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Theeffect of life histories on repartnering in Australia and the United Kingdom

ABSTRACT

In recent years as a result of a rise in divortesraoupled with an increased prevalence
of cohabitation, a growing percentage of the pdpuiehas or will experience the
breakdown of a relationship and also the possjtilittorming another new relationship.
It has therefore become increasingly importantridenstand how people repartner after
the dissolution of a previous union. Although ay&abody of literature already exists on
the study of remarriage, there is far less reseatsbh has investigated repartnering in
the form of a cohabiting union. Further, much o$ thork focuses on those who have
been previously married, and less is known abottiepe of repartnering after the
breakdown of a cohabiting relationship (Wu and 8chele, 2005). This paper seeks to
address the issue of repartnering, both in ternfisrofing cohabiting and matrital unions,
from a comparative perspective. Using a longituidapgroach we compare the nature of
repartnering behaviour in Australia and the Unk@&adgdom, countries with similar

policy and legislative frameworks. We find that lit five years of becoming single, an
estimated 49 per cent of the United Kingdom sarapt#43 per cent of the Australian
sample had entered a new relationship, most comnuahlabitation. Multivariate
analysis reveals important similarities as weltldferences in the demographic and

socio-demographic determinants of forming a nevomiim the two countries.



INTRODUCTION

Repartnering has become increasingly important@emt years as a result of a rise in
divorce rates coupled with an increase in rateobfbitation, a union type which
research has demonstrated to be more unstablendwaiage. Although a large body of
literature exists on the study of remarriage, thefar less research which has
investigated repartnering in the form of a cohabitunion. Further, much of this work
focuses on those who have been previously mamiigd relatively little attention paid to
repartnering after the breakdown of a cohabitigtienship (Wu and Schimmele, 2005).
With a decline in first marriage rates and risiates of cohabitation for the never-
married and for those who have been previouslyiedrit has become important to
account for the type of union which was dissolvdetwanalysing partnership formation
after the breakdown of a union. This paper ainotatribute to our understanding of
repartnering by examining the impact of previougdedn and relationship histories on

the timing and rate of repartnering.

This paper seeks to address the issue of repargni@rcomparative perspective. Using a
longitudinal approach we conduct parallel analysesompare Australia and the United
Kingdom, two countries with similar legislative fn@works. While there are several
studies that have used a comparative perspectieeatmine first union formation or
and/or dissolution patterns between two or morentraes (Dominguez-Folgueras and
Castro-Martin, 2008; Kiernan, 2000), to our knovgedhere are no studies that
specifically compare repartnering behaviour inlthmted Kingdom and Australia. We
also expand on previous research which has foausstly on women, by examining the
impact of children and relationship histories oa tepartnering patterns of both men and

women.

Repartnering is an event which occurs throughcaititecourse. This paper uses life
course theory to investigate repartnering expeesnthe life course approach is
extremely useful for understanding family change fomn making comparative
assessments. Life course theory (Elder, 1974; 198B:van, 1982) emphasizes the

importance of understanding individual and hist@rtane in measuring life course



events. Individual time refers to the cumulativpexences, or ‘histories’, that have
occurred to an individual over their lifetime: ftesses the importance of understanding
individual trajectories. Historical time referstte time and place in which individuals

are situated.

In terms of individual time, there are two impottdnstories’ which we consider. The
first history considers past relationships, while second history considers childbearing
and child residency: these vary across individaals$ represent different life course
stages. In this paper the meaning of historicaé tiotuses on the comparison of two
similar social settings. While the data from bdth United Kingdom and Australia are
from similar time periods, we are comparing whethere are differences in repartnering
patterns in these two countries. Given similar lewé development and legislature we

might expect little difference.
BACKGROUND

Previous research has found that the probabilitgpértnering after the dissolution of a
relationship is affected by a range of factorstietpto an individual’s demographic and
socio-economic characteristics. Important demogdcagtaracteristics include an
individual’'s age and gender as well as their fiégytdnd relationship history. With respect
to socio-economic factors, employment, educatimnicial situation, health, religion
and geography have also been found to influencétheation of a new relationship.
These variables may influence repartnering by &ffga person’s own behaviour or
attitudes towards forming a new union, or by affegtheir attractiveness as a potential

partner to others.

Existing studies suggest that gender is a key atant of repartnering behaviour, with
women being less likely to repartner after a relahip dissolution than men (Poortman,
2007; Wu and Schimelle, 2005). The reasons behisdyender difference are likely to
be complex, but they are hypothesized to be rekatéide fact that women receive fewer
benefits from being in a partnership compared wigm (Poortman, 2007). The gender
differences in repartnering may also be relateddmen taking a longer time to recover

from the negative mental health consequences afrggpn, either from a previous



cohabitation or a marriage, compared to men (Wtital. 2004). There are also
important gender differences in the way that othdividual characteristics such as age,
prior fertility and previous relationship historglate to repartnering. For example,
whereas increasing age has been consistentlyfieéeinid be associated with lower
repartnering rates for both men and women, theeffeage may be particularly strong
for women. Men tend to partner with women youngantthemselves, so as they grow
older, women'’s pool of potential available partn@girainishes fasters than men’s (Dean
and Gurak, 1978).

The role of children in repartnering has been exachin many studies, although it is the
specific focus of only a few studies (e.g. Bernharttd Goldscheider, 2002; Keo al.,
1984; Lampard and Peggs, 1999; Stewadl.,2003; Teachman and Heckert, 1985). The
experiences of women tend to be the focus of thapers, however there is evidence of
a growing focus on men’s experiences, with botmBardt and Goldscheider (2002) and
Stewartet al, (2003) also investigating how children affectserepartnering.Overall
findings indicate that the presence of childremfr® prior relationship has a negative
effect on the chance of remarriage or repartnéetifige chance of re-forming a union
decreases as the number of children increasesnglakiildren from a previous
partnership may decrease one’s attractivenespadreer due to its association with
various costs, both direct financial costs andrexticosts associated with the
complexities of step-families (Bumpaasisal, 1990). The presence of children has also
been hypothesized to lessen the need to repaamehildren may provide company and
be a source of emotional support for the parengfig¢s, 2000). Finally the presence of
children may also act as a barrier to repartndmindecreasing the chance for social
interaction and the possibility of finding a newtpar (Ermishet al.,1990; Wallerstein
and Blakeslee, 1989).

The effect of prior fertility is also likely to dér by the gender of an individual. Whereas
the presence of children is consistently foundd@ssociated with lowering repartnering

rates for women, for men the effect is more mixed aot always significant (De Graaf

! Lampard and Peggs (1999) examine repartneringeofand women, but are only able to investigate the
effect of prior fertility for women since this igncollected for men in the GHS data used in thealysis.
2 All but one of these studies looks at remarriagje@posed to repartnering.



and Kalmijn, 2003). However, there is a strongnmiationship between the gender of an
individual and the presence of children in the letvadd, with dependent children more
often residing with their mother. Whether or na¢ tiender difference is largely a result
of the higher proportions of women with childreegent in the household has not been
fully determined due to different analytical apprbes yielding different results. Racial
differences in the effect of numbers of childrendnheen noted by a couple of studies
but with contrasting results (Kaat al.,1984; Smock, 1990).

Few studies have considered the age of youngddt(@umpasst al.,1990; Kooet al.,
1984; Poortman, 2007), and results from these aednBoth Bumpasst al.(1990) and
Koo et al.,(1984) find no effect of the age of youngest cbitdrepartnering in the US.
However Poortman (2007) finds that having childaged 12 or under has a highly
significant negative effect on the likelihood op&agtnering for women. Moreover, the
effect is not confined to women, with children adgpetween zero and six or between 13

and 18 significantly reducing the chance of repaitrg for men.

An important factor, particularly in relation top@tnering for men, is whether or not the
children are resident in the household (De Gradftaimijn, 2003; Stewartt al.,2003).
Only two studies have been able to control for, thilsce information on the residence of
children is not always available, and findings again mixed. De Graaf and Kalmijn
(2003) find a negative effect for both resident and-resident children for men,

however with respect to women this negative efieohnly found for those with resident
children. In contrast, while Stewaat al.,(2003) find no difference for men in the odds of
forming a marriage or a cohabitation relative &ystg single (regardless of whether they
have resident children or no children at all), thiag a positive effect of non-resident

children on the chance of forming a cohabiting anio

Related to the prior fertility of an individual tiseir relationship history. As highlighted
by Poortman (2007), there is little research tbaties on individuals previous
‘relationship career’ and how this affects thepagnering prospects. Prior union
duration has been the most commonly used measuedatibnship history and while

studies conducted in the early eighties findingigmificant effects of duration (Kot



al. 1984; Mott and Moore, 1983), more recent stud@stgo a negative effect of longer
durations on repartnering (De Graaf and KalmijrQ2doortman, 2007; Wu and
Balakrishnan, 1994; Wu and Schimmele, 2005). Thebar of previous unions has
rarely been considered in the repartnering liteeahowever. Nevertheless, the number
of previous unions could have a considerable atiadhe chance of repartnering given
the fact that these previous relationships ardyliteshape an individuals attitude on
entering into future unions. The number of previaogns may also be associated with
their social networks or affect the networks to ethihey belong, and may also be used
by potential partners in their partnership selec{loortman, 2007). However, the
number of past relationships was not associateu twé chance of repartnering in
research conducted by Poortman (2007). She foursigndicant difference between
those who had one prior union compared to thosehaldoseveral prior unions. However
a significant difference in the odds of partnenvas found between those with one prior
union compared to those with none, reflecting thatfirst cut is the deepest’ (Poortman,
2007). Furthermore, results indicate that those dne ever married have lower odds of

repartnering than those who have only cohabited.

While the demographic variables outlined abovdikedy to be the strongest
determinants of repartnering behaviour, theory satggthat various socio-economic
variables such as employment and income mightlasmportant. With regards to such

socio-economic variables however, empirical evigesdess conclusive.

When it comes to socio-economic factors such aanes employment and education
several possibilities have been suggested regati@igeffect on repartnering. Economic
theory suggests that factors such as employmermtwvare associated with economic
independence would have a negative effect on meg@ng for women, but not men.
Based on a traditional view of relationships whteeman is the breadwinner and the
woman the homemaker (Hughes, 2000), it is arguatkiie more economically
independent the woman is, the less need she Ipastteer (Beckeet al.,1977). For men
the situation is thought to be more straightforwarth employed men on high incomes

being more attractive as potential partners ancetbee having higher repartnering rates.



Others have argued that in current times changamgler roles and changing labour
markets mean that two incomes are increasingly aeem@cessary to maintain a good
standard of living (Hughes, 2000), and that woméh @& higher earning potential might
in fact be even more attractive in the partner mfklott and Moore, 1983; Payne and
Range, 1998). Furthermore there may also be aiymsitfect of employment as being
employed provides a good opportunity for sociatiaction and the potential to meet

partners through the work environment (De Graafkaldnijn, 2003; Hughes, 2000).

The arguments with regard to related socio-econamdicators such as education are
closely related to the arguments outlined abo\egirg) to employment. Whereas more
highly educated women have higher earning poteptiténtially making them more

attractive partners, the more highly educated a avoim the more restricted will be her

potential pool of men with similar education levéBoldmanet al., 1984).

Another socio-economic factor which has been fawnge associated with repartnering
behaviour is religion. Most religions tend to hapecific prescriptions regarding
appropriate partnering behaviour for example disaging pre-marital sex and
cohabitation (Thorntoet al. 1992). The social acceptance of repartnering ieefbee
likely to be lower among those who are religious.t@®e other hand, religious people

who repartner may be more likely to marry than ditha

Geography may also affect repartnering becauseendrer lives may affect the size of
the available partner market and also the pogsilafimeeting a new partner. For
example, in large cities the higher density and ilitglof the population makes it easier
to meet people (Payne and Range, 1998). The t@atitmntext could also be associated
with repartnering because different areas may kd#ferent levels of modernization,
social norms and attitudes towards repartneringg@iearo and Ongaro, 2008; Payne
and Range, 1998; Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994).

In terms of repartnering and higher order uniomfation of both marriages and
cohabitations, there are no comparable aggregaistits which would allow us to gage
directly how similar or different Australia and thimited Kingdom are. Both countries

however have undergone similar trends in recerddies; along with many other



Western countries, in terms of declining marriaaes, and increasing divorce and
cohabitation rates. In the United Kingdom divorates increased rapidly in the 1970s,
due in large part to changes in legislation suctiha®Pivorce Reform Act of 1969 and
the Matrimonial Cases Act of 1973 (Wilson and Smafld, 2008). Since the mid 1980s
they have remained relatively stable at betweeto 1121 divorces per 1,000 married
persons (Office for National Statistics, 2009), marriage rates have continued to
decline. According to a recent projection, assuntivag divorce and mortality rates
remain unchanged from 2005, around 45 per certasiet marrying in 2005 would see
their marriages end due to divorce (Wilson and $waad, 2008). Over time there
appears to have been an increasing trend to caofadibér than remarry, after the

breakdown of a marriage (Haskey, 1999).

Australia similarly experienced an increase in dbeorates during the 1970s, peaking in
1976 with the introduction of the Family Law Acgince then divorce rates have
fluctuated between 12 to 13.5 divorces per 1,000iathpopulations (Australian Bureau
of Statistics (ABS), 2008a), a figure that is stiglower than the United Kingdom
average. While the lack of detailed data on colasibits makes it difficult to estimate
transitions in an out of cohabitations, in Austtdbo cohabitations have become a
popular following marital dissolution, as well asgp to or instead of entering into
marriage (ABS, 2008b:212). In 2006, 70 per centhose who were in a cohabitation had
never been married, and 27 per cent were eitharaega or divorced, as shown in

Diagram 1.
Diagram 1 about here.

DATA AND METHOD
Data

The data used in this study is based on wavesmsi@ {2001-2006) of the Household
Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey (BI{) and waves 9 to 15 (1999-
2005) of the British Household Panel Survey (BHE®}h surveys are large scale

nationally representative surveys which are coretbannually and interview every adult



member. The sample is around 7,000 householdsltddAland 5,000 households for
BHPS. This equates to around 13,000 and 10,000ichdil interviews respectively.

These data offer specific advantages for the stdidgpartnering because of their
prospective longitudinal nature. This allows indivals to be selected at the point of
separation from a co-residential partner and swiesdty followed over the waves of the
panel. Details on the type of previous relationshipalso available: we know whether
people were legally married to their partner or thibethey were in a cohabitingg

facto) relationship.

Individuals are selected by merging successive wa¥each panel dataset and
transitions into being single and ‘at risk’ of refmering are determined by observing a
change in partnered status between two conseautives. A person-period file is
constructed consisting of 924 individuals takemrfridILDA and 768 from the BHP'S
(i.e. those who separated from a partner) for wthehmaximum number of years at risk

of repartnering that can be observed is five years.

A dependent variable is created to indicate whath@ot an individual had repartnered

in each of the time periods for which they areisk.rThe dataset includes a number of
time-varying variables as well as standard fixedetiexplanatory covariates. In order to
understand the lifecourse effect of repartneringcreate variables to measure the impact
of an individual's family formation history. Speiciélly, we measure the length of the
most recent co-residential partnership, the nurobprevious partnerships and the type
of previous partnership. We expect past relatigrsto play an important role in an
individuals decisions about forming a new relattopsThe distinction between past
cohabiting and marital relationships allows usatst tvhether divorce as a process has an
impact on future repartnering, over and above tfexeof relationship breakdown. It is
possible that the legal process associated witbrcky over cohabitation breakdown,
might make entering a new relationship less del@rétast relationships may also inhibit
repartnering as people with multiple past relatiops may be less attractive as potential

partners.

% Sample sizes before deletions due to item noreresp
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We also measure the impact of past childbearingdapunting for the presence and age
of own-children. We distinguish between residerdradl non-residential children as we
consider that this will be important when considgrihe effect of past childbearing. We
would expect that having a young child in the hbwadd would be negatively associated
with repartnering because people at this stageeolifecourse may have limited
opportunities to meet potential partners or mayoskeaot to form a new relationship
while their child is young. Older children and n@sident children are likely to have

little or no impact on repartnering.

Standard demographic and socio-economic varialéealso included as controls. Fixed-
time covariates are measured at the time of beapsiigle. Time-varying covariates are
lagged by one year in order that they reflect aividual’s circumstances prior to

repartnering.
Method

A life table approach is used to provide descrgstatistics of the median duration spent
single after the breakdown of a union in each aguithis analysis also allows
investigation of the baseline hazard of repartrgtine results of which are used to
determine the treatment of time in the multivarisiedel. For the multivariate analysis a
discrete time proportional hazard model is emplageidivestigate the impact of the key
variables on the likelihood of repartnering in the® countries. The discrete-time hazard
for a time intervat refers to the conditional probability of the ev@ntthis case
repartnering) occurring in the interwalgiven that it has not already occurred in a
previous time period. A logistic hazard modeliitetl to estimate the response
probability. Two models are estimated, the firs¢ @ontains demographic variables, and

the second combines both demographic and sociceedorcharacteristics.
RESULTS
Lifetable survival curves

The life-table analysis reveals that nearly ha®f pr cent) of the United Kingdom

sample have repartnered within five years of beagrsingle (see Appendix 1). The
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corresponding rates for the Australian sample lggbtl/ lower, with only 43 per cent
repartnered after five years. For both the Unite@agdom and Australia the majority of

these repartnerships (over 80%) are in the foranafhabitation rather than a remarriage.

Examining the rates of repartnering in each coubyrthe type of most recent previous
partnership indicates that in both countries the o& repartnering is slower for those
whose previous partnership was a marriage compgareéase separating from a
cohabitating union. Again, there are slight diffeses between the two countries, with 36
per cent of previously married Australians repaitrgewithin five years compared with
43 per cent in the United Kingdom. In terms of mépering for those separated from a
cohabiting union the difference in rates betweent®to countries is slightly larger. We
estimate a median duration to repartnering of betwieur and five years for those
separated from a cohabiting union in Australia betiveen three and four years for

individuals in the United Kingdom.

For both countries the hazard of repartnering agp®@adecline as length of time spent
single increases, however the shape of the hagalifferent in each country. To fully
capture the variation in the hazard over time durwamjables are created for each spell

year at risk for inclusion in the discrete-time &akzmodel for each country.
Multivariate event history analysis
United Kingdom

Table 1 presents the results of the odds of repaniy from the survival analysis of the
United Kingdom. Model 1 which contains only the amgraphic variables indicates that
as expected, the probability of repartnering isrgity related to an individual's age.
Compared to the reference category of those aged 2%, the odds of repartnering were
considerably lower for those aged over 35, 45 oFa the other major demographic
variable, sex, it is somewhat surprising that ththdenot appear to be any significant
gender differences in repartnering in the Unitedgdiom.

Prior fertility was not significantly related todlprobability of repartnering. In terms of
prior relationship history, the duration of the yioeis relationship or the number of

12



previous partners were not significant predictdreepartnering. However there was
some effect of previous relationship type. Compaoeithose whose previous relationship
was a direct marriage, the odds of repartneringgwagnificantly lower for those whose

previous partnership was a marriage preceded lyabditation or a cohabitation.

The results of the demographic variables outlinsalva, remain very similar in Model 2
which also controls for socio-economic charactesstin line with previous research, the
socio-economic variables do not appear as stroegjgiors of repartnering compared to
the demographic variables. There was some inditatigpossible social class differences
with those who were involved in skilled agricult(iigh or craft related work having
higher odds of repartnering compared to legislasenior officials or managers (not
significant). Those living in Scotland appear toéss likely to repartner than those
living in England. Furthermore, those who weredaheir health as good were slightly

less likely to repartner compared to those who ghotheir health was excellent.
Table 1. Oddsratios of repartnering, United Kingdom & Australia ABOUT HERE
Australia

In Australia, as with the United Kingdom, we fiftht increasing age has a negative
effect on the probability of repartnering. Those@@5 and over had considerably lower
odds of repartnering in any one year compareddseitaged under 35. Unlike the United
Kingom, the effect of sex on repartnering in Aus&ravas in line with much of the
previous literature with men being more likely épartner than women. Prior fertility
and the living circumstances of any existing clatdwas also a predictor of new union
formations in Australia, though not in the Unitethgdom. Compared with the reference
category of those without dependent children tivasie resident children aged less than
5 were less likely to enter a new relationship. ldeer, this result disappears in model 2

when controlling for socioeconomic variables.

The type of relationship individuals had previousiys also important. Those whose

previous relationship was either a cohabitatiorg orarriage which was preceded by
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cohabitation, were significantly more likely to ezner compared to those who were

coming out of a direct marriage.

In terms of socio-economic variables those in elgany occupations were significantly
less likely to repartner compared to legislatoesjar officials or managers. There were
also some geographic differences with the oddsdintnering being lower in Victoria or
Queensland compared to the New South Wales or digstrCapital Territory. Those

who moved households were also more likely to teear however it is likely that this
effect is picking up moving related to the formatiaf a new relationship. Self-rated
health was also related to repartnering, with thvalse rated their health as fair being less

likely to repartner compared to those whose hewdth rated as excellent.
Comparison: United Kingdom and the Australia

The analysis reported above has highlighted soffereices in the repartnering
behaviour of British and Australians. Overall tesults were very similar for both the
United Kingdom and Australia, although there wemme differences in the effect of key
demographic variables. In both countries there avasgative relationship between age
and the probability of repartnering with the chanteepartnering becoming lower after
age 35. This is likely to be associated two aspafctslationship formation. Older people
may hold different attitudes to forming new relasbips, as well as being less attractive

as potential partners.

In terms of previous relationship history, the lémgf the previous union or the number
of previous partners was not significant in eittier United Kingdom or Australia, but

the type of previous union was an important prediof repartnering in both countries.

In Australia, those who were either coming out ofariage preceded by a cohabitation,
or from a straight cohabitation, were more likedyr¢partner compared to those coming
out of a direct marriage. These results indicadt tinere may be some selection effects,
with those who are coming out of a direct marripgehaps also having more traditional
or religious beliefs. Interestingly in the Unitednigdom there was also a difference in the
repartnering behaviour of those coming from a dinearriage compared to those coming

from a marriage which was preceded by a cohabitahiat the effect was in the opposite
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direction. If the previous marriage was preceded bphabitation individuals weless
likely to repartner compared to those coming fromariage with no previous

cohabitation.

The demographic characteristics that did show diffees between the two countries
were gender, and age and presence of children.gegtal/ed an important role in
Australia but not in the United Kingdom. In Austeainen were more likely to form a
new union than were women. The effect of age asideace of any children also
appears to be related to repartnering differentiyne United Kingdom compared to in
Australia. In the United Kingdom we found no effdat Australia we found some
evidence that those with a resident child agedttess five had lower odds of

repartnering than did those with no dependent cdmid

Gender and the presence of children are inextydaiked and the explanation of the
differences between Australian and the United Kargdies in untangling these
relationships. We would expect that resident chitdivould have a greater impact on
repartnering than non-resident children, and ceidinder five years of age have a
greater impact on repartnering than older childhernoth countries the majority of
children under five years of age reside with tineathers thus acting to decrease the
chance of repartnering for women. We attemptedpboee this complex relationship by
modelling an interaction between gender and childHowever, the numbers of men
with young resident children, and women with nogident young children were too

small to be modelled.

With respect to the socio-economic characteristiesesults were less conclusive. The
key employment and education variables appearetbri@ve any significant effect on
the probability of forming a higher order uniont bere was some indication of minor
social class differences in both the United Kingdammd Australia. In both countries there
were some differences by geography, with thosadiwn Scotland having lower odds of
repartnering compared to those living in England similarly those living in Victoria or
Queensland having lower odds of repartnering coetptr those living in New South

Wales or the Australian Capital Territory. It isgstble that these geographical
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differences are related to socio-economic diffeesnmetween these regions that have not

been controlled for in the model.

Finally, health was related to repartnering in bathntries. Those with good or fair
health were less likely to repartner compared es¢hwith excellent health, in the United
Kingdom and Australia respectively. Health may he oriterion for choosing a new
partner so poor health may make someone a lesstaté partner, and being in less than
excellent health may also limit opportunities focsl interaction and meeting a new

partner.
CONCLUSION

Our aim in this paper was to examine the effedif@ourse experiences on the
likelihood of repartnering following relationshipsdolution. At the centre of this
investigation was the proposition that a substhati@unt of repartnering research
focuses only on repartnering following marriage. ¥¥é&end this research by looking at
three previous relationship types: people who Heen married, people who have been
married but cohabited with their partner first, guebple who were in a cohabiting
relationship. The results were surprising. Previ@lgtionship status does matter, but so
does the context. In the United Kingdom, those wtaviously cohabited are less likely

to repartner; in Australia, the opposite is true.

Context is an important part of the lifecourse pecdive. Events or outcomes can vary
substantially by the time and place in which thegu. While overall we see similar
rates of repartnering in the United Kingdom andthale& over the period of
investigation, there are differences of which poesgi relationship status is the most
striking. The United Kingdom and Australia have ikamlegislation regulating social

relationships and marriage, yet the social expeégmare clearly different.

We expected that the number and length of padioethip would also distinguish
between those who formed new unions and those whoad. In both countries
relationship histories showed no impact on the ensjiy to repartner. We hypothesised

that multiple past relationships would be a deterte repartnering. However we did not
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find this to be the case. One explanation for & of difference is that people may be
choosing to repartner with people with similar bigts. Poortman (2007) also found that
the number of past relationships was not importaumture research might focus on the

homogeneity of repartnered couples’ past relatigniistories.

The effect of children on repartnering can diffepdnding on the lifecourse stage. Age
and residence of children can have a profound effiethe ability to repartner. Many
past studies have found that living with childreduces the likelihood of repartnering
but few studies have differentiated the lifecowstsge by age of children. We find that
young resident children reduce repartnering in alist but not in the United Kingdom.
When including socioeconomic characteristics inroodels the effect of children
disappears. We suggest that this is due to the lesitypof gender and children’s living
arrangements. Men are not likely to live with yowtngdren and therefore have a greater
chance to repartner. Women are more likely to lpaireary responsibility for young

children limiting their chances, and perhaps deémea new partnership.

Age, as the crudest measure of lifecourse stageysthat as we move through the
lifecourse the likelihood of repartnering declin€his is consistent with past research on

the patterns of relationship formation.

This research has highlighted the complex relahigpssbetween past family formation
and repartnering. The results highlight the needuidher investigation into the
differential effect of children on men and womeheTesearch also raises questions
about the suitability and desirability of peoplgtwmultiple partnerships and children
from past relationships.
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Diagram 1. Australia- Personsin de facto relationships, 2006.
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Table 1. Oddsratios of repartnering, United Kingdom & Australia

United Kingdom Australia
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Demographic gemographic & Demographic Demographic &
ocio-economic Socio-economic

Time

0-1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1-2 1.10 1.24 0.93 0.98

2-3 1.03 1.21 0.73 0.80

34 0.94 1.19 0.65* 0.74

4-5 0.70 0.86 0.67 0.72
Age

17-24 years 1.23 1.25 1.08 1.11

25-34 years 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

35-44 years 0.61** 0.54%** 0.66** 0.68*

45-54 years 0.46*** 0.40*** 0.41%* 0.44%**

55+ years 0.12%* 0.13**= 0.28*** 0.32%**
Gender

Female 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Male 1.06 0.91 1.30* 1.44**
Children

Resident children age <5 years 0.70 0.64 0.71* 0.71

Resident children age 5+ years 0.81 0.86 1.00 1.05

Non resident children < 16 years 1.31 1.20 0.97 0.90

No dependent children 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Missing 0.67 0.68
Previous partnership duration

Less than 5 years 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

5-15 years 1.12 1.28 1.19 1.22

15+ years 0.93 0.94 1.11 1.19
Number of partners

1 partner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

2 or more partners 1.20 1.13 1.05 1.05
Previous partnership type

Direct marriage 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Marriage preceded by cohabitatiol 0.65* 0.52%** 1.51* 1.61*

Cohabitation 0.85 0.74 1.49* 1.60*
Y ear

2000 (Aus: 2001) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

2001 (Aus: 2002) 0.77 0.73 1.03 1.07

2002 (Aus: 2003) 0.98 1.10 1.10 1.11

2003 (Aus: 2004) 1.00 1.04 1.16 1.22

2004 (Aus: 2005) 0.85 1.03 0.77 0.78
Employment

Employed 1.00 1.00

Unemployed 0.79 1.12

Family care 1.54

Out of labour force 0.67 1.24

Note: ** p<0.05,* p<0.1
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Table 1. Odd ratios of repartnering, United Kingdom & Kingdom (continued)

United Kingdom Australia

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Demographic gemographic & Demographic Demographic &
ocio-economic Socio-economic
Education
Degree/Teaching Qual 1.00 1.00
Other qual (incl diplomas & certificates) 0.69 0.91
A-level (Aus: Year 12) 0.66 1.19
O-level or below (Aus: Year 11) 0.95 1.07
Missing 0.81
Benefit receipt
Receives a benefit 0.84 1.00
Does not receive a benefit 1.00 0.92
Missing 6.27
Income quintile
Bottom 0.74 0.85
2nd 0.85 0.87
3rd 0.64 1.07
4th 1.00 0.74
Top 1.00 1.00
Missing 0.12
Social class
Legislators, senior officials & manager 1.00 1.00
Professionals 0.76 0.65
Technicians & associate professionals 0.92 0.91
Clerks 0.83 0.90
Service workers & shop & market sales 1.12 0.77
Skilled agri/fish & craft/related 1.71 0.82
Plant & machine operators & assemblers 1.14 0.75
Elementary occupations 0.98 0.44**
Missing 0.45 0.63
Housing tenure
Owner occupier 1.00 1.00
L.A./H.A. (Aus: Rent/rent-buy scheme) 0.75 1.22
Other rented (Aus: Rent free/life tenure) 1.37 1.24
Missing 1.20
Region
England (Aus: NSW & ACT) 1.00 1.00
Wales (Aus: VIC) 1.12 0.73*
Scotland (Aus: QLD) 0.64** 0.73*
Northern Ireland  (Aus: SA & NT) 0.86 0.75
Missing (Aus: WA) 0.53 0.70
(Aus: TAS) 0.83
Household move
Yes 1.27 1.37*
No 1.00 1.00
Missing 1.18
Health
Excellent 1.00 1.00
Good 0.72* 0.84
Fair 0.94 0.65*
Poor/very poor 0.84 0.67
Missing 1.20
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APPENDIX 1

Survival curve
United Kingdom Australia
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Life-tablefor repartnering

United Kingdom Australia

Duration Beginning Repartner Lost Survival Begimnin Repartner  Lost  Survival
(years) Total Total

0-1 768 105 196 0.8633 924 126 176 0.8636
1-2 467 68 125 0.7376 622 80 131 0.7526
2-3 274 35 103 0.6434 411 41 113 0.6775
3-4 136 16 45 0.5677 257 22 107 0.6195
4-5 75 7 68 0.5147 128 11 117 0.5663
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