients are negative because lower education of mother is the left out category. 
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be stronger rather than weaker than the effects of living with a stepfather, which goes 

against the predictions of the explanation. There is no effect of living with a single father 

on marriage or cohabitation as compared to people from two-parent homes, which does 

support the explanation; however, this interpretation must be made with some caution due 

to the coding of the variables as described earlier. 

Turning to the reason for the single mother home, there are no significant 

differences in early marriage likelihoods for either men and women. Further, for women, 

the effects of different reasons for being in a single mother home are not significantly 

different from each other. There are significant differences based on the reason for the 

single mother home for men (figure 4.12), although positive effects on early marriage of 

being in a single mother home due to a parental death or divorce are not statistically 

significant. The differences in effects are opposite of the predicted direction. 

Both men and women who experienced a single mother family due to parental 

divorce or being bom to an unmarried mother have relatively high hazard rates of early 

cohabitation. The difference between experiencing a single mother home due to father's 

death is statistically significant and in the expected direction for men (figure 4.13), which 

provides some support for the economic resources explanation. This finding does not 

hold for women, however. 

Again, the family structure measures some very limited support for the economic 

resources explanation, along with several findings opposite of the predictions. However, 

this test of the economic resources hypothesis is indirect and relatively weak due to 

limitations of the data. It should not be ruled out as a potential explanation of previously 

described efiects. 
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Discussion 

Overall, then, it is clear that the two primary patterns of effects, relatively early 

and relatively delayed mam'age, found in the previous chapter on marriage timing where 

cohabitation is ignored hold up as patterns when the two types of unions are ureated as 

competing risks. However, adding cohabitation to the equation does contribute to a more 

complete understanding of the effects of family structure on both the timing of co-
f 

residential unions as well as the type of union formed. 

Most aspects of family structure growing up have the same effects on both 

marriage and cohabitation timing, indicating that these aspects of family structure affect 

the timing of union formation but do not affect the choice between marriage and 

cohabitation. In general, living with a mother only or in a stepfather family during 

childhood has the two-track effect of leading either to relatively early or relatively late 

union formation. Living with a mother only during adolescence or experiencing multiple 

family structure transitions has the effect of delaying union formation somewhat. Living 

with a stepfather during adolescence tends to lower the likelihood of both types of unions 

throughout the time period. However, some aspects of family structure growing up, have 

the effect of shifting first union toward cohabitation. These include the simple experience 

of living with a mother only for any reason for both men and women, as well as the 

experience of multiple family structure transitions for women. 

The most compelling explanations for these findings have to do with socialization 

processes occurring during both childhood and adolescence, as youth growing up with 

single parents experience unattached adult role models and learn, either directly or 

through role modeling, relatively liberal attitudes toward nonmarital sexuality and 

cohabitation. Further, youth in single parent homes, especially those experiencing 

multiple family structure transitions, may develop an apprehension toward union 
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formation in general, but more so toward marriage; this is particularly the case for women 

with multiple transitions who appear to be shifting their first union formation toward 

cohabitation. The explanations presented here are tested indirectly, but are offered as 

potentially providing some insight into the mechanisms behind the observed effects of 

family structure entry into first co-residential unions. 

In chapter three, I argued that it was important to understand the effects of family 

structure on marriage timing for several reasons. First, to the extent that family structure 

during childhood affects early marriage, there is reason for concern over the 

socioeconomic outcomes for those who are marrying early. Early marriage of adults who 

spent childhood with a single parent may be part of a cycle of economic inequality. 

Children from single parent homes, which tend to be lower in economic resources than 

two-parent homes, may marry relatively early both due to a lack of economic resources 

and due to socialization processes during childhood. Together, these increase the 

likelihood that these children will remain relatively low on economic resources, which 

may also contribute to their own marital instability, thus continuing the cycle for 

generations to come. 

Since there is also evidence of increased rates of premarital cohabitation as a 

result of spending childhood with a single parent, this adds to that concern. While people 

may cohabit in an attempt at increasing their chances of a successful marriage (Bumpass, 

Sweet and Cherlin 1991), research has shown that marriages beginning in cohabitation 

are actually more likely to end in divorce than marriages not preceded by cohabitation 

(Thornton, Axinn and Hill 1992). The reasons for this are not clear; it may be that 

cohabitation causes a lowering of commitment toward marriage or it may be a selection 

process in which those more likely to cohabit are the same people already more likely to 

divorce. Either way, increased rates of early marriage and increased rates of cohabitation 
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may be part of a cycle that increase the odds that people who grew up in single parent 

homes may ultimately raise their own children in single parent homes. 

The second concern introduced in chapter three had to do with delayed and more 

importantly foregone marriage. Again, some delay of marriage may be a positive sign. 

The delay of marriage for respondents spending adolescence with a mother only or 

experiencing multiple family structure transitions may represent a healthy desire to delay 

marriage for good reasons. Perhaps this delay will ultimately lead to a strengthening of 

marriage and a lessening of divorce for these individuals. However, there is also 

evidence that some of the delay seen here goes beyond that. It seems likely that a larger 

subset of people from single parent homes, particularly those who spent adolescence with 

a stepfather, will remain unmarried through much larger proportions of their lives. 

Further, the ejects on cohabitation frequendy mirror the effects on marriage; 

therefore, it does not appear that those who remain unmarried are necessarily in marriage

like relationships of another sort. While cohabitation may not be a perfect substitute for 

marriage, it does offer some of the beneHts of marriage, including the social support and 

interpersonal ties resulting from a union of two individuals. These benefits are some, 

though clearly not all, of the benefits of marriage touted by those attempting to strengthen 

marriage (Council on Families in America 1996). One could argue that while a 

substitution of cohabitation for marriage does not solve the problem, it may at least be a 

start. However, based on these Hndings, it may be the case that there are a subset of 

people from single parent homes that significantly delay or forego entry into any co-

residential relationship, as compared to people growing up with both parents. 

This is an area that begs further research, particularly research that follows people 

from their childhood and adolescent families into their own adult relationships and 

beyond. Without further investigation into why people who grew up in single parent 
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homes are either marrying early or late, cohabiting or not cohabiting, or foregoing co-

residential relationships altogether, it is difHcult to say with certainty what is positive and 

what is negative about the patterns observed in these data. It is much easier to see the 

problems with early marriage, which has become much less acceptable in recent years, 

particularly with the increases in average years of education. Delayed and foregone 

marriage, and co-residential relationships more generally, is more difficult to judge. 

Some delay may indicate that people are waiting to marry until they are "ready." 

It is difficult to say at what point "normal" delay becomes a concern. We do live in a 

couple-centered society, particularly a marriage-centered society, although the messages 

regarding marriage, cohabitation and divorce are decidedly mixed. As a society, what is 

clear is that there is not agreement as to who should marry when, whether cohabitation is 

a reasonable interim relationship or whether it is immoral or at least not very effective at 

strengthening relationships, whether divorce is a normal way to end an unhealthy 

relationship or whether it is a sign of societal moral decay. 

Adults who grew up in single parent families are navigating the same cultural 

terrain as adults who grew up in two-parent families, but with the additional baggage 

developed through experience in families at the heart of these various cultural debates. 

These data show that the paths to co-residential unions taken by those who grew up in 

single parent families do differ from the paths taken by those who grew up in two-parent 

families; how these paths continue to affect both individuals and broader marriage and 

family formation patterns remains to be seen. 



T^blej4^1j^escri£tivest^i£ic^^rdin^natur^offire 

WOMEN MEN 

Marriage Cohab. None N Marriage Cohab. None N 

Always in a 2-parent family 79.19 11.21 9.61 4747 70.92 14.84 14.24 3342 
Any alternative family experience 69.01 17.00 13.99 1923 61.33 20.39 18.29 1192 

Ever mother only - childhood 66.70 16.29 17.01 982 56.99 21.51 21.51 558 
Mother only all of childhood 61.99 15.79 22.22 171 54.21 25.23 20.56 107 

Ever mother only - adolescence 65.29 16.61 18.10 945 57.58 20.88 21.55 594 
Mother only all of adolescence 65.33 13.33 21.33 450 56.93 17.88 25.18 274 

Ever stepfather - childhood 63.32 24.54 12.14 379 57.45 22.34 20.21 188 

Stepfather all of childhood 46.67 40.00 13.33 15 50.00 33.33 16.67 6 

Ever stepfather - adolescence 65.55 22.27 12.18 476 57.84 22.39 19.78 268 
Stepfather all of adolescence 65.78 21.29 12.93 263 61.24 20.93 17.83 129 

Ever single father - childhood 73.33 16.19 10.48 210 70.15 17.91 11.94 134 
Ever single father - adolescence 69.64 20.79 9.57 303 62.38 21.43 16.19 210 

Single father - divorce 59.09 31.82 9.09 66 47.69 27.69 24.62 65 

Single father - death of mother 79.56 11.60 8.84 181 80.00 13.91 6.09 115 

continued 



Table 4-1 (continued) 

WOMEN MEN 

Marriage Cohab. None N Marriage Cohab. None N 

One family structure transition 70.95 14.47 14.57 995 62.75 18.78 18.47 655 
Two transitions 67.72 19.20 13.08 474 61.64 19.52 18.84 292 
Three or more transitions 65.13 26.05 8.82 238 55.04 29.46 15.50 129 

White 78.96 12.96 8.07 4929 70.26 16.49 13.25 3426 
Non-white 68.58 12.64 18.78 1741 62.64 15.7 21.66 1108 

Protestant 79.57 10.71 9.72 3734 72.76 14.17 13.07 2364 
Catholic 73.74 14.55 11.71 1691 65.42 16.22 18.36 1122 
Jewish 73.55 16.53 9.92 121 60.82 29.9 9.28 97 
Other Religion 77.55 11.62 10.84 766 71.19 13.99 14.81 486 

No Religion 51.68 29.05 19.27 358 52.04 26.88 21.08 465 

Older cohort 92.20 3.61 4.20 3550 88.69 7.03 4.27 2317 

Younger cohort 58.11 23.43 18.46 3120 47.18 25.98 26.84 2317 

Less than high school 82.39 9.59 8.02 1522 76.79 11.90 11.31 1017 

High school 79.85 11.28 8.87 2739 68.84 16.16 15.40 1578 
Some college 67.90 17.01 15.09 1405 57.88 21.27 20.85 964 

College 68,72 16.43 14.74 1004 69.95 16.21 13.85 975 

continued 



Table 4-1 (continued) 

WOMEN MEN 

Marriage Cohab. None N Marriage Cohab. None N 

Mother less than high school 82.79 8.78 8.43 3690 77.99 11.53 10.47 2263 

Mother high school 70.76 17.11 12.13 2011 61.78 20.04 18.18 1562 

Mother high school plus 62.75 19.71 17.54 969 52.33 23.27 24.40 709 

Received welfare growing up 62.83 19.62 17.55 678 62.02 21.39 16.59 416 

No siblings 75.86 12.23 11.91 613 66.59 15.87 17.55 416 
One sibling 74.43 13.19 12.37 1099 65.33 16.48 18.19 874 
Two siblings 74.80 14.22 10.99 1238 63.52 16.78 19.70 858 

Three or more siblings 77.34 12.45 10.22 3720 71.58 16.14 12.28 2386 
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Table 4.2: Partial Likelihood Estimates Predicting Entry Into First Marriage, Treating 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Mother only - chid. 4.513 0.415 91.241 0.808 •• 0.153 2.243 
* time -1.390 0.139 0.249 -0.514 " 0.059 0.598 
* time-squared 0.080 0.011 1.083 0.034 •• 0.006 1.034 
Add. years MO chid. -0.251 0.048 0.778 -0.042 0.017 0.959 

• time 0.084 0.014 1.087 0.026 " 0.007 1.026 
* time-squared -0.004 0.001 0.996 -0.001 • 0.001 0.999 

Mother only - adol. 4.142 0.457 62.915 0.818 •• 0.199 2.265 
• time -0.907 0.205 0.404 -0.039 0.090 0.962 
* time-squared 0.056 0.015 1.058 0.016 0.006 1.016 
Add. years MO adol. -1.322 0.094 0.267 -0.264 0.037 0.768 
» time 0.429 0.034 1.536 0.145 " 0.015 1.156 
* time-squared -0.025 0.003 0.976 -0.009 •• 0.001 0.992 
Stepfather - chid. 10.407 0.792 # 2.350 " 0.236 10.484 
• time -3.655 0.236 0.026 -2.143 •• 0.104 0.117 
* time-squared 0.215 0.016 1.240 0.188 •• 0.017 1.207 
Add. years STF chid -1.084 0.118 0.338 -0.331 •• 0.036 0.718 
* time 0.350 0.033 1.420 0.218 •• 0.016 1.244 
* time-squared -0.020 0.002 0.980 -0.017 •• 0.002 0.983 
Stepfather - adol. 6.234 0.463 # -3.456 " 0.362 0.032 
* time 1.270 0.400 3.560 -10.568 0.225 0.000 
* time-squared -2.244 0.060 0.106 -1.994 •• 0.049 0.136 
Add. years STF - adol. -2.300 0.147 0.100 0.203 • 0.077 1.225 
• time 0.304 0.061 1.356 2.112 •• 0.041 8.268 
»time-squared 0.345 0.010 1.412 0.306 •• 0.008 1.358 

Single father - chid. 0.316 0.418 1.372 0.110 0.182 1.116 
• time -0.091 0.131 0.913 -0.059 0.080 0.943 

* time-squared 0.007 0.009 1.007 0.006 0.006 1.006 
Single father - adol. 0.448 0.731 1.565 -0.549 0.311 0.578 
• time -0.139 0.216 0.870 0.136 0.108 1.145 
* time-squared 0.005 0.014 1.005 -0.002 0.007 0.998 
Other nontrad. family 0.269 0.144 1.309 0.045 0.100 1.046 

continued 
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Table 4.2 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Single mother - birth -0.535 0.521 0.586 -0.117 0.199 0.890 

* time -0.479 • 0.208 0.620 -0.408 0.082 0.665 
• time-squared 0.009 0.015 1.009 0.010 0.005 1.010 
Single mother - death 0.955 0.489 2.599 0.186 0.220 1.204 
• time -0.741 0.188 0.477 -0.561 *•* 0.087 0.570 
* time-squared 0.036 «• 0.014 1.036 0.021 •• 0.007 1.021 
Single mother - divorce 0.656 0.481 1.927 0.170 0.223 1.185 
* time -0.775 0.192 0.461 -0.538 •" 0.089 0.584 
* time-squared 0.037 " 0.014 1.038 0.015 • 0.007 1.015 
Single mother - other 1.407' 0.598 4.082 0.448 0.255 1.565 
• time -0.718 •" 0.221 0.488 -0.742 ••• 0.113 0.476 
* time-squared 0.026 0.016 1.027 0.039 ••• 0.009 1.039 
Single father - birth 0.470 0.768 1.601 0.353 0.377 1.423 
Single father - death 1.353 0.893 3.869 0.885 • 0.366 2.424 
• time -0.424 0.257 0.655 -0.402 0.123 0.669 
• time-squared 0.027 0.016 1.027 0.023 * 0.009 1.023 
Single father - divorce 1.274 0.881 3.576 0.828 • 0.400 2.289 
• time -0.485 0.261 0.616 -0.264 0.150 0.768 
* time-squared 0.030 0.017 1.030 0.008 0.012 1.008 
Single father - other 2.132 « 0.910 8.435 0.844' 0.367 2.326 
• time -0.869 " 0.297 0.419 -0.363 • 0.154 0.695 
* time-squared 0.059 " 0.022 1.061 0.023 0.013 1.023 
One transition -0.760 « 0.295 0.468 0.063 0.119 1.065 
• time 0.137 0.078 1.147 -0.032 0.042 0.968 
• time-squared -0.007 0.005 0.993 -0.002 0.004 0.998 
Two transitions -4.097 0.506 0.017 -0.353 • 0.157 0.702 
•time 1.248 0.149 3.482 0.251 •" 0.059 1.285 
* time-squared -0.080 0.011 0.923 -0.019 0.005 0.981 
Three transitions -5.510 «• 0.652 0.004 -1.473 0.223 0.229 
•time 1.908 0.200 6.738 0.800 ••• 0.081 2.225 
• time-squared -0.112 0.014 0.894 -0.054 0.007 0.948 

continued 
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Table 4.2 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Race 
(Non-white) 
White 0.047 0.049 1.048 0.063 0.037 1.065 

Age 0.019 O.OOl 1.019 0.012 ••• 0.001 1.012 
Religion growing up 
(Protestant) 
No religion -0.137 0.071 0.872 -0.379 ••• 0.080 0.684 
Catholic -0.097 • 0.046 0.908 -0.035 0.035 0.966 
Jewish -0.302 • 0.141 0.740 -0.131 0.112 0.877 
Other religion -0.040 0.062 0.961 -0.021 0.046 0.979 

Education Attainment 
(Less than HS) 
High school 0.050 0.053 1.051 0.033 0.040 1.034 
Some college 0.003 0.065 1.003 -0.006 0.050 0.994 
College 0.213 "• 0.067 1.238 0.154 • 0.060 1.167 

Welfare growing up 0.021 0.070 1.022 -0.081 0.054 0.922 
Mother's education 
(Less than HS) 
High school -0.098 • 0.047 0.907 -0.060 0.037 0.942 
More than HS -0.228 "• 0.066 0.796 -0.168 ••• 0.052 0.846 

Number of siblings 
No siblings -0.009 0.079 0.991 0.031 0.063 1.031 
(One sibling) 
Two siblings 0.003 0.062 1.003 0.028 0.050 1.028 
Three or more -0.027 0.052 0.974 -0.017 0.043 0.983 

Current Status 
hi College -0.292 0.074 0.747 -0.680 0.069 0.507 
Employed 0.210 •« 0.041 1.233 -0.197 "• 0.032 0.821 

Model Chi-Square 15378.37 24567.61 
DF 79 79 
N 4534 6670 

Oniitted variables in parentheses 

»p<.05 »»p<.01 »»»p<.(X)I 

# magnitude of odds-ratio inflated due to sample size and configuration 
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Table 4.3; Partial Likelihood Estimates Predicting Entry into First Cohabitation, 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Mother only-chid. L770 0.487 5.870 0.272 0.270 1.312 
* time -0.759 0.199 0.468 -0.272 • 0.136 0.762 
• time-squared 0.061 0.019 1.063 -0.001 0.016 0.999 
Add. years MO chid. -0.226 0.071 0.798 -0.043 0.035 0.958 

•time 0.078 0.025 1.081 0.014 0.017 1.014 

* time-squared -0.004 0.002 0.996 0.000 0.002 1.000 

Mother only -adol. 1.789 0.540 5.982 0.717 0.372 2.049 
• time -0.555 0.283 0.574 -0.521 • 0.219 0.594 
* time-squared 0.097 0.023 1.102 0.152« 0.065 1.165 
Add. years MO adol. -0.774 0.110 0.461 -0.435 0.074 0.648 
• time 0.419 0.044 1.521 0.227 "• 0.041 1.255 
* time-squared -0.034 0.004 0.967 0.010 0.008 1.010 
Stepfather - chid. 3.414 0.848 30.399 1.550 •" 0.375 4.713 
• time -1.610 0.325 0.200 -1.426 0.181 0.240 
* time-squared 0.086 0.030 1.090 0.123 0.029 1.131 
Add. years STF chid. -0.408 0.114 0.665 -0.168 "• 0.047 0.846 
• time 0.165 0.046 1.180 0.124 "• 0.023 1.132 
* time-squared -0.009 0.004 0.991 -0.008' 0.003 0.992 
Stepfather - adol. 6.540 0.698 # 0.852 0.464 2.345 
•time -2.648 0.550 0.071 -3.786 ••• 0.360 0.023 
* time-squared -1.104 0.080 0.331 -0.672 — 0.085 0.511 
Add. years STF - adol. -1.969 0.202 0.140 -0.538 0.110 0.584 
• time 0.905 0.094 2.472 0.849 •« 0.068 2.337 
* time-squared 0.161 0.013 1.175 0.138 •" 0.013 1.148 
Single Father - chid. 0.995 0.551 2.705 -0.138 0.348 0.871 
• lime -0.396 • 0.200 0.673 -0.062 0.192 0.940 
* time-squared 0.022 0.021 1.022 0.004 0.020 1.004 
Single Father - adol. -0.342 0.892 0.711 1.012 0.945 2.750 
•time 0.219 0.353 1.245 -0.573 0.465 0.564 
• time-squared -0.020 0.039 0.980 O.lll • 0.048 1.117 
Other nontrad. family 0.418 0.271 1.519 0.149 0.236 L161 

continued 
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Table 4.3 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Single mother - birth 2.297 0.666 9.940 1.207 " 0.392 3.344 
* time -1.468 0.318 0.230 -0.458 • 0.204 0.632 

* time-squared 0.050 0.026 1.051 -0.220 ••• 0.054 0.802 
Single mother - death 0.858 0.714 2.358 0.657 0.430 1.930 

• time -0.975 ••• 0.292 0.377 0.072 0.245 1.074 

* time-squared 0.009 0.023 1.009 -0.289 ••• 0.057 0.749 
Single mother - divorce 3.365 ••• 0.659 28.947 1.058 •• 0.383 2.882 
* time -1.685 "• 0.297 0.186 -0.370 0.199 0.691 
* time-squared 0.061 • 0.024 1.062 -0.225 *•* 0.054 0.799 
Single mother - other 1.902 1.086 6.696 1.169 • 0.472 3.218 
•time -0.774 0.556 0.461 -0.235 0.260 0.791 
* time-squared -0.039 0.053 0.962 -0.240 •" 0.059 0.787 
Single father - birth 1.416 1.024 4.122 -1.172 1.307 0.310 
Single father - death 1.393 1.222 4.025 -0.989 1.031 0.372 
•time 0.042 0.434 1.042 0.669 0.490 1.952 
• time-squared -0.037 0.044 0.964 -0.119* 0.052 0.888 
Single father - divorce 1.446 1.070 4.245 -0.034 0.986 0.967 
• time -0.539 0.379 0.583 0.509 0.487 1.664 
• time-squared 0.044 0.040 1.045 -0.109 • 0.052 0.897 
Single father - other -0.699 1.047 0.497 -0.790 0.988 0.454 
• time 0.577 0.439 1.781 0.823 0.494 2.276 
• time-squared -0.072 • 0.047 0.931 -0.110* 0.050 0.896 
One transition -0.829 0.455 0.436 0.959 0.267 2.609 
•time 0.160 0.114 1.174 -0.431 0.110 0.650 
• time-squared -0.006 0.006 0.994 0.027 • O.Oll 1.028 
Two transitions -3.231 0.731 0.040 0.886 •• 0.320 2.425 
• time 1.195 0.233 3.305 -0.090 0.145 0.914 
• time-squared -0.082 •" 0.019 0.922 0.001 0.017 1.001 
Three transitions -2.309 •• 0.745 0.099 0.362 0.404 1.436 
•time 0.894 ••• 0.245 2.446 0.230 0.161 1.258 
• time-squared -0.025 0.021 0.976 0.016 0.018 1.016 

continued 
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Table 4.3 (continued) 

MEN WOMEN 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Race 

(Non-white) 
White 0.185 O.lOl 1.203 0.145 0.092 1.155 

Age -0.039 0.004 0.962 -0.061 0.004 0.941 
Religion growing up 
(Protestant) 
No religion 0.515 — 0.110 1.674 0.559 •" 0.116 1.749 
Catholic 0.081 0.097 1.084 0.063 0.085 1.065 
Jewish 0.898 ••• 0.210 2.454 0.485 0.239 1.624 
Other religion -0.116 0.144 0.891 -0.006 0.121 0.994 

Educational attainment 
(Less than HS) 
High School -0.156 0.125 0.856 -0.377 ••• 0.112 0.686 

Some college -0.030 0.136 0.970 -0.151 0.125 0.860 
College -0.161 0.154 0.851 -0.078 0.148 0.925 

Welfare growing up 0.286 • 0.132 1.332 0.308 •• 0.108 1.361 
Mother's education 
(Less than HS) 
High School 0.322 •• 0.099 1.380 0.088 0.090 1.092 
More than HS 0.382 •• 0.122 1.465 0.034 0.112 1.035 

Number of siblings 
No siblings 0.040 0.165 1.041 -0.018 0.160 0.982 
(One sibling) 
Two siblings 0.051 0.123 1.052 0.178 0.118 1.195 
Three or more 0.123 0.107 1.131 0.270 •• 0.105 1.309 

Current status 

&i college -0.004 0.127 0.996 -0.185 0.127 0.831 
Employed 0.206' 0.085 1.229 0.183 0.080 1.201 

Model Chi-Square 3560.69 4006.82 
DF 79 79 
N 4534 6670 

Omitted variables in parentheses 

•p<.05 *»p<.01 ••»p<.001 

# magnitude of odds-ratio inflated due to sample size and configuration 
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Figure 4.1: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men, Treating 
Cohabitation as a Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.2: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Cohabitation for Men, Treating 
Marriage as a Competing Risk 
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Table 4.4: Significance for Marriage and Cohabitation treated as Competing Risks 
(Men) 

Marriage Cohabitation 

18 21 24 27 30 18 21 24 27 30 

Mother only 
1 year childhood + + - - ns + ns ns ns ns 
6 years childhood + + - - ns ns ns ns ns + 

12 years childhood + + + + + ns ns ns + + 

1 year adolescence + + ns ns ns + ns ns + + 

3 years adolescence + + + + + ns + + + + 

6 years adolescence - + + + + - + + + + 

Stepfather 
1 year childhood + + - - - + - - - -

6 years childhood + ns - - - + ns - - ns 
12 years childhood - - ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
1 year adolescence + - - - - + - - - -

3 years adolescence + - - - - - - - -

6 years adolescence - - - - - - ns - - -

Single father 
childhood ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
adolescence ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Reason for single mother 
at birth ns - - - - + - - - -

parental death ns - - - - ns - - - -

parental divorce ns - - - - + ns - - -

Reason for single father 
parental death ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
parental divorce ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Number of transitions 
one transition - - ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
two transitions - - + + ns - ns + ns ns 
three or more - - + + + - ns + + + 

(•K) positive and significant at p<.05 
(-) negative and significant at p<.05 
(ns) non-significant 
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Table 4.5; Significance Table for Marriage and Cohabitation treated as Competing 
Risks (Women) 

Marriage Cohabitation 

18 21 24 27 30 18 21 24 27 30 

Mother only 
1 year childhood + - - - ns ns ns - - -

6 years childhood + - - - ns ns - - - -

12 years childhood + ns - ns ns ns - - - ns 
1 year adolescence + + + + + ns ns ns + + 

3 years adolescence + + + + + ns + + + + 

6 years adolescence - + + + + - + + + + 

Stepfather 
1 year childhood + - - - + + - - ns ns 
6 years childhood + - - ns + + - - ns + 

12 years childhood - - ns ns ns ns ns ns + + 

I year adolescence - - - - - ns - - - -

3 years adolescence - - - - - ns - - - -

6 years adolescence ns ns ns ns 

Single father 
childhood ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
adolescence ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns + + 

Reason for single mother 
at birth ns - - - - + - - - -

parental death ns - - - - ns - - - -

parental divorce ns - - - - + - - - -

Reason for single father 
parental death + ns ns ns ns ns ns ns - -

parental divorce + ns ns ns ns ns ns ns - -

Number of transitions 
one transition ns ns ns - - + ns - ns ns 
two transitions - ns + ns ns + + ns ns ns 
three or more - + + + ns ns + + + + 

(+) positive and significant at p<.05 
(-) negative and significant at p<.05 
(ns) non-significant 
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Table 4.6; Effects of Prototypical Family Structure Backgrounds on Hazard Rate 
_ofMam^^n^Cohabhation/neate^j^oin£etui£Wsk^Men)^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Age 18 Age 21 Age 24 Age 27 

MARRIAGE 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 0.29 0.57 0.76 0.70 

Person B 9.42 0.04 7.84E-05 1.52E-11 

Person C 934.49 0.19 0.12 0.07 

Person D 3.28 0.86 0.40 0.32 

COHABITATION 

Always two-parent — — — — 

Person A 0.61 0.94 1.27 1.51 

Person B 0.05 0.13 1.79E-03 1.42E-07 

Person C 0.21 0.49 0.62 0.43 

Person D 4.70 1.36 0.69 0.63 

Person A = mother only ages 0-17 

Person B = two-parent ages 0-3, divorce, mother only ages 4-11, stepfather ages 12-17 

Person C := mother only ages 0-2, stepfather ages 3-11, mother only ages 12-17 

Person D = two-parent ages 0-7, divorce, mother only ages 8-17 
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Table 4.7: Effects of Prototypical Family Structure Backgrounds on Hazard Rate 
ofMamag^ndCoh^itation/neated^sComgeting^Risk^Wo  ̂

Age 18 Age 21 Age 24 Age 27 

MARRIAGE 

Always two-parent 

Person A 

Person B 

Person C 

Person D 

0.76 0.89 1.06 

0.52 

1.51 

0.32 

0.66 

0.41 

0.39 

1.28 

0.12 3.41E-04 3.29E-10 1.06E-19 

1.21 

0.30 

COHABITATION 

Always two-parent 

Person A 

Person B 

Person C 

Person D 

0.64 

1.08 

2.79 

2.02 

0.59 

0.10 

0.68 

0.60 

0.36 

0.37 

0.19 

0.15 

1.97E-04 7.52E-09 

0.45 

0.06 

Person A s mother only ages 0-17 
Person B = two-parent ages 0-3, divorce, mother only ages 4-11, stepfather ages 12-17 
Person C s mother only ages 0-2, stepfather ages 3-11, mother only ages 12-17 
Person D = two-parent ages 0-7, divorce, mother only ages 8-17 
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Figure 4.3: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women, Treating 
Cohabitation as a Competing Risk 

-1 year 

- 6 years 

-12 years 0.5 -

0.0 

V 

-0.5 -

-1.0 -

-1.5 J 

Age 



Figure 4.4: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men, Treating 
Cohabitation as a Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.5: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescenceon the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women, Treating 
Cohabitation as a Competing Risk 

4.5 

4.0 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

2.0 

1.0 
1 year 

3 years 

6 years 0.5 

0.0 

-0.5 

-1-0 

Age 



159 

Figure 4.6: Effect of Years in a Stepfather Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men, Treating 
Cohabitation as a Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.7: Effect of Years in a Stepfather Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Cohabitation for Men, Treating 
Marriage as a Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.8: Effect of Number of Family Structure Transitions 
on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men, Treating Cohabitation as 
Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.9: Effect of Number of Family Suiicture Transitions on the 
Hazard Rate of Cohabitation for Men, Treating Marriage as a 
Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.10: Effect of Number of Family Structure Transitions 
on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women, Treating Cohabitation as 
a Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.11: Effect of Number of Family Structure Transitions on the 
Hazard Rate of Cohabitation for Women, Treating Marriage as a 
Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.12: Effect of Reason for Single Mother Family on the 
Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men, Treating Cohabitation as a 
Competing Risk 
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Figure 4.13: Effect of Reason for Single Mother Family on the 
Hazard Rate of Cohabitation for Men, Treating Marriage as a 
Competing Risk 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CHANGES IN THE EFFECTS OF FAMILY STRUCTURE 

ON MARRIAGE TIMING 

Introduction 

The previous chapters have shown that family structure growing up does affect 

relationship formation timing and processes. However, since family structure itself has 

changed considerably in recent history, it is reasonable to hypothesize that the effects of 

family structure may also have changed over time. 

Over the course of this century, particularly beginning in the 1950s and 1960s, 

single parenthood has shifted from being usually due to the death of a parent to being due 

to divorce and unmarried motherhood (Bianchi 1995). Prevalence has also increased 

rapidly. The number of single parent households increased 43 percent in the 1950s, 57 

percent in the 1960s, 71 percent in the 1970s and another 26 percent in the 1980s 

(Bianchi 1995). 

As single parenthood has become more common and the reasons for it change, the 

effects of growing up with a single parent on co-residential union formation may change 

as well. Addressing the issue from a life course perspective, I use cohort-models of 

social change (Mannheim [1952] 1927) to understand how change in the effects of 

growing up with a single parent may have occurred as the historical context within which 

family structure exists changes as well. According to Mannheim's model of social 

change, each birth cohort confronts the world anew, retaining from previous cohorts only 
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what resonates with their own experiences. The historical context confronted by each 

new birth cohort is crucial to shaping their experience and the way that cohort members 

live their lives. In these analysis, then, I take both intergenerational effects — the direct 

effects of family structure ~ and historical effects into account. 

The cohorts are deHned here according to whether they reached adulthood before 

or after the late 1960s, which represents a time period when divorce rates were already 

rising, divorce laws were becoming more liberal, single parenthood was becoming more 

common and attitudes toward both divorce and single parenthood were also becoming 

more liberal on average. Whereas people coming of age during the early 1960s and 

before came of age in a context of relatively low divorce rates, a strong cultural norm of 

nuclear families and low prevalence of single parent families, people coming of age later 

were much more likely to experience, either directly or indirectly, divorce and single 

parenthood. People in the older cohort who grew up with single parents are more likely 

feel stigmatized by their family structure and to experience single parenthood as a factor 

that differentiated them from others in their same birth cohort. On the other hand, people 

in the younger cohort who grew up with a single parent are more likely to have known 

others in the same situation, to see representations of single parent families in the media 

and to feel less stigmatized by their family structure. There may be less to differentiate 

them from their two-parent peers. 

Cultural attitudes toward marriage, divorce and unmarried motherhood, as well as 

reasons for and prevalence of single parenthood, affect both the experience of growing up 

in a single parent home and the relationship-formation decisions people from all types of 
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family structure backgrounds are likely to make. Therefore, predicting how the 

previously discussed effects of growing up with a single parent on relationship-formation 

may have changed is rather complex. 

From the point of view of socialization, the effects of growing up with a single 

parent on marriage timing should decline over time as single parent homes become more 

conmion. Single parent, unattached adult role models, exist for all children, not just for 

children being raised by one. They may see single parent role models in their friend's 

parents, within their own families and in the media. While a parental role model should 

still have stronger effects than a non-parental role model, particularly during childhood, 

the ejects of spending childhood with a single parent may be weaker in the younger 

cohort. Additionally, the pervasiveness of nonmarital sexuality in the culture, particularly 

through the media, has also increased (D'Emilio and Freedman 1988). Therefore, 

exposure to noimiarital sexuality and cohabitation also is less likely to differentiate adults 

growing up in different family structures. 

Since the social control explanation focuses on the type and number of parents 

available to monitor and supervise adolescents, there is no reason to expect any effects 

due to lower social control to decline over time. However, the social control explanation 

also relies on the idea that early marriage is a negative outcome, which may be more true 

for the younger versus the older cohort. Therefore, it may be the case that a relative lack 

of social control in single parent families will have stronger effects on the younger cohort. 

The instability and change does lead to significant predictions of change over 

cohort. The instability and change explanation reh'es on the expectation that stress caused 
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by family change will affect people's later relationship formation process. While 

instability at the societal-level might also affect marriage timing at the individual-level, it 

is likely that instability at the individual-level will have much stronger effects. That there 

is more instability in broader society may somewhat the effects of unstable family 

structure backgrounds, it is unlikely to have a very large effect. 

Finally, the economic resources explanation focuses on the relative lack of 

economic resources in single parent families, as compared to two-parent families. While 

it is the case that there are more economic opportunities for mothers of the younger 

cohort and that welfare may have been more available to families of the younger cohort, it 

remains the case the families headed by single mothers are more likely to be poor than are 

those headed by two parents. Therefore, I do not expect effects of family structure due to 

a relative lack of economic resources to change over the two cohorts. 

In other research, Li and Wojktiewicz (1994) hypothesized that growing up in a 

non-traditional family structure would have smaller effects for younger cohorts. They 

argued that those growing up in more recent cohorts are likely to delay marriage 

(regardless of their family structure) for a varieQr of reasons, including societal norms, 

labor market changes and improved contraceptive technology. Further, they argue that 

children in more recent cohorts who grew up with a single parent may be more similar to 

children from two-parent families as "...society and individuals may have become better 

able to adjust to the situation (251)." Looking only at entry into marriage by age 22, they 

foimd that, in general, living with a mother-only had stronger negative effects on entry 
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into early marriage for older cohorts and no effects on early marriage for later cohorts, in 

accord with their predictions. 

Results 

The models here are the identical to the models in chapter three, except here they 

are separated by cohort (see tables 5.1 and 5.2). The older cohort was bom before 1949; 

the younger cohort was bom in 1949 or later. These cohorts are defined according to 

when they reached adulthood. The older cohort reached adulthood before the late 1960s, 

when divorce rates were relatively low (compared to the period immediately following) 

and when single parenthood was relatively uncommon and non-normative. The younger 

cohort reached adulthood after the rise in the divorce rate was well underway, when 

divorce laws began to liberalize and when single parenthood was becoming more 

conmion and less stigmatized. 

These models predict marriage, ignoring cohabitation. It was not possible 

statistically to include cohabitation as a competing risk, as there were far too many 

censored cases in the older cohort for the models to run. Further, including cohabitation 

as a competing risk creates the problem of including too many aspects of social change, 

thus making interpretation nearly impossible. Not only was growing up in a single parent 

home more common for the younger cohort, but cohabitation was more common as well. 

It is not possible with these data to disaggregate the effects of societal level change in 

both of these phenomenon at the same time. Therefore, the models presented in this 

chapter look at marriage timing, ignoring cohabitation, to determine whether and in what 

ways the effects of family structure growing up have changed for more recent cohorts. 
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In the following section, I will interpret only the family structure variables that 

directly address the theoretical explanations, in order to determine what changes in the 

effects of family structure have occurred over cohort as well as whether these 

explanations can illuminate these changes. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 present a summary of the 

direction of the effects of the family structure variables; a listing of the coefficients can be 

found in appendices A.7 to A. 10. 

Theoretical Explanations 

Childhood Socialization 

The childhood socialization model pointed to the importance of childhood as the 

period most crucial to the acquisition of values and norms affecting later life course 

outcomes. The childhood socialization model predicted that spending childhood with a 

single parent would likely result in delayed marriage, as children from single parent 

homes have an unattached adult role model. An alternative prediction was that spending 

childhood with a single parent may result in earlier marriage due to earlier dating and 

sexuality as a result of exposure to parental nonmarital sexuality or due to the desire to 

avoid being unattached as an adult. 

This explanation was supported in previous chapters, as the effect of spending 

childhood with a single parent appeared to place people on one of two tracks - either 

relatively early or relatively late marriage. However, the explanation is relatively weak as 

the predictions are difficult to falsify. Socialization presents a probable explanation for 

the effects observed; however, there are likely other explanations as well. 
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To the extent that socialization does provide an explanation for the effects of 

spending childhood with a single parent, it is reasonable to expect some weakening of the 

effects of growing up with a single parent as the experience became more common. The 

socialization young children receive in their own family is clearly a primary aspect of 

socialization more generally; however, children are also socialized outside of their own 

family - through their peers and the families of their peers, through the mass media, etc.. 

As single parenthood became more conunon, the existence of single parents as potential 

role models exists for a larger proportion of children, both those actually raised in single 

parent homes and those who wimess single parents in other ways. Therefore, the effect of 

actually being raised by a single parent may decrease for later cohorts. Further and for 

related reasons, as single parenthood was becoming more common, apprehension toward 

marriage was also becoming more common (Thornton 1989), particularly due to a rising 

divorce rate. While in younger cohorts, the early marriage effect may remain strong, it is 

possible that there is less to distinguish those growing up with a single parent from their 

two-parent peers in terms of delayed marriage. 

Men: The pattern shown in table 5.3 indicates that the basic effects of spending 

childhood with a mother-only is very similar for men of both cohorts. The two-track 

effect of either relatively early or relatively delayed marriage generally holds up for both 

cohorts, although the effects on relatively late marriage decline to nonsigniHcant for men 

of both cohorts as duration approaches all of childhood. Since the socialization argument 

rests largely on role modeling, its predictions for men growing up with a mother only are 

weaker than the predictions for women. It may in fact be the lack of a male role model in 
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the home that leads men into early marriage as they seek what they did not have in 

childhood; there is no reason to expect this to decline over cohort. 

There are some changes in the effects of spending childhood with a stepfather for 

men. Men in the older cohort who spent one year of childhood with a stepfather are more 

likely to marry early then their two-parent peers; however, as the number of years spent 

with a stepfather increase, that effect quickly drops to nonsignificant and reverses l. This 

reversal does not describe the effect on men in the younger cohort. The effect of 

spending any amount of childhood with a stepfather on men in the younger cohort is to 

increase the odds of early marriage. There does appear to be some decline in the effect of 

living with a stepfather during childhood on marriage likelihood at later ages in the time 

period, however; men in the younger cohort may delay marriage less than those in the 

older cohort as a result of being raised in a stepfather family. 

Spending childhood with a stepfather was predicted to have weaker effects than 

spending childhood with a mother only, since a mother-stepfather family does provide 

two-parent role models. However, this is the opposite of what the results show. Instead, 

this better supports the exposure to nonmarital sexuality aspect of socialization and 

supports it better in the younger than the older cohort, which is again the opposite of what 

was predicted. 

The experience of a single father home during childhood slightly affects the 

marriage timing (by increasing the likelihood of relatively early and relatively late 

marriage) of men in the younger, but not the older, cohort. In other words, men who 

^ Again, spending all of childhood with a stepfather is relatively rare. 
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spent at least part of childhood with a single father have higher or equal odds of marriage 

throughout the time period in question, indicating higher overall odds of marriage. From 

a role modeling perspective, this can be explained as a result of pro-marriage attitudes 

formed in a single father household, particularly if the single father had a difficult time 

managing. Men in the younger cohort were somewhat less likely than men in the older 

cohort (2.2% vs. 3.7%) to experience a single father home during childhood, most likely 

due to lower probability of mother's death, so one potential explanation for an increase, 

rather than decrease, in effects is essentially the opposite of the previously presented 

explanation. As single fatherhood become less rather than more conunon, it may have 

had increased effects on boys growing up with single fathers. However, the percentage of 

men experiencing single father homes remains quite low over the two cohorts, so this 

explanation is relatively weak and is offered as a potenu'al explanation. 

For men, then, there have been some changes in the effects of family structure 

variables aimed at testing socialization propositions. While the effects of spending 

childhood with a mother only on early marriage have not changed significantly over these 

two cohorts, there is some change on the delayed marriage side. Men in the younger 

cohort spending childhood with a mother only are less unlike their two-parent peers in 

terms of delayed marriage. This may be either due to broader socialization processes in 

which the exposure to single parent families is increasingly likely for all respondents in 

the younger cohort. Alternatively, it may be that a broader delay in marriage for adults 

regardless of family structure makes it so there is less to differentiate men by their family 

structure during childhood. 
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There have also been some changes in the effects of spending childhood with a 

stepfather or a single father. Men in the younger cohort who spent childhood with a 

stepfather appear less likely to delay marriage compared to men in the older cohort. One 

potential explanation is that as stepfamilies have become more conunon, the role 

modeling processes in stepfamilies have come to mirror those in two-parent families. 

The literature, however, does not support this possibility as stepfamilies continue to be 

characterized by a lack of norms (Cherlin 1978). It is more likely that a broader delay in 

marriage, characterizing both adults from two-parent and single parent families, serves to 

lessen the difference between men from stepfather and two-parent homes, as mentioned 

above. 

Women: The pattem seen in table 5.4 indicates a decline in the effects of 

spending childhood with a mother only on marriage timing. While the basic two-track 

effect holds up to some extent across the two cohorts, the positive effects on early 

marriage are somewhat weaker and the negative effects on later marriage are both weaker 

and less consistent for women in the younger cohort (figures 5.1 and 5.2). Changes in the 

effects of spending childhood with a mother only, then, generally support the theory. 

While the two track effects remains to some extent in the younger cohort, the effects tend 

to be smaller and are less likely to be statistically significant. According to the 

socialization explanation, this may because there are additional single parent role models 

available to all children so that there is less to differentiate girls for single parent families 

&om their two-parent peers. Additionally, the societal trend toward delayed marriage 
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may also serve to lessen the difference between women from mother only and two-parent 

families in terms of delayed marriage. 

In general, the two track effect also holds up for women in both cohorts who spent 

childhood with a stepfather^, though again, the early effects on women in the older cohort 

are somewhat stronger than those for women in the younger cohort, indicating some 

decline in effects on early marriage. There is no statistically significant effect of spending 

childhood with a single father for women of either cohort. 

Overall, then, there is some evidence of a decline in the magnitude of effects of 

spending childhood with a single mother - with or without a stepfather - on women's 

likelihood of early marriage, as would be predicted by the socialization explanation. 

However, the basic patterns of effects on marriage timing of family structure during 

childhood - generally a two-track effect - hold up across the two cohorts, indicating that 

there has not been a major shift in the direction of effects of family smicture during 

childhood on marriage timing. Again, the socialization explanations presented here are 

potential explanations for the observed effects, but are not easily falsifiable and should 

therefore be taken with some caution. 

Social Control 

Turning now to the social control explanation, which focuses on family structure 

during adolescence, the predictions here have to do with early entry into marriage. The 

basic argument is that single parents of adolescents are less able to prevent undesirable 

outcomes for the children. Adolescents in single parent homes may be more likely to 
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marry early partially as a result of earlier dating and sexual initiation, which single 

parents are less able to control and prevent. 

While it is not expected that the level of social control in single parent vs. two-

parent homes will have changed significantly over the two cohorts, it is possible the 

effects on the outcomes will have changed due to a change in the negativity of early 

marriage, especially for women. Early marriage for women in the older cohort may have 

been seen as a positive and expected outcome, and as a path toward personal and 

financial security. For women in the younger cohort, who faced better or at least more 

job opportunities, early marriage may represent only one of several routes to personal and 

financial security, and very likely no longer the best route. Therefore, spending 

adolescence with a single parent may have more of an effect on early marriage for women 

in the older cohort. 

Women: Living with a mother only during adolescence does increase the risk of 

early marriage for women in the older cohort, although this effect decreases and reverses 

as more years of adolescence are spent with a mother only (figure 5.3). Living with a 

mother only during adolescence more consistently decreases the risk of early marriage for 

women in the younger cohort (figure 5.4). In both cohorts, marriage likelihood is 

increased relative to women from two parent peers during the mid-twenties. 

Although the social control predictions are better supported by die results for the 

older cohort, who are more likely to marry early if they spent adolescence with a mother 

- The exception is the effect of spending all of childhood with a stepfather, which is quite 
rare. 
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only, the basic premise of the social control argument - that early marriage is an 

undesirable outcome - holds up better for the younger cohort, since the older cohort faced 

more limited opportunities for financial well-being outside of marriage. Marrying earlier 

for women in the older cohort may have been considered a desirable route to economic 

well-being and was also more socially acceptable and even expected. Additionally, the 

social control explanation does not address why women who spent adolescence with a 

mother only remain more likely to marry throughout their twenties. 

Since social control does not clearly explain the effects of spending adolescence 

with a mother only, there must be another explanation. One plausible explanation, 

coming from the socialization perspective, is that women in the older cohort living with a 

mother only during adolescence might be very motivated to avoid the situation of their 

mother and are of an age that they can take steps toward early marriage or toward 

increasing their likelihood of marriage overall. It is more likely that they, as compared to 

women in the younger cohort, would see marriage as the best route to security and 

happiness, as the route of a career was less available to them. In contrast, women in the 

older cohort spending adolescence with both parents may not be in quite the same rush to 

marry as they have less of an idea of the difficulties of being an unmarried women during 

that time period. Women in the younger cohort spending adolescence with a mother only 

may also be motivated to avoid being unmarried, but they face greater job opportunities 

as well as a less marriage-centered culture. They may take their motivation the route of 

delaying marriage in order to ensure a successful marriage. To be clear, the likelihood of 

marriage is already higher for women firom mother only homes during adolescence, as 
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compared to women from two-parent homes, by the age of 21; therefore, this is a delay 

only in terms of lower likelihood of teen marriages. 

These socialization-based explanations, however, cannot be directly tested in 

these data; further, it would be difficult to collect the necessary data to test these potential 

explanations over the range of birth cohorts examined here. 

Turning to the addition of a stepfather during adolescence, the social control 

explanation predicts that stepfather homes should maintain a level of control over 

adolescents somewhere between mother only and two parent homes. Stepfathers 

represent the addition of another adult into the household, albeit one who generally does 

not or cannot monitor and discipline to the same extent as biological fathers. 

There is a positive effect on early marriage of spending part of adolescence with a 

stepfather on early marriage for women in the younger but not the older cohort. 

However, that early positive effect reverses as women in the younger cohort approach 

spending their entire adolescence with a stepfather. As discussed in chapter three, it is 

possible that stepfather homes of longer durations approach levels of control in two 

parent homes as stability develops over time in the household. A stepfather who has been 

in the household for longer is likely to play a role more similar to that of a biological 

father than is one who has been in the household for fewer years. The primary effect of 

living with a stepfather during adolescence is to decrease the likelihood of marriage 

throughout the time period, relative to that of women from two-parent backgrounds, for 

women in both cohorts. 
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Clearly living with a stepfather during adolescence has very different effects on 

marriage than does living with a mother only. Whereas living with a mother only during 

adolescence has the effect of generally increasing the likelihood of marriage throughout 

the twenties, living with a stepfather during adolescence has the opposite effect. As 

discussed in previous chapters, this does not mean that women who live with a stepfather 

during adolescence will necessarily never marry, just that their likelihood of marriage 

remains below the likelihood for women from two-parent homes. 

The comparison of adolescents in single father families to adolescents in two-

parent homes also does not support the social control theory, nor are there changes over 

the two cohorts that shed light on the mechanisms behind the observed effects. For the 

older cohort, the effect of living with a single father during adolescence is to decrease the 

odds of early marriage, which is the opposite of the predictions. For the younger cohort, 

the effect of living with a single father during adolescence is to increase the odds of later 

marriage but there is no effect on early marriage. Both of these can be seen as variations 

on delayed marriage. While the coefficients indicate that women in the older cohort who 

lived with a single father during adolescence remain less likely to marry throughout the 

time period and that women in the youngest cohort experience a more classical delay 

pattern, these coefficients are rarely significant. 

For women, then, the social control explanation does not well explain the results 

for either cohort. While there are some differences in the effects of family structure on 

marriage timing for women in the two cohorts, the general patterns of effects remain quite 

similar. Living with a mother only during adolescence generally increases overall 
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marriage odds while living with a stepfather during adolescence generally decreases 

overall marriage odds. For many individuals, these effects may serve to counteract each 

other. 

Men: The overall patterns of effects of living with a mother only during 

adolescence do differ more for men in these cohorts, but the effects on early marriage are 

not particularly different (figures 5.5 and 5.6). Living with a mother only during 

adolescence does serve to increase the odds of early marriage but as men approach 

spending their entire adolescence with a mother only, that effect quickly drops to non-

signiHcance and then reverses, so that men in both cohorts who spent their entire 

adolescence with a mother only are less likely to marry early. 

While only the early time period is addressed by the social control argument -

adolescents in mother only homes should be more likely to marry early - the argument 

cannot explain why marriage rates remain relatively high later on, primarily for the 

younger cohort. Perhaps, like women, men from mother only homes learn to value very 

highly what they did not grow up with. 

The effect of living with a stepfather during adolescence has similar effects on 

early marriage for men of both cohorts. Late teenage marriage is more likely for men 

who spent adolescence with a stepfather than for men from two-parent homes. As was 

the case for women, men living with a stepfather for all of adolescence are consistently 

less likely to many early than their two-parent counterparts. Again, perhaps it is the case 

that stepfamilies of longer duration have levels of control more similar to those in two-

parent families. 
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The effects of living with a single father during adolescence on marriage timing 

are rarely statistically significant for men in either cohort, indicating according to social 

control, that the levels of control in a single father, including stepmother, homes are not 

significantly di^erent than those in two-parent homes. 

Instability and Change 

Turning to the number of family transitions experienced, as a measure of the level 

of instability, this explanation primarily predicts delayed marriage for those experiencing 

multiple transitions. People might delay marriage due to apprehension about possible 

success. The prediction of delay due to apprehension may hold less well for the younger 

cohort, reaching adulthood when divorce rates were rising and marital apprehension may 

have been more widespread. While the effects of instability at the individual-level should 

remain su-onger than the effects of instability at the societal-level, where there is more 

societal apprehension toward marriage, there may be less of an effect of growing up with 

an unstable family structure. 

For women in the older cohort, a larger number of family structure transitions 

(three or more) does lead to a delay in marriage - lower likelihood of marriage before age 

22 and higher likelihood after that age, as compared to women from two-parent homes. 

There are few significant effects of smaller numbers of family structure transitions for 

women in the older cohort. However, the effects of family structure transitions for 

women in the younger cohort are more complex and inconsistent. The overall pattern for 

whose with two transitions goes back to the two-track effect seen also as the effect of 

spending childhood with a single mother. Women in the younger cohort with a larger 



184 

number of transitions are somewhat more likely to marry in their early to mid-twenties, 

but there are relatively few statistically significant ejects, and certainly not the expected 

pattern of delay. This does fit with the general expectation that the effects of instability 

may be stronger for women growing up in unstable family structure backgrounds when 

instability was less common. It may also be the case that, because of a more general 

delay of marriage across much of social structure, that there is less to differentiate women 

from different types of family structure backgrounds for this younger cohort. 

There is less evidence of similar change for men. Men of both cohorts who 

experience multiple family structure transitions delay marriage relative to their two-parent 

peers. 

Economic Resources 

According to the economic resources explanation, people growing up in single 

parent homes, especially mother only homes, may marry relatively early because single 

parent homes are likely to have fewer economic resources. It is a well-documented 

finding that lower income people tend to marry relatively early. Therefore, people 

growing up with a single parent may marry early simply because they are more likely than 

people from two-parent families to have grown up with a lack of economic resources. 

While increased labor force opportunities for women and increased availability of 

government aid for at least a portion of the relevant time period means that single 

mothers of the younger cohort may have done somewhat better economically, it is still the 
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case that single mothers tend to be poorer than families headed by two parents^. 

Therefore, I do not expect the effects of variables operationalizing the economic 

resources hypothesis to vary by cohort. 

Turning first to the control variables that proxy economic status growing up, 

neither receiving welfare nor mother's education affects men's or women's hazard rate of 

marriage, net of family structure and other control variables, for either cohort (tables 5.1 

and 5.2). However, as stated previously, these are indirect proxies for economic status 

growing up. It is possible that a direct measure of income would result in significant 

effects. As discussed previously, it is likely that the lower average economic resources in 

single parent homes does affect marriage timing; however, using these proxies, 

controlling for economic resources does not wash out the effects of family structure itself. 

Turning to family structure variables, the relevant variables include whether the 

single parent is a father or mother, the presence of a stepfather in a single mother home 

and the reason for the single mother home. 

Women: Living with a mother only during either childhood or adolescence is 

actually a better predictor of early marriage for women of the older vs. the younger 

cohort, which is consistent with the argument that single mothers of the younger cohort 

might be doing better economically. However, living with a stepfather is actually a more 

consistent predictor of early marriage for women in the younger cohort, which is not in 

^ It is the case that respondents in the older cohort are more likely to have a mother with 
less than a high school education (72% vs. 38%); the bivariate relationship between 
cohort and mother's education is statistically significant (p<.001). Respondents in the 
oldest cohort are actually less likely to have received welfare (8% vs. 11%) but that may 
have more to do with the availability of welfare than economic need. 
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line with the economic resources argument, since women growing up in stepfather 

families should have access to more economic resources then women in mother only 

families. There is still little support for the economic resources explanation here, but 

there is some evidence for changes in the effects of living with a mother only on early 

marriage for women over these two cohorts. 

Living with a single father tends not to increase the odds of early marriage as 

compared to the odds for women from two parent homes, which is more in line with the 

predictions of the theory. However, the simple experience of a single father family due to 

either mother's death or parental divorce, net of the number of years spent in that single 

father family, does increase the odds of early marriage for the older but not the younger 

cohort. Therefore, there is evidence of change over these cohorts, but it is not clear why 

this is the case. 

There are also differences in the effects of the reason for the single parent home. 

While none of the effects of living with a single mother for any of these reasons have 

signiHcant effects on marriage by the age of 18 for women in either, there are positive 

effects on even earlier marriage. For women in the older cohort, living with a single 

mother only due to parental death or divorce increases the odds of marriage prior to age 

18, but living with a single mother home due to unmarried motherhood does not have this 

early, positive effect. This is contrary to the expectation that single mother families due 

to unmarried motherhood and due to divorce should show the strongest effects on early 

marriage. 
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The pattern for the younger cohort better follows the pattern predicted by the 

theory. Both experiencing a single mother home at birth and due to a parental divorce 

increase the odds of early marriage (prior to age 18); however, experiencing a single 

mother home due to father's death has no significant effect on early marriage for women 

in the younger cohort. Since families headed by single mothers due to divorce or 

unmarried motherhood would be expected to have fewer resources, on average, then 

families headed by single mothers due to father's death, this follows the predictions of the 

economic resources hypothesis. Therefore, the economic resources explanation better fits 

the pattern for women in the younger vs. the older cohort. However, since net of the 

reason for single mother family, being raised in a mother only family has more consistent, 

positive effects on women of the older vs. the younger cohort, the general pattern of early 

marriage effects is not all that different for women of the two cohorts. 

Men: For both cohorts, the positive effect on early marriage of living with a 

stepfather during childhood appears stronger than the effect of living with a mother only 

during childhood, with the exception of the reversal of this effect for men in the older 

cohort who spend more years with a stepfather. Even with this exception, there is little 

support for the economic resources hypothesis, particularly evidence that would support a 

change in the effectiveness of this explanation over cohort. There does appear to be less 

of a positive effect on early marriage for men who spent adolescence with a stepfather as 

opposed to a mother only for both cohorts, which does support the explanation. 

However, these effects are somewhat inconsistent over age and duration spent in each 

family type, so it is difficult to draw simple conclusions comparing the two types of 
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family structure for the two cohorts. Support for the economic resources explanation in 

not particularly strong for either cohort. 

The effects of the reason for a single mother home do differ significantly over 

cohort (figures 5.7 and 5.8). For men in the older cohort, both experiencing a single 

mother home due to the father's death or due to a parental divorce'^ increases the 

likelihood of early marriage, compared to the likelihood for men from two parent 

families. However, similar to the case for women in the older cohort, experiencing a 

single mother home at birth has non-significant or negative effects on early marriage, 

contrary to the expectations of the explanation. 

For men in the younger cohort, net of the number of years spent in a single mother 

home, there is no simple effect on early marriage of experiencing a single mother home 

for any of these reasons^. There is some evidence then, that experiencing a single mother 

home due to unmarried motherhood has effects for the younger cohort of men that are 

more similar to the effects of experiencing a single mother home for other reasons. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this chapter was to add an element of change to the picture of the 

effects of family structure on marriage timing painted in previous chapters. The life 

course perspective emphasizes the importance of looking at not only intergenerational 

effects on life course outcomes but also at the effects of the historical times within which 

we live out our lives. Previous chapters have shown that there are intergenerational 

^ There is no statistically significant difference between the coefBcients for experiencing 
a single mother home due to parental divorce or death of father. 
^ Again, none of the coefHcients are significantly different from each other. 
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effects on marriage timing; the emphasis here is on changes in those effects and potential 

explanations for changes. What the results show is that there have indeed been changes 

in the effects of family structure on marriage timing but that the observed changes often 

do not follow prediction derived from the theoretical explanations. 

The childhood socialization explanation predicted a decline in the effects of 

spending childhood in a single parent family, especially a decline in the increased 

likelihood of delayed marriage. The results do show such a decline for both men and 

women who spent childhood with a mother only or a stepfather. This could be the case 

for one of two potential reasons. First, it is possible that as growing up with a single 

parent became more conunon both children in single parent and children in two parent 

homes have access to single parent role models as well as access to more liberal value 

orientations regarding nonmarital sexualiQr. For this reason, adults who grew up in two-

parent homes might delay marriage for some of the same reasons that adults from single 

parent homes were expected to delay marriage. Of course, the existence of these types of 

role models in one's own family should have stronger effects than less direct access, and 

we do continue to see a delay of marriage for adults who grew up in single parent homes 

in both cohorts. The effects, however, are smaller for the younger cohort. 

A second potential explanation has to do with societal changes regarding marriage 

and marriage timing as opposed to changes in single parenthood itself. Men and women 

in the younger cohort reached adulthood at a time of increasing marital instability, 

increasing numbers of single parent homes, liberalizing divorce laws, more liberal views 

toward nonmarital sex and increasingly older average ages at first marriage. These 
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factors likely affect marriage tiim'ng for men and women of both cohorts regardless of 

their own family structure. Therefore, the effect on later marriage likelihood may decline 

over these cohorts due to an increased delay of men and women from two-parent 

households as well as single parent households. If people from both types of family 

structures are delaying marriage, their ultimate outcomes become more similar. 

The social control explanation predicted stronger effects on early marriage for the 

younger cohort, not due to any significant change in the relative amount of social control 

in single parent households, but rather due to an increase in the extent to which early 

marriage can be considered a negative outcome, particularly for women. There was some 

change in the effects of family structure during adolescence for women, but it was not in 

the predicted direction. Living with a mother only during adolescence did increase the 

likelihood of early marriage for the older cohort but it actually decreased the likelihood of 

early marriage for the younger cohort. 

A plausible explanation that cannot be tested with these data is that living with a 

mother only during adolescence affects young women's concern for their own potential 

well-being as a single adult. For women in the older cohort, who faced fewer labor force 

opportunities, this may have encouraged early marriage as a route to financial and 

personal security. For women in the younger cohort, who faced increased labor market 

opportunities, it may have instead encouraged a focus on education and/or career but a 

delay of marriage. Again, women in the younger cohort came of age during a time of 

increased marital instability; therefore, they both faced better economic opportunities and 

were less likely to see marriage as a source of stability than women in the older cohort. 
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Turning to instability itself, the instability and change explanation predicted 

perhaps a slight decline in the effect of multiple family structure transitions on delayed 

marriage, due to effects of societal-level instability on people from both single-parent and 

two-parent family backgrounds. Any decline was expected to be minimal, however, as 

the effects of individual-level instability were expected to be much stronger than any 

effects of societal-level instability. 

There were no significant changes in the effects of number of family structure 

transitions for men over the two cohorts, but there were changes for women in the 

direction of and in fact stronger than the predictions. Experiencing multiple family 

structure transitions had a much more consistent delaying e^ect for women in the older 

vs. the younger cohort. This begs the question of why this change should exist for 

women but not for men. One potential explanation has to do simply with the larger 

changes in women's lile courses over the latter half of this century, particularly in relation 

to women's labor force participation, and also with the generally larger economic impact 

of divorce on women. Remember that the delay (or lack of delay) is relative to women 

with no family structure transitions. If women in the younger cohort, regardless of their 

family suiicture background, are delaying marriage due to the aforementioned reasons^, 

then there will be fewer differences between women due to the number of ttansitions 

experienced. 

Finally, the economic resources predictions for relatively early marriage were not 

expected to change considerably over the two cohorts. While there were some changes in 
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the effects of vanables intended to operationalize this explanation, they tended not to 

shed additional light on the economic resources mechanism. These data do not contain a 

good, reliable measure of economic status growing up; therefore, little weight is given to 

the results of these variables. 

What can we take away from these results? As was the case in the previous 

chapters, it is clear that the effects of growing up in a single parent family are complex 

and vary according to different aspects of single parent homes. Looking at change over 

cohort, it is clear that not only has single parenthood - the prevalence of and attitudes 

toward - changed over time, but that the outcome analyzed here - marriage timing - has 

changed as well. Historical changes in both the dependent variable and the independent 

vanable make explanation rather difficult, but what is clear is that family structure 

growing up does not have completely consistent, in both direction and magnitude, effects 

on marriage timing across the two cohorts analyzed. Particularly in terms of delayed 

marriage, adults who grew up in single parent homes are less different than those who 

grew up in two parent homes in the younger cohort. It seems likely that this trend will 

continue for even more recent cohorts, as they move through early adulthood in the 1990s 

and into the 21" century. Further research will be needed to document whether this is 

indeed the case. 

Family structure has more more consistent effects on early marriage than delayed 

marriage across the two cohorts, especially for men. Since early marriage is a concern in 

6 The average marriage age has, in fact, increased more quickly for women than for men 
over the latter half of this century (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1999). 
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terms of its impact on adult socioeconomic status, the finding that growing up in single 

parent homes continues to increase the likelihood is one that requires further investigation 

and policy development. The results here indicate that men in the younger cohort who 

spent either childhood or adolescence in a single mother or stepfather family have 

relatively high rates of early marriage; the same is true, although to a lesser extent, for 

women in the younger cohort who lived with a mother only or stepfather family during 

adolescence or who experienced multiple family structure transitions. Again, further 

research is needed to document whether this remains true for even younger cohorts. 

To the extent that this early marriage finding is due to a relative lack of economic 

resources, policy needs to be developed to address the economic inequalities of family 

structure. However, it is likely that there are mechanisms other than economic resources 

at work here. The social control explanation did not receive a lot of support in these 

data, partly because those who spent more time in single parent families during 

adolescence were less likely to marry early and partly because the effect of spending 

adolescence with a stepfather was often stronger than that of spending adolescence with a 

mother only. However, since there is an positive effect of spending some years of 

adolescence with a single parent, it remains plausible that a lack of social control is a part 

of the explanation. Policy implications include the development of after school type 

programs, available to adolescents of in any situation, that would increase the total 

amount of mom'toring and supervision available to adolescents. 

Finally, it is also plausible that the values, attitudes and norms formed during 

youth as a result of living with a single parent affect the likelihood of early marriage as 
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well. It was hypothesized that people growing up with single parents perceived as 

ineffective might marry early as a way of avoiding a similar situation for themselves. 

One could argue, of course, that education is one way to address this. However, I think a 

better option would be to increase the likelihood of successful single parent families; 

economic poUcies are one way to do this. Further, to the extent that educational and labor 

force opportunities are made available to young adults from all socioeconomic and family 

structure backgrounds, early marriage may not seem like as attractive of an option. 

In terms of increased similarity in delayed marriage, it seems likely that 

apprehension toward marriage in increasingly present among adults regardless of their 

family structure background. This can be seen in two very different lights, however. On 

one hand, it may represent a retreat from marriage, generally considered an important 

building block in the structure of society, and may be cause for some concern. On the 

other hand, it may simply represent delayed marriage which could, ultimately, lead to 

stronger marriages overall. We've seen the divorce rate level off, albeit at a relatively 

high rate, over the past decade, so this last explanation may have some merit. However, 

this is a topic of much debate and disagreement which is unlikely to be resolved any time 

soon. As is typically the case with cohort studies, it will be necessary to do further 

research with even younger cohorts to continue to follow the patterns over time. Further, 

it is necessary to add additional aspects to this research - to look at the role played by 

cohabitation especially for younger cohorts, to look more deeply into the qualitative 

aspects of marriage and marital timing, and to investigate divorce rates as younger 

cohorts move through their marital lives as well. 
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Overall, then, we continue to see effects of family structure on some aspects of 

marriage timing — particularly early marriage ~ while family structure is less of a 

differentiating factor for other aspects of marriage timing - particularly delayed marriage. 

These findings highlight the importance of looking not only at intergenerational effects of 

family structure on both this and other family-related life course outcomes but also of 

taking historical time into account. Much previous research on family suructure has been 

static, implying that the effects of family structure are constant over time and cohort. 

Even over these two, fairly broad cohorts, this is not the case. Further research is needed 

to investigate further change in the effects of family structure for even more recent 

cohorts. 
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Tabl^jl^artia^UceIihoo^stimate |̂redictin^ntt^tot^Fire^arri^  ̂

OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Mother only - chid. 4.882 0.670 131.926 4.252 "• 0.656 70.223 

* time -1.417 0.189 0.242 -1.428 0.232 0.240 

* time-squared 0.073 0.012 1.076 0.085 ••• 0.019 1.089 

Add. years MO chid. -0.168 0.065 0.845 -0.179 • 0.083 0.836 

• time 0.064 0.018 1.066 0.084 •• 0.030 1.088 

* time-squared -0.003 0.001 0.997 -0.005 • 0.002 0.995 

Mother only - adol. 2.463 0.710 11.745 6.101 0.855 446.224 

* time -0.711 0.223 0.491 -4.222 ••• 0.367 0.015 

* time-squared 0.045 0.014 1.046 0.740 "• 0.039 2.095 
Add. years MO adol. -1.487 0.136 0.226 -1.527 0.134 0.217 

• time 0.410 0.036 1.507 0.612 ••• 0.053 1.844 
* time-squared -0.021 0.002 0.979 -0.038 0.005 0.963 

Stepfather - chid. 21.903 1.597 # 15.914 •" 1.367 # 
* time -6.032 0.461 0.002 -6.007 0.484 0.002 

* time-squared 0.276 0.028 1.318 0.405 •" 0.036 1.500 
Add. years STF chid. -4.316 0.381 0.013 -1.574 "• 0.197 0.207 

* time 1.074 0.090 2.927 0.652 •" 0.070 1.919 
* time-squared -0.049 0.005 0.953 -0.047 ••• 0.005 0.954 

Stepfather - adol. 7.792 0.718 # 7.920 "• 0.789 # 
•time 1.294 0.599 3.647 -0.499 0.555 0.607 
* time-squared -1.491 0.059 0.225 -1.010 «• 0.059 0.364 
Add. yrs STF - adol. -2.809 0.258 0.060 -2.804 «• 0.231 0.061 

• time 0.220 0.088 1.246 0.285 • 0.113 1.329 

* time-squared 0.229 0.009 1.257 0.236 0.013 1.266 
Single Father - chid. 0.158 0.582 1.171 1.235 • 0.582 3.440 

• time 0.061 0.185 1.063 -0.550 • 0.241 0.577 

* time-squared -0.008 0.012 0.992 0.056 • 0.024 1.058 

Single Father - adol. -0.070 0.987 0.932 1.373 0.902 3.948 

•time -0.130 0.281 0.878 -0.345 0.407 0.708 

• time-squared 0.017 0.018 1.017 0.067 0.055 1.070 

Other nontrad. family 0.181 0.194 L198 0.519 •• 0.188 1.680 

continued 



197 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

Coeff, St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err, Odds 

Single mother - birth -1.450 0.769 0.235 -0.800 0.787 0.449 

• time 0.131 0.231 1.140 1.553 «• 0.373 4.723 

• time-squared -0.013 0.015 0.987 -0.576 0.038 0.562 

Single mother - death 2.680 •" 0.689 14.587 0.062 0.986 1.064 

• time -0.625 " 0.209 0.536 1.620 0.392 5.055 

• time-squared 0.020 0.013 1.021 -0.581 "• 0.038 0.560 

Single mother - div. 3.505 0.786 33.275 1.033 0.904 2.811 

• time -0.877 "• 0.232 0.416 1.372 •" 0.383 3.944 
• time-squared 0.034 • 0.015 1.035 -0.562 0.038 0.570 

SM - other 2.673 " 0.806 14.487 0.907 1.088 2.478 

• time -0.740 • 0.286 0.477 1.545 ••• 0.431 4.687 
* time-squared 0.027 0.022 1.027 -0.561 0.041 0.571 
Single father - birth -0.315 1.099 0.730 0.161 1.089 1.175 
Smgle father - death 2.109 1.197 8.242 0.924 1.314 2.518 

* time -0.441 0.337 0.644 -0.075 0.526 0.928 
• time-squared 0.015 0.020 1.015 -0.066 0.065 0.937 
Single father-div. 1.535 1.126 4.641 2.000 1.153 7.387 
* time -0.228 0.321 0.797 -0.698 0.456 0.497 

• time-squared -0.001 0.019 0.999 0.000 0.058 1.000 
Single father - other -1.669 1.751 0.189 3.361 « 1.091 28.815 

• time 0.516 0.562 1.675 -1.348 « 0.453 0.260 
* time-squared -0.037 0.039 0.963 0.027 0.056 1.027 

One transition -0.572 0.351 0.564 -1.683 "• 0.461 0.186 

• time 0.058 0.078 1.060 0.286 • 0.135 1.331 
* time-squared -0.001 0.004 0.999 -0.014 0.009 0.986 

Two transitions -4.823 0.632 0.008 -5.397 0.838 0.005 

• time 1.230 0.164 3.423 1.568 ••• 0.251 4.796 

* time-squared -0.069 «• 0.011 0.933 -0.094 0.018 0.911 
Three transitions -3.484 •«- 0.827 0.031 -9.489 1.138 0.000 

• time 0.903 0.255 2.466 3.526 •" 0.343 33.990 
* time-squared -0.033 0.018 0.968 -0.216 — 0.023 0.806 

continued 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 

OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Race 
(Non-white) 

White 0.039 0.060 1.039 0.155 • 0.068 1.167 

Age -0.003 0.002 0.997 0.083 0.006 1.087 
Religion growing up 
(Protestant) 
No religion 0.051 0.089 1.052 -0.048 0.083 0.953 

Catholic -0.046 0.055 0.955 -0.073 0.065 0.930 

Jewish -0.036 0.148 0.965 0.006 0.197 1.006 

Other 0.045 0.074 1.046 -0.059 0.092 0.943 
Educational attainment 
(less than HS) 
High School -0.027 0.061 0.974 -0.170 0.092 0.843 

Some College -0.057 0.078 0.945 -0.225 • 0.101 0.799 
College -0.061 0.082 0.941 -0.228 • 0.112 0.796 

Welfare growing up 0.105 0.085 l.lll 0.096 0.095 1.101 
Mother's education 
(less than HS) 
High School -0.022 0.058 0.978 -0.001 0.064 0.999 

More than HS 0.008 0.085 1.008 -0.021 0.082 0.979 
Number of siblings 
No siblings -0.145 0.097 0.865 -0.128 0.123 0.880 
(One sibling) 

Two siblings -0.030 0.076 0.971 0.008 0.084 1.008 
Three or more 0.006 0.064 1.006 0.036 0.072 1.037 

Current Status 
In College -0.191 • 0.095 0.827 -0.318 •• 0.097 0.728 

Employed O.Ill • 0.048 1.117 0.233 0.059 1.263 

Model Chi-Square 10922.76 7199.57 
DF 79 79 
N 2317 2217 

Omitted variables in parentheses 

»p<.05 »»p<.01 »»»p<.001 

# magnitucte of odds-ratio inflated due to sample size and configuration 
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Tabl^j2^P^tM^ikelihoodEstimat^PredictingEnn^&i^^rs 

OLDERCOHORT YOUNGERCOHORT 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Mother only - chid. 1.267 «** 0.220 3.549 0.318 0.206 1.375 
•time -0.519 0.070 0.595 -0.174 0.098 0.840 
• time-squared 0.021 «** 0.004 1.022 0.000 0.011 1.000 
Add. years MO chid. -0.014 0.023 0.986 0.003 0.028 1.003 
* time 0.012 0.008 1.012 0.004 0.013 1.004 

* time-squared 0.000 O.OOl 1.000 0.001 0.001 1.001 

Mother only - adol. 2.030 ««* 0.293 7.612 0.126 0.268 1.134 

• time -0.139 0.140 0.870 0.367 0.140 1.444 
* time-squared 0.010 0.006 1.011 -0.030 0.015 0.971 
Add. years MO adol. -0.468 ««• 0.049 0.626 -0.209 0.051 0.811 
•time 0.174 ««« 0.019 1.190 0.135 «« 0.026 1.144 
* time-squared -0.007 O.OOl 0.993 -0.008 • 0.003 0.992 
Stepfather - chid. 4.638 0.409 103.309 2.640 0.312 14.008 

•time -2.211 0.194 0.110 -2.148 «* 0.161 0.117 
• time-squared 0.139 0.032 1.149 0.183 0.020 1.201 
Add. years STF chid. -0.386 •«« 0.048 0.680 -0.381 0.044 0.683 

• time 0.189 •«« 0.020 1.208 0.247 «* 0.021 1.280 
• time-squared -0.014 •«« 0.002 0.986 -0.021 «• 0.003 0.980 
Stepfather - adol. -2.798 0.541 0.061 2.310 0.453 10.074 
• time -10.350 ««* 0.308 0.000 -5.854 0.295 0.003 
• time-squared -0.790 ««« 0.047 0.454 -1.743 •* 0.062 0.175 
Add. years STF - adol. -0.227 • 0.108 0.797 -0.808 «« 0.104 0.446 
• time 2.113 ««* 0.059 8.270 1.343 «« 0.049 3.832 
• time-squared 0.114 ««* 0.007 1.121 0.262 mm 0.010 1.300 
Single Father - chid. 0.082 0.215 1.085 0.209 0.321 1.233 
• time -0.168 • 0.082 0.845 -0.037 0.150 0.964 
• time-squared 0.015 0.006 1.015 -0.001 0.014 0.999 

Single Father - adol. -0.749 m 0.380 0.473 -0.685 0.526 0.504 
•time 0.040 0.117 1.041 0.259 0.270 1.295 
• time-squared 0.000 0.007 1.000 0.008 0.030 1.008 
Other nontrad. family 0.094 0.127 1.098 -0.200 0.153 0.819 

continued 
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Table 5.2 (continued) 

OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Single mother - birth -0.576 * 0.262 0.562 0.452 0.275 1.571 

• time -0.334 0.115 0.716 -0.961 ««* 0.123 0.383 
* time-squared 0.006 0.005 1.006 0.070 ««* 0.013 1.072 

Single mother - death -0.399 0.301 0.671 -0.700 0.329 0.497 
* time -0.538 •«« 0.115 0.584 -0.434 0.155 0.648 
• time-squared 0.014 •* 0.006 1.014 0.035 « 0.017 1.036 

Single mother - div. -0.209 0.332 0.811 0.169 0.281 1.184 
* time -0.516 «*« 0.126 0.597 -0.851 «•« 0.129 0.427 
* time-squared 0.012 0.006 1.012 0.068 •mm 0.015 1.071 
Single mother - other 0.002 0.369 1.002 0.616 0.334 1.851 
• time -0.612 0.151 0.542 -1.235 •mm 0.168 0.291 
* time-squared 0.023 *• 0.009 1.023 0.109 •mm 0.019 1.116 

Single father - birth 1.285 0.439 3.615 -0.691 0.678 0.501 
Single father - death 1.344 «• 0.438 3.834 0.702 0.641 2.018 
* time -0.185 0.128 0.831 -0.593 0.311 0.553 
* time-squared 0.004 0.008 1.004 0.027 0.033 1.028 

Single father - divorce 1.819 •«« 0.495 6.168 0.323 0.632 1.381 
• time -0.011 0.157 0.989 -0.715 •m 0.276 0.489 
* time-squared -0.012 0.010 0.988 0.056 • 0.028 1.058 
Single father - other 1.671 ««* 0.449 5.317 0.164 0.576 1.178 
* time -0.276 0.157 0.759 -0.309 0.309 0.734 
• time-squared 0.020 0.010 1.020 0.016 0.034 1.016 
One transition -0.011 0.155 0.989 0.794 •mm 0.175 2.213 
• time -0.020 0.043 0.980 -0.233 •mm 0.071 0.792 
* time-squared 0.002 0.003 1.002 0.008 0.007 1.008 

Two transitions -0-474 • 0.205 0.623 0.513 m 0.220 1.671 
• time 0.196 *»« 0.059 1.216 0.020 0.091 1.020 
* time-squared -0.011 «« 0.004 0.989 -0.008 0.008 0.992 

Three transitions -3.350 «** 0.389 0.035 -0.423 0.304 0.655 
• time 1.051 ««* 0.106 2.859 0.829 mmm 0.140 2292 
* time-squared -0.051 0.007 0.950 -0.081 •mm 0.016 0.922 

continued 
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Table 5.2 (continued) 

OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

Coeff. St. Err. Odds Coeff. St. Err. Odds 

Race 
(Non-white) 

White 0.064 0.046 1.066 0.146 •• 0.054 1.158 
Age -0.003 • 0.002 0.997 0.041 ••• 0.004 1.042 
Religion growing up 
(Protestant) 

No religion -0.386 0.121 0.680 0.067 0.082 1.069 
Catholic -0.036 0.044 0.964 0.011 0.048 1.011 
Jewish 0.029 0.123 1.029 -0.045 0.181 0.956 

Other 0.020 0.058 1.020 -0.037 0.067 0.964 
Educational Attainment 
(less than HS) 
High School -0.060 0.046 0.941 -0.021 0.070 0.979 
Some College -0.186 •• 0.063 0.830 -0.043 0.078 0.958 
College -0.068 0.076 0.935 0.111 0.093 1.118 

Welfare growing up 0.012 0.072 1.013 -0.096 0.069 0.909 
Mother's education 
(Less than HS) 
High School 0.027 0.048 1.028 -0.017 0.050 0.983 
More than HS 0.021 0.069 1.022 -0.051 0.065 0.951 

Number of Siblints 
No siblings -0.112 0.077 0.894 -0.094 0.099 0.910 
(One sibling) 
Two siblings 0.003 0.062 1.003 0.049 0.068 1.050 
Three or more 0.003 0.053 1.003 0.071 0.060 1.073 

Current Status 

In college -0.637 «« 0.094 0.529 -0.775 — 0.089 0.461 
Employed -0.337 0.040 0.714 -0.099' 0.046 0.905 

Model Chi-Square 15484.33 11185.37 

DF 79 79 
N 3550 3120 

Oniitted variables in parentheses 

»p<.05 ••p<.01 »»»p<.001 
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OLDER COHORT YOUNGER COHORT 

18 21 24 27 30 18 21 24 27 30 

Mother only 
1 year childhood + + - - -
6 years childhood + + - - -
12 years childhood -i- + ns ns ns 
1 year adolescence + ns ns ns ns 
3 years adolescence ns ns ns ns + 
6 years adolescence - - + + + 

+ + - - ns 
+ + - ns ns 
+ + ns ns ns 
+ ns + + + 
+ ns + + + 

ns + + + 

Stepfather 
1 year childhood + + - - -
6 years childhood ns - - - -
12 years childhood - - ns + + 
1 year adolescence -f ns -
3 years adolescence + - - - . 
6  y e a r s  a d o l e s c e n c e  - - - - -

+ + - - + 

+ + - ns ns 
+ + - ns ns 
+ . - - . 
+ - - . -

+ + + 

Single father 
childhood ns ns ns ns ns 
adolescence ns ns ns ns ns 

+ ns ns ns + 
ns ns -h + ns 

Reason for single mother 
at birth ns - - - -
parental death + + ns -
parental divorce + + ns -

ns - - - -
ns ns -
ns ns -

Reason for single father 
parental death ns ns ns ns ns 
parental divorce ns ns ns ns ns 

ns ns -
ns ns - - ns 

Number of transitions 
one transition ns ns ns ns ns 
two transitions - - ns + ns 
three or mote - - ns + + 

ns ns 
+ + ns 

- ns + + + 

(+) positive and significant at p<.OS 
(-) negative and significant at p<.OS 
(ns) non-significant 
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TaWeS^^^iguficanceTabl^ad^rriageJB^Coh^  ̂

OLDER COHORT YOUNGERCOHORT 

18 21 24 27 30 18 21 24 27 30 

Mother only 
1 year childhood + ns -
6 years childhood + ns -
12 years childhood + ns -
1 year adolescence + + + ns ns 
3 years adolescence + + + + + 
6 years adolescence ns + + + + 

ns ns - -
+ ns - - ns 
ns ns ns ns ns 
ns + + ns ns 
ns + + + ns 

+ + + + 

Stepfather 
1 yearchildhood + - - - ns 
6 years childhood -i- ns - - ns 
12 years childhood ns ns - - ns 
I year adolescence . - . . . 
3 years adolescence . - . . . 
6  y e a r s  a d o l e s c e n c e  - - - - -

+ - - - + 
+ - - - ns 

ns ns ns ns 
+ - - . -
+ - - - -

Single father 
childhood ns ns ns ns ns 
adolescence - - ns ns ns 

ns ns ns ns ns 
ns ns ns + + 

Reason for single mother 
at birth 
parental death ns - - - -
parental divorce ns - - - -

ns - - - ns 

ns - - - ns 

Reason for single father 
parental death -t- + ns ns ns 
parental divorce + + + ns ns 

ns ns - - ns 
ns - - ns ns 

Number of transitions 
one transition ns ns ns ns ns 
two transitions - ns ns ns ns 
three or more - - + + + 

+ ns ns - ns 
+ + - - -
ns + + ns ns 

(•«>) positive and significant at p<.OS 
(•) negative and significant at p<.OS 
(ns) non-significant 
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Figure 5.1: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women in the Older 
Cohort 

1 year 

6 years 

12 years 0.5 -

0.0 

8 -0.5 -

-1.0 -

-1.5 -

-2.0 -

-2.5 -> 

Age 



205 

Figure 5.2: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Childhood on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women in the 
Younger Cohort 
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Figure 5.3: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women in the Older 
Cohort 
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Figure 5.4: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Women in the 
Younger Cohort 

3.5 n 

3.0 -

2.5 -

2.0 -

0.5 -

0.0 

-0.5 -

1 year 

3 years 

6 years 
-1.0 -

-1.5 J 

Age 



Figure 5.5: Effect of Years in a Mother Only During Adolescence on 
the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men in the Older Cohort 
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Figure 5.6: Effect of Years in a Mother Only Family During 
Adolescence on the Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men in the Younger 
Cohort 
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Figure 5.7: Effect of the Reason for Single Mother Family on the 
Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men in the Older Cohort 
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Figure 5.8: Effect of the Reason for Single Mother Family on the 
Hazard Rate of Marriage for Men in the Younger Cohort 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

As people move through their lives, the choices that they make, regardless of why 

±ey make them or how much control they have over them, affect not only themselves but 

also other people. One example of this is the intergenerational consequences of the way 

we live our lives. The family trajectory of the parent generation has effects on the family 

trajectory of the children's generation; as the children's generation grows up, their family 

trajectory will affect their children's family trajectories and so on down the line. The 

consequences of growing up with a single parent are important not only due to concern 

for one generation of people, but also due to how they will continue to affect family 

structure into the 21st century. 

In Chapter One, three primary questions were posed. First, what are the effects of 

family structure on marriage and cohabitation timing? Second, how do these effects vary 

depending on specific aspects of family structure growing up? And third, how do these 

effects vary by cohort? I would like to return to those questions in this final chapter. 

I have shown that the timing of marnage and cohabitation, one important aspect 

of the family trajectory, is influenced by family structure growing up (or the family 

trajectory of one's parents). People growing up in a single parent home tend to either 

accelerate or delay marriage and cohabitation, relative to the union-formation timing of 

their two-parent peers. The magnitude and direction of effects depends on specific 

aspects of family structure growing up - whether the single parent was a mother or a 

father, whether the custodial mother remarried, whether time spent with a single parent 

was in childhood or adulthood and whether there were multiple family structure 

transitions over the course of childhood and adolescence. As single parenthood became 
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more conunon over the course of this century, the effects of family structure on marriage 

timing appears to be changing as well. The effects on early marriage largely remain but 

the effects on delayed marriage, compared to those from two-parent families, has 

generally declined. 

In the following pages, I will recap the primary findings of the previous chapters 

and the likely mechanisms behind the effects of family structure, within the broader 

theoretical contexts of family development theory and the life course perspective. 

Beginning with marriage timing when cohabitation is ignored, the dependent variable in 

most studies on this topic, the results presented in Chapter Three introduced the dual-

direction effects of family structure on marriage timing. Some aspects of family structure 

growing up - primarily living with a mother only or a stepfather during childhood -

increase the likelihood of marriage at relatively early ages. However, within the set of 

individuals living with a single parent during childhood, there is a subset of people who 

do not marry early but who instead appear to delay marriage relative to their two-parent 

peers. Further, other aspects of family structure growing up - particularly family 

structure during adolescence and experiencing multiple family structure transitions - have 

a more consistent delaying effect on marriage timing. 

Moving on to marriage and cohabitation treated as competing risks, the results 

shown in Chapter Four indicated that, for the most part, the effects of family structure 

work similarly on both types of unions. The aspects of family structure growing up that 

increased the likelihood of relatively early marriage also tended to increase the likelihood 

of relatively early cohabitation. This should not be all that surprising since cohabitations 

tend to be relatively short (median length of 1.3 years) and frequently end in marriage 

(Bumpass and Sweet 1989). However, virtually all of the theoretical explanations 

indicated that people growing up in single parent homes might shift their first union to 
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nonmarital cohabitation. This leads to the expectation that people delaying marriage 

relative to their two-parent peers might have a higher likelihood of cohabitation during 

those years of delay. There is some evidence of this shift due to the simple experience of 

a single mother home for any reason and due to the experience of multiple family 

structure transitions (for women only). But other aspects of family structure -

particularly living with a mother only or stepfather during adolescence - have the effect 

of delaying both types of unions. Therefore while nonmarital cohabitation may serve as 

an alternate relationship for some people delaying marriage, for others, it appears that 

family structure affects marriage and cohabitation timing in much the same way. 

The models in these first two empirical chapters include age as a control variable, 

investigating the effects of family structure net of age, or birth cohort. Chapter Five 

investigates the possibility of change in these effects over two birth cohorts, defined to 

broadly capture changes in the prevalence of and normative views of single parenthood. 

The results from this chapter indicate that the effects on early marriage have not changed 

significantly. Men and women in both cohorts who experience a single parent family 

during childhood have higher likelihoods of relatively early marriage. There have been 

changes, however, in the effects on delayed marriage for the subset of people from single 

parent childhoods who do not marry relatively early and for women experiencing multiple 

family structure transitions. 

These empirical findings alone add to our understanding of the effects of family 

structure growing up on urn'on-formation timing by presenting a more complete and 

nuanced picture of these effects, though both the early marriage and delayed marriage 

findings are consistent with the results of some previous research (although other studies 

have found no effect on these outcomes). First, timing is defined more broadly here than 

in previous studies. Both early and late marriage have been defined with various age 
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cutoffs in previous studies; the results presented here provide a more nuanced picture of 

the specific ages at which marriage likelihood is increased or decreased relative to the 

marriage likelihoods of people growing up in two-parent families. Second, family 

structure has often been measured at a single time point, usually age 14 or 16. These 

results provide a much more complete picture of family structure growing up, which is 

both a more realistic depiction of family structure and is particularly important since 

different aspects of family structure during different time periods have opposite effects on 

marriage timing. Third, marriage a'ming in most previous studies is investigated without 

taking the possibility of nonmarital cohabitation into account (except see Thornton 1991). 

These results provide a more complete picture of the effects of family structure on both 

marital and nonmarital relationship timing. Finally, previous studies are largely static in 

nature (except Li and Wojtkiewicz 1994). These results introduce the element of change, 

indicating that as historical change regarding both family structure and marriage timing 

has taken place, the relationship between the two is also affected. 

Two broad sociological perspectives - family development theory and the life 

course perspective - as well as several mid-level explanations were presented at the 

outset as potential ways of understanding effects of family stmcture. Using the effects of 

different aspects of single parent families to test the mid-level explanations, it became 

apparent that each of them has the potential of adding to our understanding of the ejects 

of family structure. It is unlikely that these effects can be narrowed to one simple 

explanation. Further, since these mid-level explanations are measured indirectly, as 

necessitated by the data, they primarily offer potential explanations as to the observed 

effects. 

Childhood socialization, emphasizing the norms, values and attitudes learned 

during childhood, provides potential explanations for two-track effect on the timing of 
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both marriage and cohabitation. That there appear to be two distinct subsets of people 

who spent childhood with a single parent - one entering unions relatively early and the 

other delaying union formation - indicates that children in single parent families may not 

be learning a uniform set of values or role modeling in precisely the same way. It is 

possible that some children do role model on their unmarried parent, delaying marriage 

partially due to having that unattached adult to model themselves after. These children 

may be learning that it is perfectly acceptable to remain unmarried into adulthood. 

However, the subset of people both marrying and cohabiting early sheds doubt on this 

role modeling hypothesis. Some children in single parent families may instead learn that 

it is very difficult to cope as an unmarried adult, particularly as an unmarried parent, and 

may form unions early to avoid the situation of their parent. Further, since the addition of 

a stepfather - and a marriage role model - into a mother only home appears to increase 

the effects on early marriage, again, role modeling cannot be the sole explanation. One 

likely possibility has to do with more liberal attitudes regarding nonmarital sexuality, 

formed during childhood as a result of awareness of a parent's dating and sexual 

behavior. 

The predictions from childhood socialization are particularly difHcult to test in 

these data, particularly since post-hoc explanation of nearly any outcome is possible when 

values and attitudes are inferred rather than directly measured. Even so, it seems likely 

that the hypothesized attitude differences and role modeling of children from single 

parent families is playing a role in the effects of family structure on marriage and 

cohabitation. To test these predictions more strongly, one would need longitudinal data 

with attitudinal measures begiiming in early childhood and continuing through early 

adulthood. It would be very difficult to test propositions from the childhood socialization 
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explanation using retrospective data on multiple cohorts, since one's recollections of 

attitudes formed during childhood are unlikely to be very reliable. 

A second hypothesized explanation for the effects of family structure on marriage 

and cohabitation had to do with lower levels of social control expected in single parent 

versus two parent families during adolescence. This explanation, measured by family 

structure during adolescence, did not receive significant support in these data as spending 

adolescence with a single parent did not have clear, strong and consistent positive effects 

on the likelihood of early marriage and cohabitation. Instead, the effect of spending 

adolescence with a single parent, especially more years during adolescence, tended to 

have the effect of delaying both types of unions. However, since social control is 

measured indirectly, it would be premature to argue that social control plays no role at ail, 

though it does not appear to be the most important mechanism behind these effects. 

Again, a strong test of social control predictions would require longitudinal data with 

good measures of parenting behavior, monitoring and supervision during adolescence, 

then following adolescents into early adulthood. As was the case above, reliable 

measures of social control during adolescence would be difficult to gather using 

retrospective methods for multiple cohorts. 

The third type of explanation introduced, instability and change, argued that it is 

the changes in family structure that affect people. Measured by the number of family 

structure transitions during youth, this explanation did receive support in these data. 

People who experienced multiple family structure transitions tended to delay marriage, 

indicating an apprehension likely attributable to an unstable family background. While 

men tended to delay both types of unions, there was some shift toward cohabitation 

indicated for women, who may have been using cohabitation either as a substimte for 

marriage or as a trial marriage. 
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Finally, the economic resources explanation indicated that observed effects of 

family structure may simply be due to lower levels of economic resources in single parent 

families. The NSFH, unfortunately, does not include good measures of family income 

growing up; therefore mother's education and welfare receipt were included as proxies. 

While the results of the models here do not lend significant support to the economic 

resources explanation, it is very likely that a lack of economic resources is playing a role 

in these findings, particularly in terms of relatively early marriage. 

While these mid-level explanations provide insight into potential mechanisms 

behind the effects of family structure, it is the broader theoretical perspectives that an 

help locate these empirical findings in a broader context. Family development theory 

takes the two-parent, nuclear family as its basis of comparison; alternative family 

structure are viewed in terms of how they differ from that normative structure. Families 

that are non-normative in some way - that are marked by off-time, out-of-sequence, or 

non-normative transitions - are expected to have difficulties due to their deviations from 

social norms. Children from non-normative families are expected to experience 

deviations in their transitions to adulthood as well. More particularly, children growing 

up with single parents could be expected to marry off-time, out-of-sequence, or not at all; 

further, they could be expected to enter non-normative unions such as nonmarital 

cohabitation. The results here generally support these expectations; however, questions 

regarding the extent to which single parent families are non-normative cast doubt on the 

usefulness of continuing to use the nuclear, two-parent family as definitionally normative. 

Since single parent families are increasingly prevalent, and to the extent that attitudes 

regarding single parenthood have changed over time, it becomes increasingly difficult to 

argue that the consequences of growing up in a single parent family are due to its non-

normative status in society. 
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The life course perspective, taking the individual as its unit of analysis, focuses 

more broadly on the context within which individuals live their lives. This context does 

include their own family structure, but also includes the social and historical context 

within which life course transitions are made. Social and historical context can directly 

a^ect life course transitions, but also can indirectly affect life course outcomes working 

through other factors, including family structure, that influence people's decisions. The 

two main types of effects investigated here are intergenerational effects, or the effects of 

family structure, and historical effects, both working directly on outcomes as well as 

working through the relative normativeness of alternative family structures. 

Cohort-models, in tandem with the life course perspective, provide a useful 

framework within which to understand social change. According to Mannheim 

(1952[1927]), new cohorts confront their world differently than did previous cohorts. 

They are bom, grow up and come of age in different historical contexts, shaped by 

specific historical events and molded by di^erent cultural norms and attitudes. While 

social change does not generally occur at an overly rapid pace, even subtle changes can 

lead younger cohorts to react differently to events or situations than their elders might 

have reacted. Change in prevalence of single parent families, particularly due to divorce 

and unmarried parenthood, did occur quite rapidly during the latter half of this century. It 

is reasonable to expect that members of younger cohorts growing up in single parent 

families experienced that family structure differently than did members of older cohorts. 

They were less likely to feel isolated and unique in that family structure, both because 

they were more likely to have friends or relatives also in single parent homes and also 

because representations of single parent families began to appear in the mass media (i.e. 

The Courtship of Eddie's Father, One Day at a Time). To the extent that the experience 
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of a "deviant" family structure might influence one's only family formation, growing up 

in a single parent family may have less influence for younger cohorts. 

The results presented in Chapter Five indicated that there have been changes in 

the effects of family structure on marriage timing over these two cohorts, particularly in 

terms of delayed marriage. This change may well be due to aspects of the normative 

position of family structure in society changing as single parent families become more 

common. All people, regardless of their own family structure, are likely to bump up 

against single parents and single parent families. People who grew up in single parent 

families, therefore, are not as alone in their experience of an alternative family structure 

as they might once have been. It remains the case that the effect of one's own family 

structure should have a stronger influence than broader changes in family structure, as the 

results indicate is the case, but broader changes do appear to alter the effects of personal 

family structure. Another broader change in family formation, later age at first marriage, 

is likely also affecting the changes over cohort seen here. As later marriage becomes 

more conunon, regardless of family structure growing up, there is less to differentiate 

young adults from two-parent and alternative family structure backgrounds. Together, 

these two aspects of historical family change, appear to be somewhat mitigating the 

effects of family structure on delayed marriage. 

What has not appeared to change or minimize over these two cohorts is the effect 

of family structure on early marriage. As discussed previously, there does appear to be a 

subset of individuals growing up with a single parent, particularly due to the effects of 

family structure during childhood, who marry relatively early. Early marriage can be 

considered more of a concern, due to its generally negative impact on socioeconomic 

status attainment; historically this is more the case for men than women, but changing 

aspects of labor force participation and increasing number of two-income families 
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indicate that the differences between the sexes on this are likely narrowing. The results 

presented here provide some insight as to the mechanisms behind the influence of family 

structure on early marriage, but as stated earlier, further research more directly measuring 

these potential mechanisms is needed. 

There is, unfortunately, a trade-off between being able to gamer direct, reliable 

measures of socialization, social control, instability and economic variables and being 

able to investigate the influence of family structure over a range of cohorts in order to 

better understand change over time. For this study, I chose the ability to investigate 

change, but this meant relying on indirect measures of the theoretical explanations. The 

aspects of change in the influence of family structure, however, can help direct future 

research on the underlying mechanisms. 

First, as previously discussed, longitudinal research is needed to address the 

mechanisms indicated by the indirect measures of the theoretical explanations here. 

These results indicated that attitudes, values and norms learned during childhood have the 

potential to either accelerate or delay both marriage and cohabitation. Further, the impact 

of instability in family structure during youth was shown to delay marriage, with some 

potential shift toward cohabitation. While not directly supported with the measures used 

here, it is likely that a lack of economic resources growing up also affects marriage and 

cohabitation timing. Detailed data on these mecham'sms during childhood and 

adolescence is needed, with the respondents then followed into young adulthood in order 

to better understand the causal mechanisms underlying the effects of family structure. 

Second, because changes in both family structure, marriage timing and 

cohabitation prevalence continue, research on still younger cohorts is needed both to 

determine whether the effects of family structure continue to change in similar fashion as 

well as to determine whether the mecham'sms behind the influences might alter as well. 
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Within the younger cohort, it is likely that there are differences in these effects between 

the younger and the older members. However, the youngest respondents had not yet 

married in high enough proportions to make comparisons meaningful. As younger 

cohorts move through their young adulthoods, we need to continue to study the influence 

of family structure on the transitions they make during this period. 

What is very clear from this research is that family structure in one generation 

does impact family structure in the next, even as alternative family structures become 

more prevalent and potentially more normative, though the specific impacts do change. 

Because we continue to live during a time of relatively rapid change in family structure, it 

is likely that the influence of family structure growing up on family transitions in 

adulthood will continue to alter as well. We need to continue monitoring and further 

investigating the impact of both intergenerational and historical factors on family 

formation if we are to understand the changing family in this country. 



Appendix A.l: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
cohabitation (men only, coefficients significant at p<.05 shown in bold) 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  l y r  6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 4.9 3.5 1.9 4.0 1.2 -3.2 10.9 5.5 -1.1 6.9 1.4 -7.0 0.7 0.6 

19 3.6 2.7 1.5 3.1 1.1 -2.1 7.7 3.8 -0.8 6.4 2.0 -4,5 0.5 0.4 

20 2.4 1.9 1.2 2.4 1.0 -1.0 4.8 2.4 -0.6 2.9 0.6 -2.9 0.3 0.3 

21 1.4 1.2 0.9 1.7 1.0 -O.I 2.3 1.1 -0.4 -3.7 -3.0 -2.0 0.2 0.1 

22 0.6 0.6 0.7 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.0 -0.2 -13.3 -8.8 -1.9 0.1 0.0 

23 -0.1 0.2 0.6 0.8 1.1 1.4 -1.4 -0.8 -0.1 -26.0 -16.6 -2.6 -0.1 -0.1 

24 -0.7 -0.2 0.4 0.6 1.1 2.0 -2.7 -1.5 0.0 -41.7 -26.6 -4.0 -0.1 -0.2 

25 -1.1 -0.4 0.4 0.4 1.3 2.5 -3.6 -2.0 0.0 -60.5 -38.7 -6.2 -0.2 -0.2 

26 -1.4 -0.6 0.4 0.4 1.4 2.9 -4.1 -2.3 0.0 -82.3 -53.0 -9.1 -0.2 -0.3 

27 -1.5 •0.6 0.4 0.6 1.6 3.3 -4.3 -2.3 0.0 -107.1 -69.4 -12.9 -0.2 -0.3 

28 -1.4 -0.5 0.5 0.8 1.9 3.5 -4.0 -2.2 -0.1 -135.0 -87.9 -17.4 -0.1 

©
 1 

29 -1.2 -0.4 0.7 1.2 2.2 3.6 -3.3 -1.9 -0.2 -165.9 -108.6 -22.6 -0.1 -0.4 

30 -0.9 -0.1 0.9 1.7 2.5 3.6 -2.3 -1.4 -0.3 -199.9 -131.4 -28.7 0.0 -0.4 

continued 

to ls> OJ 



Appendix A. 1 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -0.4 1.4 1.7 1.2 1.3 -0.9 -4.6 -5.2 
19 -0.8 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 -0.7 -3.4 -3.7 
20 -1.1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.7 -0.6 -2.4 -2.4 
21 •1.5 -0.3 -0.3 0.6 0.5 -0.5 -1.5 -1.2 
22 -1.8 -0.8 -0.9 0.4 0.3 -0.4 -0.8 -0.1 
23 -2.2 -1.2 -1.4 0.2 0.1 -0.3 -0,2 0.7 

24 -2.6 -1.7 -1.9 0.1 0.0 -0.3 0.2 1.4 
25 -2.9 -2.1 -2.3 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 0.6 1.9 
26 -3.3 -2.5 -2.7 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 0.7 2.3 

27 -3.7 -2.8 -3.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.1 0.8 2.5 
28 -4.0 -3.2 -3.4 -0.2 -0.2 0.0 0.7 2.5 

29 -4.4 -3.5 -3.6 -0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.4 2.4 

30 -4.8 -3.7 -3.8 -0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 2.0 

Note; Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A,2: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
cohabitatioMwomwijwil^^oefficient^iguficanta|^<j0^h|^iiii^^ 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  l y r  6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.1 -0.8 2.9 0.4 -2.7 -1.3 -1.6 -2.0 0.0 -0.6 
19 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.4 -0.1 1.0 -0.3 -1.8 -10.0 -6.9 -2.2 -0.1 -0.4 

20 -0.1 0.0 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.5 -0.6 -0.8 -1.0 -21.4 -14.0 -2.9 -0.1 -0.2 

21 -0.3 -0.2 0.0 0.9 1.0 1.1 -1.8 -1.2 -0.4 -35.2 -22.9 -4.3 -0.2 -O.I 
22 -0.5 -0.3 -0.1 0.9 1.2 1.6 -2.8 -1.5 0.0 -51.7 -33.5 -6.2 -0.3 0.1 
23 -0.7 -0.4 -O.I 1.0 1.4 2.1 -3.3 -1.7 0.4 -70.6 -45.9 -8.8 -0.3 0.3 

24 -0.8 -0.5 -0.2 1.1 1.7 2.5 -3.6 -1.7 0.5 -92.2 -60.1 -11.9 -0.3 0.5 

25 -0.9 -0.6 -0.3 1.2 1.9 2.9 -3.5 -1.7 0.6 -116.3 -76.0 -15.6 -0.3 0.7 

26 -1.0 -0.7 -0.3 1.2 2.0 3.2 -3.1 -1.5 0.4 -142.9 -93.7 -19.9 -0.2 0.8 

27 -1.1 -0.7 -0.3 1.3 2.2 3.5 -2.3 •1.2 0.2 -172.2 •113.2 -24.8 -0.2 1.0 
28 -1.1 -0.7 -0.3 1.4 2.3 3.7 -1.3 -0.8 -0.2 -203.9 -134.5 -30.3 -0.1 1.2 

29 -1.1 -0.7 -0.3 1.5 2.5 3.9 0.1 -0.3 -0.8 -238.3 -157.5 -36.4 0.0 1.3 
30 -1.1 -0.7 -0.2 1.6 2.6 4.1 1.9 0.4 -1.4 -275.1 -182.3 -43.1 0.1 1.5 

continued 
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Appendix A.2 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.9 0.4 0.2 •1.4 
19 -0.2 -0.3 -0.3 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.3 -0.7 

20 -0.7 -0.8 -0.8 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.0 
21 -1.2 -1.3 -1.2 -0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.5 
22 -1.6 -1.7 -1.6 -0.5 -0.2 0.0 0.5 1.0 
23 -2.0 -2.1 -2.0 -0.7 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.3 

24 -2.4 -2.5 -2.3 -0.9 -0.8 -0.1 0.5 1.6 
25 -2.7 -2.8 -2.6 -1.1 -1.1 -0.1 0.5 1.8 

26 -3.0 -3.1 -2.9 -1.3 -1.4 -0.2 0.5 1.9 

27 -3.3 -3.3 -3.2 -1.5 -1.7 -0.2 0.5 1.9 
28 -3.5 -3.6 -3.4 -1.6 -2.0 -0.2 0.4 1.9 

29 -3.8 -3.7 -3.6 -1.7 -2.3 -0.2 0.4 1.7 
30 -3.9 -3.9 -3.8 -1.8 -2.6 -0.3 0.3 1.4 

Note: Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A,3: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage treating 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 yr 6 y r  1 yr 6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 yr 6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 4.5 3.3 1.8 4.1 1.5 -2.5 10.4 5.0 -1.5 6.2 1.6 -5.3 0.3 0.4 
19 3.2 2.3 1.3 3.3 1.5 -1.3 7.0 3.2 -1.3 5.3 2.0 -3.0 0.2 0.3 

20 2.1 1.6 1.0 2.6 1.4 

en d
 1 4.0 1.6 -1.1 -0.2 -0.8 -1.8 0.2 0.2 

21 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.9 1.4 0.6 1.4 0.3 -1.0 -10.2 -6.7 -1.5 0.1 0.1 

22 0.2 0.3 0.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 -0.8 1 o
 

bo
 

-0.8 -24.6 -15.7 -2.4 0.1 0.0 

23 -0.4 -OJ 0.3 1.0 1.4 2.0 -2.5 -1.6 -0.6 -43.5 -27.8 -4.2 0.0 -0.1 

24 -0.9 -0.4 0.3 0.7 1.5 2.5 -3.8 -2.3 -0.5 -66.9 -43.0 -7.1 0.0 -0.2 

25 -1.3 -0.6 0.3 0.6 1.5 2.9 -4.6 -2.7 -0.3 -94.8 -61.3 -11.1 0.0 -0.3 
26 -1.5 -0.6 0.3 0.5 1.6 3.1 -5.1 -2.8 -0.2 -127.2 -82.7 -16.0 0.0 -0.3 

27 -1.5 -0.6 0.5 0.5 1.6 3.2 -5.1 •2.8 0.0 -164.1 -107.3 -22.0 0.0 

d
 1 

28 -1.4 -0.4 0,7 0.7 1.7 3.2 -4.6 -2.5 0.1 -205.5 -134.9 -29.1 0.1 1 o
 

29 -1.1 -0.1 1.0 1.0 1.8 3.0 -3.8 -2.0 0.2 -251.3 -165.7 -37.2 0.1 -0.5 

30 -0.6 0.3 1.4 1.4 1.9 2.7 -2.5 -1.2 0.3 -301.6 -199.5 -46.3 0.2 -0.5 

continued 
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^ggMdij^Aj^conl^ 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -0.5 1.0 0.7 1.4 1.3 -0.8 -4.1 -5.5 
19 -1.0 0.2 -0.1 1.0 0.8 -0.6 -2.9 -3.7 
20 -1.5 -0.4 -0.7 0.6 0.4 -0.5 -1.9 -2.1 
21 -1.9 -0.9 -1.3 0.3 O.I -0.4 -1.1 -0.8 

22 -2.3 -1.4 -1.8 0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.4 0.3 
23 -2.7 -1.9 -2.3 -0.1 -0.4 -0.3 0.2 1.2 
24 -3.1 -2.2 

f
l
 

•
 

-0.2 -0.6 -0.2 0.5 1.9 
25 -3.4 -2.5 -2.9 -0.3 -0.7 -0.2 0.7 2.3 
26 -3.8 -2.7 -3.2 -0.3 -0.7 -0.1 0.8 2.6 
27 -4.1 -2.8 -3.3 -0.3 -0.7 -0.1 0.7 2.6 

28 -4.4 -2.9 -3.4 -0.2 -0.6 -0.1 0.4 2.4 

29 -4.7 -2.9 -3.4 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 0.0 1.9 
30 -4.9 -2.8 -3.3 0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.6 1.2 

Note; Signiflcance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 

lO KJ 
00 



Appendix A,4: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage treating 
cohabitatioi^^coin|^tingnsk(wo^n^nl^^oefficientssi|nificM 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 yr 6 y r  l y r  6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.8 03 -0.5 2.3 0.7 -1.3 -3.5 -3.0 -2.4 0.1 -0.5 

19 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.4 -0.3 -1.0 -16.0 -10.8 -2.9 0.1 -0.4 
20 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 -1.2 -1.0 -0.8 -32.6 -21.3 -4.3 0.0 -0.3 
21 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 0.8 1.0 1.3 -2.4 -1.5 -0.5 -53.1 -34.5 -6.6 0.0 -0.2 
22 -0.7 -0.5 -0.3 0.9 1.3 1.8 -3.2 -1.9 -0.3 -77.6 -50.5 -9.9 0.0 0.0 
23 -0.9 -0.7 -0.4 1.0 1.5 2.3 -3.7 -2.0 0.0 -106.1 -69.3 -14.0 0.0 0.1 

24 -1.1 -0.8 -0.4 1.2 1.8 2.7 -3.7 -1.9 0.2 -138.7 -90.8 -19.1 0.0 0.2 

25 -1.1 -0.8 -0.4 1.3 2.0 3.0 -3.4 -1.7 0.5 -175.1 -115.1 -25.1 0.0 0.3 
26 -1.1 -0.8 -0.4 1.5 2.2 3.3 -2.7 -1.2 0.7 -215.6 -142.2 -32.1 0.0 0.4 

27 -1.1 -0.7 -0.3 1.8 2.5 3.5 -1.7 -0.5 1.0 -260.1 -172.0 •40.0 0.0 0.5 

28 -1.0 -0.6 -0.2 2.0 2.7 3.7 -0.2 0.4 1.2 -308.5 -204.6 -48.8 0.1 0.6 

29 -0.8 -0.4 -0.1 2.3 3.0 3.9 1.6 1.5 1.4 -361.0 -240.0 -58.5 0.1 0.7 
30 -0.5 -0.2 0.1 2.7 3.2 3.9 3.8 2.8 1.7 -417.4 -278.1 •69.1 0.2 0.7 

continued 
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Aggendw^j^conlini^^ 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -0.1 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.1 -0.4 -1.5 
19 -0.5 -0.4 -0.4 0.5 0.6 0.0 -0.1 1 o

 

20 -0.9 -0.9 -0.8 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 -0.1 
21 -1.3 -1.3 -1.3 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.2 0.4 
22 -1.6 -1.7 -1.7 -0.4 -0.1 -0.1 0.3 0.9 

23 -1.9 -2.1 -2.2 -0.6 -0.3 -0.2 0.4 1.2 
24 >2.2 -2.4 -2.5 -0.7 -0.5 -0.2 0.5 1.4 
25 -2.5 -2.7 -2.9 -0.8 -0.6 -0.3 0.5 1.5 
26 -2.7 -3.0 -3.2 -0.9 -0.8 -0.3 0.4 1.5 

27 -3.0 -3.2 -3.5 -0.9 -0.9 -0.4 0.3 1.4 
28 -3.2 -3.4 -3.7 -0.8 -1.0 -0.5 0.2 1.2 

29 -3.4 -3.5 -4.0 -0.8 -1.1 -0.6 0.1 0.8 

30 -3.6 -3.6 -4.2 -0.6 -1.2 -0.6 -0.1 0.4 

Note; Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A,5; Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for cohabitation treating 
marriag^a^com^tin^risk(mw^nl^j^oefficientssignificama^£<^^ 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol, Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 y r  l y r  6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol, 

18 1.8 0.6 -0.7 1.8 0.2 -2.1 3.4 1.4 -1.1 6.5 2.6 •3.3 1.0 t o
 

19 1.1 0.3 -0.6 1.3 0.6 -0.6 1.9 0.6 -0.9 2.8 1.0 -1.7 0.6 -0,1 
20 0.5 0.1 -0.5 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.0 t o

 

-3.2 -2.2 -0.7 0.3 0.0 

21 0.0 -0.1 -0.3 1.0 1.4 1.9 •0.6 -0.6 -0.5 •11.3 •7.0 t o
 

0.0 0.1 
22 -0.3 -0.2 -0.1 1.1 1.9 2.9 -1.6 -1.1 -0.4 -21.7 -13.3 -0.6 -0.2 0.2 
23 -0.5 -0.2 0.1 1.4 2.4 3.8 -2.5 -1.5 -0.2 -34.3 -21.1 -1.4 -0.4 0.2 

24 -0.6 -0.2 0.4 2.0 3.0 4.6 -3.1 -1.8 -0.1 -49.1 -30.6 •2.8 -0.6 0.2 

25 -0.6 0.0 0.6 2.7 3.7 5.2 -3.6 -2.0 0.0 -66.1 -41.6 -4.8 -0,7 0.2 

26 -0.4 0.2 1.0 3.6 4.4 5.7 -3.9 -2.1 0.1 -85.3 -54.1 -7.4 -0.8 0.1 

27 -0.1 0.5 1.3 4.7 5.2 6.0 -4.1 -2.2 0.1 -106.7 -68.3 •10.6 -0,8 0.0 

28 0.3 0.9 1.6 5.9 6.1 6.2 -4.0 -2.1 0.2 -130.4 -84.0 -14.4 -0,8 -0,2 

29 0.8 1.4 2.0 7.4 7.0 6,3 -3.8 -2.0 0.2 -156.2 -101.2 -18.8 -0,7 -0,4 
30 1.5 1.9 2.4 9.1 7.9 6.2 -3.4 -1.8 0.2 •184.3 -120.1 •23.7 -0.6 -0,7 



Appendix A.5 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 2.3 0.9 3.4 1.4 1.4 -0.8 -3.2 -2.3 
19 0.9 -O.I 1.7 1.4 1.0 1 o

 

-2.1 -1.4 
20 -0.4 -1.1 0.2 1.3 0.5 -0.5 -1.2 -0.6 
21 -1.7 -2.0 -1.1 1.2 0.2 -0.4 -0.4 0.2 

22 -2.8 -2.9 -2.4 1.0 0.0 -0.3 0.2 0.9 

23 -3,8 -3.8 -3.5 0.7 -0.2 -0.2 0.7 1.6 

24 -4.7 -4.7 -4.6 0.3 -0.2 -0.1 1.0 2.2 
25 -5.5 -5.5 -5.5 -0.1 1 o

 
0.0 1.1 2.8 

26 -6.3 -6.4 -6.2 -0.6 -0.1 0.1 1.1 3.3 

27 •6.9 -7.2 -6.9 -1.2 0.2 0.1 0.9 3.8 
28 -7.4 -8.0 -7.4 -1.9 0.5 0.2 0.6 4.2 

29 -7.8 -8.8 -7.8 -2.6 0.8 0.2 0.1 4.6 

30 -8.2 -9.6 -8.1 -3.4 1.3 0.2 -0.6 4.9 

Note: Signiflcance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A.6: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for cohabitation treating 
maiTiag^^coingetin^isMwomw^nl^j^oefficientsjignificwrt^^<^ 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  l y r  6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 0.3 0.1 -0.2 0.7 -0.2 -1.5 1.6 0.7 -0.3 0.9 -0.2 -1.8 -0.1 1.0 
19 0.0 -0.1 -0.3 0.3 0.0 -0.6 0.2 0.0 -0.3 -3.6 -2.7 -1.4 -0.2 0.5 
20 -0.3 -0.4 -0.5 0.3 0.4 0.6 -0.8 -0.6 1 o

 
U)

 

-9.4 -6.0 -0.9 -0.2 0.3 
21 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 0.5 1.2 2.2 -1.6 -0.9 -0.1 -16.6 -10.1 -0.3 -0.3 0.3 
22 -0.8 -0.8 1 o

 
bo

 

1.1 2.3 4.3 -2.2 -1.1 0.1 -25.0 -14.9 0.3 -0.3 0.5 
23 -1.1 -1.0 -0.9 1.9 3.8 6.7 -2.5 -1.2 0.4 -34.9 -20.6 0.9 1 o

 

0.9 
24 -1.4 -1.3 -1.1 3.1 5.7 9.6 •2.6 -1.0 0.8 -46.0 -27.0 1.5 -0.4 1.6 
25 -1.7 -1.5 -1.3 4.5 7.9 12.8 -2.4 1 o

 

1.2 -58.6 -34.3 2.2 -0.4 2.4 
26 -2.0 -1.8 -1.5 6.3 10.4 16.5 -2.0 -0.3 1.8 -72.4 -42.3 2.9 -0.4 3.5 
27 -2.3 -2.0 -1.7 8.4 13.2 20.5 -1.3 0.4 2.4 -87.6 -51.1 3.7 -0.4 4.8 
28 -2.5 -2.3 -1.9 10.8 16.5 25.0 -0.4 1.2 3.1 -104.2 -60.7 4.5 -0.4 6.4 
29 -2.8 -2.5 -2.2 13.4 20.0 29.9 0.8 2.2 3.9 -122.1 -71.1 5.3 -0.4 8.1 
30 -3.1 -2.8 -2.4 16.4 23.9 35.2 2.2 3.4 4.8 -141.3 -82.3 6.2 -0.3 10.1 

continued 

N> i j i  



Appendix A.6 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth E>eath Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 1.2 0.7 1.1 -1.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.4 
19 0.5 0.4 0.5 I o

 

0.4 0.6 0.8 0.6 
20 -0.6 -0.4 -0.6 -0.1 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.9 
21 •2.1 -1.7 -2.1 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 0.6 1.2 
22 -4.1 -3.7 -4.0 -0.2 0.3 -0.3 0.5 1.5 

23 -6.6 -6.2 -6.4 -0.6 -0.2 -0.5 0.5 1.9 

24 -9.5 -9.3 -9.3 -1.3 -0.9 -0.6 0.4 2.3 
25 -12.8 -13.0 -12.5 -2.1 -1.8 -0.7 0.3 2.7 

26 -16.6 -17.3 -16.3 -3.3 -2.9 -0.7 0.3 3.2 

27 -20.8 -22.1 -20.5 -4.6 •4.2 -0.7 0.2 3.7 
28 -25.4 -27.5 -25.1 -6.2 

00 
I -0.6 0.1 4.2 

29 -30.5 -33.5 -30.2 -8.0 -7.6 -0.5 0.1 4.8 

30 -36.0 -40.1 -35.7 •10.1 -9.6 t o
 

0.0 5.4 

Note: Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A,7; Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
cohabitation (older cohort men only, coefficients significant at p<.05 shown in bold) 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  1 yr 6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 yr 6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 4.9 4.0 3.0 2.5 -0.5 •5.0 21.9 0.3 -25.6 7.8 2.2 -6.3 0.2 -0.1 
19 3.5 3.0 2.4 1.8 -0.4 -3.7 16.1 -0.3 -20.1 7.6 2.9 -4.2 0.2 -0.2 
20 2.3 2.1 1.8 1.2 -0.3 -2.5 10.9 -0.9 -15.0 4.4 1.5 -2.9 0.2 -0.3 
21 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.7 -0.2 -1.5 6.3 -1.4 -10.6 -1.7 -1.9 -2.2 0.3 -0.3 
22 0.4 0.6 0.8 0,3 0.0 -0.6 2.2 -1.8 -6.6 -10.9 -7.4 -2.2 0.3 

o
 1 

23 -0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.2 -1.4 -2.2 -3.1 -23.0 -15.0 -3.0 0.3 -0.3 

24 -1.0 -0.5 0.1 -0.2 0.2 0.9 -4.3 -2.4 -0.2 -38.1 -24.7 •4.4 0.2 -0.2 

25 -1.5 -0.8 -0.1 -0.3 0.4 1.4 -6.8 -2.7 2.3 -56.2 -36.4 -6.6 0.2 -0.1 

26 -1.8 -1.1 -0.2 -0.3 0.5 1.8 -8.7 -2.8 4.2 -77.3 -50.1 -9.4 0.1 0.0 

27 -2.0 -1.2 -0.3 -0.3 0.7 2.2 -10.0 -2.9 5.6 -101.4 -66.0 •12.9 0.0 0.1 

28 -2.0 -1.2 -0.3 -0.1 0.8 2.3 -10.8 -3.0 6.5 -128.4 -83.9 -17.2 -0.1 0.3 

29 -1.9 -1.1 -0.2 0.1 1.0 2.4 -11.0 -2.9 6.8 -158.4 -103.9 -22.1 -0.2 0.6 

30 -1.6 -0.9 0.0 0.4 1.2 2.3 -10.7 -2.8 6.7 -191.4 -126.0 •27.7 -0.3 0.8 

continued 

Is) Ui Ul 



A^aidix^J^(coi^^ 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -1.4 2.7 3.5 2.1 1.5 -0.6 -4.8 -3.5 

19 2.1 2.7 1.7 1.3 -0.5 -3.7 -2.6 
20 -1.2 1.5 1.9 1,3 1.1 -0.5 -2.6 -1.8 
21 •1.2 1.0 1.2 0.9 0.8 -0.4 -1.8 -1.1 
22 -1.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 -0.4 -1.0 -0.4 
23 -1.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.4 -0.3 -0.4 0.2 
24 -1.1 -0.3 -0.5 0.0 0.1 -0.3 0.1 0.7 
25 -1.2 

d
 1 -1.0 -0.2 -0.1 1 o

 
to

 

0.4 1.2 

26 -1.2 -1.0 -1.3 -0.4 -0.4 -0.2 0,6 1.6 

27 -1.3 -1.3 -1.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.1 0.7 2.0 

28 -1.4 -1.5 -1.9 -0.8 -0.8 -0.1 0.6 2.2 
29 -1.5 -1.7 -2.0 -0.9 -1.1 -0.1 0.4 2.4 

30 -1.7 -1.9 -2.1 -1.0 -1.3 0.0 0.0 2.6 

Note: Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A,8: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
cohabitation(j^ounge^ohoitmei|^oni^^o^ficients^|nifica^ 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age l y r  6 y r  12 yr l y r  3 y r  6 yr l y r  6 yr 12 yr 1 yr 3 y r  6 y r  Chid. Adol. 

18 4.3 3.4 2.3 6.1 3.0 -1.5 15.9 8.0 -1.4 7.9 2.3 -6.1 1.2 1.4 
19 2.9 2.4 1.8 2.6 0.7 -2.2 10.3 5.5 -0.4 6.4 1.8 -5.0 0.7 1.1 
20 1.7 1.6 1.4 0.6 -0.3 -1.7 5.5 3.2 0.5 2.9 0.3 -3.6 0.4 1.0 
21 0.7 0.9 1.1 0.1 0.0 -0.1 1.5 1.3 1.0 -2.7 -2.3 -1.8 0,1 0.9 
22 -0.1 0.3 0.8 1.0 1.7 2.6 -1.6 -0.3 1.4 -10.2 -6.0 0.3 -0.1 1.1 
23 -0.8 -0.1 0.6 3.5 4.6 6.4 -4.0 -1.5 1.5 -19.8 -10.8 2.8 -0,1 1.3 
24 -1.2 -0.5 0.5 7.4 8.9 11.2 -5.5 -2.4 1.4 -31.4 -16.6 5.5 0.0 1.7 
25 -1.6 -0.7 0.4 12.8 14.6 17.2 -6.3 -2.9 1.1 -45.0 -23.6 8.7 0.1 2.3 
26 -1.7 -0.8 0.4 19.7 21.5 24.3 -6.2 -3.2 0.5 -60,7 -31.6 12.1 0.4 2.9 
27 -1.7 -0.7 0.5 28.0 29.8 32.4 -5.3 -3.0 -0.3 -78.3 -40.6 15.9 0.9 3.7 
28 -1.5 -0.6 0.6 37.8 39.4 41.7 -3.6 -2.6 -1.3 -98.0 -50.8 20.1 1.4 4.7 
29 -1.1 -0.3 0.8 49.1 50.3 52.1 -1.1 -1.8 -2.6 -119.7 -62.0 24.6 2.0 5.7 
30 -0.6 0.1 l . I  61.9 62.6 63.5 2.2 -0.7 -4.1 -143.4 -74.3 29.4 2.8 6.9 



Appendix A.8 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -0.8 0.1 1.0 0.9 2.0 -1.7 •5.4 -9.5 
19 0.2 1.1 1.8 0.8 1.3 -1.4 -3.9 -6.2 

20 0.0 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.6 -1.2 -2.6 -3.3 
21 -1.3 -0,3 0.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.9 -1.5 -0.9 
22 -3.8 -2.7 -2.5 -0.4 -0.8 -0.8 -0.6 1.2 

23 -7.4 -6.4 -6.2 -1.1 -1.5 -0.6 0.1 2.7 

24 -12.2 -11.1 -11.0 -1.9 •2.2 -0.5 0.6 3.9 
25 -18.1 -17.0 -16.9 -2.8 -2.9 -0.4 1.0 4.6 

26 -25.2 -24.1 -23.9 -3.9 -3.6 -0.3 1.2 4.9 

27 -33.4 -32.4 -32.1 -5.1 -4.3 -0.2 1.1 4.7 
28 -42.8 -41.8 -41.4 -6.4 -5.0 -0.2 0.9 4.2 

29 -53.4 -52.4 -51.8 -7.8 -5.7 -0.2 0.5 3.1 
30 -65.0 -64.1 -63.4 -9.4 -6.4 -0.2 -0.1 1.7 

Note; Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A.9; Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
^ohabitatioi^^^rcoho^WMTO^nI^jCoefficients^ignificaiWa^g<j0^howinnJ^^ 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family 

Age 

Childhood Adolescence Childhood Adolescence 

Chid. Adol. Age 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr I yr 3 y r  6 yr 1 yr 6 y r  12 yr 1 yr 3 yr 6 yr Chid. Adol. 

18 1.3 1.2 1.1 2.0 1.1 1 o
 

4.6 2.7 0.4 -2.8 -3.3 •3.9 0.1 -0.7 
19 0.8 0.8 0.7 1.9 1.3 0.4 2.6 1.5 0.2 -13.9 -9.9 -3.9 -0.1 -0.7 
20 0.3 0.4 0.4 1.8 1.5 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 -26.7 -17.7 -4.4 -0.2 1 o

 

21 -0.1 0.0 0.1 1.7 1.7 1.7 -0.7 -0.5 -0.1 •41.0 -26.7 •5.3 -0.3 -0.6 
22 -0.5 1 p

 

-0.2 1.6 1.9 2.3 -2.0 -1.3 -0.4 -56.8 -36.7 -6.6 -0.4 -0.6 
23 -0.8 -0.6 -0.4 1.6 2.1 2.8 -2,9 -1.9 -0.7 -74.3 -47,9 

00 1 -0.4 -0.6 

24 -1.1 -0.9 -0.6 1.6 2.3 3.3 -3.6 -2.4 -1.0 -93.3 -60.2 •10.5 -0.4 -0.5 
25 -1.3 -1.1 -0.8 1.6 2.4 3.7 -4.0 -2.8 -1.3 -114.0 -73.6 -13.1 -0.4 -0.5 
26 -1.5 -1.3 -0.9 1.6 2,6 4,1 -4.1 -3.0 -1.7 -136.2 -88.2 -16.2 -0.3 -0.4 
27 -1.7 -1.4 -1.0 1.6 2.8 4.5 -4.0 -3.1 -2.1 -159.9 -103.8 -19.7 -0.2 -0.4 
28 -1.8 -1.5 -1.1 1.7 2.9 4.8 -3.5 -3.1 -2.5 -185.3 -120.6 -23.6 -0.1 -0.4 

29 -1.9 -1.5 -1.2 1,8 3.1 5.0 -2.8 -2.9 -3.0 -212.2 -138.5 -28.0 0.0 t o
 

30 -1.9 -1.6 -1.2 1.9 3.2 5.2 -1.8 -2.6 -3.5 -240.8 •157.6 -32.8 0.2 -0.3 

continued 

to 
NO 



Appendix A,9 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 1.3 1.8 0.0 -0.5 -3.3 
19 -0.9 -0.9 -0.7 1,2 1.8 0.0 -0.3 -2.4 
20 -1.2 -1.4 -1.2 1.0 1.7 0.0 -0.1 -1.5 
21 -1.5 -1.9 -1.7 0.8 1.7 -0.1 0.0 -0.7 
22 -1.8 -2.3 -2.1 0.7 1.6 -0.1 0.1 0.0 
23 -2.1 -2.7 -2.5 0.5 1.5 -0.1 0.2 0.6 

24 -2.4 -3.1 -2.9 0.4 1.3 -0.1 0.3 1.1 
25 -2.6 -3.5 -3.2 0.2 l . I  -0.1 0.4 1.5 

26 -2.9 -3.8 -3.6 0.1 0.9 -0.1 0.4 1.8 

27 -3.1 -4.1 -3.9 0.0 0.7 -0.1 0.4 2.0 
28 -3.3 -4.3 -4.2 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 0.4 2.0 

29 -3.5 -4.6 -4.5 -0.3 0.2 0.0 0.3 2.0 

30 -3.7 -4.8 -4.7 -0.4 -0.1 0.0 0.3 1.9 

Note: Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 



Appendix A, 10: Coefficients from partial likelihood models centered around each age, for marriage ignoring 
cdiabitatioiU^oungercohoi^vomei^nl^^coefficiwit^ignifican 

Mother Only Family Stepfather Family Single Father 

Childhood Adolescence 

1  y r  6 y r  1 2  y r  1 yr 3 yr 6 yr 

Childhood Adolescence 

1 yr 6 yr 12 yr 1 yr 3 yr 6 yr Chid. Adol. 

0.3 
0.1 
0.0 

-0.2 
-0.4 
-0.6 
-0.7 
-0.9 
-1.1 

-1.3 
-1.5 
-1.7 
-1.8 

0.3 
0.2 
0.0 

-0.1 
-0.2 
-0.4 
-0.5 
-0.6 

-0.7 

-0.8 
-0.9 

-1.0 
-1.1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
0.0 
-0.1 
-0.1 
-0.2 

-0.2 

-0.3 
-0.3 
-0.3 
-0,3 
-0.3 

0.1 
0.5 
0.7 

1.0 
1.1 

1.2 
1.3 
1.2 

1.2 

1.0 
0.8 
0.6 
0.3 

-0.3 
0.3 
0.8 
1.2 
1.5 
1.7 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.7 
1.5 
1.2 

0.7 

-0.9 
0.1 
0.9 
1.6 
2.1 
2.5 
2.8 
2.9 

2.9 

2.7 
2.5 
2.0 
1.4 

2.6 
0.7 

-0.9 
-2.2 
-3.0 
-3.5 
-3.7 
-3.4 
-2.8 

-1.9 
-0.6 

1.1 

3.2 

0.7 
-0.1 
-0.8 
-1.3 
-1.7 
-1.9 
-1.9 
-1.8 

-1.5 
-1.1 
-0.5 
0.3 
1.2 

-1.6 
-1.0 
-0.6 
-0.3 
0.0 
0.2 
0,2 
0.2 
0.1 
-0.1 
-0.4 

-0.7 

-1.2 

23 
-5.3 

-16.4 
-30.9 
-49.0 
-70.5 
-95.6 

-124.1 
-156,1 
-191.6 
-230.6 

-273.0 

-319.0 

0.7 
-3.7 

-10.5 
-19.8 
-31.5 
-45.6 

-62.2 
-81.2 

-102.7 
-126.6 
-152.9 

-181.7 
-212.9 

-1.7 
-1.3 
-1.7 
-3.0 
-5.2 
-8.2 

-12.1 
-16.9 
-22.5 
-29.0 
-36.4 
-44.6 
-53.7 

0.2 
0.2 
0.1 

0.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
-0.1 
-0.1 
-0.2 

-0.2 
-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.7 
-0.4 
-0.1 
0.2 
0.5 
0.8 
1.2 

1.5 
1.9 
2.3 
2.7 
3.2 
3.6 

continued 



Appendix A. 10 (continued) 

Single Mother due to Single Father due to Number of transitions 

Age Birth Death Divorce Death Divorce One Two Three 

18 0.5 -0.7 0.2 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.5 -0.4 
19 -0.4 - l . l  -0.6 0.1 -0.3 0.6 0.5 0.3 
20 -1.2 -1.4 -1.3 -0.4 -0.9 0.4 0.5 0.9 

21 -1.8 -1.7 -1.8 -0.8 -1.3 0.2 0.5 1.3 
22 -2.3 -1.9 -2.1 -1.2 -1.6 0.0 0.5 1.6 
23 -2.6 -2.0 -2.4 -1.6 -1.8 -0.2 0.4 1.7 
24 -2.8 -2.0 -2.5 -1.9 -1.9 -0.3 0.4 1.6 
25 -2.9 -2.0 -2.4 -2.1 -1.9 -0.4 0.3 1.4 
26 -2.8 -1.9 -2.3 -2.3 -1.8 -0.6 0.2 1.0 

27 -2.5 •1.8 -2.0 -2.4 -1.6 -0.6 0.1 0.5 

28 -2.2 -1.5 -1.5 -2.5 -1.2 -0.7 0.0 -0.2 

29 -1.7 -1.2 -0.9 -2.5 -0.7 -0.8 -0.2 -1.1 
30 -1.0 -0.9 -0.2 -2.5 -0.2 -0.8 -0.3 -2.1 

Note: Significance is tested at age 18,21,24,27 and 30 
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