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INCOME DYNAMICS IN COUPLES AND THE 

DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE AND COHABITATION*

MATTHIJS KALMIJN, ANNEKE LOEVE, AND DORIEN MANTING

Several studies have shown that a wife’s strong (socio)economic position is associated with an 
increase in the risk of divorce. Less is known about such effects for cohabiting relationships. Using a 
unique and large-scale sample of administrative records from The Netherlands, we analyze the link 
between couples’ income dynamics and union dissolution for married and cohabiting unions over a 
10-year period. We fi nd negative effects of household income on separation and positive effects of the 
woman’s relative income, in line with earlier studies. The shape of the effect of the woman’s relative 
income, however, depends on the type of union. Movements away from income equality toward a male-
dominant pattern tend to increase the dissolution risk for cohabiting couples, whereas they reduce the 
dissolution risk for married couples. Movements away from income equality toward a female-dominant 
pattern (reverse specialization) increase the dissolution risks for both marriage and cohabitation. The 
fi ndings suggest that equality is more protective for cohabitation, whereas specialization is more pro-
tective for marriage, although only when it fi ts a traditional pattern. Finally, we fi nd that the stabiliz-
ing effects of income equality are more pronounced early in the marriage and that income equality also 
reduces the dissolution risk for same-sex couples. 

here is growing evidence on the importance of wife’s economic independence for the 
dissolution of marriage. Studies have generally found that the risk of divorce is increased 
when the wife is working for pay and when the wife works more hours (Becker, Landes, 
and Michael 1977; Blossfeld and Muller 2002; Bracher et al. 1993; Cherlin 1979; De Rose 
1992; Heckert, Nowak, and Snyder 1998; Jalovaara 2003; Manting and Loeve 2004; Poort-
man and Kalmijn 2002; South 2001; Von Gostomski, Hartmann, and Kopp 1998; Wagner 
1993). The evidence is found both in the United States and in Europe. Theoretically, these 
effects are most often interpreted in terms of reduced specialization gains on the one hand 
and lower fi nancial exit costs on the other hand (Becker 1981; Cherlin 1979, 1992; Op-
penheimer 1997; Schoen et al. 2002).

Although the number of studies examining the link between women’s socioeconomic 
position and divorce has increased greatly in recent years, important gaps in our knowledge 
remain. First, most of the evidence applies to the effect of the wife’s labor force participa-
tion and—largely because of longitudinal data limitations—fewer studies have examined 
effects of partners’ dynamic income levels. Hence, the evidence for relative income effects 
on separation so far is less consistent than the evidence for the effect of wife’s employment 
(Rogers 2004). Some studies have found a clear positive effect of the wife’s income share 
on divorce (Heckert et al. 1998; Jalovaara 2003; Liu and Vikat 2004); some authors have 
found an inverted U-shaped effect, with high levels of divorce occurring when husbands 
and wives have equal incomes (Rogers 2004); yet other authors have found a U-shaped 
effect of wife’s income on separation, with high levels of divorce occurring when the wife 
has a low or a very high income (Ono 1998).

Second, we know little about economic infl uences on the dissolution of cohabiting re-
lationships. An increasing number of unmarried couples live together, and these unions are 
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known to be very unstable (Brines and Joyner 1999; Manting 1994b). Knowledge about the 
causes of this instability is limited, and theories about economic specialization and indepen-
dence have rarely been tested for these relationships. A related gap is that we know little 
about whether economic theories of divorce apply to all couples or whether they are true 
only under certain conditions. This is especially important in light of recent and older criti-
cisms of the economic theory. Several authors, for example, have emphasized the benefi ts 
of similarity and role sharing as opposed to the benefi ts of specialization and differentia-
tion (Brines and Joyner 1999; Nock 1995; Oppenheimer 1997; Rogers 2004; Simpson and 
England 1981). Following these criticisms, one could argue that economic specialization in 
marriage is positive for some relationships but actually detrimental to other relationships.

In line with these criticisms, a few recent studies have suggested that the validity of 
economic theories is indeed conditional. Brines and Joyner have compared cohabiting and 
married unions and have shown that the number of hours the woman works has a positive 
effect on divorce—in line with economic theory—but a negative effect on the dissolution of 
cohabiting unions (Brines and Joyner 1999). Several studies have also shown that the effects 
of wife’s employment are more modest in more recent periods than in older periods (Bracher 
et al. 1993; Poortman and Kalmijn 2002). In contrast to these fi ndings, South (2001) found 
that for the United States, the effect of wife’s employment on divorce   increases over time. 
Studies have also interacted wife’s economic characteristics with  couple’s value orienta-
tions, and in particular with women’s gender norms, the idea being that in more egalitarian 
couples, the effects of wife’s labor force participation on separation would not be detrimental 
to marriage. This idea has been corroborated in some studies (e.g., Kalmijn, De Graaf, and 
Poortman 2004) but not in others (e.g., Sayer and Bianchi 2000).

In this article, we examine whether the relative income position of the wife has a dif-
ferent effect for the dissolution risk of cohabiting couples than for the dissolution risk of 
married couples. More specifi cally, we test the hypothesis that specialization is stabilizing 
for married couples, whereas an egalitarian income pattern is stabilizing for cohabiting cou-
ples. In doing this, we replicate an earlier study on this topic for the United States (Brines 
and Joyner 1999).

Our work is not only a replication of this study; it also introduces a number of new 
elements. First, our work makes methodological progress. We analyze the hypothesis with 
a much larger sample of cohabiting unions, and we use better income data than have been 
used before, that is, data from annual tax records in The Netherlands over a period of 10 
years. Our study includes 3,417 marriages and 9,725 cohabiting relationships, whereas 
the important study by Brines and Joyner included 1,855 marriages and 337 (long-term) 
cohabiting relationships. This means that we have more statistical power in estimating 
interaction effects of marriage and cohabitation on the one hand and income variables on 
the other hand.

Second, our data set allows us to look at heterogeneity within the cohabiting popula-
tion. For example, we include same-sex cohabiting couples in our analyses. A well-known 
hypothesis is that egalitarian income patterns would be especially stabilizing for same-sex 
couples (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983). In a sense, the advantages of income equality that 
are believed to work for cohabiting couples may be especially important for same-sex co-
habiting couples. In addition, we can distinguish between short- and long-term cohabiting 
relationships. For many couples, cohabitation is a stage before marriage, so that long-term 
cohabiting relationships may differ more from marital unions than do short-term unions 
(Brines and Joyner 1999).

A third contribution is that we aim to generalize the evidence to a different country, 
The Netherlands. This is important because cohabitation is a more accepted option in The 
Netherlands than in the United States. For example, data from the 2002 survey Family and 
Changing Gender Roles show that the number of people who disagree or strongly disagree 
with “couples living together without being married” is 36% in the United States but only 
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5% in The Netherlands.1 Hence, there are very few moral objections to cohabitation in The 
Netherlands, at least in contemporary times. Cohabitation is also more common. The share 
of unmarried couples in all couple households is 9% in the United States (Simmons and 
O’Connell 2003) and 16% in The Netherlands.2 The percentage of recently formed unions 
that start out as unmarried is 55% in the United States and about 70% in The Netherlands 
(Liefbroer and Dykstra 2000; Smock and Gupta 2002). Moreover, there are indications 
that cohabitation more often is a stage before marriage in the United States than in The 
Netherlands. The percentage of cohabiting couples who are married after three years is 
almost 50% in the United States but only about one quarter in The Netherlands (Latten and 
Cuyvers 1994; Oppenheimer 2003). Whether the thesis suggested by research on the United 
States can be generalized to other contexts is therefore an important empirical question.

HYPOTHESES
In our view, there are economic and cultural ways of looking at the effect of wife’s  relative 
income on marriage and separation. The economic approach argues that  different income 
arrangements in marriage change the fi nancial costs and benefi ts of marriage and divorce. 
The cultural approach argues that different income arrangements in marriage have different 
meanings to couples, depending on the couples’ value orientations and normative expecta-
tions. These two arguments can both be true at the same time. A given income arrangement 
in marriage can have a certain fi nancial benefi t, but this advantage can be counteracted by 
the normative disapproval that husbands and wives have of such an arrangement. In other 
words, we need to consider economic and cultural arguments simultaneously.

There are two microeconomic arguments about the effect of wife’s relative income 
on separation (Becker 1981; Brines and Joyner 1999; Oppenheimer 1997; Rogers 2004; 
Schoen et al. 2002). First, when women have an independent income, they are better able 
to leave a poor marriage. In other words, the fi nancial exit costs are lower when women 
have a higher income. This argument applies especially to the wife’s income vis-à-vis the 
husband, that is, the wife’s relative income. In The Netherlands, every person has the right 
to a minimum level of income through welfare so that fi nancial independence is guaranteed, 
whether or not the wife works for pay. More relevant is the standard of living to which the 
wife has become accustomed. For the wife of a rich husband, receiving only welfare ben-
efi ts after divorce will be experienced as downward mobility. For the wife of a low-earning 
husband, being on welfare will not be such a negative experience. The perceived exit costs 
will thus depend on how the wife’s income level after divorce compares to the level of af-
fl uence that she experienced in marriage. For that reason, it is her income relative to that 
of the husband that matters for her perceived exit costs.

The argument of exit costs applies to the husband as well. Recent studies have shown 
that men may also experience a fi nancial deterioration after divorce, especially in cases in 
which the woman brought in a large part of the household income (McManus and DiPrete 
2001). If the husband is to a large extent dependent on the wife for his economic well-
 being, his exit costs will be high, and this implies a low risk of separation as well. As a 
result, we would expect the effect to be symmetric and the probability of separation to be 
lower when the income shares of husband and wife are unequal.

A second economic argument focuses on specialization (Becker 1981; Oppenheimer 
1997). When both partners work for pay, there is less specialization in marriage, which 
reduces the gains to marriage. That specialization is benefi cial is often illustrated by the 
fi nding that men can invest more in their careers when the wife is not working for pay. Such 

1. These fi gures are based on our own calculations of the data. The data were collected for the International 
Social Survey Programme and distributed by the Zentralarchiv für Empirische Sozialforschung at the University 
of Cologne, Germany.

2. These fi gures are based on our own calculations from data made available online by Statistics Netherlands 
(see http://statline.cbs.nl).



162 Demography, Volume 44-Number 1, February 2007

investments lead to an increase in income, which in turn increases the household utility. An-
other benefi t of specialization (or cost of nonspecialization) can be seen in the time pressure 
that dual-earner couples experience in their day-to-day lives. Especially when both partners 
work and when there are young children in the household, life may be experienced as more 
stressful and less comfortable (Schor 1991). In principle, the argument about specialization 
is gender-neutral. Hence, specialization occurs not only when men are the sole earners but 
also when women are the sole earners.

The microeconomic arguments outlined above are based on costs and benefi ts and 
ignore the preferences that couples have. In reality, different couples have different prefer-
ences, and these preferences are to a large extent based on their value orientations. Cultural 
arguments about the effect of wife’s relative income on separation focus on these value 
orientations. The income arrangement that is chosen in marriage is directly related to the 
gender roles of men and women in marriage, and these roles are based on norms and values. 
It can therefore be argued that the evaluations of a certain income arrangement in marriage 
are different for couples with a traditional value orientation to gender than for couples with 
an egalitarian value orientation to gender.

Couples who have a traditional orientation to gender tend to prefer a situation in which 
the husband earns more, and they tend to disapprove of a situation in which the wife earns 
more. A husband may consider a situation in which his wife earns more to be a threat to 
his male breadwinner identity and may therefore disapprove of such an arrangement (Ko-
marovsky 1962). This leads to the hypothesis that the more income the wife contributes, 
especially when she contributes more than her husband, the more unstable the marriage will 
be. For couples who have an egalitarian orientation to gender roles, we would expect to fi nd 
quite different effects. Because such couples value equality between men and women, they 
will prefer to have (near) equal income contributions in marriage and will disapprove of 
situations in which either the husband or the wife earns more. In other words, in egalitar-
ian couples, role collaboration and role sharing are preferred in relationships, rather than a 
division of labor along gender lines (Brines and Joyner 1999; Ono 1998; Rogers 2004).

We use the economic and cultural approaches for developing hypotheses about differ-
ences between cohabiting and married couples. We fi rst note that there are important differ-
ences in value orientations depending on the legal status of the union. Several studies have 
shown that people who cohabit have a less traditional outlook on life. Cohabitors are less 
religious, more individualistic, and less dedicated to traditional family values (Lesthaeghe 
and Surkuyn 1988; Liefbroer 1991b; Rindfuss and Van den Heuvel 1990; Thomson and 
Colella 1992; Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992; Waite 1995). Attitudes toward gender roles 
also differ between cohabitors and married persons (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983; Smock 
2000). Studies both in The Netherlands and in the United States show that people with lib-
eral gender role attitudes are more likely to choose cohabitation over marriage (Clarkberg, 
Stolzenberg, and Waite 1995; Liefbroer 1991a).

If the assumption that cohabiting couples have more egalitarian values than married 
couples is correct, we can expect differences in the effect of relative income on dissolu-
tion, depending on whether the couple is married or unmarried (see Figure 1). According 
to the cultural approach, married couples will have higher divorce risks the higher the 
income share of the wife. For cohabiting couples, the cultural approach implies a model of 
equality: the more equal the incomes of the two partners, the lower the risk of dissolution. 
The economic approach has only one implication for both cohabiting and married couples. 
It predicts that the more equal the incomes, the higher the dissolution risk. Note that for 
cohabiting couples, the two approaches have opposite predictions, whereas for married cou-
ples, the predictions are different only for cases of reverse specialization (Figure 1). When 
the wife brings in most of the income, the marriage is stable according to the economic 
approach (due to specialization gains) but unstable according to the cultural approach (a 
violation of traditional gender norms).
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It is useful to make further distinctions among the married and cohabiting unions in 
our data. First, we examine the role of union duration in combination with the role of the 
wife’s income share. Previous research has shown that several determinants of union stabil-
ity change over the course of the union (Manting 1994a; Morgan and Rindfuss 1985; South 
and Spitze 1986). For the effects of the wife’s relative income, only few previous fi ndings 
exist. In the United States, South (2001) found that the effect of the wife’s working hours 
on divorce is absent early in the marriage and becomes more positive over the course of the 
marriage. For cohabiting unions, no such effects are yet found. In this article, we focus on 
hypotheses about the differences between married and unmarried unions. We expect that 

Figure 1. Predicted Relation Between Female Partner’s Income Proportion and the Dissolution 
Risk
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long-term cohabiting unions will differ more from marriage than do short-term cohabiting 
unions. Many short-term cohabiting unions convert to marriage, and it is therefore plausible 
that primarily the long-term cohabiting unions really refl ect a value difference (Brines and 
Joyner 1999). To put it somewhat simply, cohabiting in the short run is a stage before mar-
riage, and cohabiting in the long run refl ects a choice for an alternative arrangement. As 
a result, one would expect the stabilizing effect of income equality to hold especially for 
long-term cohabiting couples.

Second, we formulate a hypothesis about same-sex cohabiting couples. Previous re-
search has shown that cohabiting same-sex unions are more egalitarian in the way they di-
vide paid and domestic labor than are heterosexual couples (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983; 
Ciano-Boyce and Shelley-Sireci 2002; Solomon, Rothblum, and Balsam 2005). Because 
clear gender roles are lacking, or at least more diffi cult to enact in same-sex couples, the 
more equal division of labor in such couples is not surprising. These differences further 
suggest that the advantages of income equality that are believed to work for cohabiting 
couples would work especially for same-sex couples. We therefore expect that an equal 
division of paid labor reduces dissolution chances for same-sex couples as well.

DATA, METHOD, AND VARIABLES

Data

In this article, we use a special and rather unique source of data: tax record data from The 
Netherlands, the so-called Income Panel Study (IPO). Some European divorce studies 
have used register data, but these studies typically did not include cohabiting relationships 
(Jalovaara 2003; Liu and Vikat 2004). The IPO contains a 0.6% sample from the popula-
tion. Currently, information is available for about 115,000 persons who were in the sample 
between 1989 and 2000. The IPO data are based on a sample of individuals who fi le income 
taxes. To obtain information on union status, the IPO respondents were matched to data from 
the central population register. In doing this, information can be obtained about whether 
the person in the tax register data is part of a (married or unmarried) couple. Moreover, this 
procedure also makes it possible to identify the partner and thus to match the tax data from 
the partner to the IPO sample respondents. Even if partners fi le separately or if only one 
partner fi les income taxes because the other has no income, this information is added.

The IPO is an excellent source for studying the relationship between income and union 
dissolution. First, the data contain longitudinal information on income for each year, and 
because these income data are obtained from tax records, they are highly reliable. Second, 
in comparison with earlier studies, our sample is larger and includes more cohabiting rela-
tionships. Third, an advantage of a register panel is that there is almost no panel attrition. 
Of the respondents that we consider, we lose about 2%, mostly due to mortality or emigra-
tion. Fourth, the income data are at the level of the couple, which is obviously attractive 
for analyzing divorce and separation.

There are also disadvantages of our data. First, because the data were not collected for 
the purpose of studying divorce, they contain few possible divorce determinants. Second, 
the duration of observation is rather short. In any panel analysis without retrospective in-
formation, one needs to look at relationships that were formed during the panel window, 
and this means that we can look at only the fi rst 1 to 10 years of the union. The average 
number of years we observe a union in our data is about four years. Third, the exact timing 
of union formation and dissolution is unknown. Events can be estimated only by compar-
ing the situation at the end of a year to the situation at the end of the following year. This 
implies that the formation and dissolution of short unions will be underestimated because 
unions that began and ended in the same calendar year are simply not recorded.

We make the following selections from the data. First, we select unions formed be-
tween 1989 and 1999 because we want to study newly formed unions in the 1990s and 
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because we want to avoid left-censoring. Second, we exclude persons who were divorced 
or widowed before the start of the union they formed during the panel period. Note that 
we are unable to exclude persons who ended an unmarried cohabiting relationship before 
the time we observe them during the panel.3 Third, we exclude cases with missing data on 
central variables and cases with negative income variables. Fourth, we exclude unions that 
lasted only one year because in this case, no income information is present for the year 
that precedes the breakup. Finally, we include same-sex couples in the analyses. We limit 
same-sex couples to households in which the respondent is 30 years or older. This makes 
it unlikely that nonsexual unions, such as two same-sex students living together, are in-
cluded (there are very few students older than 30). Mother-daughter households and other 
family households were never counted as couples because this information was available 
in the population register data. The remaining number of unions in the person-period fi le 
is 13,142 opposite-sex and 731 same-sex unions. Of the opposite-sex unions, 74% (9,725) 
began as unmarried cohabitations (3,417 were married directly). This corresponds well to 
other estimates for The Netherlands (see above).

Dissolution in a given year occurs when a person was part of a couple at the end of 
the previous year but is not part of a couple at the end of the current year. The end of liv-
ing together is counted, regardless of whether there was an offi cial divorce. The number 
of breakups of marriage in our data is 739, the number of dissolutions of opposite-sex 
cohabiting relationships is 2,931, and the number of dissolved same-sex couples is 544. 
Right-censoring occurs in the case of death or emigration of the respondent or at the end 
of the observation period.4

Method and Variables
We use discrete-time event-history analysis to analyze the data. The dependent variable is 
the conditional log odds of the dissolution of a union at the end of a calendar year. Dura-
tion dependency is taken into account by a set of dummy variables for each duration of the 
union. The duration of the union starts at the beginning of cohabitation or marriage, which-
ever came fi rst. The clock is not reset when a cohabiting union changes into a marriage. 
The duration effect is initially assumed to be equal for cohabiting and married respondents. 
Later models include interaction effects of duration and marital status.

The central independent variable is the legal status of the union measured at the end of 
the previous year. We include two dummy variables: cohabiting (cohabiting = 1, directly 
married = 0, married after cohabitation = 0) and married after cohabitation (cohabiting = 
0, directly married = 0, married after cohabitation = 1). These are time-varying variables. 
The respondents who married directly are the reference category.

The income variables were obtained at the end of the year preceding the risk year. The 
information was obtained from both partners. We consider all income, including income 
from labor, social security, pensions, and other legal sources. Income reported on the indi-
vidual tax record is considered individual income. If there were income sources that can be 
shared (e.g., welfare), we relied on the way it was reported by the respondent.

From this information, various income variables were constructed. The fi rst variable is 
total household income (after taxes and corrected for infl ation, using 2000 as the reference 
point, and scaled in 1,000€, with 1,000€ roughly equal to USD$1,200). This variable is the 
sum of the two personal incomes. To estimate the effects of the female partner’s income, 
we calculated the share of the female partner’s income of the total income, expressed as a 

3. Because we do not have marital-status information for the spouse, some of the relationships may be second 
or higher-order marriages for the spouse.

4. To assess the possible death of a spouse, we look at the change in marital status to “widowed.” We 
 cannot assess the possibility that a cohabiting partner’s death is erroneously included in the separation category. 
 Detailed cross-checking on a subsample with vital statistics suggests that this occurred in 0.4% of the cohabita-
tion  separations.
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proportion. To estimate the effect of this proportion, called fppi , alternative specifi cations 
were used:

linear: fppi (1)

curvilinear: fppi and fppi
2 (2)

splines: [fppi  – 0.5] if fppi  ≥ 0.5 (0 otherwise) and 
[0.5 – fppi] if fppi  ≤ 0.5 (0 otherwise) (3)

categorical: fppi = 0, 0 < fppi  ≤ 0.2, 0.2 < fppi  ≤ 0.4, 0.4 < fppi  ≤ 0.6, 
0.6 < fppi  ≤ 0.8, and 0.8 < fppi  ≤ 1.0. (4)

The curvilinear specifi cation and spline specifi cations allow us to assess the degree of sym-
metry in the effect of relative income. The curvilinear specifi cation allows for a U-shaped 
effect on separation, but it does not force the minimum or maximum level to be at a point 
of equal sharing of income. The spline function forces the midpoint to be at equal sharing 
but allows for asymmetry because the effect of relative income for women whose share 
is less than 50% may be weaker than the effect of relative income for women with shares 
over 50%. The last specifi cation allows each category to have its own dissolution risk and 
is the least restrictive.

The selected demographic control covariates are the sex of the respondent, the pres-
ence of children in the household (time-varying), foreign background (whether or not one 
or both parents of the person were born abroad), age at the start of the union, degree of 
urbanization of the current residence (time-varying), and the age difference between part-
ners. We are especially interested in large age differences because these are believed to 
be destabilizing and can also be associated with differences in income between partners. 
Age differences are measured with two dummy variables: the man is seven or more years 
older and the woman is seven or more years older. Small changes in this age defi nition did 
not alter the results. When same-sex couples are included, these two dummy variables are 
replaced by a single variable (age difference of seven or more years).

For the construction of the children variable, we made some special arrangements. The 
tax record data do not allow us to assess whether these are children of the respondent and 
the partner. This is potentially problematic because children from previous relationships 
may have a different impact on the stability of a union than children of the couple (Morgan 
and Rindfuss 1985). To solve this problem, we compared the ages of the children to the 
length of the union. We consider only children whose ages were lower than or equal to the 
duration of the union. Means and standard deviations of the independent variables can be 
found in Table 1.

ANALYSES

Descriptive Analyses

We start with a number of descriptive fi gures. To allow for comparisons with earlier stud-
ies, the descriptive fi gures do not include same-sex couples. In Figure 2, we look at the 
separation risk of marriages and cohabiting relationships by the duration of the union. For 
marriages, the duration is the duration of the union, including the possible prior cohabiting 
years. The fi gure shows that the risk of separation is much higher for cohabiting relation-
ships than for marriages. We also see that the risk declines with the length of the union. 
This may be attributed to the increasingly selective nature of the survivors (an increasingly 
stable group remains). The decline in the risk is especially sharp for the fi rst fi ve years of 
cohabiting relationships. After that, the risk continues to decline, but the line is fl atter. This 
shows that the fi rst fi ve years of cohabitation are the real “weeding” years.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations (in parentheses) of Independent  Variables
Variable First Year Person-Year File

Relationship Type
Married directly .25 .31
Cohabiting .75 .47
Married after cohabiting .00 .22
Same-sex couple .05 .03

Income Variable
Household income (× 1,000) 26.4 28.6

 (9.5) (10.4)
Female partner’s proportion of  42.3 37.3

household income (17.6) (18.3)
Control Variables

Duration  3.57
Union before age 25 .30 .33
Union after age 39 .06 .04
First- and second-generation immigrant .17 .14
City residence .46 .42
Child in union aged 0–5 .05 .29
Child in union aged 6–17  .00
Age diff erence is seven or more years .16 .13
Male is seven or more years older .12 .11
Female is seven or more years older .03 .02
Female respondent .47 .48

N   13,873 58,283 

Notes: Income measures and age diff erences apply to opposite-sex couples only. Th e number of divorces 
is 739, the number of breakups of opposite-sex cohabiting unions is 2,931, and the number of break-ups of 
same-sex unions is 544.

Figure 2. Separation Risk of Unions, by Type of Union
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Figure 3 shows how the income contribution of the female partner changes with the 
duration of the union. Let us fi rst focus on what happens in marriage. At the start of mar-
riage, we see that the situation of equality is common. In about 40% of the marriages, the 
wife contributes 40%–60%. In another 40% of the marriages, we see that the wife makes 
a small contribution. The changes we see during marriage are quite dramatic. The condi-
tion of equality drops from 40% to 20% in 10 years time, whereas the situation in which 
the wife makes a small contribution increases from 40% to 60%. Although it is well 
known that gender inequality in income increases during marriage (especially during the 
childbearing and childrearing period), our data provide powerful evidence of these house-
hold income dynamics.

Figure 3. Female Partner’s Income Share Over the Course of the Relationship

Cohabiting unions (dynamic)

0

.10

.20

.30

.40

.50

.60

.70

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Duration of Union

Pr
op

or
ti

on

No income 0%–40% 40%–60% 60%–100%

Married unions (dynamic)

0

.10

.20

.30

.40

.50

.60

.70

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Duration of Union

Pr
op

or
ti

on



Income Dynamics and the Dissolution of Marriage and Cohabitation 169

Next, we look at cohabiting relationships. We fi rst compare these relationships to mar-
riage, thereby focusing on the fi rst years of the union. Overall, we see that gender income 
inequality is smaller in cohabitation than in marriage. The share of equal-income households 
is 15 percentage points higher in cohabiting relationships than in married relationships, and 
the share of couples in which women contribute no income or little income is lower. Chang-
es are also somewhat different. Although gender inequality increases in cohabiting unions 
as well, this increase is more modest in cohabiting couples than in married couples.

Event-History Models of Union Dissolution
Baseline model. Table 2 presents a baseline model without income variables. It includes 
same-sex couples. The most important result is the contrast between marriage and cohabi-
tation. We see that cohabiting relationships have, on average, a 3.7 times higher odds of 
separation than do marital relationships. It is interesting to note that there is no signifi cant 

Table 2. Baseline Discrete-Time Event-History Model of Union Dissolution 
Variable b p exp(b) 

Duration Dependence (vs. 1 year)
Duration 2 years –0.356 .00 0.700
Duration 3 years –0.498 .00 0.608
Duration 4 years –0.611 .00 0.543
Duration 5 years –1.071 .00 0.343
Duration 6 years –0.980 .00 0.375
Duration 7 years –0.915 .00 0.401
Duration 8 years –1.005 .00 0.366
Duration 9 years –1.122 .00 0.326
Duration 10 years –1.681 .00 0.186

Type of Union
Cohabiting (vs. married directly) 1.296 .00 3.655
Married after cohabiting (vs. married directly) –0.068 .29 0.934
Same-sex couple 1.147 .00 3.149

Control Variables
Union before age 25 (vs. ages 25–39) 0.144 .00 1.155
Union after age 39 (vs. ages 25–39) 0.005 .95 1.005
First- and second-generation immigrant 0.604 .00 1.829
City residence 0.511 .00 1.667
Child at home aged 0–5 –0.181 .01 0.834
Child at home aged 6–17 0.300 .46 1.350
Age diff erence is seven or more years 0.503 .00 1.654

Constant –3.444 .00 0.032

Model Chi-Square 4,200
df 20
Number of Person-Years 58,283
Number of Dissolutions 4,214

Note: All models include a control for the sex of the respondent.
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effect of prior cohabitation on the odds of marital dissolution. Some earlier studies found 
a destabilizing effect of prior cohabiting experience, an effect that is often attributed to the 
cultural differences between respondents who enter marriage directly and those who enter 
via cohabitation (Hall and Zhao 1995; Manting 1994a). More recently, however, studies 
have shown that the effect of premarital cohabitation disappears when the duration of the 
union is modeled correctly (Brüderl, Diekmann, and Engelhardt 1997; Brüderl and Kalter 
2001). More specifi cally, Brüderl and his colleagues found that when the premarriage years 
are included in the duration effect, couples who cohabited before marriage were no more 
likely to divorce than couples who married directly without cohabiting fi rst.

We further see that same-sex unions are more unstable than opposite-sex unions. The 
coding relative to married couples is cumulative since same-sex couples also have a score of 
1 on the cohabitation variable (only a handful of the same-sex couples were married). This 
means that same-sex couples have 3.1 times higher dissolution odds than opposite-sex co-
habiting couples and 3.66 × 3.15 = 11.5 times higher dissolution odds than married couples. 
Note that same-sex couples are limited to couples in which the respondent was 30 or more 
years old at the start of the union. Because this age limit may also affect the dissolution risk 
for opposite-sex couples, we estimated the model again, also excluding  opposite-sex couples 
in which the respondent was younger than 30 at the start of the union. The effect of same-sex 
couples in this model is 1.054, which is very close to the effect shown in Table 2.

Effects of the control variables are generally as expected. Higher dissolution risks are 
more common among couples who married young, who live in cities, who have no young 
children at home, who are fi rst- or second-generation immigrants, and who have large age 
differences. More detailed analyses show that for opposite-sex couples, the effect of age 
differences is asymmetric. Age differences of seven years or more are more unstable than 
smaller age differences, but this effect is stronger when the female partner is older (b = 
1.104, p < .01) than when the male partner is older (b = 0.410, p < .01).5 In the models in 
which same-sex unions are not included, we control for age differences by including these 
two dummy variables (see Tables 3 and 4).

Models with income variables. In Table 3, we add income variables to the baseline 
model. We evaluate the alternative specifi cations with the Bayesian Information Criterion 
(BIC) measure because the models are not nested (Raftery 1996).6 The more negative the 
BIC, the better the model. We fi rst notice that in all models, there is a negative effect of 
household income. In the fi rst model, the effect is –0.036, which means that for every 
1,000€ (≈ USD$1,250) increase in disposable annual household income, the odds of sepa-
ration decline by about 4%. When moving from a median level of income (for couples) to 
the welfare level, this implies nearly a doubling of the odds of separation, which is a strong 
effect.7 The direction of the effect is in line with the literature, which has attributed union 
dissolution to the fi nancial problems and resulting stress that may arise in lower-income 
families (Ross and Sawhill 1975; Voydanoff 1990). 

Model 1 includes a linear variable for the female partner’s income share, which shows a 
positive and signifi cant effect. The higher the income share of the female partner, the higher 
the risk of separation. Model 2 includes a quadratic effect and is a signifi cant improvement 
over Model 1. The BIC decreases, and the quadratic term is statistically signifi cant. The 
pattern is U-shaped, and the minimum lies at a proportion of .25, showing that the effect is 
not symmetric. Model 3 replaces the quadratic specifi cation with spline functions. The fi rst 
spline coeffi cient is the effect of the female partner’s income share for shares over 50%; the 
second spline coeffi cient is the effect of the female partner’s income share for shares lower 

5. These effects were obtained from an additional model that is not included in the table.
6. BIC = –χ2 + df ln (N), where χ2 is the likelihood ratio test for comparing the model to the null model.
7. The median annual disposable household income for couple households in 2000 was 29,500€. The level of 

welfare for couples is 12,000€ per year. Hence, the implied change in the odds is e–0.036 × (12 – 29.5).
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than 50%. The former effect refl ects what happens when couples move away from equality 
in the direction in which the female partner has more income; the latter effect refl ects what 
happens when couples move away from equality in the “traditional” direction. Two positive 
spline effects imply a V-shaped effect.

Based on the BIC statistic shown in Table 3, Model 3 is better than the null model 
and the quadratic model. Graphic inspection (not shown) shows that the implied forms of 
the relationship between separation and women’s relative income under Models 2 and 3 
are rather similar. Both spline coeffi cients are positive, showing that the form is V-shaped. 
However, the effect of the female partner’s income share below equality is much smaller 
than the effect of the female partner’s income share above equality. Hence, gender inequal-
ity in income increases the risk of separation when the female partner has more income, but 
the effect is much weaker when the female partner has less income than the male partner.

The fi nal model (Model 4) is a more exploratory model and includes dummy variables 
for separate categories of income shares. The BIC suggests that this model is only a modest 
improvement in fi t over the spline function model. One exception that comes out of this 
model is the contrast between women who have no income at all versus women who have 

Table 3. Discrete-Time Event-History Model of Union Dissolution With Income Variables 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  ____________  ____________  ____________  ____________
Variable b p b p b p b p

Type of Union 
Cohabiting (vs. married directly) 1.358 .00 1.376 .00 1.384 .00 1.376 .00
Married after cohabiting (vs. 

married directly) –0.017 .84 –0.005 .95 –0.001 .99 –0.006 .95

Income Variables
Total household income –0.036 .00 –0.033 .00 –0.031 .00 –0.032 .00
Female partner’s income proportion 0.379 .00 –0.486 .07
Proportion squared   0.977 .00
Spline: proportion – .5 (for proportion > .5)    1.313 .00
Spline: .5 – proportion (for proportion < .5)    0.185 .20
Proportion 0 (reference group)       ––
Proportion 0–.2       0.379 .00
Proportion .2–.4       0.119 .38
Proportion .4–.6       0.088 .82
Proportion .6–.8       0.643 .00
Proportion > .8       0.426 .00

Constant –3.550 .00 –3.399 .00 –3.465 .00 –3.560 .00

Model Chi-Square 3,398 3,410 3,424 3,460
df 22 23 23 26
BIC –3,157– –3,158– –3,172– –3,175–
Number of Person-Years 56,707 56,707 56,707 56,707
Number of Dissolutions 3,670 3,670 3,670 3,670

Notes: Models include duration, age at start union, immigrant status, city residence, age diff erences, sex, and children. 
Sample excludes same-sex couples. Intercept is calculated after centering all variables except income share, cohabitation, and 
duration.
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some income. The effects suggest that women with a small income have a higher separa-
tion risk than women who have no income, whereas there is no difference between women 
with no income and women with intermediate income. Another fi nding from Model 4 is 
that couples with reverse specialization—in which women have most of the income—are 
not more stable than couples with a more or less equal income division. This goes against 
specialization theory, which suggests that specialization is benefi cial regardless of which 
partner is earning more.

Interactions with duration and union type. To examine interactions with union type, 
we continue with the spline model, which fi ts slightly better than the quadratic model and 
not much worse than the more complex model with dummy variables. This model is also 
more fl exible in that we can test for differences in slopes below and above equality. To 
simplify the interaction terms, we dichotomize duration into less than fi ve years and fi ve 
years or more. We think fi ve years is a reasonable cutoff point because the real weeding 
years for cohabiting couples are in the fi rst fi ve years (Figure 2). Because of our design, 
however, most of the unions are relatively young. Hence, the number of dissolutions in the 

Table 4. Discrete-Time Event-History Model of Union Dissolution With Interaction Eff ects
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  ____________  ____________  ____________  ____________
Variable b p b p b p b p

Long Duration –0.125 .13 –0.093 .26 0.206 .06 0.116 .41

Cohabiting 1.570 .00 1.463 .00 1.558 .00 1.525 .00

Cohabiting × long duration –0.703 .00 –0.750 .00 –0.869 .00 –0.665 .00

Household Income –0.033 .00 –0.039 .00 –0.041 .00 –0.043 .00

Female Partner’s Proportion – .5 (> .5) 1.346 .00 1.069 .01 1.238 .01 1.099 .02

.5 – Female partner’s Proportion (< .5) 0.166 .25 –0.427 .09 0.114 .69 –0.094 .76

Cohabiting × Household Income   0.008 .15 0.009 .11 0.012 .06

Female partner’s proportion – .5 (> .5)   0.388 .42 0.246 .62 0.412 .44

.5 – Female partner’s proportion (< .5)   0.888 .00 0.458 .15 0.733 .04

Long Duration × Household Income     0.006 .38 0.012 .19

Female partner’s proportion – .5 (> .5)     –0.337 .63 –0.061 .95

.5 – Female partner’s proportion (< .5)     –1.546 .00 –0.981 .06

Cohabiting × Long Duration ×        
Household Income       –0.013 .33

Female partner’s proportion – .5 (> .5)       –0.647 .64

.5 – Female partner’s proportion (< .5)       –1.606 .07

Constant –3.808 .00 –3.724 .00 –3.818 .00 –3.799 .00

Model Chi-Square 3,398 3,407 3,427 3,430

df 15 18 21 24

Change in Chi-Square  9.2 19.9 3.7

p Value of Change  0.03 0.00 0.30

Number of Person-Years 56,707 56,707 56,707 56,707

Notes: Models include duration, age at start union, immigrant status, city residence, age diff erences, sex, children. Intercept 
is calculated after centering all variables except wife’s income share, cohabitation, and duration. Sample excludes same-sex 
couples.
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second interval is smaller (431) than the number of dissolutions in the fi rst interval (3,239). 
This will limit our statistical power to discern interaction effects with duration and makes it 
diffi cult to further increase the cutoff point to six or seven years. The results are presented 
in Table 4. Because the models are nested, we use chi-square tests to compare the improve-
ment in fi t of the models.8

The fi rst model contains only an interaction of duration and union type. This interac-
tion effect is signifi cant and negative, confi rming the convergence of dissolution risks 
over the course of the union. The effect of cohabitation (i.e., the difference between co-
habitation and marriage) is 1.570 in the fi rst fi ve years and 1.570 – 0.703 = 0.867 in the 
second fi ve years.

Model 2 adds interactions between income variables and union type. The addition 
of these variables improves the fi t of the model signifi cantly according to the change in 
chi-square. The effect of the female partner’s share for income levels above 50% does not 
interact with union type, whereas the effect for income levels below 50% interacts signifi -
cantly. In other words, the effect of the female partner’s income share below equality is 
signifi cantly different for marriage and cohabitation. More specifi cally, for marriage, the 
implied effect of the wife’s proportion is negative (b = –0.427), whereas for cohabitation, 
the implied effect is positive (b = –0.427 + 0.888 = .461). This means that moving away 
from equality toward a pattern of male dominance decreases the dissolution risk for mar-
riage, whereas it increases the dissolution risk for cohabitation. In other words, inequality 
is destabilizing for cohabitation, much in contrast to what we see for marriage.

Model 3 adds interactions between income variables and relationship duration. The 
chi-square test for comparing nested models shows that this is a signifi cant improvement 
in the fi t of the model. The interaction effects show that the effect of the female partner’s 
share below 50% interacts signifi cantly with duration. The effect of the female partner’s 
share above 50% does not interact with duration. The implied effects for marriages of 
short durations are 0.114 (below equality) and 1.238 (above equality). For marriages 
of longer durations, the effects are 0.114 – 1.546 = –1.432 (below equality) and 1.238 
– 0.337 = 0.901 (above equality). In other words, in the short term, the effect is more or 
less fl at below equality and increasing above equality. For longer durations, the spline 
coeffi cients have opposite signs so that the pattern becomes linear, with increasing shares 
of the female partner increasing the risk of separation across the full range of the possible 
income shares.

In Model 4, we add the three-way interaction between duration, income measures, 
and union type. This does not yield a signifi cant improvement in fi t. We do, however, see 
several (marginally) signifi cant interaction effects. In line with Model 2, the effect of the 
female partner’s share below 50% is more positive for cohabiting relationships. The inter-
action is b = 0.733 and statistically signifi cant (p = .04). This interaction effect is consistent 
with the hypothesis that equality is more favorable for cohabiting couples. However, the 
interaction effect is reduced at longer durations (p = .07). The resulting interaction effect 
at longer durations is opposite: b = 0.733 – 1.606 = –0.873. Hence, the evidence for the 
hypothesis that equality is more favorable for cohabiting couples than for married couples 
applies only to the fi rst years of the union.

To see more clearly what the interactions imply, we plot expected log odds of Model 
4 in Figure 4. The fi gure shows how the conditional log odds of separation depend on 
the female partner’s income share for each of the two types of relationships and the two 
durations. The control variables are set at their means. For short durations, the cultural hy-
pothesis is confi rmed. The pattern follows a model of equality for cohabiting couples and 
a model of specialization for married couples. In other words, in married unions, higher 

8. We also considered interaction effects with premarital cohabitation, but these did not turn out to be statisti-
cally signifi cant.
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income shares of the female partner increase the risk of divorce. This effect, however, is 
not symmetric—it is stronger when women have more than half of the income. In cohabit-
ing unions, movements away from equality in either direction increase the risk of dissolu-
tion. The effect is not fully symmetric in cohabiting couples either, but it comes closer to 
a V-shaped pattern than the fl atter effect observed for married couples. The difference in 
the slope of the line below equality for married and cohabiting couples is signifi cant (b = 
0.733, p = .04; Table 4).

For longer durations, the pattern becomes more “traditional” for both types of unions. 
For marriages, we see less asymmetry in slopes before and after the 50% point. More 
important, the pattern for cohabiting couples begins to resemble the pattern for married 
couples. The V-shaped pattern for cohabiting couples at short durations becomes a more 

Figure 4. Female Partner’s Relative Income Eff ects on the Log Odds of Dissolution and Cohabiting 
Status
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or less linear pattern for cohabiting couples at longer durations, just like the pattern for 
married couples.

Finally, we assess how income shares affect the dissolution risk of same-sex cohabit-
ing couples (Table 5). We defi ne a variable as 1 minus the absolute difference in income 
of the two partners divided by the total income. This measure ranges from 0, for the case 
in which one partner brings in all the income, to 1, for couples in which partners have the 
same income. The effect of this variable on dissolution is negative but not statistically 
signifi cant (Model 1). A closer inspection of the income patterns shows that a sizable 
group of couples are single earners (11%). Because this group may deviate from the rest, 
we add a dummy variable for this group. The results change when we add this variable 
(Model 2). The effect of the single-earner variable is negative and marginally signifi cant, 
whereas the effect of equality becomes signifi cant (b = –0.722, p = .02). This shows that 
single-earner couples are more stable than other couples with a low level of equality in 
income distribution (an equality score of near 0). Apart from this effect, higher levels of 
equality reduce the risk of dissolution. In the last model (Model 3), we delete the single-
earner couples from the sample to check this result. This model confi rms the negative and 
signifi cant effect of income equality. These fi ndings are in line with the hypothesis that 
equality is also a pattern that is stabilizing for same-sex couples.

Several of the control variables have an effect as well. First, same-sex couples living 
in urban areas have a higher dissolution risk than other couples, in line with the results for 
opposite-sex couples. Second, household income has a negative effect, as expected, and in 
line with the results for opposite-sex couples. Third, female couples are more stable than 
male couples. Finally, age differences do not increase the dissolution risk for same-sex 
couples, in contrast to the results for opposite-sex couples.

Table 5. Discrete-Time Event-History Model of Union Dissolution for Same-Sex Couples
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  _______________  _______________   _______________  
Variable b p b p b p

Duration 2 Years (vs. 1 year) –0.543 .00 –0.535 .00 –0.651 .00
Duration 3 Years (vs. 1 year) –0.922 .00 –0.920 .00 –0.912 .00
Duration 4 or More Years (vs. 1 year) –2.107 .00 –2.109 .00 –2.127 .00
First- and Second-Generation Immigrant 0.142 .28 0.145 .27 0.150 .30
City Residence 0.323 .01 0.320 .02 0.363 .01
Two Women (vs. two men) –0.351 .01 –0.334 .01 –0.294 .04
Age Diff erence Is Seven or More Years –0.107 .38 –0.114 .35 –0.042 .75
Household Income –0.035 .00 –0.037 .00 –0.038 .00
Relative Equality of Partners’ Income –0.302 .13 –0.722 .02 –0.705 .02
Single Earner   –0.528 .08
Constant –0.010 .96 0.330 .23 0.271 .34

Model Chi-Square 315 319 272
df 9 9 9
Number of Person-Years 1,555 1,455 1,378
Number of Dissolutions 535 535 440

Note: Model 3 excludes single-earner couples.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this article, we have examined the effect of women’s relative income on the risk of 
separation in detail, using a large and reliable longitudinal data set from The Netherlands. 
Our fi rst fi nding is that there is a moderately positive effect of the female partner’s rela-
tive income on separation. The higher the female’s share of the household income, the 
higher the risk of separation. Although the general tendency of the effect is positive, the 
shape of the effect depends on the legal status of the relationship. Specifi cally, we fi nd 
that the effect of the woman’s income has a more or less continuous form for marriages, 
whereas it is more V-shaped for cohabiting unions. For income shares above equality—in 
which women have more income than men—the effects are the same: higher income 
shares of the female partner are associated with higher dissolution risks for both marriage 
and cohabitation. For income shares below equality, which is the most common range, the 
effects are different: higher shares of the husband reduce the divorce risk for marriages 
(although only weakly), but higher shares of the male partner increase the dissolution risk 
for cohabiting couples.

What do these patterns tell us about the different theoretical approaches? Our fi ndings 
are more in line with the cultural approach than with the economic approach. According to 
the cultural approach, male dominance is stabilizing for marriages because it concurs with 
traditional gender values, whereas male dominance is destabilizing for cohabiting unions 
because it confl icts with preferences for gender equality. Economic theory would predict a 
stabilizing effect for both. Moreover, economic theory predicts that deviations away from 
equality toward female dominance are stabilizing (reverse specialization), but we fi nd that 
female dominance is destabilizing. This, too, is in line with the cultural approach. Female 
dominance is at odds with both traditional gender values in marriage and notions of equality 
in cohabitation. Note that these conclusions obviously rest on the assumption that there are 
important (gender) value differences between married and cohabiting couples. While this 
assumption is plausible, it cannot be tested with register data. Register data are statistically 
powerful and have reliable measures, but they measure a limited number of concepts and 
do not include direct measures of cultural and social characteristics.

How do our results compare with earlier fi ndings? The number of studies analyzing dy-
namic income effects is not large, and most studies have focused on the effects of women’s 
labor force participation. Our evidence is consistent with the European study by Jalovaara 
(2003), who found that higher income levels of wives are associated with higher divorce 
risks when husbands’ income levels are controlled for. Our evidence is also consistent with 
the analysis of U.S. data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics by Heckert, Nowak, 
and Snyder (1998), who found a general positive effect of the wife’s income share on the 
probability of divorce. Hecker et al. also found a different pattern for couples in which 
wives earn most of the income, but this deviation was not statistically signifi cant due to the 
small number of cases with such an unusual pattern. Our data set is much larger and does 
not show that these cases of reverse specialization are signifi cantly different. Our fi ndings 
are less consistent with Rogers (2004), who found an inverted U-shaped effect. Even in 
Rogers’ analysis, however, the positive effect of wife’s income share dominated, which is 
consistent with our results.

Few authors have yet investigated how relative income effects differ between married 
and cohabiting couples. The most important exception can be found in the U.S. analysis of 
Brines and Joyner (1999). Although Brines and Joyner used a smaller sample of cohabit-
ing relationships than we do, the general pattern of effects that they found is the same as 
in our work. We therefore concur with Brines and Joyner that the principles of stability in 
personal relationships are conditional rather than universal. Different relationships have 
different ideals and expectations, and this results in differential effects of income arrange-
ments on their stability.



Income Dynamics and the Dissolution of Marriage and Cohabitation 177

Although the differences between married and cohabiting couples are signifi cant, ad-
ditional analyses also suggest that the differences are especially marked at earlier durations. 
More important, we fi nd that the effect of the female partner’s income share in cohabiting 
unions becomes stronger and more linear—more “traditional”—as the union progresses. 
This latter fi nding is unexpected and makes our evidence for the interaction hypothesis 
weaker than it is in the United States. The interaction with duration itself was found earlier, 
however. For marriages, South (2001) found an increase in the effect of the wife’s work-
ing hours on divorce with marital duration. One explanation of this interaction is that the 
negative side effects of an equal division of labor—for instance, the burden that women 
experience when doing both domestic and paid work—become more apparent over time.

Another new fi nding lies in our analyses of same-sex couples. We found that more-
equal income shares in same-sex couples were associated with a lower risk of dissolution. 
This fi nding again shows that the theory of specialization does not hold for all types of 
couples. The norm of equality appears to be valid not only for opposite-sex cohabiting 
couples, but also for same-sex couples.

Finally, our work has shown that the evidence that was found for the United States can 
in part be generalized to a different setting. Cohabitation is more common and much more 
accepted in The Netherlands than in the United States. Thus, one would expect the evidence 
for the hypothesis to be weaker in The Netherlands than in the United States, but this does 
not turn out to be the case. Obviously, we need evidence from more than two countries to 
examine such speculations. Our results call for more systematic cross-national research in 
which differences between cohabitation and marriage are studied. For example, it is im-
portant to examine how differences in sex-role attitudes between married and cohabiting 
couples vary across countries with different levels of cohabitation. Similarly, more system-
atic cross-national research is needed on the stability of cohabiting unions.

REFERENCES
Becker, G.S. 1981. A Treatise on the Family. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Becker, G.S., E.M. Landes, and R.T. Michael. 1977. “An Economic Analysis of Marital Instability.” 

Journal of Political Economy 85:1141–87.
Blossfeld, H.P. and R. Muller. 2002. “Union Disruption in Comparative Perspective: The Role of As-

sortative Partner Choice and Careers of Couples.” International Sociology 32:3–35.
Blumstein, P. and P. Schwartz. 1983. American Couples: Money, Work, Sex. New York: William 

Morrow.
Bracher, M., G. Santow, S.P. Morgan, and J. Trussel. 1993. “Marriage Dissolution in Australia: Mod-

els and Explanations.” Population Studies 47:403–25.
Brines, J. and K. Joyner. 1999. “The Ties That Bind: Principles of Cohesion in Cohabitation and 

Marriage.” American Sociological Review 64:333–55.
Brüderl, J., A. Diekmann, and H. Engelhardt. 1997. “Erhöht eine Probeehe das Scheidingsrisiko? 

Eine empirische Untersuchung mit dem Familiensurvey” [Does a trial marriage increase the risk 
of divorce]. Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 49:205–22.

Brüderl, J. and F. Kalter. 2001. “The Dissolution of Marriages: The Role of Information and Marital-
Specifi c Capital.” Journal of Mathematical Sociology 25:403–21.

Cherlin, A.J. 1979. “Work Life and Marital Dissolution.” Pp. 151–66 in Divorce and Separation: 
Context, Causes and Consequences, edited by G. Levinger and O.C. Moles. New York: Basic 
Books.

———. 1992. Marriage, Divorce, Remarriage, rev. and enlarged ed. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.

Ciano-Boyce, C. and L. Shelley-Sireci. 2002. “Who Is Mommy Tonight? Lesbian Parenting Issues.” 
Journal of Homosexuality 43(2):1–13.

Clarkberg, M., R.M. Stolzenberg, and L.J. Waite. 1995. “Attitudes, Values, and Entrance Into Cohabi-
tational Versus Marital Unions.” Social Forces 74:609–32.



178 Demography, Volume 44-Number 1, February 2007

De Rose, A. 1992. “Socioeconomic Factors and Family Size as Determinants of Marital Dissolution 
in Italy.” European Sociological Review 8:71–91.

Hall, D.R. and J.Z. Zhao. 1995. “Cohabitation and Divorce in Canada: Testing the Selectivity Hy-
pothesis.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 57:421–27.

Heckert, D.A., T.C. Nowak, and K.A. Snyder. 1998. “The Impact of Husbands’ and Wives’ Relative 
Earnings on Marital Disruption.” Journal of Marriage and Family 60:690–703.

Jalovaara, M. 2003. “The Joint Effects of Marriage Partners’ Socioeconomic Positions on the Risk of 
Divorce.” Demography 40:67–81.

Kalmijn, M., P.M. De Graaf, and A.R. Poortman. 2004. “Interactions Between Cultural and Economic 
Determinants of Divorce in The Netherlands.” Journal of Marriage and Family 66:75–89.

Kiernan, K. 2002. “Cohabitation in Western Europe: Trends, Issues, and Implications.” Pp. 3–32 
in Just Living Together: Implications of Cohabitation on Families, Children, and Social Policy, 
edited by A. Booth and A.C. Crouter. University Park: The Pennsylvania State University.

Komarovsky, M. 1962. Blue-Collar Marriage. New York: Random House.
Latten, J.J. and P.F. Cuyvers. 1994. “Relatie en gezinsvorming in de jaren negentig” [Union and fam-

ily formation in the nineties]. Voorburg/Heerlen: CBS.
Lesthaeghe, R. and J. Surkuyn. 1988. “Cultural Dynamics and Economic Theories of Fertility 

Change.” Population and Development Review 14:1–45.
Liefbroer, A. 1991a. “Kiezen tussen ongehuwd samenwonen en trouwen” [Choosing between marri-

age and cohabitation]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Vrije Universiteit.
———. 1991b. “The Choice Between a Married and Unmarried First Union for Young Adults: A 

Competing Risk Analysis.” European Journal of Population 7:273–98.
Liefbroer, A.C. and P.A. Dykstra. 2000. Levenslopen in verandering: Een studie naar ontwikkelingen 

in de levenslopen van Nederlanders geboren tussen 1900 en 1970. [Life courses in transition: A 
study of the life courses of Dutch persons born between 1900 and 1970]. Report. Wetenschap-
pelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, Den Haag.

Liu, G. and A. Vikat. 2004. “Does Divorce Risk Depend on Spouses’ Relative Income? A Register-
Based Study of First Marriages in Sweden in 1981–1998.” MPIDR Working Paper No. 2004-010. 
Max-Planck Institute for Demographic Research, Rostock, Germany.

Manting, D. 1994a. Dynamics in Marriage and Cohabitation: An Inter-temporal, Life Course Analy-
sis of First Union Formation and Dissolution. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.

———. 1994b. “Meer scheidingen dan echtscheidingen” [More breakups than divorces]. Maandsta-
tistiek van de Bevolking 42:6–8.

Manting, D. and J.A. Loeve. 2004. “Economic Circumstances and Union Dissolution of Couples in 
the 1990s in The Netherlands.” Voorburg/Heerlen: Statistics Netherlands.

McManus, P.A. and T.A. DiPrete. 2001. “Losers and Winners: The Financial Consequences of Di-
vorce for Men.” American Sociological Review 66:246–68.

Morgan, S.P. and R.R. Rindfuss. 1985. “Marital Disruption: Structural and Temporal Dimensions.” 
American Journal of Sociology 90:1055–77.

Nock, S.L. 1995. “Commitment and Dependency in Marriage.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 
57:503–14.

Ono, H. 1998. “Husband’s and Wife’s Resources and Marital Dissolution.” Journal of Marriage and 
the Family 60:674–89.

Oppenheimer, V.K. 1997. “Women’s Employment and the Gain to Marriage: The Specialization and 
Trading Model of Marriage.” Annual Review of Sociology 23:431–53.

———. 2003. “Cohabiting and Marriage During Young Men’s Career-Development Process.” De-
mography 40:127–49.

Poortman, A.R. and M. Kalmijn. 2002. “Women’s Labour Market Position and Divorce in The Neth-
erlands: Evaluating Economic Interpretations of the Work Effect.” European Journal of Popula-
tion 18:175–202.

Raftery, A.E. 1996. “Bayesian Model Selection in Social Research.” Pp. 111–63 in Sociological 



Income Dynamics and the Dissolution of Marriage and Cohabitation 179

Methodology, edited by P.V. Marsden. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Rindfuss, R.R. and A. Van den Heuvel. 1990. “Cohabitation: A Precursor to Marriage or an Alterna-

tive to Being Single?” Population and Development Review 16:703–26.
Rogers, S.J. 2004. “Dollars, Dependency, and Divorce: Four Perspectives on the Role of Wives’ 

Income.” Journal of Marriage and Family 66:59–74.
Ross, H.L. and I.V. Sawhill. 1975. Time of Transition: The Growth of Families Headed by Women. 

Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.
Sayer, L.C. and S.M. Bianchi. 2000. “Women’s Economic Independence and the Probability of Di-

vorce.” Journal of Family Issues 21:906–43.
Schoen, R., N.M. Astone, K. Rothert, N. Standish, and Y.J. Kim. 2002. “Women’s Employment, 

Marital Happiness, and Divorce.” Social Forces 81:643–62.
Schor, J. 1991. The Overworked American: The Unexpected Decline of Leisure. New York: Basic 

Books.
Simmons, T. and M. O’Connell. 2003. “Married-Couple and Unmarried-Partner Households 2000.” 

Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau.
Simpson, I.H. and P. England. 1981. “Conjugal Work Roles and Marital Solidarity.” Journal of Fam-

ily Issues 34:331–41.
Smock, P.J. 2000. “Cohabitation in the United States: An Appraisal of Research Themes, Findings, 

and Implications.” Annual Review of Sociology 26:1–20.
Smock, P.J. and S. Gupta. 2002. “Cohabitation in Contemporary North America.” Pp. 53–84 in Just 

Living Together: Implications of Cohabitation on Families, Children, and Social Policy, edited by 
A. Booth and A.C. Crouter. College Station, PA: The Pennsylvania State University.

Solomon, S.E., E.D. Rothblum, and K.F. Balsam. 2005. “Money, Housework, Sex, and Confl ict: 
Same-Sex Couples in Civil Unions, Those Not in Civil Unions, and Heterosexual Married Sib-
lings.” Sex Roles 52:561–75.

South, S.J. 2001. “Time-Dependent Effects of Wives’ Employment on Marital Dissolution.” American 
Sociological Review 66:226–45.

South, S.J. and G. Spitze. 1986. “Determinants of Divorce Over the Marital Life Course.” American 
Sociological Review 51:583–90.

Thomson, E. and U. Colella. 1992. “Cohabitation and Marital Stability: Quality or Commitment?” 
Journal of Marriage and the Family 54:259–67.

Thornton, A., W.G. Axinn, and D.H. Hill. 1992. “Reciprocal Effects of Religiosity, Cohabitation, and 
Marriage.” American Journal of Sociology 98:628–51.

Von Gostomski, B.C., J. Hartmann, and J. Kopp. 1998. “Soziostrukturelle Bestimmungsgründe der 
Ehescheidung: Eine empirische Uberprufung einiger Hypothesen der Familienforschung” [Social-
structural bases of divorce: An empirical test of some hypotheses from family studies]. Zeitschrift 
für Sozialisationsforschung und Erziehungssoziologie 18:117–33.

Voydanoff, P. 1990. “Economic Distress and Family Relations: A Review of the Eighties.” Journal 
of Marriage and the Family 52:1099–115.

Wagner, M. 1993. “Sociale Bedingungen des Ehescheidungsrisikos aus der Perspektive des Lebens-
verlaufs” [Social determinant of the risk of divorce from a life course perspective]. Pp. 372–93 in 
Der Familienzyklus als sozialer Prozeß, edited by A. Diekmann and S. Weick. Berlijn: Duncker 
and Humblot.

Waite, L.J. 1995. “Does Marriage Matter?” Demography 32:483–507.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Boyd pdf)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


