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THE FAMILY WATCH

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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Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008
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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%)
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Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008
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Taking into account the population growth (15%) during this time,

eMarriages went from 5.38 to 4.26 per 1,000 inhabitants (in real terms, a 20% decrease)
eMarital 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)
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Trends in Marriage and Marital Breakdown in Spain between 1999 and 2008

Marriages Marital Breakdown Separations Divorces Annulments
1999 216,451 94,346 (43.6%) 58,137 (61.6%) 36,101 (38.3%) 108 (0.1%)
2000 211,522 99,474 (47.0%) 61,617 (61.9%) 37,743 (37.9%) 114 (0.1%)
2001 208,057 105,534 (50.7%) 66,144 (62.7%) 39,242 (37.2%) 148 (0.1%)
2002 211,522 115,374 (54.5%) 73,567 (63.7%) 41,621 (36.1%) 186 (0.2%)
)
)

2003 212,300 122,166 (57.5%) 76,520 (62.6%) 45,448 (37.2%) 198 (0.2%)
2004 216,149 132,789 (61.4%) 81,618 (61.5%) 50,974 (38.4%) 197 (0.2%)
2005 208,146 137,044 (65.8%) 64,028 (46.7%) 72,848 (53.2%) 168 (0.1%)
2006 203,453 145,919 (71.7%) 18,793 (12.9%) 126,952 (87.0%) 174 (0.1%)
2007 201,579 137,510 (68.2%) 11,583 (8.4%) 125,777 (91.5%) 150 (0.1%)
2008 196,613 118,939 (60.5%) 8,761 (7.4%) 110,036 (92.5%) 142 (0.1%)

Source: Statistics of Annulments, Separations and Divorces 2008 (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, 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.
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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.
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An in-depth review of family law in Britain
Conclusion

The Family Law Review has sought to build on and develop the work of the
Family Breakdown working group in Breakdown Britain and Breakthrough
Britain. These reports revealed the true and increasing scale of family breakdown
s having both on individuals and wider
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in Britain and the devastating impact
society. They showed that, at 1

Chiaived by David Hisdsoa

¥ 2004
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As such, Breakthrough Britain made a
series of recommendations aimed at supporting and
strengthening families, a number of which are reiterated in
this report.

The focus of this report was to establish the role the
judiciary plays in strengthening or weakening family

relationships, and how best family law can be reformed to
reflect the importance of healthy, stable families for both
adults and children and minimise the potential for

Action must now be taken by

Pa;llam:n t? S:leveslile!hls conflict. Very little has been done by Parliament either to acknowledge the
culture relation:
breakdown, ¥ damaging trend of family breakdown or, crucially, to do anything meaningful

about it. This report seeks to rectify this unacceptable situation.

Every Family Matters
The Centre for Social Justice, 2009
(APPENDIX 1)
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body of social science literature on the consequences of
family fragmentation. Much of the evidence comes from the
United States, but similar results have been produced in the
UK, as well as in Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and
Europe. Where available, we have attempted to highlight
studies and data from the UK.

This report is an attempt to summarise this large body
of scientific research into a succinct form useful to people on
all sides of ongoing family debates — to report what we
know about the importance of marriage in our families and
society. We also hope this report will be useful to people who
are considering the role of marriage in their own families.
Although social science research does not always answer
specific questions about individual circumstances (e.g. “Will
my particular children in my particular circumstances be
harmed or helped by divorce?”), it does help to answer

Does Marriage Matter?
Civitas, 2007
(APPENDIX 2)
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scope of this review.

On the face of it, the questions seemn deceptively simple. Surely,
it is just a matter of quantifying the various outcomes following
couple relationship breakdown? Unfortunately, that is not so. To
begin with, associations cannot be assumed to reflect causal
influences. For example, might the apparent ill-effects of the
breakdown really be a junction of the sorts of people wha have
fragile relationships? Alternatively. might the supposed effects
be a consequence of associated features (such as conflict and
discord) rather than the breakdown as such? Even more
basically, could the assessment of consequences reflect bioses in
measurement? Although lengitudinal studies on their own do not
solve the prablem of causol inference, nevertheless they are
much mare powerful than crass-sectional studies. Accordingly,
the review places most weight on longitudinal studies spanning
the period before and ofter the relationship breakdown.

The review notes the substantial associations between
relationship breakdown and worsening of physical and
psychological health — especially in the early years after the
relationship breckdown. It is noted that the finding of the overall
better health of the married (as compared with the divorced or
single} is dependent on the marriage relationship being of high
quality. In other words, there is much to be said for interventions
that can improve couple relationships sufficiently to prevent
breakdown. On the other hand, mointaining a hostile, unloving,

seem to be greater when there are multiple exper
parental relationship breakdown.

Despite the evidence that ill-effects for both the
children of couple relationship breakdown are co
substantial. the findings also show the marked he
people’s responses. That rajses the critical quest
the moderating factors? The evidence is not as ¢
would like but the suggestion is that aspects of t
relationship are operative as one of multiple moc
reseorchers hove long noted, the relationship bel
individuals in a family is likely to involve repercus:
in the family group.

In seeking to understand the processes involved,
determine what sorts of people, from what sorts ¢
inwhat sorts of social circumstances are likely to
breakdown in a hitherto committed relationship?
indicate that both an unusually early age at marr
cohabitation leading to children being born). and
family in which the individual's parents’ marriage |
relevant. In addition, however, it cannot be assur
cohabitations or marrioge have the same meanir
same expectations, as in previous generations.

The review seeks to bring together the implicatiol
interventians both with respect to the couple relc

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

(APPENDIX 3)
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Counting the cast of family failure

2. SOURCES

When Relationships Go Wrong
Counting the cost of family failure

When Relationships Go Wrong: Counting the cost of family failure and its
flipside, When Relationships Go Right: Enabling thriving lives, have to be
read from both ends of this document — seriously! We present our
material in such a way because our aim is to confront the extent of
failure whilst suggesting how to move towards solutions. We are not
in the business of spreading doom and gloom, but neither are we
naive. There is a cost to relationship breakdown and it is large — £37
billion. Only when the cost is taken seriously will people recognise
how important relationships are to wellbeing and happiness. In light
of this we suggest that policy-makers and implementers can, and
should, make informed choices in terms of public motivation,
opportunity and support which will lead to more thriving lives and
reduce the costs of failure. You can begin at either end of this
document but you need both views to see the whole picture.

When Relationships Go Wrong - Counting the cost of family failure

Relationships Foundation, 2009
(APPENDIX 4)
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By Hebeeea Waiberg and Andrea Mrozek

Included in this calculation are means-tested provincial programs geared toward
alleviating poverty; programs that fall under housing, child care and welfare. We
estimate the savings that could be realized if family breakdown were to decrease
by half by calculating the subsequent decrease in government transfers. We have
chosen to be conservative in our estimate by excluding associated justice and
education costs, which include, for example, the existence of family courts and
agencies that enforce child support payments.

This report also highlights the extent to which family breakdown has contributed
to the feminization of poverty and the fact that family structure matters in the
long term fight against poverty, in particular child poverty. If we are serious about
reducing poverty, valuable short term solutions, like food banks and shelters, must
partner with long term solutions, which include examining family structure and
eradicating family breakdown.

A substantive body of research shows that children fare best when raised in a
married, two-parent family home. Research also shows that family breakdown is
linked to poverty. Where families fail, governments step up to the plate to act as a
kind of replacement family. This should not be viewed as the ideal.

Clearly, the greatest harm done by family breakdown lies in personal suffering.
However, there is a financial element to divorce and non-marital childbearing.
This report estimates the fiscal cost to the public purse. Our hope is that in-
creased information will encourage Canadians to make healthy family choices,
and governments to nurture strong families through improved public policy.

Public Choices, Private Costs - How Failing Families Cost Us All

Institute of Family and Marriage, 2009

(APPENDIX 5)
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The Marriage Index

A Proposal to Establish Leading Marriage Indicators

indicarors, or try to do anything as a society to improve them?

In recent decades, economists have developed a set of Leading
Economic Indicators—fundamental, carefully chosen measurements
that reveal the direction and overall health of the U.S. economy. These
indicators are generally accepted by elites and by the broad public as both
accurate and important. As a result, they matter. We read about them in
publications and hear about them on TV. Policy makers and opinion

shapers pay attention to them. If they are improving, we tend to rejoice.

If they are declining, we tend to fret, and ask, “What can we do?”

NCAAMP
The . . .
Ea’::-m = But what about attending as a society to the health of our marriages?

There is #o equivalent effort to focus on marriage. We do not, as in the
case of the economy, have generally accepted leading measurements,
or even much of a sense that such measurements (even if we did agree
on them) would truly matter to our well-being and therefore call for a

collective response. As a result, to whatever degree we do have them,

The Marriage Index - A proposal to Establish Leading Marriage Indicators
Institute for American Values, 2009
(APPENDIX 6)

b

12



THE FAMILY WATCH

3. ANALYSIS

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).

Adult impacts (Chapters 3 and 4 of main report)

il

There is an unequivocal association between couple
relationship breakdown and adult ill-health.33-50 Mortality
statistics for England and Wales (in 2007) show elevated
mortality rates for non-married (single, widowed and divorced)
males and females, compared to those married, for all age
groups hetween 25 and 64 years. From middle age (late 40's
onwards) the single (never married) group show the highest
rates of mortality.®! Evidence of a causal relationship between
relationship status and the mortality statistics cannot be
confirmed.

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

13
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3. ANALYSIS

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).

14
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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.

countless more across all ages and social backgrounds. Moreover this is not a
purely private issue, affecting only the couple themselves. Children are often
profoundly aftected by parental separation, often carrying the scars into their

adult lives and personal relationships. Nowadays we see many couples entering

marriage with high expectations but much lower capacities to realise those
expectations and little understanding of the long-term nature of the commitment. Every Family Matters
The cost to our nation of relationship breakdown has been estimated at £20- (The Centre for Social Justice, 2009).
£24 billion, between £680 and £820 for every taxpayer.? The cost to the nation
of supporting a single-parent family is between £4,000 and £15,000 per annum.
Other research puts the cost of family breakdown at a staggering £37 billion.**
%}m ﬁﬁ The culture of relationship breakdown must change for economic as well as

social reasons. Our nation simply cannot continue to afford the cost.

15
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4. CONCLUSIONS

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.

Cohabitation in Great Britain more often functions as a
prelude to marriage or a trial marriage rather than a lasting
alternative to marriage. The average length of a cohabiting
union is t&:vo years before either converting to marriage or
dissolving. As a group, cohabitees more closely resemble i >
singles than married people.ﬁ Children with cohabiting poes M?g\fi?ai,Mzaottoe;)..
parents have outcomes more similar to children living with
lone (or remarried) parents than to children from intact
marriages.7 Adults who live together are more similar to
singles than to married couples in terms of physical health”
and emotional well-being and mental health,” as well as in
assets and earnings.m

16



4. CONCLUSIONS

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.

What helps us the most to thrive, as individuals and as a society? Money

or marriage? Assets or relationships?

— Here's what we know: A large body of research suggests that the

status of our marriages influences our well-being wr feast as much as the
status of our inances. The Marriage Index - A proposal to Establish ...
Institute for American Values (2009).

But consider this puzzle. Why do we so carefully measure and widely
publicize our leading economic indicators, and do everything we can to

improve them, while rarely bothering to measure our leading mariiage
%\ F indicators, or try to do anything as a society to improve them?

In recent decades, economists have developed a set of Leading

17
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4. CONCLUSIONS

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).

single mothers who have never been married or never lived with the tather ot their
babies. As such, family breakdown involves the creation of families broken from

the start.

Certainly broken families cannot magically be reunited, and in some circumstances

a divorce or single parenting is the best of a range of difficult options. We are . Public ChOices’ Priyate Costs...
not suggesting family breakdown can be entirely eradicated. Furthermore, in this Unstitute of Family and Marriage, 2009).

paper we don't address living arrangements where children are not involved,
although work in other countries has suggested that even childless adults are
happier, healthier and wealthier when they are married than when they are
single, divorced or separated. In this study we focus on the increased public costs
associated with lone parenting, cohabitation and divorce.

Though this is the first research of its kind in Canada, there is a significant body
of international literature on the subject. Of particular interest is the research done

18



-

THE FAMILY WATCH

5. PROPOSALS

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.

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.

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.

19
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