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What factors influence lone parents’

plans for and expectations of the future?

Introduction
This project uses the secondary analysis of data from an existing survey (Bradshaw and Millar 1991) to examine some of the factors influencing lone parents’ plans for and expectations of the future. Lone parenthood has increasingly become an important focus of government and academic social research in Britain, reflecting the fact that “the incidence of lone parent households is now higher than at any time in the last two centuries and is high in comparison with most other European countries” (Rowlingson and McKay, 1998: 1). However, while it has become more common in empirical terms, lone parenthood is still problematised by, among others, politicians and the media, and “a good deal of disagreement has also emerged over the effects of lone mothering on children, and of the costs of lone motherhood to the budget of the state” (Silva 1996: 1).

For many people, lone parenthood represents a transitional stage in the life course, and authors frequently stress the importance of examining the dynamics of lone parenthood (e.g. Rowlingson and McKay 1998: 7). This project broadens out from this focus on the dynamics of lone parenthood to a focus on change more generally, and looks at a number of possible forms of change in the future lives of lone parents: repartnering, taking up work, having further children, and moving house. However, it would be a mistake to view lone parents as a homogeneous group; their diversity is frequently commented upon (e.g. Hardey and Crow 1991: 7). Perhaps the most obvious distinction between different forms of lone parenthood relates to the lone parents’ marital histories, since the situations of never-married lone parents and divorced or separated lone parents are often dissimilar. The project therefore focuses on, among other things, this distinction. (The data source used unfortunately did not permit the plans and expectations of widowed lone parents to be examined).

Lone parents and the future

This section reviews some of the available literature on lone parents, and uses it to identify some topics and themes which can be addressed in the analyses within this project. A keyword search was used to identify a number of recent books on lone parenthood, and from references within these it became clear that extensive official statistical material is available regarding lone parent families within Great Britain, especially in the government publication Population Trends (e.g. Haskey, 1993; Haskey, 1994; etc.).

Official statistics show lone parenthood to be a gendered phenomenon: in 1991 only 9% of lone parents were lone fathers (Haskey 1994). The gendering of lone parenthood is also evident in the emphasis of much of the literature on lone mothers (e.g. Silva 1996; Lewis 1997; Kiernan et al. 1998). To a large extent this emphasis reflects a social policy issue: the extent and desirability of the dependency of lone mothers and their children on the state. 

In the early 1990s only a minority of lone mothers were in paid work (38%; see Millar in Silva 1996: 106), and the figure was even lower for never-married lone mothers (Lewis 1997: 62). A continued emphasis on the paid employment of lone mothers is evident in the government’s ‘New Deal’ and is mirrored in official statistics on the topic (e.g. Haskey, 1998b, contains a marked emphasis on lone mothers and work). Paid employment is often seen as a way of reducing lone mothers’ dependency on the state and of ensuring that their children are not in poverty; an alternative ‘strategy’ is, of course, living with a (new) partner.

Lone parenthood sometimes ends as a consequence of children ‘growing up’, but many lone parents move in with a (new) partner within a few years of becoming a lone parent. Rowlingson and McKay note that never-married lone parents cohabit or marry more quickly than formerly married lone parents, but that this difference to a large extent reflects differences in the typical ages of these two groups (1998: 148).

Rowlingson and McKay also discovered that the rate of (re-)partnering varies according to housing situation (1998: 150). Other authors have also focused on lone parents and housing, sometimes because of the disadvantaged position of lone parents in the housing market (Kiernan et al. 1998), but sometimes with an emphasis on both constraints and choices (Crow and Hardey, in Hardey and Crow 1991). Clearly both the dynamics of transitions into and out of lone parenthood and also problematic housing are likely to generate actual or desired housing mobility among lone parents.

So far in this section an examination of the literature has highlighted the importance of the marital histories, work histories, and housing histories of lone parents. Among these various significant aspects of lone parents’ past, current and future lives it would be surprisingly easy to lose sight of perhaps the most significant type of history of them all, i.e. lone parents’ fertility histories. More specifically, while further child-bearing within lone parenthood is frequently stigmatised (Rowlingson and McKay 1998: 177), having further children may be an important feature of lone parents’ plans for the future (and may be linked to any plans that they have in relation to (re-)partnering.)

At this point it is perhaps worth noting that many of the recurrent themes in the literature about lone parents are of limited relevance to the question addressed by this project. The question highlights lone parents as social actors, planning and making decisions, whereas much of the literature addresses the structural situations of lone parents, e.g. as (marginalised) members of a society riddled with various family-related ideologies (McIntosh, in Silva 1996), as members of a possible ‘underclass’ (Roseneil and Mann, in Silva 1996), or as the focus of political or social policy agendas (Lewis 1997). Clearly, aspects of the structural situations of lone parents may constitute some of the factors which influence lone parents’ plans and expectations; however, while the effects of ideologies and social policies may be visible in some of the patterns revealed by the statistical analyses in this project, factors of this sort are not easily incorporated as variables within such analyses.

In conclusion, the literature examined within this section has revealed a number of significant dimensions of lone parents’ future lives with respect to which they might be expected to have plans and expectations, namely (paid) work, couple relationships, housing, and (further) children. In addition, gender, age and (past) marital status would appear to be potentially important sources of heterogeneity among lone parents.

A notable absentee from the various themes and characteristics identified above is social class. With the exception of references to the ‘underclass debate’, the literature examined seems to pay very little attention to class and class differences. This may reflect the fact that many lone mothers are not in paid work, and cannot therefore be allocated to social classes on the basis of their current occupations. However, it seems reasonable to hypothesise that social class (defined in some other fashion) might have an impact on lone parents’ plans and expectations, e.g. women in the social class containing professionals and managers might have less of an incentive to (re-)partner.

Data, methods and methodology

The source of data

This project is based on data from a survey commissioned and funded by the Department of Social Security (see Bradshaw and Millar 1991). The survey was designed to collect data from a representative sample of lone parents in the UK (excluding widows and widowers). While no comprehensive sampling frame exists for lone parents, it was felt that a reasonably comprehensive sampling frame could be assembled from records of families claiming one-parent benefit or income support. (Bradshaw and Millar do not, however, make it clear how many lone parents they think are outside this sampling frame). Lone parents were selected in April 1989 via cluster sampling based on DSS local offices. The survey’s response rate was 59%, largely reflecting migration and refusals (Bradshaw and Millar 1991: 3); comparisons of the sample with the sampling frame and with data from the General Household Survey highlighted some regional variations in response rates and a possible bias towards the inclusion of single lone mothers with younger children.

The survey’s cross-sectional sample contained 1,472 lone parents identified from the local office records. Of these, a number had married or were cohabiting by the time of the interview. In their report, Bradshaw and Millar (1991) exclude 44 respondents for this reasons; this report excludes a further 39 married or cohabiting respondents included by Bradshaw and Millar. (These cases were removed by using DATA / SELECT CASES within SPSS for Windows to select categories 4, 5 and 6 of Q1 only; see Appendix A). This report is therefore based on a sample size of 1,389, including 614 divorced lone parents (44.2%), 265 separated lone parents (19.1%) and 510 single (i.e. never-married) lone parents (36.7%).

It is interesting to note that a sub-sample of the respondents to the survey were interviewed in depth (via taped, semi-structured interviews) within a small, qualitative study. Bradshaw and Millar (1991: 5) note that “questions about how people perceive their situations and their options... could not be adequately answered from a large survey”, and they clearly see quantitative and qualitative methods as complementary in this context.

The operationalization of concepts in relation to the variables used in this project

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the ongoing social policy interest in lone parents and paid work, the survey contains a wealth of questions on the orientation towards paid work of lone parents who were not in paid employment at the time of the survey. It would therefore be possible to carry out quite elaborate analyses of lone parents’ preferred hours and forms of work, and the relationship of these to child-care arrangements and constraints. However, many lone parents are already employed, and employment only constitutes one dimension of the future lives of lone parents. For the purposes of this project, and given its wide-ranging perspective on lone parents’ future plans and expectations, only one variable relating to future employment is analysed (Q44a; see Appendix A). Arguably this variable, which indicates whether lone parents want a job now, later or never, is both vague and of questionable validity; for example, respondents may have been disinclined to admit that they didn’t want to work at some point in the future. However, the variable should at least give a crude indication of whether paid employment features within lone parents’ short or medium-term plans.

Turning to the survey’s coverage of lone parents’ expectations and plans in relation to couple relationships, two related questions examine both whether they expect to and also whether they would like to move in with a new partner within the next two years (Q84a and Q84b; see Appendix A). These questions nicely emphasise the complementary roles of choice and (perceived) constraints in decision-making; preferences may be too different from the realities of lone parents’ future lives to be justifiably examined in isolation from what seems likely to happen in practice. Of course, there is nothing to guarantee that lone parents’ assessments of the likelihood of their moving in with a partner are not optimistic, or pessimistic, or simply inaccurate. Note also that the questions do not bring into consideration non-resident couple relationships, which may be the preferred option of some lone parents who wish to balance their own social lives with stability in their children’s lives. It is possible that lone parents for whom this is the preferred situation might answer ‘Other’ to such questions; what seems even more likely is that lone parents who would prefer to get back together with their ex-partners will end up giving answers in this category.

The survey also asked a relatively straightforward question in relation to preferences regarding further children, i.e. ‘Would you like to have any more children?’ (Q84c; see Appendix A). No questions were asked allowing the lone parents to qualify their answers to this one; more specifically lone parents were not asked whether they expected to have further children. Thus sterilized lone parents, or divorced lone parents who do not intend to remarry but who would not have further children outside marriage, might answer ‘Yes’ to this question but might neither plan nor expect to have further children.

Unfortunately the survey did not collect data relating to future housing mobility. However, a question was asked regarding the lone parent’s degree of satisfaction with their current accommodation (Q33a; see Appendix A). It would seem reasonable to assume that lone parents who are dissatisfied with their current accommodation would prefer to move; however, the link between this question and the project’s theme of future plans/expectations for the future is admittedly rather tenuous.

Operationalizing the social class of lone parents forces one to reflect upon two recurrent issues within class-related research: the allocation of women to social classes, and the allocation to social classes of people who are not currently in paid employment (see Marsh 1986). Fortunately, as well as collecting information on lone parents’ current occupations, the survey collected data on past occupations; specifically the occupations of lone parents before they last became a lone parent or pregnant (see Appendix A: Q55f). The occupations of ex-partners are likely to be of limited relevance to lone parents’ current lives, so it seems reasonable to focus on lone parents’ own occupations. However, one would expect that some lone parents (especially never-married ones) will never have worked.

The question asked in the survey used here differs from the questions asked in surveys such as the General Household Survey; respondents were simply asked to match their past occupation to one of a list of (somewhat vague) occupational categories. Thus it was not clear whether the lone parents’ occupations could be matched to the categories of a standard schema such as Registrar General’s Social Class. For the purposes of this project what was needed was a class measure which distinguished between broad bands of occupations at different levels within the class structure. The occupational categories were therefore recoded into a smaller number of categories (see Appendix B). Five new ‘classes’ (occupational categories) were produced, each containing a reasonable number of respondents; one of the original occupational categories (Other service workers) was recoded as missing since it was not clear with which other occupational category or categories this (small) category belonged. Respondents with occupations in the residual ‘Other’ category, with no occupations, and who answered “Don’t know”, were also recoded as missing.

When examining the different variables available for the analyses in this project, it became evident that the survey had (for relevant respondents) collected a considerable amount of information about the past couple relationships of lone parents. More specifically, one question asked whether the lone parents regretted separating from their ex-partners (Q89; see Appendix A). Since it seems reasonable to assume that feelings about the past may have implications for future plans, the variable derived from this question is used later in this project.

Secondary analysis using the DSS survey
As can be seen from the above, the data collected by the DSS survey to an extent reflect the social policy aims which led to it being carried out. However, the coverage of relevant material is still good, and the data appear to tap the views of lone parents in a way which is adequately consistent with the aims of this project. Having considered the range of questions which Dale et al. (1988) suggest is appropriate for secondary analysts to reflect upon, it seems reasonable to conclude that the data source is, overall, an appropriate one. Perhaps the most obvious limitation of the data with regard to generalizations based upon them is the fact that they were collected in 1989; the socio-economic situations, if not the plans and expectations, of lone parents may have changed markedly over the decade that followed.

Data analyses
Divorced, separated and single (never-married) lone parents

This section starts off by examining differences between divorced, separated and single (never-married) lone parents. Tables 1 and 2 show the relationships between a marital status variable distinguishing between these three groups and the lone parents’ future marital prospects and their preferences regarding future couple relationships. The chi-square statistics for both cross-tabulations are statistically significant (P=0.00000 in each case), and none of the expected frequencies are less than 5. Separated lone parents are less likely to expect to remarry, and more likely to fall into the ‘Other’ category, perhaps indicating an expectation among some separated lone parents that they will re-unite with their ex-partners. The same pattern, though stronger, applies to the preferences of separated lone parents relative to those of divorced and single lone parents.

If one removes the separated lone parents from consideration, analyses of the resulting cross-tabulations contrasting divorced and single lone parents (cross-tabulations not shown) show that their preferences do not differ significantly ((24 =8.24; P=0.08), but that single lone parents are less likely to expect to stay as lone parents ((24 =15.29; P=0.004).

Turning to employment, the proportions of divorced lone parents (54%), separated lone parents (40%) and single lone parents (28%) currently in paid work differ significantly ((22 =77.87; P=0.00000). Table 3 shows the relationship between type of lone parent and preference regarding paid employment, for those lone parents not currently earning money. The relationship is (just) statistically significant ((24 =9.73; P=0.045), and once again it is separated lone parents who appear distinctive, being less likely to want a job now or soon. (Note that two small categories are omitted from Table 3 to ensure the validity of the chi-square statistic). Comparing the Cramer’s V values for Tables 1 to 3 shows the relationship between type of lone parent and work preferences to be weaker than the relationships between type of lone parent and couple relationship expectations/preferences.

Table 4 shows there to be a statistically significant relationship (P=0.00000) between type of lone parent and a preference for more children. On this occasion it is single lone parents who appear distinctive, since they are approximately twice as likely as divorced or separated lone parents to want more children. This may perhaps reflect their ages (younger?), and/or their numbers of existing children (lower?). The Cramer’s V value is similar to those for Tables 1 and 2; type of lone parent appears to be of equal relevance to preferences regarding children and to preferences regarding couple relationships.

Table 5 shows there to be a statistically significant relationship between type of lone parent and satisfaction with current accommodation (P=0.032). The satisfaction variable was recoded to contrast dissatisfaction with satisfaction or indifference (see Appendix B). Single lone parents are more likely to be dissatisfied with their current accommodation, and therefore have a greater incentive to move, though this does not mean that they can do so in practice. (No doubt sizeable proportions of divorced and separated lone parents are still living in their marital homes). Again, the Cramer’s V for this relationship is weak relative to those for Tables 1, 2 and 4. Overall, type of lone parent has some effect on variables relating to work and housing, but is more strongly related to variables relating to couple formation and fertility.

Lone parents and gender
Gender comparisons were made difficult by the small number of lone fathers in the sample, i.e. 66 (4.8%). Lone fathers were significantly more likely than lone mothers to be earning money (63.6% compared to 40.8%; (21 {with Continuity Correction}=12.53; P=0.0004); however, the number of lone fathers who were not earning was really too small (24) for it to be possible to assess whether they were more likely than comparable lone mothers to want a job now or soon as opposed to later or not at all. Lone fathers were not significantly different from lone mothers in terms of dissatisfaction with their current accommodation (12.1% compared to 17.0%; (21 {with Continuity Correction}=0.75; P=0.39).

With regard to future couple relationships, lone fathers were not significantly more likely than lone mothers to expect to marry or cohabit in the next two years, as opposed to staying as a lone parent (26.0% compared to 18.5%; (21 {with Continuity Correction}=1.77; P=0.18); however, lone fathers were significantly more likely to express a preference for marriage or cohabitation (57.4% compared to 42.2%; (21 {with Continuity Correction}=4.23; P=0.040; Cramer’s V=0.064). There was little evidence of a difference between the preferences of lone fathers and lone mothers with respect to further children ((22=0.53; P=0.77).

Thus the only clear-cut gender difference relates to preferences regarding future couple relationships. Arguably lone fathers may feel that they have more to gain from such relationships, both in terms of shared parenting and also in terms of the relationships themselves (contemporary Britain is still a patriarchal society and marriages often reflect this in terms of the balance of benefits to husbands and to wives). 

Lone parents and age
To some extent differences between the three types of lone parent may reflect age differences. (The mean ages of divorced, separated and single lone parents were 36.4 years, 32.9 years and 25.8 years respectively). In order to cross-tabulate the lone parents’ ages against various other variables, it was necessary to recode the age variable into a set of age categories. Six new age categories were created (see Appendix B); the middle four categories relating to five-year age bands from 25-29 to 40-44, and the first and sixth categories corresponding to the youngest and oldest lone parents. (All six categories contained at least 100 lone parents).

Tables 6 and 7 show the relationships between lone parents’ ages and their expectations and preferences regarding couple relationships in the next two years. The expectation and preference variables have been recoded (see Appendix B) to contrast staying as a lone parent with marriage or cohabitation. (The ‘Other’ and ‘Don’t Know’ categories are excluded from these cross-tabulations). It can be seen from Table 6 that the proportion of lone parents expecting to marry or cohabit declines markedly with age, from 30% for those under 25 to 3% for those aged 45 or over. This relationship is statistically significant ((25=51.4; P=0.00000). Table 7 shows a similar but weaker decline (the Cramer’s V values for the two tables being 0.215 and 0.162 respectively). Again, the relationship in Table 7 is statistically significant ((25=31.2; P=0.00001). Together, the two tables show a growing disparity with age between the preferences and expectations of lone parents; more young lone parents would prefer to marry/cohabit than expect to do so (51.2% compared to 30.0%), but the difference is much more marked for the oldest lone parents (22.7% compared to 3.1%).

Rather unsurprisingly, lone parents’ ages are strongly related to whether they want more children (see Table 8; (210=150.2; P=0.00000; Cramer’s V=0.233). No doubt this in part reflects an underlying relationship between age and how many children the lone parents have already. Age is also significantly related to dissatisfaction with current accommodation ((25=12.6; P=0.028; cross-tabulation not shown), which no doubt is linked to the relationship found earlier whereby single lone parents (who are on average relatively young) are more likely to be dissatisfied. (22.6% of lone parents aged under 25 are dissatisfied, compared with 16.2% or less of any other age category).

Younger lone parents are significantly less likely to be earning money ((25=164.5; P=0.00000; cross-tabulation not shown), with 81% of lone parents under 25 not earning as compared to 40% of lone parents aged 45 or more. Table 9, however, shows that it is older lone parents who appear significantly more likely neither to want a job now nor in the future ((210=31.6; P=0.00047). Note that some small cell frequencies and a lack of variation in the percentages in the first column of Table 9 suggest that collapsing this cross-tabulation is advisable; doing this reveals that most of the pattern is tied to the bottom three cells in the third column (collapsed cross-tabulation not shown).

Overall, age can be seen to be an important factor in relation to the various dependent variables used in this project, which flags up the possibility that observed relationships between these dependent variables and some of the other explanatory variables might simply be a reflection of relationships between both sets of variables and age.

Class and lone parents’ future lives

The relationships between class (more specifically, the five new categories discussed earlier) and the various dependent variables were examined. In relation to future couple relationships, class was not significantly related either to whether lone parents expected or to whether they preferred to marry/cohabit rather than stay as a lone parent. ((24=2.40; P=0.66, and (24=2.37; P=0.67). Similarly, class was not significantly related to a desire for more children ((28=5.2; P=0.73).

Perhaps unsurprisingly, lone parents towards the top of the class structure are most likely to be earning money, this being the case for 75.8% of lone parents in the highest class but only 35.2% of lone parents in the lowest class ((24=64.5; P=0.0000; cross-tabulation not shown). It also appears as if among lone parents currently not earning those in the higher classes are more likely to want a job now or soon as opposed to in the future or never, but this pattern is not statistically significant ((24=5.69; P>0.05). Table 10 shows the relationship between class and whether or not lone parents were dissatisfied with their current accommodation; the standard chi-square statistic for this cross-tabulation is not significant (P=0.09), but the linear-by-linear association chi-square statistic is significant (P=0.02). Thus it would appear that the level of dissatisfaction with current accommodation rises as one moves down the class structure (from 8.4% in the top class to 19.8% in the bottom class). Of course, a greater incentive to move house for lone parents towards the bottom of the class structure may be accompanied by a lack of ability to do so.

Overall, class only seems relevant to those aspects of lone parents’ (future) lives which are in some sense socio-economic, i.e. employment and housing. Aspirations and expectations regarding coupledom and fertility seems to be reasonably consistent throughout the class structure.

Future preferences and feelings about past relationships
Table 11 shows the relationship between lone parents’ preferences regarding couple formation in the next two years and their feelings about breaking up with their ex-partners. The relationship is statistically significant (P=0.00000). However, some of the expected frequencies are less than 5, though sufficiently few that the chi-square statistic is still valid. Within this project space does not permit a detailed examination of this cross-tabulation; it contains a number of patterns which should really be subjected to more focused chi-square tests. However, taking the observed patterns at face value, it appears that lone parents who wish that they and their partner had stayed together disproportionately tend to answer ‘Other’, suggesting that this category may indeed reflect an expressed desire to reunite with one’s ex-partner. Conversely, those lone parents who are glad about their break-up seem disproportionately likely to want to stay as lone parents. Those who had no say in the break-up appear most likely to want to (re-)marry/cohabit. The Cramer’s V value of 0.132 highlights the fairly strong relationship between feelings about past and future relationships.

Future preferences in combination: children and couple relationships

It seems likely that the different dimensions of lone parents’ plans and preferences for the future are not unrelated. Table 12 shows there to be a statistically significant relationship between the desire for more children and future preferences regarding marriage/cohabitation status ((28=152.5; P=0.00000). Most (though by no means all) lone parents who want more children want to marry/cohabit within the next two years (60.0%), whereas most lone parents who do not want further children would prefer to stay as lone parents (57.6%).

It has already been shown that both the desire for more children and future preferences regarding couple relationships are significantly related to age. Given the significant relationship between these two preferences found in Table 12, it seems relevant to ask whether the relationship between age and future couple relationship preferences is simply a reflection of the declining orientation towards further children with increasing age. This question can be answered using a three-way cross-tabulation of age by future couple relationship preference broken down by attitude to having more children. Table 13 is a cross-tabulation of this sort, with the recoded column variable contrasting a preference for staying as a lone parent with a preference for marrying/cohabiting, and the layer variable producing separate cross-tabulations for lone parents who want further children and lone parents who do not want further children.

The cross-tabulation for lone parents who want further children contains a borderline statistically significant relationship ((25=11.0; P=0.051). Three of the cells also have low expected frequencies. However, the statistically significant linear-by-linear association chi-square statistic ((21=5.42; P=0.020), plus a reasonably clear trend in the percentages, suggest that the proportion of lone parents preferring to stay as lone parents increases with age.

The cross-tabulation for lone parents who do not want further children is more clear-cut. The relationship in the cross-tabulation is not statistically significant ((25=5.73; P=0.33), and neither the Cramer’s V value (0.0835) nor the pattern of percentages suggest that there is any relationship between age and a preference for marrying/cohabiting as opposed to staying as a lone parent. Thus it can be seen that much of the original decline with increasing age in the proportion of lone parents with a preference for marrying/cohabiting reflected an underlying decline with increasing age in the proportion of lone parents who wanted more children, rather than reflecting an effect of age per se. Younger lone parents who want no further children are no more likely than older lone parents who want no further children to want to marry/cohabit. It appears that for some people having children is the primary motivation for wanting to live with a partner!

To stay as a lone parent or to marry/cohabit? A multivariate analysis
One approach to elaborating upon the previous analyses would be to examine additional three-way cross-tabulations, for example to see whether a third variable could explain some or all of an observed relationship between two other variables. However, if one reduces the future marital preferences variable (Q84b) to a binary distinction between staying as a lone parent and marrying/cohabiting (within the next two years), then this binary variable can be used as the dependent variable within a logistic regression analysis, within which the effects of a number of explanatory variables can be examined, net of (controlling for) each other. In the preceding analyses five factors have been found to affect future marital preferences, namely type of lone parent (divorced, separated or single), sex, age, attitude to the break-up with one’s ex-partner and attitude to having further children. While each of these factors is significantly related to future marital preferences within a bivariate analysis, it remains to be seen whether each factor has a net effect when the other four factors have been controlled for.

Table 14 contains output from a logistic regression analysis including the five explanatory factors, plus, as a sixth explanatory factor, the number of people living in the lone parent’s household (this being intended to act as a {very crude} indicator for the number of children that the lone parent has). 208 of the 1,389 lone parents were excluded from the analysis, 206 because they answered ‘Other’ or ‘Don’t Know’ to the future marital preferences question (Q84b), and 2 because they did not provide information on household size (Q3). The explanatory variables were entered into the logistic regression in such a fashion that for each of the categorical explanatory variables the second and later categories were all compared to the first category. For example, the second effect corresponding to the type of lone parent (i.e. Q1(2), for which the magnitude of the effect is Exp(B)=0.6014), compares the third category for this variable, single lone parents, with the first category, divorced lone parents. The lone parent’s age and the size of their household were included as interval-level (i.e. not categorical) explanatory variables.

All six explanatory factors had significant effects, even when the other five factors had been controlled for. (The significance values can be seen to be as follows: P=0.0016; P=0.0164; P=0.0003; P=0.0000; P=0.0009; P=0.0100). Lone parents who do not want further children have lower odds of preferring to marry/cohabit than those who do want further children (Exp(B)=0.2436). However, the effect of an additional person in the lone parent’s household is to reduce the odds of preferring to marry/cohabit by a factor of Exp(B)=0.8657, so it appears that having more children may be linked to lower odds of preferring to marry/cohabit.

Each additional year of age reduces the odds of a lone parent preferring to marry/cohabit by a factor of Exp(B)=0.9651. The odds of a lone mother preferring to marry/cohabit are less than half of the odds of a lone father preferring to marry/cohabit (Exp(B)=0.4724). The odds of a lone parent who wishes that they had stayed with their ex-partner preferring to marry/cohabit are nearly three times as high as the odds for a lone parent who is glad that they left their ex-partner (Exp(B)=2.8233).

The bivariate analysis in Table 2 suggested that divorced and single lone parents had similar preferences for marrying/cohabiting, with separated lone parents appearing less positively orientated towards (re-)marrying or cohabiting. However, once the other explanatory factors have been controlled for, the odds of a single lone parent favouring marriage/cohabitation are significantly lower than the odds of a divorced lone parent favouring marriage/cohabitation (Exp(B)=0.6014). It seems likely that the reason that this difference was not visible in Table 2 is that single lone parents are younger, more likely to want more children, etc. Once these characteristics of single lone parents have been taken account of, they seem less orientated towards marriage/cohabitation in the next two years than divorced lone parents are!

Conclusion and evaluation
This project has shown that age is a crucial factor affecting lone parents’ plans for and expectations of the future. Entangled with age is the likelihood of wanting further children; this inclination declines with age but has an effect on lone parents’ orientations towards marriage/cohabitation which is over and above the effect of age. Also related to age, but again having a distinctive effect on preferences, is whether a lone parent is divorced, separated or single. Separated lone parents appear different to both divorced lone parents and single lone parents; one wonders whether this reflects the (typically shorter?) duration that they have spend as a lone parent and/or the recentness of the break-up with their ex-partner. Using the time spent as a lone parent as a further explanatory factor might be an interesting extension to this project.

Gender differences might have been easier to examine and establish if lone fathers had constituted a greater proportion of all lone parents. It is for this reason that this project did not examine the effects of ‘race’/ethnicity; the number of minority ethnic lone parents in the sample was small, and minority ethnic groups cannot be justifiably treated as homogeneous in research on family-related issues. Class differences seemed to be relatively unimportant; however, had the emphasis of the project been more towards socio-economic aspects of lone parents’ lives this might not have been so much the case.

Arguably this project is less conceptually coherent than it might have been; the use of existing literature to identify a range of dependent variables and explanatory factors led to a project which is reasonably wide-ranging but perhaps less tightly tied to a clear theme or ‘story’ than it might have been. Secondary analysis of survey data as a research method may also be inclined to lead to a rather fragmentary picture of lone parents’ plans for the future; a small number of in-depth, qualitative (life history?) interviews might give a more coherent and holistic insight into how lone parents view the future and what they see as important. It is perhaps also worth noting that the data source used did not allow a comparison between the factors which are important to lone parents’ plans and the factors which are important to other people’s plans.
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Appendix A: Questions from the survey used in this project

Q1. Please can you tell me which of the answers on this card applies to you?


MARRIED AND LIVING WITH HUSBAND / WIFE
1


LIVING WITH PARTNER




2


MARRIED - HUSBAND/WIFE TEMPORARILY



ABSENT OR IN PRISON



3


DIVORCED






4


SEPARATED






5


SINGLE (NEVER MARRIED)



6


WIDOWED






7

Q3. How many people are there living permanently in this household, including yourself?

[Q4b1. Respondent’s age last birthday]

[Q4c. Respondent’s sex]

Q33a. How satisfied are you with your present accommodation?


VERY SATISFIED





1


FAIRLY SATISFIED





2


NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED

3


FAIRLY DISSATISFIED




4


VERY DISSATISFIED




5


DON’T KNOW





6

Q34a. (I am now going to ask you about your employment. I would like you to think about any money you earn, whether or not the earnings are declared to the Department of Social Security). Are you earning any money?


YES

1


NO

2

Q44a. [Asked to all not working]. Which of these on the card best describes your situation at the moment?


I WOULD LIKE A JOB NOW OR SOON




1


I WOULD LIKE A JOB IN THE FUTURE BUT NOT NOW

2


I DO NOT WANT A JOB EITHER NOW OR IN THE FUTURE

3


I ALREADY HAVE A JOB, I AM WAITING TO START


4


DON’T KNOW







5

Q55f. [Introduction to Q55e: Can we now go back to before you last became a lone parent/pregnant]. And from the card, what was your occupation at that time?


PROFESSIONAL, BUSINESS EXECUTIVE, MANAGER OR


EMPLOYER IN INDUSTRY OR GOVERNMENT



1


TEACHER, NURSE, POLICE, TECHNICIAN,


OTHER SKILLED NON-MANUAL WORKER


         
2


CLERICAL, SECRETARIAL, OFFICE WORK



3


RETAIL SALES, SHOP, WAITER/WAITRESS IN RESTAURANT


HOTEL, PUBLIC HOUSE, CANTEEN




4


OTHER SERVICE WORKER - CARING FOR OTHERS


5


FOREMAN, SUPERVISOR, SKILLED MANUAL WORKER

6


SEMI-SKILLED MANUAL WORKER (e.g. SEWING MACHINIST


LABORATORY ASSISTANT)





7


DOMESTIC WORKER/CLEANER





8


UNSKILLED MANUAL WORKER





9


OTHER (Specify)







0


(DON’T KNOW)







(-1)

 

Q84a. Thinking about the next 2 years, do you think it is likely that you will ......


STAY AS A LONE PARENT

1


(RE-) MARRY



2


LIVE WITH ANOTHER PARTNER

3


OTHER (specify)



4


DON’T KNOW



5

Q84b. And in the next 2 years would you prefer to ......


STAY AS A LONE PARENT

1


(RE-) MARRY



2


LIVE WITH ANOTHER PARTNER

3


OTHER (specify)



4


DON’T KNOW



5

Q84c. Would you like to have any more children?


YES


1


NO


2


DON’T KNOW
3

Q89. Finally, looking at this card I would like you to think about your time as a lone parent and tell me which of these best describes what you feel now about the break up with your partner?


I AM GLAD I DIDN’T STAY WITH MY PARTNER


    1 


I WISH I HAD STAYED WITH MY PARTNER



    2


I DID NOT HAVE ANY SAY IN THE BREAK UP WITH MY PARTNER   3


I WISH MY PARTNER HAD STAYED WITH ME


    
    4


I AM GLAD MY PARTNER LEFT





    5


(DID NOT BREAK UP/NOT APPLICABLE)



    6


(DON’T KNOW)







    7

Appendix B: Recoding of variables (commands as pasted to a SPSS syntax window)

RECODE

  q55f

  (3=2)  (4=3)  (MISSING=SYSMIS)  (5=SYSMIS)  (0=SYSMIS)  (-1=SYSMIS) 

  (1 thru 2=1)  (6 thru 7=4)  (8 thru 9=5)  INTO  class2 .

EXECUTE .

RECODE

  q33a

  (4 thru 5=1)  (ELSE=2)  INTO  q33av2 .

EXECUTE .

RECODE

  q4b1

  (Lowest thru 24=1)  (25 thru 29=2)  (30 thru 34=3)  (35 thru 39=4)  

  (40 thru 44=5)  (45 thru Highest=6)  INTO  q4b1v2 .

EXECUTE .

RECODE

  q84a q84b

  (1=1)  (2 thru 3=2)  (ELSE=SYSMIS)  INTO  q84av3  q84bv3 .

EXECUTE .

TABLE 1

Q84A  FUTURE MARITAL PROSPECTS  by  Q1  MARITAL STATUS

                    Q1

            Count  |

           Col Pct |DIVORCED SEPARATE SINGLE

                   |         D                   Row

                   |     4  |     5  |     6  | Total

Q84A       --------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |   424  |   173  |   305  |   902

  STAY LONE PARENT |  69.1  |  65.3  |  59.8  |  64.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                2  |    57  |    10  |    43  |   110

  (RE)-MARRY       |   9.3  |   3.8  |   8.4  |   7.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    36  |    16  |    47  |    99

  COHABITATE       |   5.9  |   6.0  |   9.2  |   7.1

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                4  |     4  |    16  |     7  |    27

  OTHER            |    .7  |   6.0  |   1.4  |   1.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                5  |    93  |    50  |   108  |   251

  DONT KNOW        |  15.1  |  18.9  |  21.2  |  18.1

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     614      265      510     1389

             Total    44.2     19.1     36.7    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         50.68058           8                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -    5.151

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------   



------------

Cramer's V                        .13507                              .00000

TABLE 2

Q84B  FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCES  by  Q1  MARITAL STATUS

                    Q1

            Count  |

           Col Pct |DIVORCED SEPARATE SINGLE

                   |         D                   Row

                   |     4  |     5  |     6  | Total

Q84B       --------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |   304  |   132  |   239  |   675

  STAY LONE PARENT |  49.5  |  49.8  |  46.9  |  48.6

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                2  |   142  |    38  |   142  |   322

  (RE)-MARRY       |  23.1  |  14.3  |  27.8  |  23.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    90  |    31  |    65  |   186

  COHABITATE       |  14.7  |  11.7  |  12.7  |  13.4

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                4  |     7  |    25  |    14  |    46

  OTHER            |   1.1  |   9.4  |   2.7  |   3.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                5  |    71  |    39  |    50  |   160

  DONT KNOW        |  11.6  |  14.7  |   9.8  |  11.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     614      265      510     1389

             Total    44.2     19.1     36.7    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         58.56872           8                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -    8.776

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .14520                              .00000

TABLE 3

Q44A  PRESENT EMPLOYMENT SITUATION  by  Q1  MARITAL STATUS

                    Q1

            Count  |

           Col Pct |DIVORCED SEPARATE SINGLE

                   |         D                   Row

                   |     4  |     5  |     6  | Total

Q44A       --------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |    82  |    31  |   114  |   227

  JOB NOW OR SOON  |  30.4  |  20.7  |  31.9  |  29.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                2  |   172  |   105  |   227  |   504

  IN FUTURE BUT NO |  63.7  |  70.0  |  63.6  |  64.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    16  |    14  |    16  |    46

  NEITHER NOW NOR  |   5.9  |   9.3  |   4.5  |   5.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     270      150      357      777

             Total    34.7     19.3     45.9    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                          9.73315           4                  .04517

Minimum Expected Frequency -    8.880

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .07914                              .04517

TABLE 4

Q84C  MORE CHILDREN  by  Q1  MARITAL STATUS

                    Q1

            Count  |

           Col Pct |DIVORCED SEPARATE SINGLE

                   |         D                   Row

                   |     4  |     5  |     6  | Total

Q84C       --------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |   103  |    49  |   188  |   340

  YES              |  16.8  |  18.5  |  36.9  |  24.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                2  |   474  |   200  |   288  |   962

  NO               |  77.2  |  75.5  |  56.5  |  69.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    37  |    16  |    34  |    87

  DONT KNOW        |   6.0  |   6.0  |   6.7  |   6.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     614      265      510     1389

             Total    44.2     19.1     36.7    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         70.03847           4                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -   16.598

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .15878                              .00000

TABLE 5

Q33AV2  (RECODED SATISFACTION WITH PRESENT ACCOMMODATION)  by  Q1  MARITAL STATUS

                    Q1

            Count  |

           Col Pct |DIVORCED SEPARATE SINGLE

                   |         D                   Row

                   |     4  |     5  |     6  | Total

Q33AV2     --------+--------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |    89  |    41  |   103  |   233

  DISSATISFIED     |  14.5  |  15.5  |  20.2  |  16.8

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             2.00  |   525  |   224  |   407  |  1156

  NOT DISSAT’D     |  85.5  |  84.5  |  79.8  |  83.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     614      265      510     1389

             Total    44.2     19.1     36.7    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                          6.88397           2                  .03200

Minimum Expected Frequency -   44.453

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------  



------------

Cramer's V                        .07040                              .03200

TABLE 6

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q84AV3  (RECODED FUTURE MARITAL PROSPECTS)

                    Q84AV3

            Count  |

           Row Pct |STAY AS  MARRY/

                   |LONE P.  COHABIT    Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00| Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |   173  |    74  |   247

  UNDER 25         |  70.0  |  30.0  |  22.2

                   +--------+--------+

             2.00  |   175  |    48  |   223

  25-29            |  78.5  |  21.5  |  20.1

                   +--------+--------+

             3.00  |   181  |    50  |   231

  30-34            |  78.4  |  21.6  |  20.8

                   +--------+--------+

             4.00  |   136  |    19  |   155

  35-39            |  87.7  |  12.3  |  14.0

                   +--------+--------+

             5.00  |   143  |    15  |   158

  40-44            |  90.5  |   9.5  |  14.2

                   +--------+--------+

             6.00  |    94  |     3  |    97

  45 OR MORE       |  96.9  |   3.1  |   8.7

                   +--------+--------+

            Column     902      209     1111

             Total    81.2     18.8    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         51.42027           5                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -   18.248

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .21513                              .00000

TABLE 7

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q84BV3  (RECODED FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCES)

                    Q84BV3       

            Count  |

           Row Pct |STAY AS  MARRY/

                   |LONE P.  COHABIT    Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00| Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |   137  |   144  |   281

  UNDER 25         |  48.8  |  51.2  |  23.8

                   +--------+--------+

             2.00  |   129  |   123  |   252

  25-29            |  51.2  |  48.8  |  21.3

                   +--------+--------+

             3.00  |   139  |    94  |   233

  30-34            |  59.7  |  40.3  |  19.7

                   +--------+--------+

             4.00  |    97  |    69  |   166

  35-39            |  58.4  |  41.6  |  14.0

                   +--------+--------+

             5.00  |    98  |    56  |   154

  40-44            |  63.6  |  36.4  |  13.0

                   +--------+--------+

             6.00  |    75  |    22  |    97

  45 OR MORE       |  77.3  |  22.7  |   8.2

                   +--------+--------+

            Column     675      508     1183

             Total    57.1     42.9    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         31.19119           5                  .00001

Minimum Expected Frequency -   41.653

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .16238                              .00001

TABLE 8

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q84C  MORE CHILDREN

                    Q84C

            Count  |

           Row Pct |YES      NO       DONT KNO

                   |                  W          Row

                   |     1  |     2  |     3  | Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |   132  |   169  |    26  |   327

  UNDER 25         |  40.4  |  51.7  |   8.0  |  23.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             2.00  |    99  |   164  |    22  |   285

  25-29            |  34.7  |  57.5  |   7.7  |  20.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             3.00  |    65  |   192  |    19  |   276

  30-34            |  23.6  |  69.6  |   6.9  |  19.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             4.00  |    23  |   170  |    11  |   204

  35-39            |  11.3  |  83.3  |   5.4  |  14.7

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             5.00  |    16  |   164  |     5  |   185

  40-44            |   8.6  |  88.6  |   2.7  |  13.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             6.00  |     5  |   103  |     4  |   112

  45 OR MORE       |   4.5  |  92.0  |   3.6  |   8.1

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     340      962       87     1389

             Total    24.5     69.3      6.3    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                        150.23118          10                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -    7.015

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------   



------------

Cramer's V                        .23255                              .00000

TABLE 9

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q44A  PRESENT EMPLOYMENT SITUATION

                    Q44A                

            Count  |

           Row Pct |JOB NOW  FUTURE   NEITH. NOW 

                   |OR SOON  NOT NOW  NOR FUT.   Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00|    3.00| Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |    77  |   169  |    10  |   256

  UNDER 25         |  30.1  |  66.0  |   3.9  |  32.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             2.00  |    51  |   126  |     9  |   186

  25-29            |  27.4  |  67.7  |   4.8  |  23.9

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             3.00  |    48  |   104  |     4  |   156

  30-34            |  30.8  |  66.7  |   2.6  |  20.1

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             4.00  |    24  |    49  |     6  |    79

  35-39            |  30.4  |  62.0  |   7.6  |  10.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             5.00  |    16  |    35  |     8  |    59

  40-44            |  27.1  |  59.3  |  13.6  |   7.6

                   +--------+--------+--------+

             6.00  |    11  |    21  |     9  |    41

  45 OR MORE       |  26.8  |  51.2  |  22.0  |   5.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     227      504       46      777

             Total    29.2     64.9      5.9    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         31.60433          10                  .00047

Minimum Expected Frequency -    2.427

Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 -     3 of    18 ( 16.7%)

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .14261                              .00047

TABLE 10

CLASS2  (RECODED PAST OCCUPATION)  by  Q33AV2  (RECODED SATISFACTION WITH PRES. ACCOM.)

                    Q33AV2       

            Count  |

           Row Pct |DISSAT-  NOT DIS-

                   |ISFIED   SATISF’D  Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00| Total

CLASS2     --------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |     8  |    87  |    95

PROF./SKILLED      |   8.4  |  91.6  |  12.0

NON-MANUAL         +--------+--------+

             2.00  |    22  |   142  |   164

ROUTINE NON-       |  13.4  |  86.6  |  20.8

MANUAL             +--------+--------+

             3.00  |    40  |   173  |   213

SALES, ETC.        |  18.8  |  81.2  |  27.0

                   +--------+--------+

             4.00  |    21  |   115  |   136

SKILLED/SEMI-SK.   |  15.4  |  84.6  |  17.2

MANUAL             +--------+--------+

             5.00  |    36  |   146  |   182

UNSKILLED          |  19.8  |  80.2  |  23.0

                   +--------+--------+

            Column     127      663      790

             Total    16.1     83.9    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                          8.03250           4                  .09040

Linear-by-Linear                 5.32858           1                  .02098

      Association

Minimum Expected Frequency -   15.272

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .10084                              .09040

TABLE 11

Q84B  FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCES  by  Q89  FEELING ABOUT BREAK UP

                    Q89                                     Page 1 of 2

            Count  |

           Col Pct |GLAD     WISH STA HAD NO S WISH PAR GLAD PAR

                   |         YED      AY       T STAYED T  LEFT    Row

                   |     1  |     2  |     3  |     4  |     5  | Total

Q84B       --------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |   375  |    16  |    47  |    25  |   115  |   675

  STAY LONE PARENT |  52.5  |  27.1  |  44.3  |  40.3  |  48.7  |  48.6

                   +--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

                2  |   158  |    18  |    30  |    15  |    52  |   322

  (RE)-MARRY       |  22.1  |  30.5  |  28.3  |  24.2  |  22.0  |  23.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    97  |     7  |    19  |     9  |    36  |   186

  COHABITATE       |  13.6  |  11.9  |  17.9  |  14.5  |  15.3  |  13.4

                   +--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

                4  |    11  |     8  |     2  |     8  |     6  |    46

  OTHER            |   1.5  |  13.6  |   1.9  |  12.9  |   2.5  |   3.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

                5  |    73  |    10  |     8  |     5  |    27  |   160

  DONT KNOW        |  10.2  |  16.9  |   7.5  |   8.1  |  11.4  |  11.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+

            Column     714       59      106       62      236     1389

(Continued)  Total    51.4      4.2      7.6      4.5     17.0    100.0

                    Q89          Page 2 of 2

            Count  |

           Col Pct |NOT APPL DONT KNO

                   |IC       W          Row

                   |     6  |     7  | Total

Q84B       --------+--------+--------+

                1  |    59  |    38  |   675

  STAY LONE PARENT |  43.7  |  49.4  |  48.6

                   +--------+--------+

                2  |    42  |     7  |   322

  (RE)-MARRY       |  31.1  |   9.1  |  23.2

                   +--------+--------+

                3  |    11  |     7  |   186

  COHABITATE       |   8.1  |   9.1  |  13.4

                   +--------+--------+

                4  |     7  |     4  |    46

  OTHER            |   5.2  |   5.2  |   3.3

                   +--------+--------+

                5  |    16  |    21  |   160

  DONT KNOW        |  11.9  |  27.3  |  11.5

                   +--------+--------+

            Column     135       77     1389

             Total     9.7      5.5    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         96.65494          24                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -    1.954

Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 -     5 of    35 ( 14.3%)

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .13190                              .00000

TABLE 12

Q84B  FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCES  by  Q84C  MORE CHILDREN

                    Q84C                  

            Count  |

           Col Pct |YES      NO       DONT KNO

                   |                  W          Row

                   |     1  |     2  |     3  | Total

Q84B       --------+--------+--------+--------+

                1  |    97  |   554  |    24  |   675

  STAY LONE PARENT |  28.5  |  57.6  |  27.6  |  48.6

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                2  |   140  |   157  |    25  |   322

  (RE)-MARRY       |  41.2  |  16.3  |  28.7  |  23.2

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                3  |    64  |   111  |    11  |   186

  COHABITATE       |  18.8  |  11.5  |  12.6  |  13.4

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                4  |    13  |    29  |     4  |    46

  OTHER            |   3.8  |   3.0  |   4.6  |   3.3

                   +--------+--------+--------+

                5  |    26  |   111  |    23  |   160

  DONT KNOW        |   7.6  |  11.5  |  26.4  |  11.5

                   +--------+--------+--------+

            Column     340      962       87     1389

             Total    24.5     69.3      6.3    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                        152.45696           8                  .00000

Minimum Expected Frequency -    2.881

Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 -     1 of    15 (  6.7%)

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .23427                              .00000

TABLE 13a

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q84BV3  (RECODED FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCE)

Controlling for..

Q84C  MORE CHILDREN  Value = 1  YES

                    Q84BV3       

            Count  |

           Row Pct |STAY AS  MARRY/

                   |LONE P.  COHABIT    Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00| Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |    31  |    87  |   118

  UNDER 25         |  26.3  |  73.7  |  39.2

                   +--------+--------+

             2.00  |    31  |    59  |    90

  25-29            |  34.4  |  65.6  |  29.9

                   +--------+--------+

             3.00  |    19  |    35  |    54

  30-34            |  35.2  |  64.8  |  17.9

                   +--------+--------+

             4.00  |     5  |    16  |    21

  35-39            |  23.8  |  76.2  |   7.0

                   +--------+--------+

             5.00  |     7  |     6  |    13

  40-44            |  53.8  |  46.2  |   4.3

                   +--------+--------+

             6.00  |     4  |     1  |     5

  45 OR MORE       |  80.0  |  20.0  |   1.7

                   +--------+--------+

            Column      97      204      301

             Total    32.2     67.8    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                         11.02340           5                  .05092

Linear-by-Linear                 5.41884           1                  .01992

      Association

Minimum Expected Frequency -    1.611

Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 -     3 of    12 ( 25.0%)

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .19137                              .05092

TABLE 13b

Q4B1V2  (RECODED AGE)  by  Q84BV3  (RECODED FUTURE STATUS PREFERENCE)

Controlling for..

Q84C  MORE CHILDREN  Value = 2  NO

                    Q84BV3       

            Count  |

           Row Pct |STAY AS  MARRY/

                   |LONE P.  COHABIT    Row

                   |    1.00|    2.00| Total

Q4B1V2     --------+--------+--------+

             1.00  |    95  |    48  |   143

  UNDER 25         |  66.4  |  33.6  |  17.4

                   +--------+--------+

             2.00  |    92  |    54  |   146

  25-29            |  63.0  |  37.0  |  17.8

                   +--------+--------+

             3.00  |   116  |    51  |   167

  30-34            |  69.5  |  30.5  |  20.3

                   +--------+--------+

             4.00  |    90  |    47  |   137

  35-39            |  65.7  |  34.3  |  16.7

                   +--------+--------+

             5.00  |    91  |    47  |   138

  40-44            |  65.9  |  34.1  |  16.8

                   +--------+--------+

             6.00  |    70  |    21  |    91

  45 OR MORE       |  76.9  |  23.1  |  11.1

                   +--------+--------+

            Column     554      268      822

             Total    67.4     32.6    100.0

      Chi-Square                  Value           DF               Significance

--------------------          -----------        ----              ------------

Pearson                          5.73279           5                  .33309

Minimum Expected Frequency -   29.669

                                                                    Approximate

     Statistic                    Value 



Significance

--------------------            ---------    


------------

Cramer's V                        .08351                              .33309

TABLE 14

LOGISTIC REGRESSION OUTPUT
Number of selected cases:                 1389

Number rejected because of missing data:  208

Number of cases included in the analysis: 1181

                                 Parameter

                   Value   Freq  Coding

                                   (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)

Q89

 GLAD                  1    630   .000   .000   .000   .000   .000   .000

 WISH STAYED           2     40  1.000   .000   .000   .000   .000   .000

 HAD NO SAY            3     96   .000  1.000   .000   .000   .000   .000

 WISH PART STAYED      4     49   .000   .000  1.000   .000   .000   .000

 GLAD PART  LEFT       5    203   .000   .000   .000  1.000   .000   .000

 NOT APPLIC            6    111   .000   .000   .000   .000  1.000   .000

 DONT KNOW             7     52   .000   .000   .000   .000   .000  1.000

Q1

 DIVORCED              4    536   .000   .000

 SEPARATED             5    200  1.000   .000

 SINGLE                6    445   .000  1.000

Q84C

 YES                   1    301   .000   .000

 NO                    2    821  1.000   .000

 DONT KNOW             3     59   .000  1.000

SEX

 MALE                  1     54   .000

 FEMALE                2   1127  1.000

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------    

Variable           B      S.E.     Wald    df      Sig       R   Exp(B)     

Q1                              12.9116     2    .0016   .0743              

 Q1(1)        -.5825     .1906   9.3418     1    .0022  -.0674    .5585     

 Q1(2)        -.5085     .1775   8.2098     1    .0042  -.0620    .6014     

SEX(1)        -.7500     .3125   5.7616     1    .0164  -.0483    .4724     

Q4B1          -.0355     .0098  13.1854     1    .0003  -.0832    .9651     

Q84C                            88.6405     2    .0000   .2290              

 Q84C(1)     -1.4121     .1556  82.3168     1    .0000  -.2231    .2436     

 Q84C(2)      -.2171     .3094    .4925     1    .4828   .0000    .8048     

Q89                             22.7053     6    .0009   .0814              

 Q89(1)       1.0379     .3611   8.2601     1    .0041   .0623   2.8233     

 Q89(2)        .7085     .2384   8.8356     1    .0030   .0651   2.0310     

 Q89(3)        .4442     .3261   1.8552     1    .1732   .0000   1.5592     

 Q89(4)        .1750     .1768    .9793     1    .3224   .0000   1.1912     

 Q89(5)        .2026     .2327    .7577     1    .3840   .0000   1.2245     

 Q89(6)       -.6980     .3483   4.0162     1    .0451  -.0353    .4976     

Q3            -.1443     .0560   6.6406     1    .0100  -.0536    .8657     

Constant      3.1375     .5387  33.9274     1    .0000                      
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