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In this work we look at the implications of the economic divorce theory: the expectation inconsistency theory and divorce risk factors analysis. The testing of the expectation inconsistency theory, which studies how deviations from expected earnings influence divorce hazard, shows that risk of divorce decreases as males earn more than was expected. When males earn less then was anticipated the divorce hazard is not influenced, as well as in the case of any deviations in earnings of women. The main conclusions of divorce risk factors analysis are robust to variations in the model specification and differ for males and females. Increase in wages, working status, age boost divorce risk for women. Whereas the risk of divorce increases if men are aging or when increase in wages is observed. Factors that increase the stability of marriage for both spouses are: living in a region with high average wage or living in a village, being educated, presence of children (the magnitude of the effect is the largest for children up to 6 years). The marriage is stabilized when men are working or having positive deviation in earnings. Overall, we conclude that Ukrainian empirical evidence is consistent with that of other countries, although some country specifics are also present. 
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Chapter 1

Introduction

When proposed a riddle, what is a risk-pooling device that increases productivity of two (in the majority of cases) people due to specialization and scale, a typical economist probably would not hesitate to answer that it is marriage. Weiss (1997) stated that marriage allows people to have a number of advantages due the division of labor, economies of scale, coordination of investments, sharing of collective goods, and risk pooling.  Moreover, Amato (2000) finds that people after divorce tend to have a decrease in their well-being. It appears that divorce not only directly influences the lives of ex-spouses, but also has a negative impact on their children. They typically have lower levels of education, lower incomes and finally tend to separate themselves more often (Gruber 2004). There are also other reasons for a society to be interested in durable marriages. Family creation typically leads to appearance of children. The latter creates incentives for spouses to earn more, thus work more productively, which is valued by the society. Good marriages create happy individuals and families, stronger communities, and a more stable society. Studies show (Amato 2000, Gruber 2004) that married mothers and fathers living together are more likely to provide more stable and secure environment for children in terms of quality of education, health, and future career. Thus, individuals are expected to be better off when in marriage, but still they continue divorcing. That is why it is reasonable to ask a question: why do marriages break down. 

According to the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine (2006) per 100 marriages a year there are on average 50 divorces. If we analyze the official statistic data of Ukraine more carefully, we will see the decreasing trend of crude marriage rates (i.e. number of marriages per a thousand of population) and almost flat trend of crude divorce rate in Ukraine. Thus, the difference between the number of marriages and that of divorces keeps declining. If this trend stays the same, then the number of marriages may be equal to that of divorces in Ukraine in 12 years (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Crude marriage and divorce rates in Ukraine (State Statistics Committee of Ukraine)
Moreover, Ukraine is among countries with the highest divorce rates. In the world Top 10 of countries by the highest divorce rate Ukraine is reported to be on the 8th place in 2006 with divorce rate per 1000 being equal to 3.59 (Compare Infobase Limited). In the top of the rating list are Maldives – 10.87 divorces per 1000, followed by Belarus – 4.65 and the USA – 4.19.

In recent two decades a number of economic papers have been written on marriage markets of different countries, but a limited number (if any) of economic works investigated a situation at the marriage markets of transition economies (e.g. Avdeev et al. 2000; Scherbov and van Vianen 2001, 2004). The author of this paper by now has not seen any articles about divorce behavior in Ukraine. Thus, having the multi-period dataset from the Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (ULMS) it is reasonable to investigate the reasons for marriage dissolution in Ukraine. 

Gary Becker (1973), the founder of the economic theory of marriage, wrote that divorces happen due to imperfect information in the marriage market. Since then three main directions of research have evolved: expectation inconsistency, cohabitation effect and divorce factor analysis. 

In this paper two main approaches are tested: expectation inconsistency and marriage risk factors analysis. The first theory states that deviations in anticipated and realized earnings influence divorce hazard. The risk factor analysis approach investigates effects of various factors (education, employment, number of children and marital duration) on the risk of divorce.  

When testing the expectation inconsistency the empirical model follows the one of Svarer (2005). Expectation inconsistency is defined as the difference between expected and realized earnings of individuals. Sometimes under actual earnings not only the salary but also other incomes of a spouse is meant. 

One can argue that earnings are not the only thing that matters in a marriage, lots of split-ups happen because of personal differences of spouses. These traits are typically not presented in the surveys, thus can not be used in the analysis.  At the same time, earnings can be viewed as an aggregate representation of personal traits and characteristics.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In the next section economic literature on divorce behavior is analyzed. In the third section the data used in the empirical work is described. The forth section is devoted to the description and justification of the econometric model. Results are discussed in the fifth section. Conclusions and possible extensions of the research are presented in the last section.  

Chapter 2

Literature review

Gary Becker, the founder of the economic theory of marriage, pays attention in his works (Becker 1973; Becker 1974; Becker et. al. 1977) not only to the formation but also to the dissolution of marriage. He argues that the imperfect information causes ineffectiveness in sorting patterns.  If all necessary information on partners’ qualities were available before the formation of marriage, agents would be able to make their marital decisions more effectively, reducing the number of divorces. This basic concept of marriage market imperfections, explaining why marriages break down, has dominated in economic literature since then. Gradually, it has evolved into three main theoretical approaches, which have been empirically tested. These approaches could be grouped as follows: expectation inconsistency, cohabitation effect, and divorce risk factors.  

Following the model of expectation inconsistency (Becker 1977; Weiss and Willis 1997; Svarer 2005) the divorce occurrence is explained by the situation when certain spouse’s qualities deviate drastically from those expected before marriage. Weiss and Willis (1997) and Svarer (2005) among the rest analyze spouses’ responses to the deviations of realized and expected earnings. The first paper, based on the US data, shows that if a husband earns more then was anticipated at the begging of marriage the probability of divorce is reduced. But if a wife earnings surprisingly more than a husband foresaw the risk of divorce increases. The results of Svarer’s research, based on the Danish data, are even more interesting because he analyzes effects on divorce hazard of positive (earns more than was anticipated) and negative (earns less than was predicted before marriage) earnings shocks of spouses. Thus, if it is a man who appears to earn more than predicted risk of divorce is reduced, for a woman the divorce prospects became more likely as a result of a positive shock in earnings. If a spouse earns less than it is predicted, the probability of divorce increases for both men and women. Thus, any deviation between expected and realized earnings of women damages marriage stability. In this paper we are going to follow a similar procedure to find out the effect of spouses’ shocks to earnings on the risk of divorce. For men we expect to get similar results, but for women we expect the destructive effect of earnings deviation to be not so pronounced. Thus, we assume that men in Ukraine view an increase in wives’ earnings more positively, and are not so distressed if wife happens to earn less than what was supposed before marriage.

While evaluating the risk of divorce and trying to explain the reasons for marriage dissolution some authors (Svarer 2004; Weiss 1997) look at whether the couple cohabitated and acquired additional information before marriage. This additional information is supposed to prolong duration of marriage and lower the probability of its break up. However, empirical evidence is mixed. In Weiss’s paper (1997) the empirical results show that cohabitation before marriage increases probability of divorce, while the empirical results of Svarer (2004) suggest that the fact that couple cohabitated before marriage reduces the divorce hazard. Moreover, the longer is the duration of cohabitation the less is the probability that the consequent marriage will break up. Svarer (2004) explains the differences in the results by the fact that he uses more recent data and he hopes that the consequent works in the field (based on new datasets) will support the findings of his paper.

We chose not to explore the cohabitation effect model for several reasons. The main one is the absence of the data in the ULMS concerning cohabitation before marriage. Secondly, some authors (Axinn and Thornton 1992) reasonably cast doubt on the positive effect of cohabitation on the marriage duration. They argue that those people who experienced cohabitation may be more predisposed to divorce and not so committed to the family values. Thirdly, when considering the couples married after cohabitation, it is difficult to construct a benchmark of the identical families that did not cohabitate before marriage. People, who are ready to cohabitate before marriage, may perceive matrimony quite differently, and possibly be more eager to divorce than those couples that prefer not to cohabitate before marriage. Moreover, couples that never marry after cohabitation are completely neglected in the analysis due to the lack of data.

The third theoretical approach, dealing with certain marriage risk factors, is more often found in the marriage market literature. Authors decide to investigate the influence of those factors which are more fully described in the data sets. Thus, different authors (Hoem 1997; Jalovaara 2001; South 2001; Svarer 2004; Teachman 2002; Weiss and Willis 1997) focus on special factors trying to explain marriage break-ups. Among the most common factors are education, experience, number of children, and earnings. These empirical works are based on different data sets: Hoem’s work (1997) is based on Swedish data, Jalovaara (2001) analyses Finnish families, South (2001) and Teachman (2002) deal with couples from the US. However, they often reach similar conclusions. All these works support the idea that education and divorce hazard are negatively correlated. Possible explanation of this fact is that higher educated people are more successful in creating stable marriages. Hoem (1997) in his paper argues that the increase in the number of children reduces risk of divorce, but some papers stress the implications of the age of children. So, according to Svarer (2004) and Weiss (1997) own small children in the family increase its stability; while older children do not influence the stability of marriage. South (2001) suggests that there is a trade-off between the career of a woman (number of hours worked) and the success of marriage. The more a woman works the less likely she will have a durable marriage. Moreover, he shows that the divorce hazard decreases with the rise in marital duration. Weiss’s (1997) paper supports this view but Svarer (2004) stresses that in the early years of marriage the probability of divorce sharply rises and then gradually decreases afterwards. Jalovaara (2001) and South (2001) look at the impact of spouses earnings on the divorce hazard rate. They suggest that higher wife’s earnings damage the stability of a family, while higher husband’s earnings lead to well-being and solidity of marriage.

We will also use the risk factor analysis approach in this paper. The ULMS data provides us with rich working, marital, residential and educational histories of individuals. Thus, we will be able to answer the question of how education, experience, tenure, number of children, place of residence, and earnings influence the duration of marriage in Ukraine.
Chapter 3
Data description

ULMS data sample comprising 2003 and 2004 waves consists of more than 7200 individuals. However, when conducting the second wave of surveying about 1500 respondents have not been questioned again, thus they have been replaced by new ones. But the questionnaire of 2004 does not have a retrospective section on marriage and wages histories, which made it impossible to include the new individuals into our analysis. Moreover we lack data on those not questioned in 2004. So, in this paper we form the analysis and corresponding conclusions on the sample up to 2003 to get more reliable results.

Throughout this work we deal with three samples: sample 1 – 6633 individuals, sample 2 – 5662 individuals, sample 3 – 521 individuals. The reason for the creation of three samples is to make the divorce analysis more insightful. As you see the third sample is the smallest one, but at the same time it is the richest one in terms of information on marital, educational, working and residential histories of individuals. Of course, if we possessed all these data for six thousand people in the third data set we would not care to create three samples. Thus, each sample plays its own role in the analysis.  The primary role of the third sample is to test expectations inconsistency theory and perform the divorce risk factor analysis. In the second sample we look at the people who have ever been married and observing their marriage history we provide the survival analysis information. The first sample allows us analyzing transition between four marital statuses (single, married, divorced, and widowed). We also look at what factors force people to fall into one of these statuses. More careful description of each sample follows.

First, we start with the largest sample – sample 1, which comprises information on 6,633 individuals. These are people for whom we have marital history information and also data on their work status, tenure, age, education, number of children and place of residence. We will check how these factors influence the marital status using multinomial logit techniques, and present the corresponding regression outputs in the Results section of this thesis.

	Table 1: Description of major variables in Sample 1

	Variable
	Explanation
	Year
	Number of observations
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Marital status
	1 – single 

2 – widowed 

3 – divorced or separated

4 – married
	1997
	6633
	3.390
	1.110

	
	
	2003
	6633
	3.531
	0.955

	Work status
	1 – work 

0 – does not work 
	1997
	6633
	0.627
	0.484

	
	
	2003
	6633
	0.525
	0.499

	Age 
	
	1997
	6633
	40.0
	14.0

	
	
	2003
	6633
	46.0
	14.0

	Age squared 
	
	1997
	6633
	1801
	1144

	
	
	2003
	6633
	2318
	1310

	Education
	Number of years of education 
	1997
	6633
	10.892
	3.002

	
	
	2003
	6633
	10.999
	3.083

	Tenure
	Tenure length in years
	1997
	6633
	7.244
	9.782

	
	
	2003
	6633
	5.794
	9.263

	Small children 
	Number of children of 6 years or less
	1997
	6633
	0.139
	0.395

	
	
	2003
	6633
	0.115
	0.368

	Teenage children 
	Number of children of 7-16 years
	1997
	6633
	0.397
	0.693

	
	
	2003
	6633
	0.335
	0.642

	Adult children 
	Number of children of 17 years and older
	1997
	6633
	0.227
	0.479

	
	
	2003
	6633
	0.427
	0.658

	Type of settlement dummies
	Village 
	
	6633
	0.331
	0.471

	
	Town (< 500 thousands)
	
	6633
	0.272
	0.445

	
	City (> 500 thousands)
	
	6633
	0.199
	0.339


In 1997 the largest share of people (73%) are married, 15% are single, less then 10% divorced or separated. In seven years, in 2003, the marital status structure changes: there are 77% of married people. This increase comes mainly from a decrease of those who were single in 1997. Thus, in year 2003 the number of single people decreased from 15% to 9%, but the share of divorced increased from 8% to 9%. The largest relative increase can be observed in the number of widowed people: from 4% in 1997 to 7% in 2003. From the transition table it can be easily noticed that marital statuses are rather stable: of those married in 1997 94% are married in 2003 as well. If initially a person is widowed only in 11% of cases this person remarries. Although almost one fourth of those divorced in 1997 remarry in 2003, the vast majority (77%) stay divorced. 

	Table 2: Marital status transition from 1997 to 2003 (sample 1)

	Marital status in 1997:
	Marriage status in 2003:
	Marital status structure in 1997:

	
	Married
	Divorced
	Single
	Widowed
	

	Married
	94%
	3%
	na
	2%
	73%

	Divorced
	23%
	77%
	na
	-
	8%

	Single
	36%
	3%
	61%
	-
	15%

	Widowed
	11%
	-
	na
	89%
	4%

	Marital status structure in 2003:
	77%
	9%
	9%
	7%
	100%


The sample 1 allows us to calculate crude marriage and divorce rates (CMR and CDR respectfully) for 1997-2003. Although, CMR and CDR happen to be higher than those obtained from the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine, the CMR and CDR trends are virtually the same. The former decreases rather sharply and the latter experiences only slight decline. Still linear trends predict that the Ukrainian population is close to the situation when a number of marriages will be equal to that of divorces. 
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Figure 2: Crude marriage and divorce rates in Ukraine (sample 1)
The second sample comprises the data on 5662 individuals. We select those individuals who have ever been married and analyze the survival of their first marriage. More specifically, we trace the dynamics of the age at a first marriage trough 1955 to 2003, also we look at the change in survival function for six different time periods and, finally, we deal with the survival function for the whole time period.

Figure 3 presents the evolution of the age at marriage. For countries that do not experience drastic socio-economic changes, like Ukraine did with a fall of the Soviet Union, the trend for the age at first marriage gradually increases (Chan, Halpin, 2005). For the case of Ukraine we see that the age trend has been rather flat starting starting from 1960s to the beginning of 90s. This can be explained with the stability and predictability of a person’s life during this period in the USSR. People were more or less certain about their future career prospects and it was not such a large concern about getting a job and, thus, being able to financially support a family. But with Ukraine acquiring its independence, the social and economic turmoil in the lives of Ukrainian citizens increased, leading to the primarily role of career, education, and ability to be financially independent. This led to a noticeable increase of the age at first marriage: from 22 in 1992 to 29 ten years later.    


[image: image3.wmf]17

19

21

23

25

27

29

31

33

35

1955

1959

1963

1967

1971

1975

1979

1983

1987

1991

1995

1999

2003

Year

Age at the first marriage

First quartile

Mean

Third quartile

Figure 3: Evolution of age at the first marriage for 1955-2003 (sample 2)

The survival function that we construct for sample #2 shows us the proportion of marriages, which survive a certain period of time (Figure 4). The sharpest decline in a number of divorces is observed during the first ten years of marriage, afterwards the survival function becomes flatter and we can conclude that 75% of all marriage survives over time. This survival function is built for a rather long period of time: from 1955 to 2003, and during this period, as we have already mentioned, the Ukrainian state underwent very important changes. Thus we can expect that survival functions will not be the same for different time period. In order to look at the dynamic version of survival function we divide the long period (1955-2003) into six time periods each lasting fifteen years. In such a way we obtain six survival functions for different time cohorts. As we can see from Figure 5 starting 1955 the stability of marriage gradually decreased. If for the 
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Figure 4: Survival function for period 1955-2003 (sample 2)

1955-1961 cohort approximately 90% of all marriages survived first 15 years, in the 1990 – 1996 cohort only 75% couples managed to save their marriage. The seventh cohort (1996-2003) is not on the graph because we do not have these 15 years of marriage data for these couples. But we have tried to draw survival function for this cohort. Obviously, it could cover only seven years of marriage history; nevertheless, we have noticed the interesting pattern, which we consider worth mentioning here. The duration of marriage for this time cohort increased substantially and is on the level of 1976-1982 cohort. This can basically have two explanations. First, due to economic and social instability people marry later, but at the same time they make this decision more carefully, which prolongs the marriage duration. Second, more trivial one, as we do not have complete data through 15 years, but we only observe couples from this cohort at most for seven years, thus, the situation may be presented not so accurately. Although, one has a temptation to claim here that starting from mid 90s the stability of marriage in Ukraine has increased. 
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Figure 5: Survival functions by marriage cohort (sample 2)

The first sample comprises information on 521 individuals. Sample 1 is the most abundant in retrospective histories for 1997-2003. In this sample we trace characteristics of people who were first married in these years. We use this data for Cox proportional hazard model estimation of divorce in 1997-2003. 

The econometric analysis based on the third small sample data is conducted using a number of constructed variables as well as one directly taken from the survey (see Table 3). Five constructed variables are: duration of marriage, positive and negative deviation in earnings, wage and average regional wage. Duration of marriage is a variable expressed in a number of years and it is constructed based on the information of the dates of first marriage and divorce (if it ever happened).
	Table 3: Description of major variables in Sample 3

	Variable
	Explanation
	Number of observations
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	div97_03
	A dummy variable, which indicates whether a person was divorced during 1997-2003; is a dependant variable in probit estimation
	521
	0.100
	0.300

	Positive deviation in earnings
	Log of positive deviation in earnings at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married (see details of estimation in the data description section)
	521
	0.124
	0.308

	Negative deviation in earnings
	Log of a negative deviation in earnings at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married (see details of estimation in the data description section)
	521
	0.125
	0.294

	Wage
	Logarithm of predicted wage at divorce or in 2003 if a person stayed married (see details of estimation in the data description section)
	521
	5.482
	0.306

	Regional wage
	Logarithm of average regional wage at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married; wages are  in 2003 prices
	521
	6.043
	0.249

	Age
	Age at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married
	521
	28.125
	8.001

	Age squared
	Age squared at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married
	521
	854.9
	639.3

	Education
	Number of years of education at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married 
	521
	11.298
	2.930

	Tenure
	Tenure length at divorce year or in 2003 if a person stayed married 
	521
	3.372
	5.225

	Small children
	Number of children of 6 years or less; in probit marginal effects estimation we impose number of small children equal to one
	521
	0.651
	0.648

	Type of settlement dummies
	Village
	521
	0.321
	0.467

	
	Town (population less then 500 thousands)
	521
	0.445
	0.497

	
	City (population more then 500 thousands)
	521
	0.234
	0.424


In order to estimate how the shocks to earnings influence marriage stability two special variables are constructed: positive and negative deviation in earnings. The basic idea behind these variables is the following: when a person marries s/he observes the characteristics (age, education, work experience, settlement etc.) of a spouse and forms certain expectations about his/her future level of income. Thus, it is interesting to compare the values of predicted earnings with the actual earnings of a spouse. Thus, we can see what happens to marriage if a spouse earns more (or less) than expected. So, first nominal (not CPI deflated) deviations to earnings are constructed in the following way. Firstly, if a person is still married, we compare actual wages in 2003 with the ones predicted (based on a personal characteristics) at the year of marriage; if a person earns more than expected we get positive deviation (i.e. the difference between actual and predicted earnings). If a spouse earned less, then the difference between predicted and actual earnings will give us a negative deviation. Secondly, if a person divorces or separates during 1997-2003, we compare the actual wages at the year of divorce with the predicted ones. If at the year of divorce a person earns more than was expected, the difference between the actual and predicted earning constitutes a positive deviation. If a spouse earns less, then a negative deviation is a difference between predicted and actual earnings. Thirdly, in case a person earns less than expected positive deviation is zero, if on the contrary he/she earns more then negative deviation is zero.

After we have the absolute values of positive and negative deviations in earnings, we CPI deflate them to get the values in 2003 prices. Afterwards, we take logs of both types of non-zero deviations. In such a way we get two variables indicating positive and negative deviations in earnings.

Often we do not observe individual earnings in a certain year because a person didn’t work or had unpaid wages. Thus, to overcome this problem we estimate the predicted values of wages for each year of 1997-2003 period. Note that these predicted values are obtained from the sample 2 where we observe all individuals.

The individual wages used in the econometric models are constructed in three steps: 1) predict wages for those who didn’t work or had unpaid wages; 2) CPI deflate predicted wages to obtain wages in 2003 prices; 3) in order to trace the relative change in wages and not the absolute one we take logarithms of the wage obtained in step 2. 

Regional wages are the logarithms of CPI deflated average wages at the regional level. Therefore, initially we obtain values for regional wages for each year of the period considered (1997-2003) from Ukrainian State Statistics Committee official web-site. Then these values are CPI deflated to obtain wages in 2003 prices, afterwards the take we logarithms of a latter variable. 
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Figure 6: Crude divorce rates and average wages by region (State Statistics Committee of Ukraine)

Figure 6 represents the rationale behind the inclusion of average regional wage in our model. We can see that regions with higher average wage have higher divorce rates. Thus in order to control for such a relation between wages and divorce probability and not to intermingle it with the influence of the magnitude we introduce the CPI deflated (in 2003 prices) log average regional wage in our regressions.   

One region that stands out of the general crowd is the city for Kyiv. In the capital the average wage is higher then in any other region, moreover the divorce rate is quite high. We deal with this issue in our empirical work; the procedure is described in the methodology section. 
Therefore, following the procedure discussed above for each individual we obtain values for duration of marriage, positive and negative deviations in earnings, wages and average regional wages estimated for a specific year: year of divorce or 2003 (if a first marriage survives). 

Chapter 4
Methodology

Econometric models applied in the thesis try to find the effect of certain factors on the exit rate out of marriage. The factors, that we believe to influence the divorce rate (according to specification tests), are: positive and negative deviations in earnings, wages, average regional wages, work status, education, tenure, age, number of small, teenage and adult children, type of settlement.

As a person enters a marriage we trace personal characteristics of this person. Then, we observe the evolution of spouses’ characteristics during the marriage spell as well as on the date of divorce and then look whether a person has divorced or not. In such a way we try to seize the effect of divorce risk factors on the probability of divorce.

The statistical models underlying the empirical analysis of the paper are the Cox’s proportional hazard model (is applied to small sample 3) and multinomial logit model (applied big sample 1). 
Cox’s model focuses on the affect of certain covariates on the hazard rate (in this paper we specifically consider the divorce hazard rate). Divorce hazard rate can be defined as a number of divorces which actually happened during the period (in our case - year) divided by the potential number of divorces (number of all marriages) at the beginning of the period. By construction, the hazard rate depends on the baseline hazard function, which shows how the hazard rate changes over time, and individual characteristics of a person. One of the appealing features of the Cox’s proportional hazard model is that we do not have to specify the functional form for the baseline hazard function. The Cox’s model can be represented as:
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For our analysis the Cox’s model is specified as follows:
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Thus, for separate samples of men and women we conduct Cox’s model estimation, and look how the hazard rate responds to changes in the covariates. All explicative variables, except type of settlement, are given for a year of divorce or in 2003 in case a person is not divorced. Type of settlement is assumed to be constant over the period analyzed (1997-2003).
One region that stands out of the general crowd is the city for Kyiv. In the capital the average wage is higher then in any other region, moreover the divorce rate is quite high. Therefore, to look how this comparatively high average wage for Kiev we exclude all people living in Kiev from our Cox’s model (Table 4, specification 4) and compare obtained coefficients with ones from the initial first specification. As a matter of fact exclusion of Kyiv did not affect the results of Cox’s model regression, thus we include all people in first three specifications in Table 4. 

We apply a number of specification tests to verify the proportional hazard assumption. In other words we want to verify whether the range of explicative variables in the regression is correct and whether the survival analysis with the help of Cox’s model is applicable to our analysis. More specifically we transform the logarithm of relative hazard (LRH) in the following way (Cleves, Gould, Gutierrez 2004, p. 178):
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where qj can be any function, in our case we look at the squared linear predictor, time, logtime. What we want to test is whether 
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is equal to zero. We find that indeed it is, thus our set of explicative variables is chosen correctly.
Multinomial logit model is chosen as a tool for analysis because it enables us to see the influence of covariates on the probability to fall into one of the categories, which have to be mutually independent and mutually exhaustive. Here we consider four states of marital status:  single (category 1), widowed (category 2), divorced or separated (category 3), married (category 4). So, we compute three logs odds ratios (Green 2000, p.860):
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where j is the choice number, as long as comparison category is “divorced or separated” we have index 3 in the denominator of the log odds ratio, P is probability to fall into certain category. 
The explanatory variables in the logit model are: work status, age, age squared, education, tenure, number of small children (up to 6 years), number of teenage children (from 7 to 17 years), number of adult children (older then 18 years), type of settlement. We run separate multinomial regressions separately for men and women. Estimation of variables denoting positive and negative deviations, as well as wages and average regional wages is not possible due to lack of data in the third sample. Here we face a kind of a trade-off between the number of observations and the range of explanatory variables: 6633 observations in the first sample 3 vs. 522 observations in the third sample. However, we introduce an additional variable indicating a work status of a person during a certain year.
The appealing property of logit model is that the odds ratio is independent of other (in our case two) alternatives, this property is called independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA). We test IIA hypothesis with the procedure described in Green 2000. Basically it is proposed to eliminate one alternative of four, if IIR holds this exclusion will lead to inefficiency but not to inconsistency. So, the Hausman specification test is applied to the following statistics:
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where s denotes restricted subset of alternatives, f stands for the full sample of alternatives, are estimates of the asymptotic covariance matrices.
Chapter 5
Results

In the following three tables of this section the output of two models used for the analysis is presented. In Table 4 Cox proportional hazard model results are presented, Tables 5 and 6 deal with the output of the multinomial logit model estimation. 
The results Cox’s model estimations are presented as hazard ratios which are exponentiated coefficients. Hazard ratio shows how a unit change in corresponding covariate influences the divorce risk hazard. For example, if the wage increases by one unit the hazard of divorce increases by 20% for males and by 47% for females (all other variables held constant). In the first model specification if the education increases by one year the hazard of divorce decreases by 22% for men and by 24% for women (again all other variables held constant). For dummy variables the interpretation is that women living in a village face the hazard of divorce 73% less then those females living in other types of settlements.

Cox’s model is estimated for sample 3 with four model specifications. In this way we obtain a robustness check, we want to test whether signs of coefficients as well as there significance will be the same in different model specifications. Two variables which were constructed specifically for the purpose of analyzing the expectation inconsistency theory are positive and negative deviation in earnings. Only positive deviation in earnings for men is significant. This implies that if a 
Table 4: Cox proportional hazard model estimation results (sample 3)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	males
	females
	males
	females
	males
	females
	males
	females

	Positive deviation in earnings
	0.097
	3.276
	0.038*
	2.194
	
	
	0.102
	1.760

	
	(0.167)
	(3.959)
	(0.073)
	(2.255)
	
	
	(0.175)
	(2.744)

	Negative deviation in earnings
	0.542
	0.850
	1.022
	0.523
	
	
	0.627
	0.549

	
	(0.390)
	(0.896)
	(0.640)
	(0.533)
	
	
	(0.441)
	(0.696)

	Wage
	1.020***
	1.047***
	
	
	1.021***
	1.047***
	1.021***
	1.048***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.012)
	
	
	(0.006)
	(0.012)
	(0.006)
	(0.013)

	Regional wage
	0.985***
	0.976***
	
	
	0.984***
	0.977***
	0.985***
	0.971***

	
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	
	
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	(0.003)
	(0.004)

	Age
	0.696*
	0.817
	0.665**
	0.503***
	0.715
	0.808
	0.624**
	0.885

	
	(0.157)
	(0.158)
	(0.111)
	(0.095)
	(0.172)
	(0.157)
	(0.137)
	(0.193)

	Age squared
	1.003
	1.002
	1.004**
	1.007***
	1.002
	1.002
	1.004
	1.001

	
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)**
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)

	Education
	0.780**
	0.758**
	0.931
	0.988
	0.796
	0.756***
	0.785**
	0.740***

	
	(0.080)
	(0.083)
	(0.062)
	(0.080)
	(0.077)
	(0.082)
	(0.083)
	(0.086)

	Tenure
	1.071
	0.992
	1.011
	1.048
	1.038
	1.011
	1.094
	1.010

	
	(0.067)
	(0.069)
	(0.050)
	(0.071)
	(0.071)
	(0.065)
	(0.067)
	(0.072)

	Number of small children 
	0.058***
	0.943
	0.035***
	0.531*
	0.061***
	0.924
	0.061***
	1.105

	
	(0.061)
	(0.386)
	(0.035)
	(0.192)
	(0.063)
	(0.374)
	(0.064)
	(0.467)

	Village
	0.640
	0.817
	0.266**
	0.634
	0.701
	0.782
	0.648
	0.700

	
	(0.464)
	(0.449)
	(0.169)
	(0.330)
	(0.506)
	(0.429)
	(0.476)
	(0.388)

	City
	0.980
	1.962
	0.955
	1.571
	0.979
	1.902
	0.830
	2.158

	
	(0.496)
	(1.119)
	(0.443)
	(0.732)
	(0.492)
	(1.066)
	(0.440)
	(1.349)


Note: here we report results as hazard rates (exponentiated coefficients) and standard errors in parentheses; all explicatory variables are given for divorce year, in case a person divorced, and for 2003 otherwise; type of settlement is assumed not to change during 1997-2003; number of observations: 259 males, 262 females; * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
man appears to earn more then he is expected to have lower the divorce risk hazard. However, negative deviation for a man is not significant, as well as any deviation in earnings for females. Thus, it does not influence the stability of marriage whether a woman earns more or less than anticipated. If a man earns less than predicted the stability of marriage is also not affected. The positive effect on marriage of the positive deviation in earnings goes in line with the similar estimations in literature. But we do not obtain significant negative values of negative deviations for both men and women, and significant negative sign of positive deviation in earnings for women.

Risk factor analysis provides us with a number of insights concerning the effect of different factors on divorce hazard. As the wage increases the divorce hazard for both men and women also increases. With an increase in regional wages the divorce hazard decreases for both men and women. The effect of wage on the marriage stability is the same for men and women: as the age increases the marriages tend to dissolve. The level of education is negative and significant meaning that more educated people tend to divorce less. Surprising is the effect of small children in the regression. Though small children stabilize the divorce hazard this effect is more significant for men. The effect of type of settlement is rather vague for men: only in one model specification there is significant evidence that living in a village decreases the divorce hazard rate, for women the positive influence of being a resident of a village on marriage stability is more pronounced.

Multinomial logit estimation is conducted based on the splitting the marriage status into four alternatives: married, divorced (or separated), single and widowed. The reference category is chosen as “divorced”. Thus, we look at the effect of different factors to fall into one of the rest three categories versus being divorced. 
	Table 5: Multinomial logit estimation results for marital statuses in 1997 (sample 1)

	
	Married
	Widowed
	Single

	
	Males
	Females
	Males
	Females
	Males
	Females

	Work status
	1.008
	0.691**
	0.959
	0.803
	0.310***
	0.692*

	
	(0.258)
	(0.115)
	(0.614)
	(0.256)
	(0.095)
	(0.158)

	Age
	0.736***
	0.900***
	0.825
	0.963
	0.538***
	0.589***

	
	(0.043)
	(0.034)
	(0.141)
	(0.084)
	(0.037)
	(0.030)

	Age squared
	1.004***
	1.001***
	1.003*
	1.002*
	1.006***
	1.006***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.000)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Education
	1.025
	1.037**
	0.885*
	0.988
	1.004
	1.004

	
	(0.031)
	(0.021)
	(0.064)
	(0.031)
	(0.040)
	(0.031)

	Tenure
	1.038***
	1.020**
	1.031
	1.028**
	1.065***
	1.035**

	
	(0.014)
	(0.009)
	(0.025)
	(0.013)
	(0.020)
	(0.014)

	# of  small children 
	4.698***
	1.886***
	0.000
	0.920
	0.225***
	0.215***

	
	(1.652)
	(0.347)
	(0.000)
	(0.695)
	(0.103)
	(0.057)

	# of teenage children  
	6.390***
	1.318***
	1.859
	1.000
	0.400**
	0.329***

	
	(1.553)
	(0.122)
	(1.349)
	(0.235)
	(0.190)
	(0.072)

	# of adult children  
	4.391***
	1.224*
	4.672***
	1.879***
	0.641
	0.463**

	
	(1.440)
	(0.155)
	(2.128)
	(0.316)
	(0.497)
	(0.141)

	Village
	1.310
	1.365**
	1.486
	1.140
	1.281
	0.821

	
	(0.271)
	(0.187)
	(0.667)
	(0.240)
	(0.325)
	(0.166)

	City
	1.094
	0.940
	0.857
	0.555**
	0.891
	0.851

	
	(0.244)
	(0.135)
	(0.529)
	(0.146)
	(0.253)
	(0.180)


Note: here we report results as relative risk ratios (exponentiated coefficients) and standard errors in parentheses; number of observations: for males - 2921; for females - 3712; outcome “divorced” is the comparison group; * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
This analysis is conducted based on the first sample for men and women in 1997 and 2003. 
The output of multinomial logit model estimation is presented as relative risk ratios. These risk ratios are exponentiated multinomial logit coefficients. Thus, if age increases by one year in 1997 the relative risk of being married is 0.736 more likely for males and 0.9 more likely for females (all other variables held constant). More generally, we can say that if age of either males or females increases by one year they are more likely to be divorced. The interpretation of dummy variables is similar, e.g. for 2003 working men tend to stay married, while working women are more likely to divorce. The magnitude of relative ratio for number of small children in 1997 may appear high, but interpretation is quite straightforward, when number of small children increases then being married is five times more likely than being divorced.   

Working for women in both 1997 and 2003 increases the probability of falling into divorced state. Moreover the magnitude of the effect increases in 2003 for women. For men the effect of work status is reverse: if a man works in 2003, he tends to stay married. Age variable is significant and negative for both men and women in 1997 and 2003, which indicates that with the increase in age people tend to divorce. The stabilizing effect of education is significant for women only in one year. However, with an increase of years of tenure both men and women tend to stay married, i.e. the tenure coefficients are negative and significant for both men and women in both years. As it was anticipated children indeed play stabilizing role on marriage persistence. Moreover, the magnitude of the effect increases the smaller the child is. Type of settlement has significant effect on the divorce probability for women. In 1997 women living in a city tend to be divorced. However those women, who are living in settlements in 2003 are more likely to stay married. 
	Table 6: Multinomial logit estimation results for marital statuses in 2003 (sample 1)

	
	Married
	Widowed
	Single

	
	Males
	Females
	Males
	Females
	Males
	Females

	Work status
	1.541*
	0.474***
	1.099
	0.561**
	0.592*
	0.490***

	
	(0.345)
	(0.073)
	(0.605)
	(0.163)
	(0.162)
	(0.116)

	Age
	0.805***
	0.983
	0.930
	1.011
	0.682***
	0.719***

	
	(0.040)
	(0.035)
	(0.147)
	(0.075)
	(0.042)
	(0.037)

	Age squared
	1.003***
	1.000
	1.002
	1.001
	1.003***
	1.003***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.000)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Education
	1.036
	1.010
	0.961
	0.971
	1.014
	0.974

	
	(0.030)
	(0.019)
	(0.055)
	(0.027)
	(0.036)
	(0.029)

	Tenure
	1.024*
	1.027***
	0.970
	1.026**
	1.032
	1.035**

	
	(0.014)
	(0.008)
	(0.037)
	(0.013)
	(0.021)
	(0.015)

	# of  small children 
	19.184***
	2.308***
	16.665**
	2.260
	0.977
	0.355***

	
	(11.376)
	(0.487)
	(19.956)
	(1.269)
	(0.633)
	(0.101)

	# of teenage children  
	6.973***
	1.359***
	5.575***
	1.483*
	0.220**
	0.259***

	
	(1.788)
	(0.129)
	(2.809)
	(0.303)
	(0.113)
	(0.057)

	# of adult children  
	4.155***
	1.221**
	5.608***
	1.764**
	0.000
	0.383***

	
	(0.896)
	(0.115)
	(1.680)
	(0.229)
	(0.000)
	(0.091)

	Village
	1.537**
	1.399***
	1.259
	1.437*
	1.409
	1.037

	
	(0.299)
	(0.184)
	(0.487)
	(0.272)
	(0.335)
	(0.218)

	City
	1.429
	1.114
	1.368
	0.724
	1.212
	1.199

	
	(0.315)
	(0.155)
	(0.646)
	(0.170)
	(0.326)
	(0.256)


Note: here we report results as relative risk ratios (exponentiated coefficients) and standard errors in parentheses; number of observations: 2907 males, 3685 females; outcome “divorced” is the comparison group;  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
The results of the divorce factor analysis are consistent with the results in the literature. Similarly, the following factors have stabilizing effect on marriage: working status for men, tenure, children, and living in a village. However, some papers found stabilizing effect of marriage only for small children, but our results suggest that although the presence of small children has the largest effect by magnitude, still presence of older children is also significant for decreasing probability of divorce. In line with other literature the following factors boost divorce risk: working status, age, living in a city for women. 
The following development of the divorce theory implications is possible.  As the dataset available will increase and enrich, it will be possible to enhance the research, as well as to test for the effect of pre-marriage cohabitation on the marriage hazard. 

Chapter 6
Сonclusions

In this work we test the divorce theory applying the expectation inconsistency theory and divorce risk factors analysis.  

The first approach states that deviations in anticipated and realized earnings influence divorce hazard. More specifically, there is evidence in the literature that earning more than was anticipated stabilizes marriage for males, although if a woman appears in the same situation the probability of divorce increases. In case both men and women tend to earn less than was anticipated this has a negative effect on the stability of marriage.
The second one investigates effects of various factors on the risk of divorce. In this paper we are interested in the effect of the following factors on the divorce probabilities: positive and negative deviations in earnings, wage, work status, average regional wage, age, years of education, years of tenure, number of small children (up to six years), number of teenage children (from 7 to 16 years), number of adult children (older then 17 years), type of settlement (village, town, city).
The analysis is based on the ULMS dataset, also some data are obtained from the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine (crude marriage and divorce rates, regional wages, CPI for 1997-2003) as well as the National Bank of Ukraine (exchange rates for 1997-2003). In order to test expectations inconsistency theory and to apply Cox’s proportional hazard model five variables are constructed (not directly taken from the ULMS): duration of marriage, positive and negative deviations in earnings, wage and average regional wages. 

Two primary econometric models used in the paper are Cox’s proportional hazard model and multinomial logit model. Also a number of specification tests are applied to both models. We investigate how robust are the coefficients of the variables of our main interest to certain variations to model specification.   
The main conclusions we draw from the empirical research are the following:
1) factors that increase the stability of marriage are: living in a region with high average wage, being educated, for men having positive deviation in earnings and actually working, presence of children (the magnitude of the effect is the largest for children up to 6 years), living in village for women.
2) factors which boost divorce risk: increase in wages for both men and women,  working status for women, increase in age, living in a city for women.
3) the majority of empirical results are consistent with one obtained in the literature. We do not find significant effect of deviations in earnings for women. Surprisingly, we also find that as wages of men increase the probability of divorce hazard increases. This indicates that as wages of males increase they change their requirements for their spouses.  
Overall, we can conclude that Ukrainian empirical evidence is consistent with that of other countries although some country specifics are also present. As the data available will improve, it will be possible to enhance the research, as well as to test for the effect of pre-marriage cohabitation on the marriage hazard. 
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Диаграмма2

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003



Crude marriage rate (CMR)

Crude divorce rate (CDR)

Linear trends

Year

CMR, CDR

25.5869957857

11.2883804937

14.298615292

8.2781456954

21.5231788079

7.5255869958

11.8904274533

9.3317278748

10.5358217941

6.9235400361

19.2655027092

8.7296809151

4.5153521975
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cmr,cdr(ukrstat)

		year		# marriages		# divorces		Population		Year		CMR		CDR

		1990		482.8		192.8		51838.5		1990		9.31		3.72

		1991		493.1		200.8		51944.4		1991		9.49		3.87

		1992		394.1		222.6		52056.6		1992		7.57		4.28

		1993		427.9		219		52244.1		1993		8.19		4.19

		1994		399.2		207.6		52114.4		1994		7.66		3.98

		1995		431.7		198.3		51728.4		1995		8.35		3.83

		1996		307.5		193		51297.1		1996		5.99		3.76

		1997		345		188.2		50818.4		1997		6.79		3.70

		1998		310.5		179.7		50370.8		1998		6.16		3.57

		1999		344.9		175.8		49918.1		1999		6.91		3.52

		2000		274.5		197.3		49429.8		2000		5.55		3.99

		2001		309.6		181.3		48923.2		2001		6.33		3.71

		2002		317.2		183.5		48457.1		2002		6.55		3.79

		2003		371		177.2		48003.5		2003		7.73		3.69

		2004		278.2		173.2		47622.4		2004		5.84		3.64

		2005		332.1		183.5		47280.8		2005		7.02		3.88

		2006		355		179.1		46929.5		2006		7.56		3.82
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cmr,cdr(ulms)

		Number of marriages and divorces in the 1997 – 2004 sample

		97		170		75		6644		25.5869957857		11.2883804937

		98		95		55		6644		14.298615292		8.2781456954

		99		143		50		6644		21.5231788079		7.5255869958

		0		79		62		6644		11.8904274533		9.3317278748

		1		70		46		6644		10.5358217941		6.9235400361

		2		128		58		6644		19.2655027092		8.7296809151

		3		30		27		6644		4.5153521975		4.0638169777
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cmr,cdr(ukrstat)

		year		# marriages		# divorces		Population		Year		CMR		CDR

		1990		482.8		192.8		51838.5		1990		9.31		3.72

		1991		493.1		200.8		51944.4		1991		9.49		3.87

		1992		394.1		222.6		52056.6		1992		7.57		4.28

		1993		427.9		219		52244.1		1993		8.19		4.19

		1994		399.2		207.6		52114.4		1994		7.66		3.98

		1995		431.7		198.3		51728.4		1995		8.35		3.83

		1996		307.5		193		51297.1		1996		5.99		3.76

		1997		345		188.2		50818.4		1997		6.79		3.70

		1998		310.5		179.7		50370.8		1998		6.16		3.57

		1999		344.9		175.8		49918.1		1999		6.91		3.52

		2000		274.5		197.3		49429.8		2000		5.55		3.99

		2001		309.6		181.3		48923.2		2001		6.33		3.71

		2002		317.2		183.5		48457.1		2002		6.55		3.79

		2003		371		177.2		48003.5		2003		7.73		3.69

		2004		278.2		173.2		47622.4		2004		5.84		3.64

		2005		332.1		183.5		47280.8		2005		7.02		3.88

		2006		355		179.1		46929.5		2006		7.56		3.82
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cmr,cdr(ulms)

		Number of marriages and divorces in the 1997 – 2004 sample

		97		170		75		6644		25.5869957857		11.2883804937

		98		95		55		6644		14.298615292		8.2781456954

		99		143		50		6644		21.5231788079		7.5255869958

		0		79		62		6644		11.8904274533		9.3317278748

		1		70		46		6644		10.5358217941		6.9235400361

		2		128		58		6644		19.2655027092		8.7296809151

		3		30		27		6644		4.5153521975		4.0638169777
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Sheet1

		Динаміка середньомісячної заробітної плати по регіонах у 1995-2005рр.

		( грн.)

				У середньому на одного штатного працівника																										Загальні коефіцієнти

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005						народжені		померлі		природний приріст		кількість померлих у віці до 1 р.		шлюби		розлучення

		Україна		73		126		143		153		178		230		311		376		462		590		806				Україна		9.9		17.7		–7,8		10.5		5.3		3.8

		Автономна Республіка Крим		70		118		134		143		168		225		301		358		433		543		730				Автономна Республіка Крим		10.1		16.9		–6,8		10.1		4.2		3.6		The Crimea

		Вінницька		58		100		112		115		129		159		215		265		334		435		597				Вінницька		9.6		18.5		–8,9		8.1		5.6		4		Vinnytsya

		Волинська		53		90		103		105		118		150		201		253		319		412		591				Волинська		13		16		–3,0		8.7		6		2.8		Volyn

		Дніпропетровська		91		159		179		189		209		273		370		438		526		667		913				Дніпропетровська		10.2		18.7		–8,5		8.9		4.7		4.5		Dnipropetrovsk

		Донецька		97		158		180		195		220		292		383		452		550		712		962				Донецька		8.7		19.1		–10,4		14.8		4.7		4.2		Donetsk

		Житомирська		61		102		114		118		134		164		220		268		334		434		602				Житомирська		10.5		19.2		–8,7		11.8		5.6		3.4		Zhytomyr

		Закарпатська		50		86		100		108		130		172		238		295		379		479		665				Закарпатська		13.6		15.1		–1,5		10.5		8.1		2.4		Zakarpattya

		Запорізька		84		146		163		183		215		289		379		445		541		671		860				Запорізька		9.4		17.6		–8,2		13.9		4.1		4		Zaporizhya

		Івано-Франківська		65		105		116		120		140		188		259		318		402		510		718				Івано-Франківська		11.5		16.5		–5,0		11.3		7.1		3.1		Ivano-Frankivsk

		Київська		78		136		155		161		191		241		317		378		470		592		811				Київська		10.1		18.9		–8,8		9.3		6		4		Kyiv

		Кіровоградська		58		103		114		119		137		170		231		282		353		455		624				Кіровоградська		9.9		19.7		–9,8		9.7		4.5		3.8		Kirovohrad

		Луганська		82		132		151		163		184		232		320		393		474		596		805				Луганська		8.3		19.8		–11,5		15.1		4.7		4.5		Luhansk

		Львівська		62		107		122		132		152		196		272		339		419		523		713				Львівська		10.4		15.5		–5,1		7.7		5.7		2.4		Lviv

		Миколаївська		68		116		131		145		169		227		327		398		470		565		744				Миколаївська		9.9		17.1		–7,2		7.6		4.8		4.1		Mikolayiv

		Одеська		66		117		134		146		183		236		306		379		454		566		768				Одеська		10.4		17.1		–6,7		11		5.3		3.8		Odesa

		Полтавська		76		130		142		150		173		220		292		354		437		560		758				Полтавська		8.3		20.3		–12,0		8.9		4.9		3.8		Poltava

		Рівненська		61		105		117		120		135		173		245		312		390		506		685				Рівненська		13.3		14.7		–1,4		9.1		6.7		3		Rivne

		Сумська		66		115		127		130		150		194		259		307		379		473		663				Сумська		8.1		20.2		–12,1		8.9		4.8		3.9		Sumy

		Тернопільська		53		90		102		104		112		135		190		237		304		388		553				Тернопільська		10.3		16.8		–6,5		9.3		6.4		3.1		Ternopil

		Харківська		72		127		149		159		184		230		310		370		455		569		759				Харківська		9		17.2		–8,2		7.9		5		4		Kharkiv

		Херсонська		59		102		120		125		143		173		233		289		356		451		625				Херсонська		10		16.5		–6,5		12.1		4.3		3.5		Kherson

		Хмельницька		55		95		109		114		127		156		211		258		323		419		584				Хмельницька		9.9		18		–8,1		10.2		5.5		3.7		Khmelnytskiy

		Черкаська		63		111		122		127		146		175		229		276		350		465		642				Черкаська		8.9		20		–11,1		15.1		5		4.1		Cherkasy

		Чернівецька		55		94		108		106		123		157		218		271		344		441		621				Чернівецька		10.5		15.1		–4,6		11.9		5.5		3.7		Chernivtsi

		Чернігівська		57		104		116		122		141		177		235		277		342		438		602				Чернігівська		8.2		23		–14,8		10.2		5		3.7		Chernihiv

		м.Київ		100		177		215		247		303		405		549		643		761		967		1314				м.Київ		9.7		11.9		–2,2		8.2		5.6		4.1		Kyiv

		м.Севастополь		83		137		153		159		187		251		325		391		486		594		803				Севастополь (міськрада)		9.7		16.3		–6,6		14.1		6		5.4		 City of Sevastopol
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3.7868547643
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3.6913975023
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3.8810680022

7.5645382968
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cmr,cdr(ukrstat)

		year		# marriages		# divorces		Population		Year		CMR		CDR

		1990		482.8		192.8		51838.5		1990		9.31		3.72

		1991		493.1		200.8		51944.4		1991		9.49		3.87

		1992		394.1		222.6		52056.6		1992		7.57		4.28

		1993		427.9		219		52244.1		1993		8.19		4.19

		1994		399.2		207.6		52114.4		1994		7.66		3.98

		1995		431.7		198.3		51728.4		1995		8.35		3.83

		1996		307.5		193		51297.1		1996		5.99		3.76

		1997		345		188.2		50818.4		1997		6.79		3.70

		1998		310.5		179.7		50370.8		1998		6.16		3.57

		1999		344.9		175.8		49918.1		1999		6.91		3.52

		2000		274.5		197.3		49429.8		2000		5.55		3.99

		2001		309.6		181.3		48923.2		2001		6.33		3.71

		2002		317.2		183.5		48457.1		2002		6.55		3.79

		2003		371		177.2		48003.5		2003		7.73		3.69

		2004		278.2		173.2		47622.4		2004		5.84		3.64

		2005		332.1		183.5		47280.8		2005		7.02		3.88

		2006		355		179.1		46929.5		2006		7.56		3.82
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cmr,cdr(ulms)

		Number of marriages and divorces in the 1997 – 2004 sample

		97		170		75		6644		25.5869957857		11.2883804937

		98		95		55		6644		14.298615292		8.2781456954

		99		143		50		6644		21.5231788079		7.5255869958

		0		79		62		6644		11.8904274533		9.3317278748

		1		70		46		6644		10.5358217941		6.9235400361

		2		128		58		6644		19.2655027092		8.7296809151

		3		30		27		6644		4.5153521975		4.0638169777





cmr,cdr(ulms)

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003



Crude marriage rate (CMR)

Crude divorce rate (CDR)

Linear trends

Years

CMR, CDR

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



Age at marriage

				p25		mean		p75

		1955		19		21		23

		1956		19		21		23

		1957		20		22		23

		1958		19		21		23

		1959		19		21		22

		1960		20		22		23

		1961		20		22		24

		1962		20		22		24

		1963		20		22		24

		1964		20		23		25

		1965		20		23		25

		1966		19		23		25

		1967		19		22		26

		1968		19		22		25

		1969		19		23		25

		1970		20		22		24

		1971		20		22		23

		1972		19		22		24

		1973		19		21		23

		1974		19		21		23

		1975		20		22		23

		1976		19		21		23

		1977		19		22		23

		1978		19		22		24

		1979		19		22		23

		1980		19		22		24

		1981		20		22		23

		1982		19		21		23

		1983		20		22		23

		1984		20		22		24

		1985		20		22		24

		1986		20		22		24

		1987		20		22		24

		1988		20		22		23

		1989		19		21		23

		1990		19		22		23

		1991		19		22		24

		1992		19		22		25

		1993		19		21		22

		1994		19		22		24

		1995		19		22		23

		1996		19		22		23

		1997		19		26		28

		1998		19		22		24

		1999		20		24		24

		2000		20		24		26

		2001		21		23		24

		2002		22		26		27

		2003		25		31		33
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