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The Family Watch: Understanding the Family
in order to support it more efficiently 

The International Institute for Family Research – The Family Watch is a think tank committed 
to researching the family and finding solutions to the problems it faces. The Institute uses 

inter-disciplinary research to analyse the social context families find themselves in today. 

Findings are presented in the form of reports, proposals and initiatives that aim to deepen 

society’s knowledge of the family and encourage its fair treatment based on the functions it 
performs in society.

The organisation was founded in 2007 under the inspiration of the International Federation for 

Family Development (IFFD), a worldwide organisation that coordinates initiatives in favour of 
Family Orientation. The IFFD is present in more than 50 countries and has been conferred 

Special Consultative Status on the Economic and Social Committee (ECOSOC) of the United 

Nations. It also chairs the NGOs Committee of the United Nations for the Family in Vienna and 

has standing representation at the UN’s main headquarters in New York, Geneva and Vienna.

Its main activities include publishing research papers, exchanging information and services, 

integrating initiatives, promoting teaching activities and research projects, content 

production, and organising events geared towards the promotion, creation and presentation of 
awards. 

The Honorary Patrons of this Institute include authorities from different academic disciplines. 

It also boasts of an International Advisory Committee formed of representatives from more 
than 40 different countries. 
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Source: Statistics of Annulments, Separations and Divorces 2008 (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, Spain)

In the last ten years (1999 –2008) :

•The number of marriages has decreased from 216,451 to 196,613 (a decrease of nearly 10%)

•Marital Breakdown has gone up from 93,346 to 118,939 (an increase of about 27%)

•The number of divorces has increased from 36,101 to 110,036 (an increase of over 300%)

1. FACTS & FIGURES
Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008 
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Source: Statistics of Annulments, Separations and Divorces 2008 (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, Spain)

Taking into account the population growth (15%) during this time,

•Marriages went from 5.38 to 4.26 per 1,000 inhabitants (in real terms, a 20% decrease)

•Marital breakdown went from 2.35 to 2.58 per 1,000 inhabitants (in real terms, a 10% increase)

•Divorces went from 0.9 to 2.38 per 1,000 inhabitants (in real terms, a 380% increase)

1. FACTS & FIGURES
Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008
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Source: Statistics of Annulments, Separations and Divorces 2008 (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, Spain)

In 2008:

•The largest number of marital breakups took place in the 40-49 age group

•The average age women experience marital breakdown is 41.7. The average age men experience 

marital breakdown is 44.2.

•The average length of marriages was 15.6 years.

1. FACTS & FIGURES
Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008
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These figures prove that society has placed less value on marriage, family stability and 

marital commitment in recent years.

Furthermore, “quickie” divorce legislation has left people who get married hoping to 

create a stable family with little guarantee of being successful in their aspirations, even 

though the majority of people still fall into this category.  

Many recent studies agree on the negative effects marital breakdown has on the happiness 

of children and parents involved in it and on national economies as well.

In light of these findings, this report attempts to ascertain the requirements that enable a 
family to be ‘sustainable’ according to the definition coined by the Brundtland report in 

1987: ‘Sustainable development is development which meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.’

Accordingly, we will refer to a ‘sustainable family’ as one in which its members strive for 

their own wellbeing without compromising the wellbeing of their descendants. 

1. FACTS & FIGURES
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Every Family Matters
The Centre for Social Justice, 2009

(APPENDIX 1)

2. SOURCES
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Does Marriage Matter?
Civitas, 2007

(APPENDIX 2)

2. SOURCES
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When couples part: Understanding the consequences for adults and children
One Plus One Marriage and Partnership Research, 2009

(APPENDIX 3)

2. SOURCES
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When Relationships Go Wrong - Counting the cost of family failure 
Relationships Foundation, 2009

(APPENDIX 4)

2. SOURCES
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Public Choices, Private Costs – How Failing Families Cost Us All
Institute of Family and Marriage, 2009

(APPENDIX 5)

2. SOURCES
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The Marriage Index - A proposal to Establish Leading Marriage Indicators
Institute for American Values, 2009

(APPENDIX 6)

2. SOURCES
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When couples part: Understanding the consequences for adults and children 
(One Plus One Marriage and Partnership Research, 2009).

The results from these studies indicate that spouses who build stable families have a 
higher life expectancy, lower risks of mental illness, alcoholism and domestic violence. 

Mortality rates are higher in unmarried people and people divorced after the age of 25, especially in people divorced after the age 

of 40 (Office for National Statistics, ‘Mortality Statistics: Review of the Registrar General on Deaths in England and Wales, 2005’. 

London, 2007.) The number of suicides among divorced people is almost double that of people in stable marriages. (Johnson, G.R. 

et al., ‘Suicide Among Adolescents and Young Adults: A Cross-National Comparison of 34 Countries’, Suicide and Life-Threatening 

Behavior 30[1], 2000, pp. 74-82; Lester, D. ‘Domestic Integration and Suicide in 21 Nations, 1950-1985’, International Journal of 

Comparative Sociology XXXV (1-2), 1994, pp. 131-137; Kessler, R.C. et al., ‘Prevalence of Risk Factors for Lifetime Suicide 

Attempts in the National Comorbidity Survey’, Archives of General Psychiatry 56, 1999, pp. 617-626).

A British study carried out with 33 year old women found that of the women surveyed, those who were either divorced or single 

mothers had suffered from 240% more mental illnesses than those who were married. (Hope, Power and Rodgers, ‘Does Financial 

Hardship Account for Elevated Psychological Distress in Lone Mothers?’, 1999) Another study concluded that although couples who 

live together without being married only make up 40% of the population, they make up 90% of the people in homes for the elderly,

mental health institutions and other social care centers (Prior, P.M. and Hayes, B.C., ‘The Relationship Between Marital Status and 

Health: An Empirical Investigation of Differences in Bed Occupancy Within Health and Social Care Facilities in Britain, 1921-1991’, 

Journal of Family Issues 24[1], 2003, pp. 124-148).

In the United States, it is four times more likely for single mothers and divorced women to be victims of abuse than it is for married 

women (Bachman, R., ‘Violence Against Women’, A National Crime Victimization Survey Report NCK-45325, Washington DC.: US 

Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, January, 1994: See Table 2 and 3). Furthermore,

single mothers are eight times more likely to be victims of sexual abuse and four times more likely to be raped. Divorced women 

are five times more likely to be abused and six times more likely to be raped (Myhill, A. and Allen, J., Rape and Sexual Assault of 

Women: The Extent and Nature of the Problem, Findings from the British Crime Survey, London: Home Office, 2002).

3. ANALYSIS
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With regard to children from stable families, studies show the following benefits:

• Lower infant mortality rate

In comparison with children from stable marriages, the risk of infant mortality increases 25-30% for children whose parents 

cohabit but are unmarried and 45-68% for children with single parents. (see Appendix 13: Schuman, J., ‘Childhood, Infant and 

Perinatal Mortality, 1996; Social and Biological Factors in Deaths of Children Aged Under 3).

• Lower risk of alcoholism and drug addiction

When parents remain married, under-age drug and alcohol abuse in their children is significantly lower. (Sutherland, I. and 

Shepherd, J.P., ‘Social Dimensions of Adolescent Substance Use’, Addiction 96[3], 2001, pp. 445-458; Turner, R.A. et al., 

‘Family Structure, Family Processes, and Experimenting with Substances During Adolescence’, Journal of Research on 

Adolescence 1, 1991, pp. 93-106; Flewelling, R.L. and Bauman, K.E., ‘Family Structure as a Predictor of Initial Substance Use 

and Sexual Intercourse in Early Adolescence’, Journal of Marriage and the Family 52, 1990, pp. 171-181; Hoffman, J,P., 

‘Exploring the Direct and Indirect Family Effects on Adolescent Drug Use’, Journal of Drug Issues 23[3], 1993, p. 535).

• Lower incidences of engaging in criminal activities after puberty

Twice as many 30 year olds from single parent families are sentenced to jail and three times as many 30 year olds with divorced 

parents are sentenced to jail compared to those with married parents.

• Higher academic achievements

In the UK, the number of 33 year olds who have a university degree and whose parents are married is 36% higher. (Kiernan, K., 

‘The Legacy of Parental Divorce: Social, Economic and Family Experiences in Adulthood’, London: CASE paper 1, 1997).

• Lower incidence of mental illnesses

Children of single-parent families have a 15% chance of suffering from a mental illness while children of divorced parents have 

an 11% chance. The overall average probability of suffering from a mental illness is 7%. (see Appendix 9: Meltzer, H. and others, 

‘Mental Health of Children and Adolescents in great Britain’, London: The Stationery Office, 2000’).

• Lower sexual activity in minors and, as a result, fewer teenage unwanted pregnancies

Teenage pregnancy rates are twice as high in girls whose parents are divorced than among girls whose parents are married. 

(Cherlin, A.J. and others, ‘Parental Divorce in Childhood and Demographic Outcomes in Young Adulthood’, Demography 32, 

1995, pp. 299-318).

3. ANALYSIS
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Every Family Matters
(The Centre for Social Justice, 2009).

A few studies also show that from an economic perspective, a stable family is the lowest 
cost option for both its members and the State.

Some studies have concluded that family breakdown costs the State several billion euros a 

year. These figures take the consequences of family breakdown into account as well as the 
strain it puts on social benefits, social security, social services etc.

Furthermore, these studies also suggest that members of stable families are more 

disciplined when it comes to fulfilling legal and social norms and, therefore, are the ones 
who best contribute towards financing social security.

3. ANALYSIS
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According to some studies, the current economic crisis demands a greater awareness of 
the inconveniences posed by uncontrolled economic growth.

Consequently, they suggest that ‘well-being’ is not limited to a person’s own happiness, 

but that it extends to the capacity that person has to contribute to the happiness of 
others. It is never directly related to how much money a person has, but rather to how 

that money is spent.

It follows, then, that family policy-makers must consider both the social and economic 
ways in which society benefits from families.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Does Marriage Matter?
(Civitas, 2007).
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If stability is the key to promoting the well-being among family members and their 
descendants, it is also the key to making families ‘sustainable’. In broad terms, then, a 

sustainable family is a stable family.

While still respecting an individual’s freedom to choose their own lifestyle, it is vital for 
public authorities to…

•Facilitate information that will give people a deeper understanding of the potential 

consequences of the relationship status they choose.

•Encourage the development of those who promote marital stability.

• Support those who strive to achieve stability but find themselves in impoverished 

circumstances.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The Marriage Index - A proposal to Establish …
Institute for American Values (2009).
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This general rule whereby stability equals sustainability does not suggest that cases where 
sustainability is reached in other circumstances do not exist. Furthermore, it does not 

mean that every marriage fulfills its function properly. Both these cases must be regulated 

by the law without turning a blind eye to the fact that stability is more common and more 

beneficial for individuals and society as a whole.

In Great Britain, as in the rest of Europe, co-habitation acts as a prologue to marriage or as a trial period that lasts for an 

average of two years before dissolving or becoming a stable relationship. (Ermish, J. and Francesconi, M. Cohabitation in Great 

Britain: Not for Long, but Here to Stay, Institute for Social and Economic Research, University of Essex, 1998; Ermisch, J., 

Premarital Cohabitation, Childbearing and the Creation of One-Parent Families, ESRC Research Centre on Micro-social Change, 

Paper Number 95-17, 1995). Statistics show that when people do cohabit before getting married, their marriage is more likely to 

fail. (Nock, S., ‘A Comparison of Marriages and Cohabiting Relationships’, Journal of Family Issues 16, 1995, pp 53-76; Rindfuss, 

R.R. and VandenHeuvel, A., ‘Cohabitation: A Precursor to Marriage or an Alternative to Being Single?’ Population and 

Development Review 16(4) 1990, pp. 702-726).

It is therefore necessary to have mechanisms that encourage stability and support spouses 

in their efforts to sustain their marriage, rather than offering them legal certification of 
the failure of their marriage as the only viable solution.

In the US, marriage and family have been the subject of thorough studies. The results of these studies have brought a group of 

some of the most prestigious social experts to affirm that ‘marriage is a social good of great importance because a large number 

of positive consequences for both children and adults depend on its strength.’ (‘Why Marriage Matters: Twenty-One Conclusions 

from the Social Sciences’, New York: Institute for American Values, 2002).

4. CONCLUSIONS

Public Choices, Private Costs…
(Institute of Family and Marriage, 2009).
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1. Base family policies on the data provided by psychology, medicine, sociology, 
economics, etc.

To legislate based on data rather than on mere opinion or convictions helps to avoid 

‘ideologising’ in the family policy development process. Furthermore, it facilitates 
transparency and obtaining consensus.

2. Launch measures to prevent family crises

Family counseling, preventive mediation, family therapy units and conciliation 

mechanisms can also be used to cope successfully with crises.

Marital breakdown is not always the best solution and at times its consequences can be 

more serious than the problems that caused it.

3. Review the legal framework of civil marriage in Spain

This will introduce channels that provide stability and support spouses who strive to 
build stable marriages.

5. PROPOSALS
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Several hundred international studies support the statements above. The following list contains the 115 

most important studies from the six compilations that were used. Some of these have already been 

mentioned on previous pages.

1. Acock, A. C. and Demo, D. H., ‘Family Diversity and Well-Being’, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1994.

2. Aldous, J. and Ganey, R. F., ‘Family Life and the Pursuit of Happiness: the Influence of Gender and 

Race’, Journal of Family Issues, 20, 155-180, 1999.

3. Amato, ‘Children of Divorce in the 1990s’, 2001.

4. Amato, ‘The Consequences of Divorce’, 2000.

5. Amato, P., November 2004, ‘Tension Between; Institutional and Individual Views of Marriage,’

Journal of Marriage and the Family.

6. Amato, P. R. and Booth, A., ‘A Generation at Risk: Growing Up in an Era of Family Upheaval’, 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997.

7. Amato, P. R. and Booth, A., ‘Parental Predivorce Relations and Offspring Postdivorce Well-Being’, 

Journal of Marriage and the Family 63 (1), 2001.

8. Amato, P. R. and De Boer, D. D., ‘The Transmission of Marital Instability Across Generations: 

Relationship Skills or Commitment to Marriage?’, Journal of Marriage and the Family 63, (4), 2001.

9. Amato, P. R. ‘Explaining the Intergenerational Transmission of Divorce’, Journal of Marriage and the 

Family 58 (3), 1996.

10. Armtzen, A. et al., ‘Marital Status as a Risk Factor for Fetal and Infant Mortality’, Scandinavian 

Journal of Social Medicine 24 (1), 1996.

11. Ashcroft J. and Caroe P., ‘Thriving Lives’, Relationships Foundation, 2007.

12. Bachman, J. G. et al., ‘Smoking, Drinking and Drug Use in Young Adulthood’, Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, 1997.

13. Bennett, T. and Braveman, P., ‘Maternal Marital Status as a Risk Factor for Infant Mortality’, Family 

Planning Perspectives 26 (6), 1994.

14. Benson, H., ‘What interventions strengthen family relationships?’ Paper presented at the 2nd 

National Conference on Relationship Education, London 2005.

15. Benson, H., ‘The conflation of marriage and cohabitation in government statistics – a denial of 

difference rendered untenable by an analysis of outcomes’, Bristol Community Family Trust, 2006.

16. Brown and Booth, ‘Cohabitation Versus Marriage: A Comparison of Relationship Equality’, 1996.

17. Brown, S. L., ‘The Effect of Union Type on Psychological Well-Being: Depression Among Cohabitors

versus Marrieds’, Journal of Health and Social Behavior 41, 2000.

6. APPENDIX
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18. Bumpass, L. L. et al., ‘The Role of Cohabitation in Declining Rates of Marriage’, Journal of Marriage and 

the Family 53, 1991.

19. Chase-Lansdale, P. L. et al., ‘The Long-Term Effects f Parental Divorce on the Mental Health of Young 

Adults : A Developmental Perspective’, Child Development 66, 1995.

20. Cherlin, A. J. et al., ‘Effects of Parental Divorce on Mental Health Throughout the Life Course,’ American 

Sociological Review 63, 1998.

21. Cherlin, A. J. et al., ‘Parental Divorce in Childhood and Demographic Outcomes in Young Adulthood’, 

Demography 32, 1995.

22. Clarkberg, M. ‘The Price of Partnering: The Role Economic Well-Being in Young Adults’ First Union 

Experiences’, Social Forces 77 (3), 1999.

23. Cocket, M. and Tripp, J., ‘The Exeter Family Study: Family Breakdown and Its Impact on Children’, 

University of Exeter Press, 1994.

24. Daniel, K. ‘The Marriage Premium,’ in Tommasi, M. and Ierulli, K. (eds.), The New Economics of Human 

Behavior, Cambridge University Press, 1995.

25. Demakakos P., ‘Loneliness, quality of life and health inequalities. Presentation at the launch of the 

report covering the second wave of the ELSA survey’, July 2006.

26. Dench G. and Brown B., ‘The Grandmother Project: Towards a new partnership between family and 

state’, Institute of Community Studies, Working Paper No 7, 2004.

27. Doherty, W. J. and Needle, R. H., ‘Psychological Adjustment and Substance Abuse Among Adolescents 

Before and After Parental Divorce’, Child Development 62, 1991.

28. Ebrahim, S. et al., ‘Marital Status, Change in Marital Status, and Mortality in Middle-Aged British Men’, 

American Journal of Epidemiology 142, 1995.

29. Ely, West, Sweeting, and Richards, ‘Teenage Family Life, Life Chances, Lifestyles and Health’, 2000.

30. Ermisch, J., ‘Cohabitation in Great Britain: Not for Long, but Here to Stay’, Institute for Social and 

Economic Research, University of Essex, 1998.

31. Ermisch, J. and Francesconi, M., ‘Patterns of Household and Family Formation’, in Berthoud, R. and 

Gershuny, J. (eds.), Seven Years in the Lives of British Families, Bristol: the Policy Press, 2000.

32. Ermisch, J., ‘Premarital Cohabitation, Childbearing and the Creation of One-Parent Families’, ESRC 

Research Centre on Micro-social Change, Paper Number 95-17, 1995.

33. Fisher, H., ‘Anatomy of Love: A Natural History of Mating, Marriage and Why We Stray’, New York: 

Fawcett Columbine, 1992.

34. Flewelling, R. L. and Bauman, K. E. ‘Family Structure as a Predictor of Initial Substance Use and Sexual 

Intercourse in Early Adolescence’, Journal of Marriage and the Family 52, 1990.

6. APPENDIX
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35. Flood-Page, Campbell, Harrington and Miller, ‘Youth Crime: Findings from the 1998/99 Youth Lifestyles 

survey’, 2000.

36. Forste, R. and Tanfer, K., ‘Sexual Exclusivity among Dating, Cohabiting and Married Women’, Journal of 

Marriage and the Family 58, 1998.

37. Frossas, E., et al., ‘Maternal Predictors of Perinatal Mortality: The Role of Birthweight’, International 

Journal of Epidemiology 28 (3), 1999. 

38. Glenn, N. D. and Kramer, K. B., ‚The Marriages and Divorces of the Children of Divorce’, Journal of 

Marriage and the Family 49, 1987.

39. Gottman, J. M. and Silver, N., ‘The Seven Principles for Making Marriage Work’. New York: Three Rivers 

Press, 1999.

40. Granovetter M., ‘The Strength of Weak Ties’, American Journal of Sociology, Vol 78, No 6.

41. Hadju, P., McKee, M., and Bojan, F., ‘Changes in Premature Mortality Differentials by Marital Status in 

Hungary and in England and Wales’, European Journal of Public Health, 5 (4), 259-264, 1995.

42. Hanson, T. et al., ‘Windows on Divorce: Before and After’, Social Science Research 27, 1998.

43. Hao, L., ‘Family Structure, Private Transfers, and the Economic Well-Being of Families with Children’, 

Social Forces 75, 1996.

44. Hetherington, E. M. and Kelly, J., ‘ For Better or For Worse: Divorce Reconsidered’, New York: W. W. 

Norton and Co., 2002.

45. Heyman, R. E. et al., ‘The Hazards of Predicting Divorce without Crossvalidation’, Journal of Marriage 

and Family 63, 2001.

46. Hirschl, T., ‘Does Marriage Increase the Odds of Alluence,’ Journal of Marriage and the Family, 2003.

47. Hoffman, J. P., ‘Exploring the Direct and Indirect Family Effects on Adolescent Drug Use’, Journal of 

Drug Issues 23 (3), 1993.

48. Horwitz, A. V. et al., ‘Becoming Married and Mental Health: A Longitudinal Study of a Cohort of Young 

Adults’, Journal of Marriage and the Family 58, pp. 895-907, 1996.

49. Horwitz, A. V. and Raskin, H. ‘The Relationship of Cohabitation and Mental Health: A Study of a Young 

Adult Cohort’, Journal of Marriage and the Family 60 (2), 1998.

50. Hu, Y. and Goldman, N., ‘Mortality Differentials by Marital Status: An International Comparison’, 

Demography 27 (2), 1990.

51. Jackson, N. A. ‘Observational Experiences of Intrapersonal Conflict and Teenage Victimization: A 

Comparative Study among Spouses and Cohabitors’, Journal of Family Violence 11, 1996.

52. Jeynes, W. H., ‘The Effects of Several of the Most Common Family Structures on the Academic 

Achievement of Eighth Graders’, Marriage and Family Review 30 (1/2), pp. 73-97, 2000.

6. APPENDIX
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53. Kaplan, R. M. and Kronic, R. G., ‘Marital Status and Longevity in the United States Population’, Journal 

of Epidemiological Community Health, 60, 760-765, 2006.

54. Kiernan, K. and Hobcraft, J., ‘Parental Divorce During Childhood: Age at First Intercourse, Partnership 

and Parenthood’, Population Studies 51, 1997.

55. Kiernan, K., ‘Childbearing Outside Marriage in Western Europe’, Population Trends 98, 1999.

56. Kiernan, K., ‘The Legacy of Parental Divorce: Social, Economic and Family Experiences in Adulthood’, 

London: CASE paper 1, 1997.

57. Kingsley D. (ed.), ‘Contemporary Marriage: Comparative Perspectives on a Changing Institution’, New 

York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1985.

58. Leonard, K. E. and Rothbard, J. C. ‘Alcohol and the Marriage Effect’, Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 13, 

139-146, 1999.

59. Lillard, L. A. and Waite, L. J., ‘Til Death Do Us Part: Marital Disruption and Mortality’, American Journal 

of Sociology 100, 1995.

60. Lund, R., Holstein, B. E. and Osler, M., ‚Marital History from Age 15 to 40 Years and Subsequent 10-Year 

Mortality: A Longitudinal Study of Danish Males Born in 1953’. International Journal of Epidemiology, 33 

(2), 389-397, 2004.

61. Lupton, J. and Smith, J. P., 2002, ‘Marriage, Assets and Savings’, Marriage and the Economy, Cambrdge: 

Cambridge University Press.

62. Manning, W. D. and Lichter, D. T., ‘Parental Cohabitation and Children’s Economic Well-Being’, Journal 

of Marriage and the Family 58, 1996.

63. Masquardt E., ‘Between Two Worlds: he inner lives of children of divorce’, New York, Crown Publishers, 

2005.

64. Martikainen, P., Martelin, T., Nihtila, E., Majamaa, K. And Koskinen, S., ‚Differences in Mortality by 

Marital Status in Finland from 1976 to 2000: Analyses of Changes in Marital-Status Distributions, Socio-

Demographic and Household Composition, and Cause of Death’. Population Studies, 59 (1), 99-115, 2005.

65. Mastekaasa, A., ‘The Subjective Well-Being of the Previously Married: The Importance of Unmarried 

Cohabitation and Time Since Widowhood or Divorce’, Social Forces 73, 1994.

66. Matsueda, R. L. and Heimer, K., ‘Race, Family Structure and Delinquency: A Test of Differential 

Association and Social Control Theories’, American Sociological Review 2, 1987.

67. McIntosh, J., ‘Enduring Conflict in Parental Separation: Pathways of Impact on Child Development’, 

Journal of Family Studies, 9 (1), 63-80, 2003.

68. McLanahan, S., ‘Family, State, and Child Well-Being’, Annual Review of Sociology 26 (1), 2000.

69. McLanahan and Sandefur, ‘Growing Up With a Single Parent: What Hurts, What helps’, 1994.

6. APPENDIX
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70. McLeod, J. I., ‘Childhood Parental Loss and Adult Depression’, Journal of Health and Social Behavior 32, 

1991.

71. Meltzer, H., et al., Mental Health of Children and Adolescents in Great Britain, London: The Stationery 

Office, 2000.

72. Miller-Tutzauer, C. et al., ‘Marriage and Alcohol Use: A Longitudinal Study of Maturing Out’, Journal of 

Studies on Alcohol 52, 1991.

73. Mirrlees-Black, C., ‘Domestic Violence: Findings from a New British Crime Survey Self-Completion 

Questionnaire’, London: Home Office, 1999.

74. Morrison, D. R. and Ritualo, A., ‘Routes to Children’s Economic Recovery After Divorce: Are Cohabitation 

and Remarriage Equivalent?’, American Sociological Review 65, 2000.

75. Mortality Statistics: ‘Childhood, Infant and Perinatal, Review of the Registrar General on Deaths in 

England and Wales’, 2000, Series DH3 33, Office for National Statistics, 2002. 

76. Mortality Statistics: ‘General Review of he Registrar General on Deaths in England and Wales 1999’, 

Series DH1 32, Office for National Statistics, 2001. 

77. Nock, S., ‘A Comparison of Marriages and Cohabiting Relationships’, Journal of Family Issues 16, 1995. 

78. O’Connor, T. G. et al., ‘Frequency and Predicators of Relationship Dissolution in a Community Sample in 

England’, Journal of Family Psychology 13 (3), 1999.

79. O’Neill R., ‘Experiments in Living: The fatherless family’, Civitas, 2002.

80. ONS, ‘Looking back to look forward: Lessons from four birth cohorts for aging in the 21st Century’, 

Population Trends 99, 2000.

81. ONS, ‘The dynamics of living arrangements in later life: evidence from the British Household; Panel 

Survey’. Population Trends 105, p.40, 2001.

82. Oswald, A. and Blanchflower, D., ‘Wellbeing in Britain and the US’, 1999.

83. Pienta, A. M. et al., ‘Health Consequences of Marriage for the Retirement Years’, Journal of Family 

Issues 21 (5), 2000.

84. Power, C., Rodgers, B., and Hope, S., ‘Heavy Alcohol Consumption and Marital Status: Disentangling the 

Relationship in a National Study of Young Adults’, Addicion 94 (10), 1999.

85. Rindfuss, R. R. and VandenHeuvel, A., ‘Cohabitation: A Precursor to Marriage or an Alternative to Being

Single?’, Population and Development Review 16 (4), 1990.

86. Robles, T. F. and Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K. ‘The Physiology of Marriage: Pathways to Health’, physiology and 
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6. APPENDIX
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