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Partnership Instability and Child Well-Being

We use data from three waves of the Fragile
Families Study (N ! 2,111) to examine the pre-
valence and effects of mothers’ partnership
changes between birth and age 3 on children’s
behavior. We find that children born to unmar-
ried and minority parents experience signifi-
cantly more partnership changes than children
born to parents who are married or White.
Each transition is associated with a modest
increase in behavioral problems, but a signifi-
cant number of children experience 3 or more
transitions. The association between instability
and behavior is mediated by maternal stress
and lower quality mothering. The findings imply
that policies aimed at reducing maternal stress
and partnership instability may improve child
well-being.

A growing body of research indicates that chil-
dren exposed to multiple changes in family struc-
ture have poorer outcomes, on average, than
children who grow up in stable families. These
findings have been replicated for a variety of
age-groups (early and middle childhood, as well
as adolescence) and for a variety of outcomes,
including child behavior problems, delinquency,
and adolescent pregnancy (e.g., Cavanagh &
Huston, 2006; Fomby & Cherlin, 2007; Wu &

Thomson, 2001). Previous research also indi-
cates that partnership instabilitymay interactwith
child characteristics such as race/ethnicity and
family structure at birth. In some studies, White
children appear to be more affected by changes
in family structure than Black children (Fomby
& Cherlin; Wu & Thomson), and children born
tomarried parents appear to bemore affected than
children born to unmarried parents (Cavanagh &
Huston). Although some of the association
between partnership instability and child out-
comes is likely the result of selection (e.g., pa-
rents with preexisting problems are more likely
to experience multiple relationship changes and
to have children with behavioral problems; Capa-
ldi & Patterson, 1991), there are good theoretical
and empirical reasons to believe that at least part
of the effect is causal (Fomby & Cherlin). Social
stress theory suggests that changes in relation-
ships lead to disruptions in resources and routines
(George, 1993; Holmes & Rahe, 1967), which
interfere with a mother’s psychological function-
ing and interactions with her child and, ultimately,
reduce child well-being (George, 1989; Rutter,
1983).

Understanding the role of partnership insta-
bility in shaping children’s future well-being is
important for several reasons. First, family insta-
bility has increased dramatically since 1960 as
a result of major demographic changes, including
increases in cohabitation and nonmarital child-
bearing (Ventura & Bachrach, 2000). The new
family forms that result from these changes
are much less stable than traditional marriages
(Osborne, Manning, & Smock, in press), which
means that children are increasingly exposed to
multiple changes in family structure over the
course of their childhood.
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Second, cohabiting unions and nonmarital
childbearing are much more common among
minority and lower income families as compared
to White and higher income families (Ellwood &
Jencks, 2004); thus, these groups are dispropor-
tionately exposed to family instability. Insofar
as family instability—independent of family
structure—has negative consequences for chil-
dren, the new family forms can be viewed as
an important mechanism in the reproduction
of poverty and inequality across generations
(McLanahan, 2004).

This article uses data from a longitudinal
survey of new parents to address three broad
questions. First, how many partnership transi-
tions—defined as the beginnings or endings of
romantic relationships—are children exposed to
during the first 3 years of life, and how does their
exposure differ by race/ethnicity and family
structure at birth? Second, are partnership
changes associated with children’s behavior
problems at age 3, and does this association differ
by race/ethnicity and family structure at birth?
And finally, do changes in material resources
and residence, maternal stress, and poor quality
mothering mediate the association between part-
nership instability and child behavior?

Our study extends previous research in several
ways. First, we use data from a large birth cohort
study that is following approximately 5,000 chil-
dren born between 1998 and 2000. The study
oversamples nonmarital births so it includes
a large number of children who are at risk for
experiencing parents’ partnership changes. The
study also includes a large sample of Hispanic
families, which means that we can examine
whether the findings from previous studies can
be generalized to this population.

Second, our measure of partnership changes
includes changes in cohabiting and dating rela-
tionships as well as changes in marital partner-
ships. Whereas a few recent studies have
examined transitions into and out of cohabiting
relationships, our analysis is the first to examine
changes in dating relationships. Although a dat-
ing partner is likely to be less involved with the
child than a cohabiting partner, we argue that
the beginnings and endings of dating relation-
ships are likely to affect the mothers’ psycholog-
ical (and possibly material) resources and
ultimately her ability to care for her child.

Third, our data include extensive information
on parents’ characteristics at the child’s birth,
including prior relationship stability and grand-

parents’ mental health. Thus, we are able to con-
trol for many of the theoretically important but
often unobserved characteristics that are likely
to be correlated with mothers’ future partnership
stability as well as child behavior problems.
These controls reduce the possibility that the as-
sociations we observe between partnership insta-
bility and child outcomes are spurious.

Fourth, whereas previous studies have primar-
ily focused on older children and adolescents,
we focus on children at age 3. The 0 – 3 period
is a crucial stage in the development of the
mother-child relationship (Belsky, 1990), and
behavioral problems at early ages are thought
to be predictive of subsequent behavioral and
academic difficulties (McLeod & Kaiser, 2004;
National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development [NICHD] Early Child Care Re-
search Network, 2004; but see Duncan et al.,
2006, who find no association between behavior
problems at age 5 and academic achievement at
ages 8 – 13). Finally, our data include questions
about changes in economic resources, residential
mobility, maternal stress, and mothering quality,
which allow us to examine possible mechanisms
through which partnership instability affects
child well-being.

Prior Research and Theoretical
Perspectives

Research on the association between partnership
instability and child well-being has been ongoing
for 25 years. Early studies focused on changes in
marital unions, including divorce and remarriage.
As cohabitation becamemore common, research-
ers began to include transitions into and out of
these unions as well. Several researchers have
documented a negative association between the
number of partnership changes a child is exposed
to and the child’s well-being at various develop-
mental stages.

Looking at adolescents, Capaldi, Crosby, and
Stoolmiller (1996) found that boys who are
exposed to multiple partnership transitions
become sexually active at younger ages than boys
who grow up in stable families. Wu et al. found
that the number of family transitions a child expe-
riences between birth and age 14 is associatedwith
early sexual intercourse and premarital childbear-
ing among adolescent girls (Wu, 1996; Wu &
Martinson, 1993; Wu& Thomson, 2001). Similar
results have been reported for adolescent pregnan-
cies by researchers using British data (Cockett &
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Tripp, 1994) and New Zealand data (Woodward,
Fergusson, & Horwood, 2001). Most recently,
Fomby and Cherlin (2007) have shown that union
instability (including changes in cohabiting rela-
tionships) is associated with behavior problems
in White (but not Black) adolescents.

Looking at younger children,Capaldi andPatter-
son (1991) found that boyswho experience three or
more partnership transitions have substantially
more adjustment problems in elementary school
than boys who experience no transitions. Similarly,
Kurdek, Fine, and Sinclair (1995) found that part-
nership transitions are negatively associated with
academic achievement and behavior problems
among sixth graders, and Najman et al. (1997) re-
ported similar effects on child behavior problems
at age 5. Ackerman and his colleagues (Ackerman,
Kogos,Youngstrom,Schoff,& Izard, 1999;Acker-
man, D’Eramo, Umylny, Schultz, & Izard, 2001;
Ackerman, Brown, D’Eramo, & Izard, 2002; con-
ducted a number of studies of the effects of partner-
ship transitions on the academic performance and
behavior problems of children between the ages
of 5 and 8 and found that multiple transitions,
including changes in cohabitation status, are associ-
ated with increases in behavior problems but not
cognitive test scores. More recently, Cavanagh
and Huston (2006) found that partnership instabi-
lity is associated with behavior problems among
middle-income 5-year-old children.

In addition to documenting the association
between partnership transitions and child out-
comes, researchers have also identified a number
of factors that appear to modify the effects of
instability on child well-being. For example,
two studies report stronger effects forWhites than
for Blacks (Fomby & Cherlin, 2007; Wu &
Thomson, 2001); several studies report more
negative effects among children whose parents
have fewer resources, measured variously as
mental health, cognitive skills, and economic
status (Ackerman et al., 2002; Cavanagh &
Huston, 2006), and there is mixed evidence
regarding the moderating effects of family struc-
ture on instability (Cavanagh & Huston).

Why Would Partnership Instability
Affect Child Well-Being?

Our theoretical model for how partnership insta-
bility affects poor outcomes in children is based
on social stress theory (George, 1989, 1993;
Holmes &Rahe, 1967). According to this theory,
partnership transitions are associated with changes

in material and social resources, which, in turn,
negatively affect a mother’s psychological func-
tioning and capacity to positively interact
with her child. Ultimately, declines in mother’s
functioning lead to increases in child behavior
problems.

According to social stress theory, even ‘‘posi-
tive’’ events, such as getting married, forming
a new partnership, or ending a bad relationship,
may lead to increases in stress. Social stress the-
ory posits that the negative effects of partnership
changes should be most pronounced around the
time of the change and should fade out over time
in the absence of additional changes (Acock &
Demo, 1994; Williams & Umberson, 2004).
Because the stress from each event is cumulative,
children who experience multiple changes over
a short period of time are likely to be at greater
risks for negative outcomes than children who
experience a single change or no changes (Rutter,
1983).

The theoretical model described above is sup-
ported by empirical research showing that
divorce is associatedwith income loss and greater
residential mobility (Holden & Smock, 1991;
McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). Separation from
cohabitation is also associated with a decline in
resources (Avellar & Smock, 2005). Whereas re-
marriage or repartnering may lead to increases in
family resources, the extent to which the addi-
tional income is equally shared in stepfamilies
is unclear (Case, Lin, & McLanahan, 2000).
Moreover, although remarriage may indicate
a move to a larger house or safer neighborhood,
the move itself may disrupt mothers’ and chil-
dren’s connections to neighborhood ties.

Divorce also leads to disruptions in family pro-
cesses that are associated with good parenting
and positive outcomes in children (Hetherington,
Cox, & Cox, 1982). According to these research-
ers, the disruptions in routines and other parental
behaviors that typically accompany divorce are
usually temporary, lasting between 18 months
and 2 years for most families (Hetherington, Cox,
& Cox, 1985). A similar process occurs when a
mother remarries and her child must adapt to a
new stepfather and possibly stepsiblings (Hether-
ington, Bridges, & Insabella, 1998; Hetherington
et al., 1992).

As a family adjusts to the changes and estab-
lishes a new set of routines, parenting improves
and the child’s behavioral problems subside.
Over the long run, however, families that ex-
perience persistent changes may not have an
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opportunity to return to ‘‘normal’’ and thus may
live in perpetual uncertainty and chaos (Brody,
Neubaum, & Forehand, 1988). A chaotic, unpre-
dictable environment negatively alters amother’s
capacity to care for her child (Pavenstadt, 1965;
Waters & Cummings, 2000). More specifically,
high levels of stress interferewith amother’s abil-
ity to provide warm, nurturing, and supportive
parenting, which are essential contributors to
healthy child development (Belsky, 1990; Bowlby,
1977).

Aside from stress, there are two alternative
hypotheses for why partnership instability might
be associated with children’s behavior problems.
First, the selection hypothesis posits that part-
nership instability and child behavior problems
are both determined by a third unobserved (by
the researcher) variable. For example, mothers
with serious psychological problems may find it
more difficult to maintain stable relationships
and their children may also exhibit more behav-
ior problems. Evidence for this hypothesis is
mixed (Capaldi & Patterson, 1991; Capaldi et al.,
1996; Fomby & Cherlin, 2007). Second, the
reverse causality hypothesis argues that having
a child with a serious behavior problem may
increase maternal stress, which will cause more
partnership instability. A number of studies find
that parents with an unhealthy child are more
likely to divorce (e.g., Reichman, Corman, &
Noonan, 2004). These alternative hypotheses
have different policy implications, and we
examine the hypotheses in more detail in our
analyses.

Moderating Effects

Social stress theory also suggests that the effects
of instability may be conditioned by race/ethnic-
ity and family structure, although exactly how
these moderating effects should play out is not
entirely clear. On the one hand, social stress the-
ory argues that change is less stressful when it is
more normative and more predictable and when
a mother is protected by a strong support system
(Maier & Seligman, 1976; Mineka & Kihlstrom,
1978). Because partnership instability is more
common among Blacks, Hispanics, and unmar-
ried mothers (Ellwood & Jencks, 2004; Martin,
2004), the effects of instability may be less nega-
tive for these groups. There also is evidence that
minority and single mothers have more support-
ive kin networks (Black, Dubowitz, & Starr,
1999; Coley, 1998; McLoyd, Cauce, Takeuchi,

&Wilson, 2000), although some researchers dis-
pute this finding (McDonald & Armstrong,
2001). Finally, unmarried mothers may experi-
ence higher conflict and more violence in their
relationships than married mothers (Brown &
Booth, 1996; Cherlin, 1998), which suggests that
ending a relationship may reduce their stress in
the short term (Amato, 2005). All these argu-
ments imply that the effects of partnership transi-
tions on mothers’ functioning should be less
negative for minority and unmarried mothers.

On the other hand, social stress theory also ar-
gues that amother’s capacity to copewith a stress-
ful event is conditioned by her education level
and material resources (George, 1989; Levine,
1980). Because married mothers and nonminor-
ity mothers have more resources at their disposal
than unmarried, minority mothers (Manning &
Brown, 2006), we might expect the effects of
instability to be less negative for these mothers.

Control Variables

Tominimize the possibility that the effect of part-
nership instability on child behavior is driven by
selection, we control for a host of maternal char-
acteristics that predate the child’s birth and that
have been shown to affect both instability and
child outcomes. These include mothers’ age,
race/ethnicity, education level, health (including
mental health), and health behaviors. Age and
race/ethnicity are predictive of relationship sta-
bility (Carlson, McLanahan, & England, 2004;
Osborne et al., in press) and are also associated
with more punitive parenting and more child
behavioral problems (Brody & Flor, 1998;
Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn, & Duncan, 1994;
McLoyd, 1990). Similarly, education and paren-
tal health are predictive of partnership stability
(see Fein, Burstein, Fein, & Lindberg, 2003, for
a review) as well as parenting and child behavior
(Brody & Flor; Klebanov et al. ; McLoyd).
Finally, we control for two child characteristics,
low birthweight (Reichman et al., 2004) andmale
gender (Lundberg, 2005), as both these variables
have been shown to be associated with partner-
ship instability and child behavior problems.

In addition to the standard set of controls, we
include several additional variables that are not
typically available in most data sets but are likely
to be highly correlated with relationship instabil-
ity and child outcomes. These include the number
of prior romantic relationships a mother has had,
the number of different men with whom she has

1068 Journal of Marriage and Family



had children, whether she grew up in a stable
home environment, and whether she was mar-
ried, cohabiting, romantically involved but living
apart (visiting), or not romantically involvedwith
the child’s biological father at birth (Carlson
et al., 2004; Osborne, 2005a). Including these
variables reduces but does not eliminate the chan-
ces that the association between instability and
poor child outcomes is caused by selection.

METHOD

Data

Our analysis is based on data from the first three
waves of the Fragile Families andChildWellbeing
Study (Fragile Families). The Fragile Families
Study is a stratified,multistage, probability sample
of approximately 5,000 births that occurred
between 1998 and 2000. The data are representa-
tive of births in U.S. cities with populations of
200,000 or more. The study design called for
a large oversample of nonmarital births, and thus,
these data allow us to distinguish among different
types of unmarried mothers, including cohabiting
mothers and mothers who are romantically
involved with the child’s father but living apart;
as well as different types of union transitions,
including transitions into and out of cohabiting
and dating relationships and transitions into and
out of marriage. Mothers were interviewed in the
hospital soon after their child’s birth (Wave 1).
Almost 90% (n ! 4,365) of the mothers in the
original sample (N ! 4,897) were reinterviewed
when the child was approximately 1 year old
(Wave 2), and 86% (n ! 4,230) were inter-
viewed when the child was approximately 3
years old (Wave 3). Both the Waves 2 and 3 core
surveys were conducted by telephone. In addi-
tion, at Wave 3, assessments of mothers’ parent-
ing and child well-being, including the Child
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1992), were
completed for 78% (n ! 3,318) of the mothers
who completed the core interview at age 3.
Approximately 64% of the mother-child assess-
ments were completed in their home, whereas
36% were completed by telephone.

Our analytical sample includes 2,111 mothers.
We exclude 312 mothers (6% of N) who were
not interviewed at Waves 2 and 3, an additional
1,207 mothers (25% of N) who did not com-
plete the mother/child module at age 3, and an
additional 1,267 mothers (26% of N) who com-
pleted the module but did not complete the

mother/child module in the home. Mothers who
did not complete the mother/child module do
not differ systematically from mothers who did
complete it on the variables included in this
analysis, with the following exceptions. Moth-
ers who did not complete the mother/child mod-
ule have slightly higher incomes at baseline and
Wave 3 interviews, they are somewhat more
likely to have been raised by two parents, and
they are significantly less likely to report that
their parents experienced depression. In addi-
tion, mothers who completed the mother/child
interview in person did not differ systematically
from mothers who completed the interview by
telephone (Berger, Paxson, & Waldfogel, 2005).

Child Outcome Measures

We examine two child behavioral problems,
aggressive and anxious/depressed behavior,
using subscales from the Achenbach 1992 Child
Behavior Checklists for 2 – 3 year olds. Each
mother was read a statement and asked to indicate
whether the statement was not/never true (0),
somewhat/sometimes true (1), or very/often true
(2) of her child. The aggressive behavior scale
consists of 15 items (a ! .86) including defiant,
demands must be met immediately, disobedient,
easily frustrated, fights often, hits others, has
angry moods, punishment does not change ac-
tions, screams a lot, selfish, temper tantrums,
easily jealous, moody, unusually loud, and whiny.
The anxious/depressed scale consists of 10 items
(a ! .65) including too dependent, feelings
hurt easily, looks unhappy, self-conscious/
embarrassed, too fearful, unhappy, upset by sep-
aration from parent, overtired, shy, and wants
attention. The child behavior measures are stan-
dardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1.

Partnership Transitions

The main independent variable of interest is the
total number of maternal partnership changes
between the child’s birth and the time of the
3-year interview. We focus on the beginning
and ending of romantic relationships rather than
changes in coresidential relationships for both
substantive and methodological reasons. Sub-
stantively, we argue that romantic relationships,
regardless of coresidence, may divert a mother’s
time, attention, energy, and resources away from
her child, thus affecting her stress level and
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parenting behavior.We also argue that changes in
coresidence are not as clear as they might seem to
be (Knab, 2005; Manning & Smock, 2005). For
example, one mother who lives with a partner
four nights per week may consider herself cohab-
iting, whereas another mother who spends the
same number of nights with her partner may con-
sider herself to be in a dating, or visiting, relation-
ship. Further, cohabiting relationships are often
preceded by a period of dating, and we are unable
to determine precisely when the transition
between dating and living together occurs. For
both these reasons, we focus on the beginnings
and endings of romantic partnerships.

A few caveats are in order. If cohabiting pa-
rents marry after the birth of their child, or if non-
cohabiting partners move in together, neither of
these changes is considered a partnership transi-
tion for the reasons stated above; namely, we
are focusing on the beginning and ending of the
romantic relationship. It is likely, however, that
a transition to marriage may have significant ben-
efits to the mother (Ellwood & Jencks, 2004) that
do not exist in cohabiting or visiting relation-
ships, andwewould not capture this by excluding
the transition to marriage in our count. Prior
research using the Fragile Families data, how-
ever, shows that transitions from cohabitation to
marriage are not associated with differences in
mothering (Osborne, 2005b) or child behavior
(Osborne, McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2005),
thus excluding this transition as a separate transi-
tion will likely have only a small influence on our
results. Separation from the child’s biological
father following the birth, however, is considered
a transition if the parents are romantically
involved at the child’s birth (i.e., married, cohab-
iting, or visiting). Moreover, if a mother reports
being ‘‘separated’’ from the child’s father at
Wave 2 and being back together with the father
at Wave 3 (n ! 72), both events are counted as
partnership transitions. In separate analyses
(available from the authors on request), we
determined that the results are robust to various
methods of counting transitions.

Mothers were not asked about the number of
partnerships that ended and began between inter-
views; rather, they were asked about current part-
nerships at the time of each interview andwhether
their current partner was the same person as their
partner in the previous wave. Thus, we cannot
identify partnership changes that begin and end
between interviews. Mothers who report having
a child with a new partner between the two inter-

views, however, are coded as having begun and
ended a partnership if they were not in a relation-
ship with this partner at the time of the interviews
(n ! 158, 3% of N). Presumably, we are under-
counting the actual number of romantic partner-
ships mothers enter and exit over the course of
their child’s first 3 years because we cannot
count partnerships that are unobserved at either
interview unless they involve a new birth. Thus,
our results should be interpreted as a lower
bound estimate of the incidence of partnership
instability. Alternatively, by including all rom-
antic partnerships, we may be overestimating
the number of partnerships that have an effect
on the mother and child.

Mediating Variables

We examine four potential mediating variables:
changes in income, number of residential moves,
maternal stress, and poor quality mothering.
Income change is measured as the difference
between mother’s household income at Wave
3 and mothers’ household income at baseline
(divided by $10,000). Household income is con-
tinuous and is based on the mother’s report. Res-
idential mobility is measured by mothers’ reports
of how many times she (and therefore the child)
has changed residences between the child’s birth
and theWave 3 interview. Maternal stress is meas-
ured by a 10-item scale (a ! .89). Responses
ranged from 1 to 5 and are recoded such that
a higher score indicates higher levels of stress.
The sum of the responses was divided by the
number of questions (10) to produce a measure
with a range of 1 – 5. Many of the items were
borrowed or adapted from the Early Head Start
evaluation. The 10 questions were asked of the
mother at the Wave 3 interview and include the
following: the mother often has feelings that
she cannot handle things well, finds herself giv-
ing up more of her life to meet her child’s needs
than she expected, feels trapped by her responsi-
bilities as a parent, has been unable to do new
things since having the child, feels she is never
able to do things she likes since having the child,
is bothered by quite a few things in her life, feels
having child has caused her more problems than
she expected in her relationship with men, feels
alone and without friends, expects to have a bad
time when she goes to a party, is less interested
in people than she used to be, is unhappy with
the last purchase of clothing for herself, and en-
joys things less than she used to.
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Mothering behavior is based on four subscales
created from the infant-toddler version of the
Home Observation for Measurement of the Envi-
ronment (HOME) inventory (Bradley&Caldwell,
1977). Mothers are coded 1 on each of the sub-
scales if they score in the bottom quintile on puni-
tive punishment, lack of emotional
responsiveness, lack of verbal/social skills, and
low language/literacy. We created a mothering
measure from these subscales that ranges from
0 to 4, with a 4 indicating that the mother scores
poorly (in the bottom quintile) on all four HOME
subscales. To create the HOME subscales, each
measure of mother-child interaction was
observed during the in-home assessment. Each
observation is based on a dichotomous (yes/no)
assessment by the observer, and the observations
are summed into scales such that a higher score
represents more positive parenting behavior. The
nonpunitive scale consists of five questions
including the mother does not shout, express
annoyance, spank, scold or criticize, or interfere
or restrict the child during the visit (a ! .76).
The emotionally responsive scale represents
parental warmth and consists of six items includ-
ing the mother talks with the child two or more
times during visit, responds to the child’s ques-
tions orally, praises the child during the visit,
voices positive feelings toward the child, kisses
or hugs the child, and tells the child the name of
an object during the visit (a ! .74). The verbal/
social scale consists of three items and reflects
the language skills the mother models for the
child. The questions indicate whether the moth-
er’s speech is audible, whether she initiates ver-
bal exchange with the observer, and whether she
converses freely and easily during the visit (a !
.69). The language/literacy scale consists of 11
items that include the types of toys the child has
in the house (to stimulate gross and fine motor
skills), having five or more books in the house,
and the mother reading to the child two or more
times per week. The language/literacy scale is
the only one of the four scales that primarily
relies on the mothers’ reports rather than inter-
viewer observation (a ! .71).

Control Variables

The mother’s relationship status with her child’s
biological father at the time of the child’s birth is
measured by four categories: married, cohabiting,
visiting, and single. Cohabiting mothers are those
who report living with their child’s biological

father at the child’s birth and mothers who report
living with the child’s father most or all of the
time at Waves 2 and 3. Mothers are coded as vis-
iting if they report being romantically involved
with their child’s biological father at the child’s
birth but not living with him. Single mothers are
those mothers who are not romantically involved
with their child’s biological father at the child’s
birth. Approximately 3% (n ! 8 out of 271) of
the mothers in the last group were living with
a new partner when their child was born.

Mother’s prior relationship instability meas-
ures the number of mother’s romantic relation-
ships lasting more than 1 month prior to her
relationship with the child’s biological father
and the number of other men with whom she
has had children. Both these questions were
asked at the Wave 3 interview, but the measures
are coded to reflect behavior prior to the focal
child’s birth. A dichotomous measure of whether
the mother’s parents were married when she was
age 15 is also included in the models. These vari-
ables are expected to capture unobserved charac-
teristics of the mother that are likely to be related
to relationship instability, poor parenting, and
children’s behavior problems.

We include two variables to measure child
characteristics: a dichotomous variable to indi-
cate if the child is male and a dichotomous vari-
able to indicate whether the child was born with
low birthweight (less than 2,500 g). Both these
variables have been shown to be related to part-
nership status and child well-being (Lundberg,
2005; Reichman et al., 2004).

All the additional control variables are meas-
ured at birth unless otherwise indicated.Mother’s
age is a continuous variable, and race/ethnicity is
measured by a set of dummy variables for non-
Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic,
and other. Mother’s education is based on four
dichotomous categories: less than high school,
high school, some college or technical training,
and college degree or more. Mother’s health
and health behaviors are assessed using four
measures: themother’s self-reported health status
(1 – 5), prenatal smoking, and her mother’s or fa-
ther’s prior bouts with depression. Grandparent
depression is based on questions asked of the
mother at the Wave 3 interview. These variables
may pick up a genetic tendency toward depres-
sion or other unobserved characteristics of moth-
ers who are more likely to experience depression.
Ideally, we would control directly for the moth-
er’s depression, because her depression may
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influence her parenting and her reporting of her
child’s behavior (Rutter, 2005).Mothers’ depres-
sion was not assessed until theWave 2 interview,
however. Thus, her depression may be a conse-
quence of her partnership instability and cannot
be considered a control variable. In analyses not
reported here, we tested models that included
themother’s depression atWave 2, and the results
were consistent with the ones shown in the final
analysis.

Cases with missing data on the outcome and
mothering variables were dropped from the anal-
yses, as indicated above. For cases with missing
data on the control variables, we imputedmissing
values to the mean of the subgroup, using moth-
er’s relationship status at her child’s birth (i.e.,
married, cohabiting, visiting, or single), and we
included a flag to indicate that the case had miss-
ing data. In no instance did we impute missing
values for more than 5% of the cases.

Analytic Strategy

Todetermine the association between partnership
instability and child behavior, we employ ordi-
nary least squares regression techniques. We
estimated three models for each outcome. The
first model estimates the bivariate association
between the number of partnership changes and
the child’s aggressive and anxious/depressive
behavior at age 3. The second model adds moth-
ers’ background characteristics including demo-
graphic characteristics (age, race/ethnicity),
education level, health and health behaviors
(self-reported health, prenatal smoking, parents’
depression), and prior instability (prior romantic
relationships, number of other fathers for chil-
dren, and parents married at age 15). This model
also includes two child characteristics (low birth-
weight and male). The third model controls for
possible mediators between partnership instabil-
ity and child behavior and adds changes in house-
hold income between the child’s birth and Wave
3, the number of residential moves between birth
and age 3, maternal stress, and poor quality moth-
ering, measured at Wave 3. We recognize that
these variables may actually act as predictors of
partnership instability rather than as mediators
as presented in our theoretical model. To deter-
mine the direction of the relationship, we run var-
ious sensitivity tests that are described in greater
detail below. Finally, to determine if the effects of
partnership instability on child behavior are sim-
ilar across race/ethnic groups and family struc-

tures, we interact the number of partnership
changes with each of these variables (separately)
inmodels equivalent toModel 2 presented above.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 shows the distributions of the child
behavior measures and the other variables used
in this analysis by the mothers’ relationship with
the focal child’s biological father at the child’s
birth. With few exceptions, married mothers dif-
fer significantly from unmarried mothers; there
are very few differences, however, among
unmarried mothers. For child behavioral prob-
lems, a higher score indicates more problem
behavior. Children born to married mothers have
fewer reported aggressive and anxious/depressed
behavioral problems. On the basis of the interpre-
tation of the raw scores (not reported) compared
to the national norms (Achenbach, 1992), chil-
dren of married mothers have average scores in
the 50th percentile of nationally normed stand-
ards, whereas children born to unmarriedmothers
have average scores close to the 70th percentile of
nationally normed standards for 2 – 3 year olds
(Achenbach). Scores above the 95th percentile
are generally believed to indicate clinical prob-
lems; thus, the mean for all children in this
sample falls within the normal range of behavior
(Achenbach).

Married mothers are approximately 5 years
older than unmarried mothers (29 vs. 24 years,
respectively) and are more often White (41%)
as compared to Black (28%) or Hispanic (24%).
By contrast, over half of cohabiting mothers,
three quarters of visiting mothers, and two thirds
of single mothers are Black. Approximately one
third of married mothers have a college degree
compared to fewer than 3% of unmarried mothers.
Moreover, approximately two fifths of unmarried
mothers do not have a high school diploma com-
pared to only 15% of married mothers.

Marital status differences in health and health
behaviors are somewhat mixed. The self-rated
health status differentials among mothers are
not very large. The difference in prenatal smok-
ing, however, is considerable; over 20% of
unmarried mothers report smoking during preg-
nancy compared to 7%ofmarriedmothers. There
are few differences in mothers’ reports about
their own parents’ depression, with both groups
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reporting more depression among their mothers
than fathers.

Married mothers report having had more part-
nership changes prior to the birth of their child
than unmarried mothers, which is not surprising
given that the former are, on average, 5 years

older than the latter. Interestingly, married moth-
ers have had children with fewer partners than
unmarried mothers. This finding is consistent
with the idea that married mothers spend a good
deal of time ‘‘searching’’ formates before starting
their families, whereas unmarried mothers start

Table 1. Distribution of Variables by Mother’s Relationship Status at Child’s Birth

Total

(N ! 2,111)

Married

(n ! 456)

Cohabiting

(n ! 795)

Visiting
a

(n ! 589)

Single
b

(n ! 271)

Child behaviors
c

Aggressive (M ! 0, SD ! 1) 0.09 –0.18 0.12 0.15 0.29

Anxious/depressive

(M ! 0, SD ! 1)

0.08 –0.23 0.15 0.16 0.22

Demographic characteristics

Age (years) 24.87 29.11 24.03 23.43 23.35

White 18.71 41.23 16.73 6.45 13.28

Black 54.52 27.85 51.82 74.36 64.21

Hispanic 23.02 23.68 28.68 16.47 19.56*

Education level

Less than high school 34.91 15.13 38.36 40.92 45.02

High school 31.55 20.61 34.21 35.82 32.84

Some college 24.63 31.36 24.91 21.22 19.93

College 8.91 32.89 2.52 2.04 2.21

Health/health behaviors

Fair or poor health 7.77 5.70 8.43 8.32* 8.12*

Prenatal smoking 19.89 7.02 22.89 23.09 25.83

Mother’s mother depressed 27.43 29.39 29.56* 21.73 30.26*

Mother’s father depressed 11.89 14.91 11.19 11.21* 10.33*

Prior instability

Prior romantic relationships (M) 2.07 2.80 1.97 1.63 2.09

Other fathers for children (M) 0.24 0.08 0.22 0.32 0.42

Parents married at age 15 37.99 62.28 35.97 27.67 25.46

Child characteristics

Male 52.34 50.88 50.31* 54.84* 55.35*

Low birthweight 9.09 5.26 8.93 11.71 10.33

Possible mediating variables (M)

Change in household income

(Wave 3 – birth)

0.23 1.04 0.01 0.07 "0.13

Residential moves 1.33 0.79 1.53 1.36 1.61

Maternal stress (1 – 5)
d

2.18 1.96 2.19 2.24 2.37

Poor mothering (0 – 4)
e

0.79 0.45 0.81 0.96 0.93

Note: Source—Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study.
a
Romantically involved with child’s biological father but do not coreside.

b
Romantically involved with child’s biological

father.
c
Subscales of the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1992). Standardized toM ! 0 and SD ! 1. There are no signif-

icant differences in child behavior scores among children born to unmarried mothers.
d
Single mothers report significantly

higher levels of maternal stress than all other mothers. There are no significant differences between cohabiting and visiting

mothers.
e
This measure is the sum of four dichotomous measures of poor parenting created from subscales from the HOME

assessment: punitive, not emotionally responsive, not verbal social, and low language/literacy. Visiting mothers score signifi-

cantly worse than all other mothers; there are no significant differences between cohabiting and single mothers.

*Value does not differ significantly from married at the p# .05 level; all other measures for unmarried mothers differ significantly

from married mothers at the p # .05 level.
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their families early in the search process (Edin &
Kefalas, 2005). Finally, child gender is similar for
married and unmarried mothers, although low
birthweight is nearly twice as common among
unmarried mothers as married mothers.

With regard to the mediating variables, only
married parents experience a significant increase
in their household income between the child’s
birth and age 3. Among unmarried mothers,
household income is relatively flat. Married
mothers report approximately half the number
of residential moves between the child’s birth
and age 3 as unmarried mothers report, and there
are no significant differences among the unmar-
ried mothers. In addition, married mothers report
significantly lower levels of maternal stress than
unmarried mothers, and mothers who are not in
a relationship report the highest levels ofmaternal
stress. Mothers who are married at their child’s
birth are also significantly less likely to exhibit
poor mothering behaviors when their child is
age 3, as compared tomothers who are unmarried
at their child’s birth. Mothers who are romanti-
cally involved with their child’s father but living
apart (visiting mothers) have the poorest ob-
served mothering behaviors.

Prevalence of Partnership Instability

The first questionswe address are howmany part-
nership transitions are children exposed to during
the first 3 years of life, and how does exposure
differ by race/ethnicity and family structure at
birth? The results indicate that partnership insta-
bility varies substantially by family structure
(Table 2). Children born to married mothers are
significantly less likely to experience a partner-
ship transition than children born to unmarried
mothers; and children born to cohabitingmothers
are less likely to experience a transition than chil-
dren born to unmarried mothers who do not live
with a partner (visiting or single mothers). More-
over, if a child born to a married mother does
experience a transition, it is generally only one,
whereas children born to unmarried mothers are
likely to experience multiple transitions.

Over 87% of children born to married mothers
experience zero partnership transitions by age 3,
as compared to 50% of children born to cohabit-
ing mothers, 30% of children born to visiting
mothers, and 26% of children born to single
mothers. Children whose mothers live apart from
their biological father at birth (visitors and sin-
gles) are at high risk for experiencing multiple

Table 2. Distribution of Maternal Partnership Transitions Between Child’s Birth and Age 3

by Relationship Status at Child’s Birth

Married (n ! 456) Cohabiting (n ! 795) Visiting
a
(n ! 589) Single

b
(n ! 271)

Count of transitions (%)

0 87.28 50.06 30.56 26.20

1 6.80 25.03 29.54 24.35

2 3.73 15.22 19.52 18.82

3 1.10 3.02 7.13 25.83

41 1.10 6.67 13.25 4.80

Number of transitions (M)

All transitions
c

0.22 0.92 1.45 1.59

Coresidential transitions
d

0.19 0.79 1.11 0.86

Marital transitions
e

0.14 0.03 0.01 0.08

Transitions by race/ethnicity (M)

Non-Hispanic White 0.11 0.87 1.03 1.42

Non-Hispanic Black 0.47 1.11 1.55 1.62

Hispanic 0.15 0.62 1.28 1.62

Other 0.09 0.82 0.94 1.75

Note: Source—Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study. All unmarried mothers differ significantly from married moth-

ers on count and number of transitions.
a
Visiting mothers are romantically involved with child’s biological father but do not coreside.

b
Single mothers are not

romantically involved with child’s biological father.
c
Transitions include entrances and exits from marital, cohabiting, or

dating relationships.
d
Transitions include entrances and exits from marital and cohabiting relationships.

e
Transitions include

entrances and exits from marital relationships only.
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partnership transitions; over 20% of children
born to visitingmothers and 30%of children born
to single mothers experience three or more part-
nership transitions in the first 3 years of life. By
contrast, fewer than 10% of children born to co-
habiting parents and fewer than 3% of children
born to married parents experience such high
levels of instability. The differences are also
stark when the mean number of transitions is
considered. Children born to married mothers
experience 0.22 transitions between birth and
age 3, on average, as compared to 0.92 for chil-
dren born to cohabiting mothers and approxi-
mately 1.50 for children born to visiting and
single mothers.

Prior studies have not included transitions into
and out of romantic partnerships but rather have
focused on marital and cohabiting transitions.
Table 2 illustrates howmuch instabilitywewould
observe in this sample if we only counted cohab-
iting or marital transitions. The results show sig-
nificantly fewer partnership transitions for all
groups, but especially for mothers who are visit-
ing or singlewhen their child is born. By counting
only marital and cohabiting relationships, we
miss about 15% of the transitions experienced
by children born tomarried or cohabiting parents,
approximately 25% of the transitions experi-
enced by children born to visiting mothers, and
almost half of the transitions experienced by chil-
dren born to single mothers. By counting only
marital transitions, wemiss about half of the tran-
sitions experienced by children born to married
mothers and almost all the transitions experi-
enced by children born to unmarried mothers.
We capture most of the transitions experienced
by children born to married mothers because
these transitions are nearly all separations from
a marriage.

With regard to the differences in prevalence of
transitions by race/ethnicity, we find that Black
children experience the most partnership transi-
tions (1.28), White children experience the few-
est (0.57), and Hispanic children fall between
(0.76) (results not shown). The results in Table 2
show that Black children born to married or co-
habiting parents experience significantly more
transitions compared to White or Hispanic chil-
dren but that the differences by race/ethnicity
among children born to parents who do not live
together are small. This finding is important
because it is most common for White children
in this sample (48%) to be born to married pa-
rents, whereas Hispanic children (47%) are most

commonly born to cohabiting parents, and Black
children (38%) are most commonly born into vis-
iting relationships. Thus, the difference in insta-
bility across race and ethnic groups, particularly
between Black and White children, is driven by
the different relationship statuses of the child-
ren’s parents at the child’s birth in conjunction
with differing levels of instability within a given
relationship status.

Multivariate Analyses

The next questions we address are how are mater-
nal partnership transitions associated with child-
ren’s behavior at age 3, and does this association
differ by race/ethnicity and family structure at
birth? The first three columns of Table 3 report
the results for childhood aggression. Consistent
with prior research on older children and adoles-
cents, partnership instability is positively associ-
ated with behavioral problems in children as
young as age 3. Model 1 shows that each partner-
ship transition is associated with an increase in
aggressive behavior equivalent to 9%of a standard
deviation. Although this effect size is modest, the
effects accumulate with each transition. Thus,
small differences can add up to substantial effects.
In Model 2, we control for a host of background
characteristics of the mother. These variables
reduce the coefficient for partnership instability
on aggressive behavior by more than half; the
coefficient declines to an effect size of approxi-
mately 4% of a standard deviation.

Interestingly, children born to cohabiting and
visiting mothers show no differences in aggres-
sive behavior at age 3 relative to children born
to married mothers nor compared to each other
(p ! .90), controlling for background character-
istics of the mother. Children born to single
mothers, however, show significantly higher
levels of aggressive behavior than children born
to married mothers, taking into consideration
the number of partnership changes they experi-
ence and the control variables. In fact, living in
a single-mother household is equivalent, in
terms of risk for aggressive behavior, to experi-
encing 5.25 partnership transitions.

Importantly, children born to single mothers
are the most likely to experience partnership
instability; over 30% experience three or more
changes. The combined risks associated with
being born to a single mother and multiple part-
nership changes place these children at extreme
risk for elevated aggressive behavior relative to
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their counterparts born to married parents who
experience fewer partnership changes. Several
other factors including the mother’s age, educa-
tion level, health, and prior instability, and the
child’s gender are also predictive of aggressive
behavior.

The results for anxious/depressive behavior
are similar to those for aggressive behavior. The
last three columns of Table 3 show that each part-
nership transition is associated with more anx-
ious/depressive behavior, equivalent to an effect
size of 9% of a standard deviation. The control

Table 3. Results of Ordinary Least Square Regression Analyses of Partnership Transitions on Child Behavior
a
(N ! 2,111)

Aggressive Behavior Anxious/Depressive Behavior

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Partnership transitions
b

.09** .04* .02 .09** .04* .02

Relationship status at birth

(Married)

Cohabiting .09 .07 .10 .07

Visiting .10 .07 .09 .05

Single .21* .13y .12 .06

Demographic characteristics

Age –.01** –.01** –.00 –.00

(White)

Black .04 –.02 .06 .01

Hispanic .08 .08 .19* .19**

Other .14 .02 .27* .17

Economic resources

(Less than high school)

High school –.08 .00 –.23** –.16**

Some college –.20** –.05 –.50** –.38**

College –.29** –.09 –.68** –.51**

Health/health behaviors

Fair or poor health .21** .12 .20* .12y
Prenatal smoking .16** .08 .06 –.00

Mother’s mother depressed .15** .09* .14** .09y
Mother’s father depressed .09 .09 –.04 –.03

Prior instability

Prior relationships .01 .02y –.01 –.00

Other fathers for children .06y .03 .04 .02

Parents separated at age 15 .05 .02 .08y .06

Child’s characteristics

Male .14** .11** .05 .03

Low birthweight .04 .01 .06 .03

Possible mediating variables

Change in income –.01 .00

Residential mobility –.01 .01

Maternal stress (1 – 5) .42** .32**

Poor mothering (1 – 4) .13** .11**

Constant –.01 .09 –.83 –.01 .09 –.66

R
2

.0141 .0656 .1687 .0143 .1055 .1698

Note: Source—Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study.
a
Standardized with M ! 0 and SD ! 1.

b
Tests for interactions between partnership instability and race/ethnicity and partner-

ship instability and relationship status yielded only one significant result: Partnership instability is associated with more aggres-

sive behavior among Hispanic children relative to White children (b ! .12; p ! .01). Reference groups are in parentheses.

yp # .10. *p # .05. **p # .01.
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variables introduced in Model 2 explain 56% of
the effect of partnership instability on anxious/
depressed behavior, yet the effect remains statis-
tically significant. Ethnicity, education, and
health are also predictive of anxious/depressive
behaviors.

Robustness Checks

To determine if our results are sensitive to how
we measured partnership instability and how we
defined our sample, we performed a number of
sensitivity tests. First, we examined categorical
specifications of partnership transitions and
found that the effects are generally linear and
additive. We estimated a model using the same
variables as included in Model 2, and measuring
transitions as one change, two changes, three
changes, or four changes or more. For aggressive
behavior, the standardized coefficients were as
follows: .02 for one transition, .04 for two transi-
tions, .12 for three transitions, and .15 for four or
more transitions. Wald tests revealed that there
are no threshold effects and that the effects are
additive. One should be cautious in interpreting
these results, however, because the coefficients
themselves indicate that one transition has no
effect on child behavior, whereas three or more
transitions have large effects. To be consistent
with prior research and to be more parsimonious,
we opted to measure partnership transitions as
a linear variable. The results are similar for anx-
ious/depressive behavior.

In addition, wemight find larger effects associ-
ated with more transitions because children who
experience more changes, by definition, have
also experienced more recent changes, and the
effect of recent changes is likely worse than those
that occurred prior to age 1.We tested this by lim-
iting our analysis to partnership transitions
between the child’s first and third years and found
the results are consistent with the ones that
include changes in the first year. Moreover, we
cannot account for changes that occur within
interview waves, which increases the measure-
ment error in our count of transitions. This
increase in measurement error makes finding
significant differences more difficult because it
increases our standard errors. Finally, we investi-
gatedwhether the effect of partnership transitions
was linear and additive regardless of the initial
relationship status of the mother by running sep-
arate models using the count variables for transi-
tions for each relationship status and testing for

significant differences across models. It is likely
that the first transition for married parents (i.e.,
separation) would have a different effect from
the first transition for single mothers (i.e., form-
ing a new partnership). Nonetheless, we found
that the effects of the transitions are similar, lin-
ear, and additive for all groups.

Next, we looked at whether the results were
sensitive to including transitions in dating rela-
tionships. We found that the effect of partnership
transitions, when limited to coresidential transi-
tions, was very similar to the effect when all tran-
sitions were included. For aggression, the
standardized coefficients (using the equivalent
of Model 2) were .0367 for all transitions and
.0366 for coresidential (married and cohabiting)
transitions only. For anxious/depressive behav-
ior, the differences were somewhat larger, but
still quite small (.0347 for all transitions and
.0260 for coresidential transitions only).

We also looked at whether our results were
sensitive to the exclusion of mothers who did
not complete the mother-child assessment in per-
son (and thus, their mothering behaviors were not
observed). As noted above, 3,318 mothers com-
pleted the mother-child module, but only 2,111
completed it in their home rather than by tele-
phone. We found that the effect of transitions
on child behavior problems was similar for the
two samples. In models equivalent to Model 2,
for aggressive behavior, the standardized coeffi-
cient on partnership transitions was .0376 for
the larger sample as compared to .0367 for the
limited sample; for anxious/depressive behavior,
the standardized coefficients are .0384 and .0347,
respectively.We chose to limit this analysis to the
mothers who completed the child module in the
home rather than by telephone because we
wanted to use the observedmeasure of mothering
quality rather than rely solely on maternal reports
of her interactions with her child.

Moderators

To determine if the effect of partnership instability
is conditioned by the child’s race/ethnicity or fam-
ily structure at birth, we tested for significant inter-
actions between partnership transitions and these
other variables (using a model similar to Model 2).
The results are reported in a note in Table 3. None
of these interactions is significant with one nota-
ble exception: Partnership instability appears to
be more strongly associated with aggressive
behavior among Hispanic children as compared
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to non-Hispanic White children (b ! .12; p! .01).
The stronger effect for Hispanics is not some-
thing that has been found in the previous litera-
ture, primarily because Hispanics have rarely
been examined separately. Although this signif-
icant interaction could be spurious, given that
so many interactions were tested, it merits seri-
ous attention in future work. In additional anal-
yses, not shown, we separated the Hispanic
group according to their nativity status to deter-
mine if the effect of instability was different for
native-born Hispanic mothers and immigrant
mothers. Although foreign-born Hispanics have
more stable relationships than native-born His-
panics (Osborne et al., in press; Sweeney &
Phillips, 2004), we did not find that the effect of
instability differed by nativity status.

Our findings are inconsistent with prior studies
that have found that the effects of family instabil-
ity are stronger for Whites. The fact that previous
studies have foundweaker effects for Blacksmay
be because previous studies have not counted
changes in cohabiting and dating relationships,
thus missing a large proportion of transitions in
this group. The difference could also be because
the results are sensitive to the age of the child.
The studies that found significant interactions
were looking at older children. In any case, our
findings indicate that future research should con-
tinue to try to determine if family instability has
differential effects for various children, with
more attention paid to Hispanics.

Mediators

The final question we address is whether changes
in resources and residence, maternal stress, and
poor quality parenting mediate the effect of part-
nership instability on child behavior problems.
Our theoretical model posits that partnership
instability introduces stress in the household
because of changes in resources, which under-
mine a mother’s interaction with her child. These
factors, in turn, will negatively affect a child’s
behavior. Model 3 in Table 3 reports the results
of this analysis for aggressive behavior in chil-
dren. The results indicate that maternal stress
and parenting domediate the effect of partnership
instability on aggressive behavior; the coefficient
on partnership instability declines to 2% of a
standard deviation when the mediators are intro-
duced to the model, and the effect is no longer
significant. Changes in income and residence
are not significant predictors of aggressive be-

havior. In other analyses, we introduced each of
the mediators separately to the model; changes
in resources and residence did not attenuate the
effect of partnership instability, whereasmaternal
stress and mothering behaviors attenuated the
effect of partnership instability to a similar degree
when entered separately. Maternal stress and
poor mothering also attenuate the single-mother
effect as well as the effects of mothers’ education
and health on children’s aggressive behavior; the
coefficients on these variables decline substan-
tially when maternal stress and poor mothering
are included in themodel.Maternal stress appears
to attenuate the effect of these other variables
more than mothering behavior, however, as indi-
cated by a larger decline in these coefficients
when maternal stress is introduced independent
of mothering behaviors than vice versa. Interest-
ingly, maternal stress and poor mothering be-
haviors have largely independent effects on
aggressive behavior. The sizes of the coefficients
for each of these variables when entered jointly
are very similar to the sizes of the coefficients
when the variables are entered individually (re-
sults not shown). This finding is important
because, in our analysis, maternal stress is self-
reported, whereas poor quality mothering is based
on interviewer observations.

Table 3 also reports similar results for anxious/
depressive behavior. Model 3 shows that mater-
nal stress and poor mothering jointly explain
the significant effect of partnership instability
on anxious/depressed behavior in 3-year-old
children. The coefficient on partnership instabil-
ity declines to .02 of a standard deviation and is
no longer significant. As with aggressive behav-
ior, changes in economic resources and residence
do not mediate the association between partner-
ship transitions and child behavior, and the ef-
fects of maternal stress and poor mothering on
anxious/depressed behavior are largely indepen-
dent; the coefficients change very little whether
introducing the variables individually or jointly
(results not shown).

Robustness Checks

Again, we performed several tests to determine
whether our results were sensitive to our exclu-
sion restrictions and whether our findings were
consistent with the reverse causality hypothesis.
To address the first issue, we reestimated the
model using questions on mothers’ behavior
taken from the core survey. In the core survey,
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the mothers self-reported their behaviors with
their child (e.g., number of days/week the mother
played games, sang songs, told stories to, showed
affection), whereas in the in-home version, the
mothers’ behaviors were observed. The core
mothering behaviors were predictive of child
behavior but did not attenuate the instability
effect. We suspect that the reason for this finding
is that the questions on mothering in the core sur-
vey are not as reliable as the in-home observa-
tions using the HOME scale.

To address the reverse causality hypothesis—
that partnership instability is caused by child
behavior problems, poor mothering, and mater-
nal stress—we estimated models that treated
instability between Waves 2 and 3 as a function
of child temperament, poor mothering, and
maternal stress at Wave 2 (drawn from questions
from the core Wave 2 survey). We found that
none of these variables has a significant associa-
tion with partnership instability, controlling for
mothers’ background characteristics, and prior
instability. The standardized coefficients were
.03 for maternal stress (p ! .12), .004 for child
temperament (p ! .35), and – .02 for poor qual-
ity mothering at Wave 2 (p ! .59). This finding
lends little support to the reverse causality
hypothesis.

DISCUSSION

Our analysis addressed three questions: First,
what is the prevalence of partnership instability
during the first 3 years of a child’s life, and how
does this differ by race/ethnicity and relationship
status at the child’s birth? Second, is partnership
instability associated with child behavior prob-
lems at age 3, and, if so, does the association
differ by the child’s race/ethnicity or family struc-
ture at birth? And finally, do changes in re-
sources and residence, maternal stress, and poor
quality parenting mediate the association be-
tween partnership instability and child behavioral
problems?

With regard to the first question, we found that
partnership instability is very common among
children born to unmarried parents, particularly
those born to mothers who are not living with
their child’s father. Between 25% and 30% of
children born to noncohabiting mothers experi-
ence three or more partnership transitions by
age 3. Ours is the first analysis that we know of
to document this level of partnership instability
at such an early age in children’s development.

Our analysis also shows that the level of partner-
ship instability is substantially underestimated if
dating relationships are not considered. This
problem is especially serious for children born
to African American parents whose mothers are
least likely to cohabit or marry and most likely
to experience multiple dating transitions. These
findings are important for researchers interested
in family change and children’s family experien-
ces and especially for those interested in race/
ethnic differences in these experiences.

Regarding the second question, we found that
partnership instability is positively associated
with aggressive and anxious/depressive behavior
in children at age 3. Whereas one partnership
change has only a modest effect on child out-
comes, effects accumulatewith each change lead-
ing to large effects for children who experience
multiple transitions. Because children with fewer
resources are more likely to experience multiple
partnership transitions and these transitions are
negatively associated with child well-being, the
increasing instability in families may be contrib-
uting to growing disparities among children.
These findings are consistent with previous
research on older children and adolescents,which
has focused on instability in marital and cohabit-
ing unions.

Somewhat surprisingly, we found only one
significant interaction between partnership insta-
bility and child’s race/ethnicity and family struc-
ture at birth. Although the level of instability is
much higher among children born to unmarried
and minority mothers, the effect of instability
on child behavior problems appears to be similar
regardless of the relationship status from which
the changes occur or the child’s race/ethnicity.
The one exception is that partnership instability
appears to have more negative effects on aggres-
sive behavior for Hispanic children as compared
to non-Hispanic White children. Although this
association may have occurred by chance, future
research should study the effects of family struc-
ture changes on Hispanic children, as this group
has thus far been largely ignored.

Finally, regarding the third question, we found
that maternal stress and poor mothering behav-
iors jointly account for all the significant effects
of partnership instability on child’s aggressive
and anxious/depressive behavior. Maternal stress
and poor mothering, however, appear to have
largely independent effects on child behavior.
Although maternal stress and low-quality moth-
ering mediate the effect of partnership instability
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on child behavior, the pathway is not entirely
consistent with our theoretical model. The social
stress hypothesis posits that partnership instabil-
ity will lead to more stress and poorer parenting
because of changes in resources. Our findings,
however, do not support that changes in income
or residential mobility explain the effect of insta-
bility on stress. We found that changes in resour-
ces are not an important part of this story, perhaps
because unmarried mothers experience very little
change in theirmaterial resources or because rela-
tionship transitions that lead to the accumulation
of greater resources are canceled out by relation-
ship transitions that lead to a loss in resources. It is
also likely that if we couldmeasure the changes in
resources at the time of the partnership transition,
these might have a stronger effect, but unfortu-
nately, the data do not permit this. Other mecha-
nisms that explain how instability leads to greater
stress and poorermothering should be explored in
future work. It is likely that partnership instability
leads to changes in emotional resources, unmea-
sured in this analysis, which affect a mother’s
stress level and interactions with her child. The
positive or negative family contributions of the
child’s biological and new social fathers subse-
quent to family transitions also should be
exploredmore fully, because thesemay be affect-
ing the mother’s stress and parenting.

Limitations

Our analysis has several other limitations. First,
our measure of instability is restricted to the first
3 years of a child’s life and ignores disruptions
that occur later in childhood and adolescence.
By focusing on the first 3 years, we miss many
of the transitions that children ultimately experi-
ence, especially children born to married parents.
Because marital unions are slower to dissolve
than nonmarital unions (Osborne et al., in press),
by focusing on the first 3 years after birth, wemiss
most of the partnership changes that follow
divorce. A longer time span is needed to know
whether partnership instability among divorced
mothers is as common as it is among never-
married mothers, once a relationship ends.

A second limitation is that children’s behav-
ioral problems are assessed at a very young age
and only once. Although previous research
shows a strong correlation between behavioral
problems in early children and conduct disorders
in adolescence and young adulthood (NICHD
Early Child Care Research Network, 2004), we

would have preferred to have data covering a
longer time span and multiple observations on
each child.

Third, we are not able to determine if a change
in residence directly coincides with a change in
partnership. The data measure changes in resi-
dence separately from partnership transitions. It
is plausible, however, that a partnership transition
that also requires a change in residence may place
more stress on the mother and may have more
harmful effects on the child. In this vein, we
would like to have hadmore detailed information
on the changes in mothers’ economic and social
resources that are the direct result of partnership
changes.

Finally, and most important, our analysis is
limited in its ability to identify causal effects.
Because our data are observational rather than
experimental, we cannot be certain that our mea-
sure of instability is not a proxy for some other
(unobserved) characteristic of the mother that is
causing partnership instability as well as more
stress, poorer parenting, and behavior problems
in children. To deal with this issue, we used a rich
set of control variables including the number of
partnership transitions a mother has had at the
time of child’s birth, the number of different
men with whom she has had children, and her
relationship status with the father at the time of
the birth. To deal with the reverse causality
hypothesis, we conducted a number of additional
analyses to determine if partnership instability
was a consequence of child behavioral problems,
poor mothering, or maternal stress. We found no
evidence to support this hypothesis.

Policy Implications

Our findings have important implications for the
new government programs funded under the wel-
fare reauthorization act and designed to increase
marriage and marital stability (Garfinkel &
McLanahan, 2003). A subgroup of these pro-
grams is aimed explicitly at unmarried parents
who have recently given birth. Although our
analysis does not address the question of whether
the children of unmarried parents would be better
off if their parents married, it does suggest that
reducing the number of partnership changes
amother experiencesmay lead to better child out-
comes. At the same time, the strong link between
maternal stress and child well-being suggests that
encouraging marriage among couples who are
likely to break up or among parents whose
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relationship is a source of stress is likely to have
negative effects on children.
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