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Summary

The model of families as forming after a marriage has gradually found itself in
competition with many new familial configurations. There are now numerous ways of
living as a couple: in or outside wedlock, or even separately. Among the younger
generations, there has also been a rise in the number of separations in cohabiting
couples. This questioning of traditional unions is also found among married couples,
who now frequently divorce. Comparative studies on the factors leading to divorce are
rare in Europe and the frequently proposed causal models have only rarely been tested
identically in different countries. In this paper, we will try to weigh the role of
individual factors, those characterizing the formation of the couple, and those linked to
conjugal history in cases of divorce using data collected in the 1990s by FFS studies in
France, Italy, Sweden, and Switzerland, countries that represent the gamut of marital

and fertility situations found in western Europe, as well as biographical methods.

Introduction

The model of the family as forming upon marriage has gradually come into
competition with other forms of family configurations. There are now numerous ways
of living as a couple: in or outside wedlock, or even separately. Among the younger
generations, there has also been a rise in the number of separations in cohabiting
couples. This questioning of traditional unions is also found among married couples,

who now frequently divorce.

This evolution of marriage has taken place despite an increased life
expectancy that has theoretically made a longer and healthier life together as a couple
possible. Although in the past, the death of one of the two spouses was the typical end

. . . 1
of marriage, divorce is now the most frequently observed cause.

" In Switzerland, for example, the number of newly divorced residents actually exceeded the number of newly
widowed residents in 1988 (OFS, 1990).



This is a relatively recent phenomenon, having existing for less than half a
century and even less in some countries where it was forbidden or severely restricted
until very recently (The mid 1970s in Portugal and Italy, 1981 in Spain, and not until
1997 in Ireland). Divorce is not only a legal instrument freeing a couple from

wedlock, but an act that is at the heart of familial and social processes.

To understand the rise in the number of divorces in various countries, one
must first understand the reasons causing couples to marry. Because France, Italy,
Sweden, and Switzerland are representative of the diversity of marital and familial
situations existing in Europe (see Insert 1: The Familial Situation in these Countries),
the following analysis was carried out on individual countries. Although in Sweden,
France, and Switzerland, cohabiting outside of marriage is a common step both for
men and women, it does not occur in the same way in all three countries. In
Switzerland, premarital cohabitation rarely results in children whereas in France and
Sweden, the number of children born to such unions has been growing steadily over
the last few generations. Despite the increase in the number of divorces, the family is
still largely based on marriage in Switzerland. By contrast, in Italy, both cohabitation
and marriage are relatively rare, but similarly, parenting almost always takes place

within the confines of marriage.

In countries where marriage appears to be a quasi-mandatory rite of passage to
found a family, changes to the couple (whether in the relation between them and their
expectations for their relationship and family) can also be associated with the
evolution of divorce. Similarly, in countries where marriage is more or less dissociated
from living together and fertility, it seems important to ascertain what leads couples
who married without first living together and those who did not to sever their marital

ties.

Comparative studies on factors leading to divorce are rare in Europe and the
causal models that are often proposed have only rarely been tested identically in
different countries. This is the case, for example, in the frequently mentioned
relationship between one of the spouses being from a separated family and the

increased statistical risk of their experiencing a similar breakup (Kiernan and Cherlin,



1999), or the association between age at marriage and the statistical probability of
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divorcing.

In this article, after studying several possible determinants for divorce, we will
attempt to ascertain, using a semiparametric survival model (see Inside 2: The Model),
the respective roles of individual factors, those characterizing the formation of the
couple, and factors related to their life together, in the frequency of divorce. This
approach is not new (Roussel, 1980; Kellerhals et al.; 1985, Cherlin, 1992; Berrington

and Diamond, 1999), although to our knowledge, few recent studies have used it.

A Cox semiparametric model was used to measure the role of various
variables on the frequency of divorce. For each marriage length (the originating event
is considered to be the marriage itself), the probability of going from a married to a
divorced state were calculated. The models were tested separately for men and women
in France, Italy, Sweden, and Switzerland. The model applied to men in Italy will not
however be discussed here due to the absence of representivity of the results due to the
low number of divorced individuals in the sample. In addition, only the first observed
marriage in the FFS survey samples are considered here (see Insert 1: Introduction to
Surveys). The length of marriage before divorce or the outcome of the observation
was expressed in months after marriage as a function of the wedding dates given by
study subjects. The wedding date is considered as the starting point since marriage
represents a primordial condition for an eventual divorce. However, since marriage
today is not always synonymous with the start of life as a couple, another originating
event, i.e. the date the couple came together, could have been chosen.’ Using the date
of definitive cessation of cohabitation, instead of the date a divorce was granted to
estimate the period of time from marital union to divorce, was also considered. Legal
separations, which are most frequently followed by divorce after some period of time,

were taken into account along with divorces.

2 In other words, the earlier one marries, the more likely one is to divorce.
* An analysis, not included here, comparing statistical risk as a function of length of time together or time
married nevertheless shows that parameters of the respective models are of roughly similar size.



Insert 1: Introduction to FFS Studies and the Countries Examined

At the start of the 1990s, the United Nations’ European Economic Commission (EEC)
launched a vast comparative study on family and fertility (Fertility and Family Surveys, FFS)
in 24 economically developed countries. Every country participating in the project undertook
a study using a standardized questionnaire with two independent samples of men (minimum
of 2000 subjects) and women (minimum 3000 subjects) representative of the native
population. The goal of these studies was to observe and analyze the family and professional
histories of adults from age 20 to 49. Detailed information was collected on various important
events in a couple’s relationship, from meeting, to childbirth, to conception, to contraceptive
practices, or even outside information on subjects’ lives such as employment and educational
changes (EEC, 1989).

France, Italy, Sweden, and Switzerland were chosen for this study as they are representative
of the diversity of family behaviour and its evolution in Western Europe. Sweden can be seen
as a leading edge country for family change starting from the 1960s. Italy is the country
where family behaviours have most retained a traditional, institutional template. Switzerland
is the only country in Europe where, despite a high level of premarital cohabitation, marriages
outside of wedlock remain rare. Finally, France is the country where family behaviours most
closely resemble Sweden, albeit in a different cultural context. (Roussel, 1992).

Insert 2: Introduction to the Semi-Parametric Model

The Cox semi-parametric model (1972) was used as it allows us to measure the role of
various explicative variables on the occurrence of divorce. For each interval, (the event-
origin is the marriage) the probabilities of going from a married to a divorced state are
obtained by dividing the number of observed events (divorces) by the number of people not
experiencing the event (still married individuals) and still present in the scope of observation.
From these transitional probabilities, instant quotients are calculated, representing the
probability of divorcing during a minimal time interval. The Cox model can be expressed by
the equation A(t, Z) = ho(t) * exp(Z3) with h(t, Z) representing the instant divorce quotient

during time ¢ for married individuals whose individual characteristics are defined by vector Z.
Term hg(t) represents, for a reference individual, the “base risk” of going from a married to

divorced state. This risk is influenced by the different individual or relative characteristics of
the couple and can be represented in the model by exp(Z’3). Thus, exp(Z'3)= exp(Z./3:+
25,2+ 25,52+ ), represents vector Z of the individual or relative characteristics of the couple,
multiplied by vector 8 of the coefficients of proportionality associated with each of the
characteristics of the model including some which are dependent covariables of time
(Blossfeld et al., 1995). The Cox model’s goal is to measure the statistical risk of divorcing as
a function of the time elapsed since marriage. The fact that some people have already lived
together as a couple while others have only been observed for a few months is taken into
account when estimating model parameters. One hypothesis of the Cox model is the
proportionality of risks. In other words, the probabilities of risk of different sub-populations
defined by the modalities of the variables are supposed to evolve proportionally regardless of
the time elapsed since the event-origin. This hypothesis was tested by different non-
parametric survival analyses. Although it is not possible to strictly exclude an absence of
proportionality, the results obtained by these non-parametric survival analyses appear to
justify the use of the Cox model for these analyses.




1. Factors Leading to Divorce

Various factors have been mentioned as explanations for divorce. L. Bumpass
et al. (1991) proposed a four part classification: Characteristics of the families of
origin, Characteristics of the spouses, heterogamous factors at the time of marriage,
and the socio-professional situation of the spouses in their first year of marriage. D.
Manting (1992), as well as K. Kiernan and J. Hobcraft (1997), insisted on the role of
behaviour during the period before marriage. The approaches adopted by the authors
are widespread as a result of the multitude of variably complex conditions in which
divorce occurs. It is therefore difficult to limit the study to one frame of reference, as
one couple’s history and dynamics can vary dramatically from another’s depending on

the social context.

The analytical framework proposed in this paper is founded on a three
dimensional approach to the suspected factors leading to divorce including individual
factors, factors related to the formation of the couple and the marital situation of the
spouses, and finally those linked to the couple’s conjugal and family life. These factors
are identified and described in this paragraph, in which some theoretical and empirical

works are also mentioned along with their respective roles.

1.1 Individual and Family Environment Factors

Individual factors, more or less known at the time of marriage, can contribute
to modifying the probability of divorce in one direction or the other. We can
distinguish factors that are intrinsic to the person studied as well as those that are

related to his or her spouse.

In terms of characteristics unique to individual subjects studied, we are
primarily interested in the number of cohabitational experiences before a first
marriage, as well as their prior couple experiences (length, children, etc.). It is
assumed that people having cohabited at least once before marriage are more

demanding in their marriages and therefore more prone to separation (Haskey, 1983)".

* But it is just as feasible for people who have had other conjugal experiences to be less demanding of a partner
as they are less ‘on the lookout’ for the ‘ideal mate’.



In our case, the first marriage has been chosen for study and any prior relationships

cannot have involved marriage.

Turning to spousal characteristics, one can add to the above-mentioned items
the marital status of spouses at the time of marriage’, which represents an indicator of
prior officially sanctioned conjugal relationships. The status of formerly married does
appear to be closely linked to the risk of future divorce (Haskey, 1983). In addition,
the presence of a partner’s child from a prior relationship appears to “jeopardize”

conjugal bonds®.

Spousal age adds information on the number of years between spouses and is
often suspected to play a determining role in the stability of a relationship. An age gap
between spouses is in fact often used as an indicator of the degree of equality between

them .

Religious observance® and nationality’ are frequently cited as important
factors in the evolution of marriage. The effect of these variables on marital behaviour
has for example been shown by M. Maréchal (1997). Various hypotheses have also
been put forward as to the role played by the family environment in the divorce
process. The first series of hypotheses referring to the family environment in choosing
a spouse and the type of union chosen, has shown variations with divorce as a function
of parents’ socio-educational level, their employment, identity, and religious beliefs.
The second series of hypotheses was more correctly related to the impact of parental
environment on subjects’ opinions on divorce. Parental divorce and its role on the
outcome of married couples has been the subject of several studies. N. Wolfinger
(1999) and G. Hullen (1998) most notably noticed its influence on marriages in the
United States and Germany and more specifically observed a higher probability of

divorce among couples with separated parents.

> Except for Sweden where information was not collected.

% Information was not provided by the Swedish study, but it is possible to refer to Andersson’s article, for
example (1997).

" Information not provided by the Swedish study and not usable for the French study due to a large number of
missing values.

¥ No information for France.

? Information available only for Switzerland.



1.2 Factors Linked to Couple Formation and Spouses’ Situations within Marriage

A couple must also face various events concerning its formation. Many
factors linked to couple formation and their status at the time of marriage can be
mentioned here. Premarital cohabitation (Kiernan and Cherlin, 1999) is one of the
most frequently discussed factors when studying divorce, most notably because of the
simultaneous emergence of these two phenomena (premarital cohabitation and
divorce) in northern and western Europe. It is thought on one hand that this premarital
period may serve to lower the number of divorces, as it can be considered as a kind of
test marriage. By contrast, it is also possible that couples who have lived together
outside of marriage may also be more disposed to separate when the relationship no
longer satisfies them. C. Villeneuve-Gokalp (1990) identifies a distinction between a
“premarital cohabitation,” which leads to marriage within a year, and a “trial
marriage,” a longer period of premarital cohabitation (one to three years), allowing the
couple to test the strength of their relationship before making it official. The risk of
divorce may be linked to the type of cohabitation preceding marriage as a result of a
possible difference in the meaning attributed to living together. In addition, it is

possible to assume that the notion of stability is dependant on the length of the union.

Age at marriage gives us an indication of the life experience of the respective
spouses and the timing of marriage in their individual life cycles. Several studies
(Goode, 1963; Festy and Prioux, 1975 ; Perreira, 1991 ; Leridon, 1994) have shown
that early marriages were often followed by divorce, the assumed reason being the
immaturity of the partners and their unreadiness for married life as well as the
difference between their expectations and the reality of married life ( Booth and

Edwards, 1985).

When pregnancy precedes marriage, particularly in countries with low rates of
childbirth out of wedlock and where parents must be married to have the same rights
and duties vis-a-vis their child, it is probable that this stigma will incite a certain
number of couples to make their relationship official, more for parental recognition
than a genuine desire for institutional recognition of their relationship. In other words,
the hypothesis is that this type of union is ‘less resistant’ than ‘expected’ and ‘planned’

ones. Although the risk of divorce among couples conceiving outside marriage has



only recently been studied in Switzerland along with the risk of divorce connected to
marriages undertaken to legitimize a birth (Charton and Wanner, 2001), no

comparative study between European countries has apparently been completed to date.

The level of education, along with employment status at the time of marriage,
can also be considered as indicators of the degree of spousal independence (Dechter,
1992). Some studies have shown, for example, that more educated women are more
likely to doubt the viability of their relationship when it does not satisfy them (Hoem,
1997; Bracher and Santow, 1997). A more egalitarian situation between spouses, at
least from an economic point of view, could also frequently lead to questioning one’s

marriage.

1.3 Factors Related to Conjugal History

When a couple is formed, a conjugal history begins involving the various
events that can play a role in the eventual outcome of the relationship including the
birth of a child or children (Andersson, 1997). It should also be noted that other
aspects of life together can have a significant influence on the risk of divorce such as
economic or professional troubles (Ermisch, 1996; Lester, 1996), even periods of

illness. These factors are not studied here due to a lack of available data.

The variables considered therefore depend on the information available.
Employment status at the time of marriage was estimated using employment histories
gathered during various studies. In the Cox model, the birth of a child was considered
as it related to the marriage schedule while examining the relative length of

observation of the individuals (dependent covariable of time).

2. The Influence of Individual and Family Factors on the Risk of Divorce

The distribution of all characteristics is shown in Table 1 of the appendix. The
proportion of divorced persons, depending on the modality studied, is also shown in
the table 1 for all variables (except for men living in Italy, as the results are not
significant). On the whole, for the male sample and the female sample respectively in

France there were 279 (or 14.1% of marriages) and 707 divorces (or 17.1%), in Italy



26 (or 4.5% of marriages) and 172 divorces (5.2%), in Sweden 155 (18%) and 355
divorces (21.3%) and in Switzerland 192 (13.5%) and 478 divorces (14.8%)".

The proportion of divorced subjects appears particularly small for women and
men in Switzerland and women in Italy who reported being religiously practising.
(respectively 7.8%, 4.9% and 3.4%), whereas it is relatively high for women whose
husband had been previously married (12.5% for women in Italy and 25.8% for
women in Switzerland) and for men living in Switzerland who had not become fathers
during their marriage (21.9%). Subjects interviewed in France and Sweden whose
parents had divorced or who had married around the age of 20 were also at high risk of

divorcing.

2.1 A Heightened Risk of Divorce among Younger Generations

Men and women under age 35 in France, women under 25 in Italy, men under
35 in Sweden and under 30 in Switzerland are significantly more likely to divorce than
subjects aged 40-44. Date of birth does not however appear to have an effect on the

risk of divorce among women in Sweden and Switzerland.

2.2 More Frequent Divorce Among Non-Religious Subjects

Religious observance among women in Italy and Switzerland plays an
important role in breakups. We observed that women who are not observant or only
occasional churchgoers have a statistically higher risk of divorcing than their more
observant counterparts (the relative risk is equal in Italy at 2.08 for non-religious
women and 1.70 for occasional churchgoers and in Switzerland 2.71 and 1.45
respectively). A more or less pronounced involvement in religion does not however
affect the probability of divorce for men in Sweden, while a lack of religious
affiliation among women in Sweden and men in Switzerland increases the risk of
divorce. These people are 1.78 and 2.90 times faster to divorce than those who

reported being religiously observant. The role of religion on conjugal behaviour has

' The difference observed in each country between the male and female samples is mainly due to the respective
number of subjects.



been shown before in other research. For example, it has been observed that non-
practising people are also more likely to start off a first union with premarital
cohabitation and are less quick to officialize a union begun out of wedlock. Religious
activity appears therefore to be an important factor in the evolution of conjugal

behaviour.

2.3 Less Frequent Breakup in Sweden for First Unions

Sweden is the only country in our study where the number of cases of living
together before marriage significantly alters the risk of divorce. Men and women who
had not lived with a partner before marriage had half the risk of divorce(RR=0.49 and
0.45, respectively). It is quite probable in a national context of high cohabitation that
couples marrying in Sweden before living with a partner make up a specific group in
terms of conjugal and family behaviour. This variable does not however appear to
have an influence on the risk of divorce in France, Switzerland and for women in Italy.
Nevertheless, as marriage most frequently occurs in these countries as part of a first
episode of cohabitation, interpreting the role of prior conjugal setbacks on marriage

must be done carefully as a result of the lack of ‘power’ in the data.

2.4 Heightened Risk of Breakup for Children of Divorce

Those who have lived through a parental separation in childhood appear more
likely overall to leave a marriage, although this result was not significant for the male
sample in Switzerland. J. Kellerhals et al. (1985) for Switzerland, but also K. Kiernan
(1986) and P. Amato (1996) for Great Britain, A. Diekmann and H. Engelhard (1999)
for Germany or J. Dronkers (1999) for the Netherlands had already noted these trends,
i.e. that children from broken families appeared more frequently to sever marital ties
than those from “intact families.” In a preceding research (Charton, 2003), it was also
noted that women from broken families are the least anxious to have their unions
officially sanctioned. The fact that children of divorce are less inclined not only to
marry, but also more likely to be doubtful of the institution itself, can probably be

attributed to a specific image these people have of marriage.
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2.5 A Higher Risk of Divorce in Switzerland in Cases with a Child from a Previous
Relationship

Whereas differences in age and marital status between spouses at the time of
marriage do not appear to have a significant effect on the risk of breakup, the presence
of a spouse’s child from a prior relationship does however appear to make
relationships more fragile in Switzerland. The risk of breakup is, in fact, 2.20 times
higher for men whose spouse has a child from a previous relationship. This result is
only present for male subjects (presence of the woman’s child), apparently because in
this country, the woman always has sole parental authority over any children born out
of wedlock and in the event of a divorce, custody is granted to the mother the vast
majority of the time. The number of men living with their children and a new
companion is therefore numerically reduced. The presence of a child from a prior
relationship does not seem to have an effect on the outcome of marriages in France

and Italy''.

Finally, the marital status of spouses and the age gap between partners do not

have a significant impact on the outcome of marriage in our models.

3. Factors Linked to Couple Formation: Relationship and Marriage
Conditions at Breakup

Nowadays, the image of the “ideal” couple is mainly transmitted to us through
literature and the media. The media is also probably responsible for the banalization
of marriage breakup.'? Applicants for divorce now have a wide variety of services at
their disposal: from marriage counsellors to psychologists as well as lawyers to inform
and guide them through the procedure. The appearance of the notion of ‘amicable’

divorce marked a softening of the laws governing it,"> and had two fundamental

" Information not provided in the Swedish study.

12 As is suggested by the titles of articles in a Swiss daily: ‘Second Chance after Divorce’, ‘How to Pull off Your
Divorce,” ‘We failed at marriage, let’s succeed at divorce’ ( L’Hebdo n° 21, May 24 1995 and n°39, September
251997), and S. Medvedowsky’s 2003 novel Le merveilleux divorce de Juliette B., Paris : Plon, 249p.

3 No fault divorce already existed in six countries in 1960: Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg, Norway,
and Sweden, although it was integrated into the principle of at-fault divorce in the first five (See Commaille et
al., 1983). No fault divorce was adopted in England in 1969, the Netherlands in 1971, France, Italy and Portugal

11



effects. First, separation no longer carries its former social stigma for ex spouses
(Roussel, 1993). Next, as marriage has evolved from a strictly functional institution
towards an alliance based on feelings of love, divorce has also been transformed in
Europe from ‘Sanctioned Divorce’ to ‘Liberating Divorce’ (Rezsohazy and
Vanderputten, 1991). People now seem more ready to make a quicker decision to put
an end to an unsatisfying relationship; divorce is now often perceived as a ‘new start’

(Kellerhals and Roussel , 1987).

3.1 The Effect of Age at Marriage on the Risk of Divorce

By analyzing the factors related to spouses’ situation at the time of marriage
on the risk of breakup, it first appears in all countries studied, that women marrying for
the first time before age 23 have a significantly higher risk of divorcing than those
who married later (after age 25 in Italy, and after 30 in France, Sweden, and
Switzerland). Among men, those who married before 23 were also much more likely
to divorce than those who married between 23 and 25, whereas men who married
between age 26 and 29 in France and above age 26 in Switzerland have a lower risk of

breakup.

3.2 Influence of Level of Education and Employment Status on Occurrence of
Divorce.

In France, Italy and Sweden, although the risk of divorce increases with
women’s educational levels, it does not appear to be influenced by men’s level of
education. Additionally, in France, Italy, and Switzerland, women who were not
employed at the time of their marriage were less likely to divorce than those who
worked for wages (RR=0.44; RR=0.46 and RR=0.52 respectively). In addition, women
in Sweden and men in France who are in school or searching for a job at the time of

marriage have a greater risk of breakup (RR=1.94 and RR=1.58 respectively).

in 1975, Germany in 1976, and Austria in 1978. In Switzerland, mutual divorce only came into effect on January
1, 2000.
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3.3 Less Frequent Divorce in Cases of Premarital Pregnancy

Premarital conception appears to play a role in the non-occurrence of divorce
for both women and men in Sweden, as well as for men in France and Switzerland. It
is therefore not the case that the timing of pregnancy with regards to marriage makes a

partnership more fragile.

3.4 Reduced Risk of Breakup for Premarital Cohabitation in Sweden, and Increased
Risk in France and Switzerland

In Switzerland, having lived with a partner before marriage significantly
increases the risk of divorce as it does in France when the cohabitation is a short-term
one (less than one year). Even though the probability of divorce among couples who
lived together before marriage invariably, “exceeds,” as observed by P. Festy
(1985 :182)", “the risk for people who did not live together before marriage,” it is
nevertheless difficult to make a connection between premarital cohabitation and more
fragile marriages (Axinn and Thorton, 1992 ; Trussell et al. (1992); Demaris and
MacDonald, 1993). In Sweden for example, the risk of divorce goes down for men and

women who lived with their partner before making their relationship official.

It can be assumed that in France, short-term premarital cohabitation takes
place in a context of preparation for an upcoming marriage. In the case of
Switzerland, it can be noted that premarital cohabitation was, until very recently,
restricted to a small segment of the population (in terms of religious behaviour and
attitudes towards marriage, notably). It remains difficult to establish causal links as
religious behaviour (such as non-observance) and the symbolic importance accorded to
marriage (probably lesser) are factors that may favour divorce whereas cohabitation
itself is more a way to avoid it (a test before a long shared life together). A
differentiated representation of marriage using a possible premarital cohabitation
probably does play a role in the probability of divorce (Booth and Johnson, 1988;
Thomson and Colella, 1992). Those who live together before marriage are definitely
the same people who consider marriage to be a private affair between couples.

Divorces whose causes “underlie the duties of marriage,” to use the phraseology of J.

' See also: Haskey, 1992; Klijzing, 1992; Hall and Zhao, 1995.
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Carbonnier (1979), appear to have evolved at the same pace as the concept of marriage

and the couple.

4. Divorce in a Conjugal Setting

The birth of a child is the only event in a couple’s life picked out in our
models of FFS study data. Both for men and women, the birth of a child reduces the
risk of divorce, regardless of the timing of birth or the country studied (Andersson,
1997). It is not possible to firmly conclude, however, that children reduce the
statistical risk of divorce or if the timing of divorce is simply retarded in the case of

couples with children.

By observing the distribution of divorces over the first twenty years of
marriage for different areas, it appears on one hand that Italy always has fewer
divorces than France, Sweden and Switzerland. Similarly, the length of marriages at
the time of divorce is becoming shorter over the years in all countries studied (Graphs
1-4). Divorce frequently takes place at the start of a marriage. The median length of
marriages has gone down significantly over the years. The length at which half of all
marriages broke up (among all failed marriages) went from 13 years for marriages
before 1970, to 8 years for marriages performed between 1975 and 1979 in France.
For Italy, length dropped from 12 to 10 years for the same period. Sweden went from
10 years to 7, and Switzerland from 11 to 9 years. For marriages started between 1980
and 1990, the median length of failed marriages is even shorter, with 6 years in France,
7 in Italy, 4 in Sweden, and 5 in Switzerland. These observations must still be
confirmed however when the length of marriages between all the time periods are

comparable.
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Graphs 1-4: Distribution of Divorces Over the First 20 Years of Marriage in Various
Time Periods Using FFS Data, France, Italy, Sweden and Switzerland (adjusted

values)
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These results confirm the divorce rates that have already been observed in

other studies (for France: Festy, 1983; Switzerland: Charton and Wanner, 2001; The

United States: Morgan and Rindfuss, 1985). They are part of, as noted by F. de Singly
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(1999), a current of “individualization of the conjugal relationship,” where marriages
take place for purely affective reasons in such a way that when couples ‘fall out of
love,” they are more willing to separate and such separations take place much more
quickly. A divorce may also take place later, depending on the meaning attributed to
the marriage in the couple’s lives, their personal histories, and the presence of

children.

CONCLUSIONS

A certain number of individual factors, with couples and couple formation act
as a check to divorce. Religious observance is key among these. Other factors,
however, seem to increase the risk of divorce, such as parental divorce and premarital
cohabitation. In Switzerland, this is possibly because most couples make their first
union official, whereas premarital cohabitation tends to reduce divorce in Sweden
where a first cohabitational experience frequently ends in separation, or a relatively
young age at marriage. It has also been noticed that some factors frequently suspected
of playing a role in the instability of relationships, such as premarital pregnancy, for

example, do not significantly affect relationship stability.

In general, the social and family environment appear to retain, at least in
France, Italy and Switzerland, an important role in the formation and preservation of
conjugal ties. The greatest number of breakups are observed in social environments
that are the most deviant from traditional (including religious) values, most notably in
the roles assigned to men and women within a couple (for example, when a woman
has a higher degree of education than a man and is employed at the time of marriage).
By contrast, women with lower educational levels who are not financially independent
are more likely to be married and remain so. In Sweden, as new issues seem to be
linked to marriage (for example, it is no longer the primary paradigm for child-rearing,
nor a decision made at the expense of a career), it would appear that divorce is more of

an individual choice with lessened social and economic constraints.

Reasons to divorce or not to divorce appear to be correlated to the meaning

that individuals, whether consciously or not, attribute to marriage, their relationship,
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and the role of each gender within the couple. This may also allow for a certain way

of viewing one’s family and personal history.
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Table 1: Factors influencing the probability of divorce between the probability of divorce
between the date of marriage and the study for men and women in France and Italy (Semi-
Parametric Models- Relative Risks)

France taly
hen Warnen Warnen
Unadjusted | % not divorced | % divarced| Relative Unadjusted | % not divorced | % divorced | Relative Unadjusted | % not divorced | % divorced | Relative
Factors Number | (adjusted) | (adjusted) |  Risk Number (adjusted) | (adjusted) Risk Mumber | (adjusted) | (adjusted) | Risk
967 859 14,1 1724 8249 17.1 3213 94,8 52
Year of Marriage
before 1970 91 850 15,0 0385 254 w5 235 063 261 95,1 49 075
1970-1979 421 79,2 208 137 797 80,9 19,1 079 1180 93,0 70 123
19801959 350 a02 98 reference 528 346 154 reference 1148 951 489 reference
1990 and after 104 g7 29 036 [ 145 9865 35 024 614 98,0 20 0223
FFS Study age groups
2024 49 950 50 639 | 100 972 28 1014 |
2529 782 953 47 448 ™ 185 91,5 85 201 ™ 440 97,0 8 2,08
30-34 199 9132 8.7 224 ™ 323 838 16,2 183 |™ 676 96,1 39 160
3539 226 869 13,1 123 443 33,0 17.0 114 663 93,9 8,1 122
A0-44 252 801 199 |[reference 304 7838 212 reference 637 9238 72 referencel
45-49 212 825 175 074 320 794 206 [ocZ I 647 95,1 49 079
Nurber of pre-manisge relationships 3
Mane 910 858 14.2 127 1666 82.7 17.3 1.03 3198 949 5.1
One or more 57 870 130 |[reference 58 882 118  [|reference 15 917 83
Religions Observance
Regular 1657 96 6 34 reference
Inregular 1066 94,5 515) 170 [
Mon praticing 490 899 101 208 ™
Parental Divorce
Divorced 114 752 248 |reference 238 75,8 242  |reference 117 86,2 11,8 |reference
HNon divorced 853 871 12,8 056 [ 1486 839 16,1 (o R (o T 3096 95,1 49 044 ™
Spouse's mantal slatus at stan of relationship &
Single 917 86,1 139 |reference 1651 83,0 17.0  |reference 3188 949 5.1
Formerly married 50 81,0 19,0 124 73 813 18,7 087 25 875 125
Age difference between spouses
Man at least & years alder 1278 954 46 07
Man 1-4 years older 1103 944 56 087
Less than a year difference 672 954 46  |reference]
Woman 1-4 years older 4 98,2 18 084
“Woman at least 5 years older 126 89,9 10,1 2,10
Dief spouse have at Jeast one child?
o 396 86,1 13,9 1635 832 16,8 3179 94,9 5.1
Yes IAl 816 184 1,01 89 75,2 248 1,16 34 1.7 8,3 1,54
Age at maniage
Under 20 545 75,0 240 289 | 625 92,6 T4 339 |
2022 379° 834 16.6 140 | 635 814 18,8 181 |™ 1040 94,2 58 178 |
23-25 316 842 158 |[reference 323 895 105  [|reference 862 956 44 referencel
26-29 186 920 50 054 [ 150 89.7 103 0,90 485 97.1 29 043 ™
Over 30 86 884 1.6 059 7 928 72 040 ™ 201 958 472 035 |
Fregnancy in progress
Mo 687 85,0 150 |reference 1N 895 145  |reference 2644 995 45  |reference
Ves 280 88,2 11,8 048 [ 533 758 24,2 087 569 91,1 8.9 086
Level of Education’
Primary 246 838 16,2 |[reference 543 828 172 |reference 683 ars 25 reference
Secondary 652 86,5 13,5 0,38 1012 836 16,4 128 ™ 2242 943 57 283 |
Tettiary 69 864 13,6 076 168 79.2 208 166 ™ 288 925 75 516 |™
Employment Status
Actively employed 699 880 12,0 |[reference 963 30,3 19,2 reference 2222 9338 6,2 reference
Unemployed-student 288 795 205 R T 568 82,7 17.3 1.01 13 94,2 58 135
Mot active 193 89,2 10,8 044 | 878 a7y 23 046 |
Length of prerarital cohabitation
Mone 509 865 135 |[reference 1041 826 174 |reference 3032 952 48 reference
Less than a year 166 833 16,7 164 | 267 788 21,2 138 | 72 928 72 1,60
1-2 years 121 86,5 135 130 166 86,9 131 1.03 39 875 125 174
More than 2 years 171 859 14,1 145 250 855 14,5 113 70 88,0 12 158
Birth of & chiid during mariage
Mone 225 775 225 |reference 355 7386 2684  |reference 532 88.0 120 |reference]
In first 12 manths 272 88,2 11,8 036 [ 507 799 201 043 | 1003 957 43 020 |™*
In secand year 196 871 12.8 029 [ 382 87.1 129 028 | 826 96,8 3.2 01z ™
In third year 110 89,0 11,0 023 | 189 878 12,2 027 | 37 970 30 01z |
After the third year 158 89,0 11,0 025 [ 291 86,9 1M1 023 | 481 953 4.7 020 [

= The model examining men in ltaly is not shown for significance of results due 1o the low number of divorced subjects
(1) At the time of marriage; (2) 20-29 years old; (3) variable not shown in the model

Significance *5 (%), *~ 1 (%) and = 1 (per

Reading: wornen in France not professionally active at the time of martiage are 0.44 less likely for all lengths of relationship (statistical risk 1 per 1000) than wornen employed at the time of marriage to divorce,

thausand)

all elze being equal
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Table 1 cont.: Factors influencing the probability of divorce between the date of marriage and
study for men and women in Sweden and Switzerland (semi-parametric models-relative risks)

Sweden Switzerland
WMen Wamen Men Women
Unadjusted | % not divorced |% divorced|  Relative Unadjusted | % not divorced | % divorced | Relative Unadjusted| % not divorced [% divorced | Relative L Unadjusted | % not diorced | % diorced
Mumber | (adjusted) | (adjusted)| Risk |Significant | Number | (adjusted) | (adjusted) | Risk  Significant | Number | (adjusted) | (acjusted) | Risk |Significant | Number (adjusted) | (adjusted) |Relative Risk |Significant
898 83.0 17.0 1866 787 213 1468 865 135 3074 852 14.8

Year of Mariage 122 58.2 418 142 49 746 254 131 247 719 28,1 1.00
before 1970 356° 748 252 290 | 652 716 284 166 | 428 792 208 102 970 784 206 1.1
1970-1979 397 844 156 |reference 859 87.2 128  [reference 638 87,1 128 |reference 1265 87.1 128 |reference
1980-1989 145 95,7 33 020 |* 233 97,1 20 017 | 353 980 20 012 | 592 975 25 020 |7
1990 and after
FFS Study age groups 93 936 64 79 100,0 00 0,00
2024 189 90.0 100 643 | 302 91.1 88 267 1562 953 47 426 ™ 407 958 42 1.14
2529 206 845 155 385 |7 426 84,0 16.0 143 304 90.1 98 156 664 898 10,2 127
3034 482 80,7 19.3 139 393 880 120 105 723 823 7.7 122
3539 503 79.5 205 |reference 563 719 28,1 |referen 318 835 165  |reference 629 790 21,0 |reference
4044 0,12 297 805 195 111 572 804 19,6 0,59
4549

Mumber of pre-maniage relstionships 757 84,1 158 049 |™ 1555 794 206 055 [ 1358 866 134 058 2811 853 147 0.89
Nane 141 78,0 220 |reference 3 76,2 23,8 |reference 110 85,1 148 |reference 263 859 141 |reference
Qne ar more

Religious Observance 32 83,1 169 |reference 231 853 14,7 |referen 195 951 49 |reference 564 922 78 reference
Regular 206 893 107 0.77 566 809 191 132 535 89.1 108 152 1283 882 11,8 145 |
Iregular 610 81.1 188 137 1069 764 236 178 ™ 738 823 177 280 | 1227 731 209 27
Nan praticing

Parental Divorce 85 713 287 |reference 214 65,2 348 |referen 148 806 104 |reference 361 784 216 |reference
Divorced 813 843 157 059 | 1652 80,2 19.8 061 [ 12320 872 128 078 2713 863 137 081 [
Nan divorced

Spouse's marital status at stant of relationship 1425 86,7 133  |reference 2926 86,0 14,0 |reference
Single 43 812 18,7 072 148 742 258 1.08
Formerly married

Age difference between spouses 296 898 102 141 997 825 175 085
Man at least 5 years older 432 866 134|096 1130 865 135 0.87
Man 1-4 years older 511 849 15,1 |reference ris 870 13,0 |reference
Less than a year difference 63 57,1 129 I 47 335 16,5 I
Wornan 1-4 years older 166 855 145 0,86 173 8838 11.2 1.24
Woman at least 5 years older

Did spouse have at least one child? 1403 870 130  |reference 2925 859 14,1 reference:
No 65 769 231 220 | 149 751 249 1.20
Yes

Age at maniage 210 59,7 403 357 [ 254 727 273 38 |
Under 20 1543 0,7 293 165 | 506 73,0 270 194 [ 2173 812 188 161 | 939 823 177 173 |
2022 231 80,5 195 |reference 451 80,7 193 [reference 430 84,2 158 |reference 843 88,1 119 |reference
2325 283 86.1 138 0.63 379 833 16.7 0,86 499 873 127 064 | 688 889 1 0.79
2629 230 895 105 0.63 320 923 7 040 [ 322 939 6.1 019 |7 350 914 88 037 [
Over 30

Pregnancy in progress 284 836 164  |reference 863 788 21,2 |referen: 1085 870 130 |reference 2195 869 13,1 |reference
No 514 827 173 045 | 1003 789 211 040 [ 383 852 148 052 ™ 879 815 185 0.87
Yes

Level of Education’ 74 736 264 |reference 68 84,8 152 [reference 123 924 76  |reference 382 828 172 |reference
Primary 575 819 18,1 0.80 1205 76,6 234 181 939 847 153 170 2332 854 14,6 107
Secondary 249 85,3 "7 070 593 82,8 17.2 232 * 406 88,8 112 162 360 85,0 12,0 1.06
Tettiary

Employment Status ' 848 78,0 220 |reference 1659 792 20,8 [referen: 1369 866 134 |reference 2756 85,1 149  |reference
Actively employed 50 834 166 1.14 174 702 298 194 | 98 86.1 138 116 175 839 16,1 123
Unemploy ed-student 33 818 18.1 1.08 143 812 88 052 |
Mot active

Length of premarital cohabitation 154 793 20,7 |reference 366 74,2 25,8 [reference) 636 883 11,7 |reference 1370 84,6 154 |reference
Nane 130 737 263 ) 276 69,9 301 I 256 835 165 i i 587 844 15.6 . i
Less than a year 147 85,2 148 053 | 280 78,0 22,0 0,78 202 836 164 164 |F 385 822 178 136 |
1-2 years 467 86,2 138 0.64 944 84,1 15.9 069 | 86.7 133 166 |" 732 896 10,4 091
More than 2 years

Binth of 2 child during marriage 485 80,3 19,7 |reference 963 754 24,6  [reference 368 781 218 |reference 720 76,6 234 |reference
None 180 823 177 043 | 374 792 208 030 [ 425 874 128 039 |7 952 853 4.7 035 [
In first 12 months 15 864 136 023 |7 256 84,5 15,5 015 [ 294 898 102 025 |7 606 90,1 98 027 ™
In second year 51 904 9.6 015 | 107 771 22,9 0,21 142 88,6 114 021 ™ 326 895 105 021 |
In third year 67 94,6 54 007 | 166 894 106 003 | 239 919 3.1 o1 | 470 399 10,1 020 |7

After the third year

Significance: *5 (%), = 1 (%) and = 1 (per 1000)
Reading: At the time of FFS study in Switzerland, men nat actively practicing a religion had a 2.90 times higher prabability of divorcing for all lengths of relationship(at a statistical risk of 1 per 1000) all ather things being equal

20



References

AMATO P. R. (1996), « Explaining the intergenerational transmission of divorce », Journal
of Marriage and The Family, 58, pp628-640.

ANDERSSON G. (1997), « The impact of children on divorce risks of Swedish women »,
European Journal of Population, 13(2), pp109-145.

AXINN P. R. et THORNTON A. (1992), « The relationship between cohabitation and
divorce : selectivity or causal influence ? », Demography, 29 (3), pp357-374.

BERRINGTON A. et DIAMOND 1. (1999), « Marital dissolution among the 1958 British
birth cohort : The role of cohabitation », Population Studies, 53, pp19-38.

BOOTH A. et EDWARDS J. N. (1985), « Age at marriage and marital instability », Journal
of Marriage and The Family, 47, pp 67-75.

BLOSSFELD H.-P. et ROHWER G. (1995), Techniques of event history modeling. New
approaches to causal, Mahwah (NJ): L. Erlbaum Associates Publishers, 294p.

BOOTH A. et JOHNSON D. (1988), « Premarital cohabitation and marital success », Journal
of Family Issues, 9 (2), pp255-272.

BRACHER M. et SANTOW G., (1997), Economic independence and union formation in
Sweden, Stockholm Research Reports in Demography, No. 116, Stockholm University, 41p.

BUMPASS L.L., MARTIN T. C. et SWEET J.A. (1991), « The impact of family background
and early marital factors on marital disruption », Journal of Family Issues, 12 (1), pp22-42.

CARBONNIER 1J. (1979), Essais sur le droit, Paris : Répertoire du notariat Defrénois, 298p.

CHARTON L. (2003), Calendriers familiaux et Rapport au temps. La diversification des
comportements et des parcours familiaux en Europe, Collection « Logiques sociales », Paris :
L’Harmattan, accepté a publication.

CHARTON L. et WANNER P. (2001), « Divorcer en Suisse: effets des facteurs individuels,
de mise en couple et de couple », Revue suisse de sociologie, 27 (2), pp255-280.

CHERLIN A. J. (1992), Marriage, Divorce, Remarriage, Social Trends in the United States,
Massachusetts/London : Harvard University Press, 178p.

COMMAILLE 1. et al. (1983), Divorce en Europe Occidentale : la loi et le nombre, Paris :
GIRD/CETEL/INED, 242p.

COX D. R. (1972), « Regression models and Life tables », Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, Series BJ, 34, pp.187-220.

DECHTER A. R. (1992), «The effect of women's economic independence on union

dissolution », CDE Working Paper, No. 92-28, University of Wisconsin: Center for
Demography and Ecology, 5p.

21



DEMARIS A. et MC DONALD W. (1993), « Premarital cohabitation and marital instability :
A test of the unconventiality hypothesis », Journal of Marriage and The Family, 55, pp399-
407.

DIEKMANN A. et ENGELHARDT H. (1999), « The Social Inheritance of Divorce : Effects
of Parent’s Family Type in Postwar Germany », American Sociological Review, 64, pp783-
793.

DRONKERS J. (1999), « The Effects of Parental Conflicts and Divorce on the Well-being of
Pupils in Dutch Secondary Education », European Sociological Review, 15, pp195-212.

ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE (1989), Outline of the Framework for Fertility
and Family Survey in the Early 1990s in the ECE Region, Geneva: ONU, 116p.

ERMISCH 1J. (1996), « The economic environment for family formation », in D. Coleman
(Ed.), Europe's population in the 1990s, New Y ork/Oxford : Oxford University Press, pp144-
62.

FESTY P. et PRIOUX F. (1975), «Le divorce en Europe occidental depuis 1950 »,
Population, 30(6), pp975-1018

FESTY P. (1983), « Evolution récente du nombre de divorces en Europe occidentale » in J.
Commaille et al., Le divorce en Europe Occidentale : la loi et le nombre, Paris : INED,
ppl113-182.

FESTY P. (1985), « Evolution contemporaine du mode de formation des familles en Europe
occidentale », Revue européenne de déemographie, 1(2-3), pp179-205.

GOODE W. J. (1963), «Family disorganisation» in R. Merton et R. Nisbet (eds),
Contemporary Social Problems, London : Harcourt Brace and World, pp493-522

HALL D. R. et ZHAO J. Z. (1995), « Cohabitation and divorce in Canada: Testing the
selectivity hypothesis », Journal of Marriage and The Family, 57, pp421-427.

HASKEY J. (1983), « Marital status before marriage and age at marriage: their influence on
the chance of divorce », Population Trends, 32, pp4-13.

HASKEY J. (1992), « Pre-marital cohabitation and the probability of subsequent divorce :
Analyses using new data from the General Household Survey », Population Trends, 68, pp10-
19.

HOEM J. M. (1997), « Educational gradients in divorce risks in Sweden in recent decades »,
Population Studies, 51(1), pp19-27.

HULLEN G. (1998), « Scheidungskinder-oder: die Transmission des Scheidungsrisikos »,
Zeitschrift fiir Bevélkerungswissenschaft, 23(1), pp19-38.

22



KELLERHALS J., LANGUIN N., PERRIN J.-F. et WIRH G. (1985), « Statut social, projet
familial et divorce : une analyse longitudinale des ruptures d'union dans une promotion de
mariages », Population, 6, pp811-827.

KELLERHALS J. et ROUSSEL L. (1987), « Les sociologues face aux mutations de la
famille : quelques tendances de recherches, 1965-1985 », L ‘année sociologique, 37, pp15-43.

KIERNAN K. (1986), « Teenage marriage and marital breakdown : A longitudinal study »,
Population Studies, 40(1), pp35-54.

KIERNAN K. et HOBCRAFT J. (1997), « Parental divorce during childhood: age at first
intercourse, partnership and parenthood ». Population Studies, 51(1), pp41-55.

KIERNAN K. et CHERLIN A. (1999), « Parental divorce and partnership dissolution in
adulthood: evidence from a British cohort study », Population Studies, 53(1), pp39-48.

KLIJZING E. K. H. (1992), « Wedding in the Netherlands : first union disruption among men
and women born between 1928 and 1965 », European Sociological Review, 8 (1), pp53-70.

LERIDON H. (1994), « Cohabitation, mariage, sé€paration : le devenir des unions », in
Constance et inconstances de la famille, Travaux et Documents n° 134, Paris : PUF/INED,

pp89-110.

LESTER D. (1996), « The impact of unemployment on marriage and divorce », Journal of
Divorce and Remarriage, 25(3-4), pp151-153.

L’Hebdo (Swiss Newspaper), n° 21, 24 mai 1995 et n°39, 25 septembre 1997

MANTING D. (1992), The Break-up of unions : The Role of Cohabitation, PDOD Paper
n°11, Amsterdam : University of Amsterdam, 6p.

MARECHAL M.(1997), Cycle de vie et milieu social selon I’Enquéte Famille de 1990,
INSEE Résultats, Démographie — Société, n°62-63, Paris : INSEE, 219p.

MEDVEDOWSKY 8. (2003), Le merveilleux divorce de Juliette B., Paris : Plon, 249p.

MORGAN S. P. et RINDFUSS R. (1985), « Marital disruption : Structural and temporal
dimensions », American Journal of Sociology, 90(5), pp1055-1077.

Swiss Federal Statiscal Office (OFS) (1990), Mouvement de la population en Suisse 1988,
Berne : OFS, 90p

PERREIRA P.T. (1991), « Age at first marriage, education and divorce : the case of the
U.S.A. », Economia, 15(1), pp21-49

REZSOHAZY R. et VANDERPUTTEN A. (1991), Les nouveaux enfants d'Adam et Eve, les
formes actuelles de couples et de familles, Louvain-la-Neuve : Academia, 317p.

ROUSSEL L. (1980), « Mariages et divorces. Contribution a une analyse systématique des
mod¢les matrimoniaux », Population, 35(6), pp1025-1040.

23



ROUSSEL L. (1993), « Sociologie du divorce et divortialité », Population, 48(4), pp919-938.

SINGLY DE F. (1999), «Les résistances théoriques des sciences sociales devant le
changement familial », Actes de la Chaire Quételet 1997 : théories, paradigmes et courants
explicatifs en démographie, Louvain-la-Neuve, pp551-564.

THOMSON E. et COLELLA U. (1992), « Cohabitation and marital stability : Quality or
commitment ? », Journal of Marriage and The Family, 54, pp259-267.

TRUSSELL J., RODRIGUEZ G. et VAUGHANB B. (1992), « Union dissolution in
Sweden », in: James Trussell et al. (eds.), Demographic Applications of Events History
Analysis, Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp38-60

VILLENEUVE-GOKALP C. (1990), « Du mariage aux unions sans papiers : histoire récente
des transformations conjugales », Population, 45(2), pp. 265-298.

WOLFINGER N. H. (1999), « Trends in the intergenerational transmission of divorce »,
Demography, 36(3), pp415-420.

24



