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Abstract

Parents who form new partnerships and have children together create complex stepfamilies. As
they consider future childbearing together, these parents also consider their and their partner’s
children with former partners. This study includes 1,809 couples in the UK Millennium Cohort
Study where one or both partners had children from former relationships, as well as one or two
joint children in the current relationship. For both partners, the analysis examined number of
children, residence, and involvement with nonresident children. When mothers and fathers had
children of their or their partner’s prior relationships living with them, they were less likely to
intend another child. Fathers were especially influenced by their partner’s coresident children
and contact with their own nonresident children.



Relationship dissolution and reformation often occurs during the childbearing years, and parents
with young children who repartner often bear new children in their new relationship. The
relationship context is central to multiple-partner fertility, and includes commitment to a new
partner, as well as the children each partner brings to the new relationship (Guzzo & Furstenberg
2007). The process of stepfamily fertility is important for understanding stepfamily dynamics as
well as population fertility (Sweeny 2010). The new complex stepfamily can include children of
the mother and/or children of the father, as well as children of both together. For parents,
stepparents, and half-brothers and —sisters it represents a unique family constellation. Stepfamily
fertility can also lead to fertility levels higher than would be seen in an undisrupted union. One or
both parents may revise their ideal number of children upward to accommodate childbearing in
the new union (lacovou & Tavares 2011).

In stepfamilies, Thomson (2004) suggests that a first joint child represents commitment to the
new partnership as well as the opportunity for biological parenthood if one partner has not yet
had a child. The second joint child represents a full sibling for the first joint child. The
motivation for a second joint child may not be as strong, however, as the first joint child already
has siblings, albeit half-siblings. There may be no unique value for a third joint child.

Children from prior partnerships who are brought into the stepfamily may have a different
meaning to the parents and stepparents. To understand fertility within the new stepfamily, it is
critically important to have an accurate representation of the children with prior partners. It is
necessary to know not only the number of children of each partner, but also the level of
involvement with those children (Jefferies, Berrington, & Diamond 2000; Thomson, 1997).
However, this is often quite difficult to establish precisely.

How might prior children influence future fertility plans in stepfamilies? Does the influence of
prior children differ by whether they are one’s own or one’s partner’s, the mother’s or the
father’s, or by the parents’ level of responsibility and involvement? This study of stepfamily
fertility in the UK aims to answer these questions by examining intentions for a second or third
joint child for both partners in a coresident relationship. Building on prior studies investigating
the value and influence of stepchildren, the relative influence of each partner’s prior children are
carefully separated out. These prior studies are then extended by considering mother’s vs.
father’s prior children and the level of involvement with these prior children, including
residence, contact, and payments.



BACKGROUND
Childbearing in Stepfamilies

Couples in new partnerships both intend and have a child together regardless of the number of
children they have already had, as indicated by evidence from both Europe and the United States
(Buber-Ennser & Fiirnkranz-Prskawetz 2000, Henz 2002, Stewart 2002, Thomson and Li 2002,
Vikat, Thomson and Hoem 1999). Mothers in the UK may be somewhat less likely than mothers
in the US to have a new child with a new partner (Kiernan et al. 2011). This indicates that the
unique values of first shared children in a new relationship may be stronger than the costs of
having a larger number of children in total.

Former children may have differential influence on fertility depending on parents’ level of
involvement. Parents are most involved when the child resides in the household. Vikat et al.
(1999) found that the risk of a second shared birth was lower in both Austria and Finland when
the respondent lived together with their children from prior relationships, compared to parents
with nonresident prior children. They suggest that the responsibility for prior children may be the
key factor underlying fertility in the new union. Because they were only able to examine one
partner’s perspective and were unable to assess involvement with nonresident prior children, a
more thorough test of this initial idea is necessary.

It is often difficult to assess the precise effect of prior children, as many early studies did not take
into account both partners’ fertility histories. Even of studies which do, this is often reported by
only one partner, raising the possibility of inaccuracies, as noted by authors such as Thomson
(2004) and Buber-Ennser and Firnkranz-Prskawetz (2000). The current study is able to extend
this prior research by including both partners’ own reports of prior children as well as
involvement with nonresident prior children.

Nonresident Parents and Stepfamilies in the UK

The UK, as with the US, has very high rates of family instability. This occurs both through
divorce as well as births to unmarried parents, whose relationships tend to be less stable (Clarke
et al, 1998). The legal context of divorce in the UK is also more similar to that of the US than to
the Nordic model. Courts determine custody, visitation, and support arrangements. Financial
transfers are often incomplete, and in the UK, as in the US, single mothers make up a
disproportionate share of the population in poverty (Del Boca, 2003). Just before the millennium,
somewhat fewer fathers in the UK were nonresident, compared with US fathers, with 12% of UK
fathers and 20% of US fathers living apart from at least some of their children. In the UK, fathers
were more likely to be absent when the child was born outside marriage and when the fathers
were younger (Clarke et al, 1998).



It is estimated that, in the decade prior to the new millennium, around 30% of mothers in the UK
will have formed stepfamilies, and that 86% of children living in a stepfamily were living with
their mother and a stepfather (Ermisch & Francesconi 2000). Stepfamilies are highly unstable,
although there is a slight protective effect of marriage for stepfamilies in the UK. Nearly one-
third of cohabiting stepfamilies and 16% of married stepfamilies dissolved within one year.
Within 10 years, one-half of cohabiting stepfamilies and one-quarter of married stepfamilies
were dissolved (Ermisch & Francesconi 2000). This contrasts with the US, where just over half
of both married and cohabiting stepfamilies dissolved within 10 years (Bumpass, Raley, & Sweet
1995).

Of divorced mothers who had one child prior to forming a new relationship, 32% went on to
have another child within 5 years, and 45% within 10 years. The proportions having a child in a
new relationship were somewhat lower for those who already had two or three children
(Jefferies, Berrington & Diamond 2000). The age of the youngest child was even more important
than parity, however, with mothers being most likely to have another child if their children with
prior partners were young, controlling for her own age.

It is clear that stepfamily fertility is playing an important role in the increasing complexity of
family composition. Repartnered couples with children from prior partnerships who go on to
have children together thus represent a very selective group of families with growing importance
for understanding both family constellations as well as fertility patterns.

Involvement with Stepchildren and Nonresident Children

Stepfamily formation is often a different process for women and men. Most separated or
divorced mothers are living together with their children. When these mothers form a new
coresident relationship, their new partner becomes a resident stepfather to their children. When
the new partners have new children together, it is possible that all the children of the family will
live in one household. Separated or divorced fathers, by contrast, most often are not living with
their children. When these fathers form a new relationship and have new children, they are
simultaneously resident fathers to their new children and nonresident fathers to their prior
children.

The involvement of nonresident fathers, usually measured as contact and financial support, can
change in the years following parental separation (Cheadle, Amato & King 2010). Some of this
change stems from new partnerships and childbearing. From a social-parenting perspective,
fathers will be most involved with the children with whom they are coresident. This may be
because fathering can be seen as a ‘package deal’ wrapped together with a romantic relationship
with the children’s mother (Furstenberg 1995). This process may be intensified when the father
has new children with the new partner, as in this situation his involvement with his nonresident



children often decreases (Manning & Smock 1999). Nonresident fathers’ involvement may
decrease even further when the children’s mother has a new child with a new partner (Guzzo
2009; Meyer & Cancian 2012; Tach et al 2010). The birth of a child to the new relationship may
diminish the involvement of the stepfather with his resident stepchildren as well (Stewart 2005).
This evidence suggests the most parental investment in children from the current relationship,
followed by resident stepchildren, with nonresident children trailing.

Fertility Intentions

Intentions may be a more compelling indicator of the effect of prior children than actual births,
as they are not influenced by unintended pregnancies. In the UK, it is estimated that 30% - 40%
of births are unplanned (Fleissig 1991; Lakha & Glasier 2006). It has been theorized that
intentions provide insight into the motivations behind fertility decisions (Miller 1994). Thomson
(2004) found that intentions for a second child are no different between couples with one shared
child and those with one with one stepchild and no shared children. Couples appear to want two
children together even when that means having more children altogether. These findings
underscore the perceived unique value of a second child in the current relationship, separate from
children from previous relationships.

Fertility intentions are influenced by individual as well as relational factors. Given that women’s
fertility declines over time, the age of the female partner will be an important consideration for
both mothers and fathers. Education and employment are also factors for mothers, with UK
research finding that women with greater education are more likely to have second and third
births, when age at first birth is taken into consideration (Ni Bhrolchain 1986; Smallwood 2003).
This may be because higher-educated women are more likely to have the kinds of employment
which offer a higher income and greater ability to maintain a career. Assortative mating would
also suggest that these women are also more likely to have a partner who has a high income.
There has been a rise in the proportion of births in the UK to foreign-born women, as those of a
minority ethnicity maintain a slightly higher fertility rate than those born in the UK (Tromans,
Jefferies, & Natamba 2009). Partnership status is one of the most important contexts of fertility
intentions (Jefferies, Berrington & Diamond 2000). Both marital status and relationship quality
can indicate relational commitment and may influence future plans. The intentions for the past
pregnancy may also influence intentions for future fertility, as an unintended second birth is
more likely for those whose first pregnancy was unintended (Guzzo & Hayford 2011).

It is also vitally important to study the intentions of both partners. In the US, husbands’ and
wives’ intentions each equally influence their likelihood of a subsequent birth (Thomson 1997).
Couples in Sweden and in the Netherlands also show this pattern of both partners having equal
influence (Jansen & Liefbroer 2006, Thomson & Hoem, 1998). Partner influences may also
differ by parity (Miller & Pasta 1995). In the US, second births are the more often jointly



planned than either first or third births (Williams 1994). No prior study has yet examined the
intentions of both partners in a stepfamily.

Research Aims

This analysis will examine the influence of children from prior relationships on childbearing
intentions of mothers and fathers. The first aim is to compare the relative importance of own and
partner’s prior children. The second aim is to investigate involvement by comparing own and
partner’s resident and nonresident prior children, and the third aim unpacks involvement further
by examining own and partners’ contact with and payments for these children. The final aim is to
examine whether there is a difference in these effects for mothers and fathers, separate from the
effects of residence and involvement.

METHOD

This analysis is enabled by the extensive couple-level data in the Millennium Cohort Study
(MCS). The MCS is a national survey of all four countries of the United Kingdom, representing
a random sampling of the families of children born in the year 2000 (Hansen 2010). The current
analysis included only coresident couples who had either one or two joint children. The analysis
is thus able to capture the fertility intentions of couples in longer-term, relatively more
committed relationships. Couples in shorter-term repartnered relationships, who may have very
different fertility intentions, thus are not influencing this analysis.

Face-to-face interviews with mothers were completed when the focal child was about nine
months old, and interviews were also completed with coresident fathers. Both mothers and
fathers were asked about their intentions for another child, as well as an array of demographic,
behavioral, and attitudinal questions.

There were 11,733 coresident couples in the study who had just had their first or second child
together. In 10,256 (87%) of these, both partners had been interviewed. Of these, 208 women
and 299 men, together 4% of the couple sample, were missing the entire self-complete section
which contained questions about nonresident children. These cases were dropped from analysis,
but a selection analysis reveals that they were less likely than those with the self-complete
section to have a resident prior child. In 1,809 (18%) of the cases with complete couple
information, either one or both partners had a child from a prior relationship, and these cases
made up the final sample.

Fertility Intentions

Intentions for another child were measured by a variable asking “Do you plan to have any more
children?” Responses were coded dichotomously as yes and no (includes don 't know).



Children with Prior Partners

The number of resident children with prior partners can be established from the household roster,
which includes all resident children and indicates their relationship with each resident parent.
Nonresident children are identified using questions asking each parent about their children who
do not live in the household. Children who were nonresident because of death or hospitalization
were not counted in this total. For each nonresident child, parents were asked about their
frequency of contact with the child. This was coded dichotomously for each nonresident child as
weekly (every day, several times a week, once a week) or less than weekly (once a month or less
than once a month; neither fathers nor mothers reported no contact at all). The variable for
contact indicates the number of nonresident children with whom the respondent had weekly
contact. Payment for each nonresident child was asked and coded dichotomously as making
regular support payments or not. The variable for payment indicates the number of nonresident
children for whom the respondent made regular maintenance payments. When used in the
models, these variables were truncated at 3 to reduce the outlier effect of the very small number
of parents with very high numbers of children.

Individual and Couple Characteristics

Age was measured to capture the declining fecundity of the female partner. It was included in all
models as a categorical variable indicating the mother’s age as 24 or less, 25-29, 30-34 (used as
the reference), 35-39, and 40 or more. Age difference between partners was a dichotomous
variable indicating whether the partners’ age differs by 6 or more years.

Education was a continuous variable representing the number of years in formal education before
first leaving, and ranged from 7-20 for both women and men. Education difference between the
partners was included by a variable indicating whether the partners’ years of education differed
by 3 or more years.

Ethnicity was coded as White (reference category), Asian (primarily Indian and Bangladeshi),
Black (primarily Caribbean), and Other (including mixed ethnicity). If partners reported different
panethnic identifications, they were coded as different.

Employment was coded for the partners as both employed full-time (35+ hours; this was the
reference category), man employed full-time and woman employed part-time (1-34 hours), man
employed full-time and woman not employed (including maternity leave), and man employed less
than full-time (regardless of woman’s employment).

Happiness with the current relationship was measured on a scale from 1 (very unhappy) to 7
(very happy). Partner similarity was included with a variable indicating whether the two partners
differed by more than 2 points in their assessment of relationship happiness.



Relationship-level characteristics include marital status (married vs. unmarried cohabiting) and
whether the most recent pregnancy was unplanned (vs. planned). Both of these are reported by
the mother.

Analysis

Because the incidence and meaning of resident and nonresident prior children differs so widely
between fathers and mothers, their analyses are conducted separately. Each partner’s outcome is
their own fertility intentions, which are tested using logistic regression models. The key predictor
variables include the individual’s own and partner’s prior children. Individual characteristics are
included as the individual’s own as well as partner difference variables. Shared relationship
characteristics are also included.

RESULTS

Overall, 26% of fathers and 29% of mothers intended another child (Table 1). A comparison of
partners revealed that in 20% of couples both partners intended another child, in 65% neither
intended another child, in 9% it was only the mother who intended another, and in 6% it was
only the father. Couple-level analyses revealed that intentions for another child did not differ
significantly by gender.

Description of Children from Prior Relationships

In 18% of the couples, both partners had prior children. In 31% only the mother had prior
children, and in 51% only the father had prior children. In 58% of the households, there were no
resident stepchildren. In 38% there were only the mother’s, in 4% only the father’s, and in 1% of
the households there were “his, hers, and ours” resident.

For 69% of the fathers in the sample, there was at least one prior child. For those with prior
children, the mean number was 1.74 (SD 1.02) with a range of 1-10. For mothers, 45% had at
least one prior child, with a mean number of 1.57 (SD 0.85) and range of 1-9 for those with prior
children.

Of the fathers with prior children, 83% had all prior children living outside their household, 13%
had only resident children, and the remainder had a combination. The residence pattern for
mothers with prior children was reversed, with 93% of mothers having only resident children,
4% only nonresident children, and the remainder with both resident and nonresident children

Fathers had varying levels of involvement with their nonresident children. Of the fathers with
nonresident prior children, 44% had one or more children with whom they had weekly contact,
and 55% had one or more children to whom they made regular payments. It was possible for a



father to have multiple prior children with different levels of involvement. The largest number of
nonresident children were reported to be living with the child’s other parent.

Mothers had a similar pattern of contact, but differed in payments. For the very small number of
mothers with nonresident children, 45% had one or more children with whom they had weekly
contact, and 17% had one or more children to whom they made regular payments. This lower
percentage is explained by a further examination of the living situation of mothers’ nonresident
children, which revealed that a disproportionate number were living independently. Thus, for
many mothers with nonresident children, the children were out of the house because they were
already grown up.

Individual and Relational Characteristics

The association of individual and relational characteristics with intentions for another child are
shown in Table 2. For fathers, children of the current relationship exerted the strongest influence.
Fathers were the least likely to want another child when they and their current partner already
had two children together. Another strong influence was age; the older the female partner, the
less likely fathers were to intend another child. Fathers were more likely to intend another child
when they reported Black ethnicity and had the same ethnicity as their partner. Compared to
couples where both partners worked full-time, couples where the woman did not work and also
those where the father did not work full-time had higher intentions for another child. Fathers also
had higher intentions when they reported a happier relationship and when their most recent child
was planned. These controls were included in all models for fathers.

As with fathers, mothers were much less likely to want another child when they and their current
partner already had two children together. Age was the strongest predictor of intentions, with
mothers over 40 much less likely to intend another child than mothers aged 30-34. Mothers’
intentions were much higher when they had more education, but their partners’ education was
not important. Compared to couples where both were working full-time, mothers in
relationships where she was not working at all or where her partner was not working full-time
had higher intentions. As with fathers, mothers had higher intentions when they reported a
happier relationship and when their most recent child was planned. These controls were also
included in all models for mothers.

Prior Children.

The first question aimed to examine the effect of the total number of parents’ own prior children
and their partners’ prior children. The analysis for fathers, presented in Model 1 in Table 3,
showed that both own and partners’ prior children significantly reduced the odds of fathers
intending another child. Although the children of each partner had significant effects, mothers’
prior children had an effect nearly twice as large as father’s own prior children. For mothers,
presented in Model 1 in Table 4, both their own and their partners’ prior children significantly
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lower their odds of intending another child. Mothers’ own prior children had an effect on her
intentions nearly four times larger than fathers’ prior children. Thus, for both fathers and
mothers, all prior children have an effect, but the effect of mothers’ prior children is considerably
stronger.

Residence of Prior Children

The second question asks if residence is the key factor in prior children’s influence. The analysis
for fathers, presented in Model 2 in Table 3, clearly indicates that residence of prior children is a
major factor in reducing fathers’ intentions for another child. Comparing resident with
nonresident prior children reveals that fathers’ odds of intending another child were lowered
much more by the presence of both their own and their partners’ children in their household than
by children outside the household. For resident children, it was again mothers’ children who had
the greater effect on fathers’ intentions. By contrast, nonresident children only had an effect on
the father’s intentions when they were his own.

For mothers, seen in Model 2 in Table 4, the odds of intending another child were also more
sharply reduced by resident than by nonresident children. For mothers, her own resident children
had twice the effect on her intentions as the father’s resident children. Mothers were influenced
by both their own and the fathers’ nonresident children, although her own children had a stronger
effect.

Nonresident Prior Children

The third question unpacks nonresident involvement by examining contact and payments. These
are analyzed in separate models because contact and payments are counted separately, and
placing them in the same model would double-count some prior children. Additional models (not
shown) which combined contact and payments into a single variable in the same model found
comparable results, but for ease of interpretation the separate models are presented here.

For fathers, only contact had a strongly significant effect on intentions (Model 3, Table 3).
Fathers” weekly contact with their own nonresident children reduced the odds of intending
another child. Making regular financial support payments, however, had no significant effect on
fathers’ intentions for another child (Model 4, Table 3).

For mothers, this pattern was reversed. Contact did not have any effect on intentions (Model 3,
Table 4), but mothers’ intentions were lowered when they had nonresident children to whom
they made regular financial support payments (Model 4, Table 4). Payments made to her
partners’ prior children had no effect on mothers’ intentions.
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Fathers and Mothers

The final question asks about the different effects of mother’s and father’s prior children. The
analyses reveal that mothers’ children exert a stronger effect than fathers’ children for both
mothers and fathers (Model 1 in Tables 3 and 4). This could be simply the result of children
being more likely to reside with mothers. When residence was considered, however, a small
gendered effect remains whereby mothers’ children exert a stronger effect than fathers’ children
(Models 2-4 in Tables 3 and 4). This would be expected for mothers, as it is their own children
exerting the strongest effect. For fathers it is particularly noteworthy, as the children of their
partner exert a larger effect than their own children.

Fathers and mothers also differed in the pattern of influence of nonresident prior children. For
fathers, contact with his nonresident children had more influence, whereas for mothers, financial
support of nonresident children had more influence.

Robustness Analyses

Because of the very different meaning of prior children to mothers and fathers, they were
analyzed separately in this analysis. Although partner characteristics were included in the
models, this did not fully account for the partner’s influence. To assess partner influence and test
for robustness, additional analyses were performed using an Actor Partner Interdependence
Model (APIM, Kenny et al 2005). The APIM used logistic hierarchical linear regression models
where the outcome was the individual’s own intentions for another child and the predictors were
the individual’s own and partner’s characteristics at the individual level, with the couple as the
grouping level. The APIM analysis found similar patterns for the effects of both resident and
nonresident children (models available upon request), indicating that these results are robust and
adequately take into account the partner’s characteristics.

DISCUSSION

As parents in stepfamilies consider whether to have another child, they take into account their
children together, their own children from prior relationships, and their partner’s children from
prior relationships. For both fathers and mothers, the more prior children they and their partners
had, the lower their odds of intending another child. It is clear that not only their own children,
but also their partners’ prior children do exert an important influence. This is quite different for
mothers and fathers. For mothers, her own prior children have the strongest influence, although
her partners’ children are also important.

For fathers, partner’s children matter more than his own children. The key to understanding this
effect depends on whether or not the mother has prior children herself. If the father’s partner
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does have children from a prior partnership, it is most likely that those children are living with
the family and are thus a very salient presence for the father in lowering his intentions.
Alternatively, if the father’s partner has no children from a prior partnership, their child together
will be her first and she may have a normative desire for two children. In this case, the father
may want another child for his partner’s sake.

This analysis was able to make a detailed assessment of not only number of children with prior
partners, abut also parents’ involvement with these children. Both fathers and mothers appear
most influenced by the children they are most responsible for. For both parents, the children who
are resident in their household are at the forefront of their attention. This finding confirms prior
research by Vikat et al. (1999) that responsibility, in the form of coresidence, may be the key to
understanding how prior children influence fertility intentions.

The current study extends this by considering responsibility for nonresident children, finding that
involvement with nonresident children also matters. For fathers, contact with his nonresident
prior children is more important than financially supporting them. This may be because they are
visible and thus salient as he considers his family size. It may also be his is an involved father
and wants to maintain involvement in both his families, so he does not want more children. In
either case, having another child appears to be less of a financial decision for fathers.

For mothers, financial support of nonresident children does have an influence. This may be
because a mother who is paying support for a nonresident child is in a very unusual position
which may indicate other difficult circumstances which would make having another child
undesirable (King 2007). Mothers who are in contact with their nonresident children but who are
not making regular support payments most often have older children who have left the household
and which do not affect her childbearing plans one way or the other.

Few studies of the effects of children with new partners on nonresident parent involvement have
examined the number of additional children. These studies indicate that nonresident father
involvement decreases when fathers and especially mothers have children with new partners
(Guzzo 2009, Manning & Smock 2000, Meyer & Cancian 2012, Tach et al 2010). The current
analysis adds to this by suggesting that those fathers who maintain involvement with their
nonresident children are less inclined to have further children. It may be that these involved
fathers are not ‘swapping’ families to the same extent as less-involved nonresident fathers.

Complex combinations of biological and step relationships within households appear to be more
of a reality for families where the mother has prior children. Previous research has indicated that
social fathers’ involvement with resident stepchildren decreases with the birth of a child in the
new relationship (Stewart 2005). The current study provides further evidence that the child of the
new relationship is more salient than the resident stepchild. It is interesting to note, however, that
both own and partner’s resident stepchildren have an effect on fertility intentions. For resident
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stepchildren, it appears that the practical realities of parenting the child may be as important or
more important than the biological parentage of the child. One of the effects of repartnering is to
revise fertility intentions upward. This study suggests that one of the ways this happens is when
men with prior children partner with women who have no prior children. The men may intend
additional children to accommodate their partner’s desires.

These parents are a select group. They have had a child with (at least) one partner, then have
gone on to have a child with another partner. Multiple-partner fertility is not uncommon, and is
increasingly experienced by parents with unstable early relationships. A limitation of the current
study is the lack of information on the prior partnership(s) of the parents.

The next step for this research will be to examine whether or not the couple achieves their
fertility intentions. Those who intend another child may be able to achieve this goal, or they may
be hindered by the dissolution of the relationship, secondary infertility, or another barrier. Those
who do not intend another child may be able to accomplish this, or they may change their
intentions or may experience an unplanned pregnancy.

These findings clearly indicate that children have differential effects on fertility intentions.
Children from the current partnership appear to be the most meaningful, substantiating
Thomson’s (2004) conceptualization of the value of children in a new relationship. When
considering the effect of prior children on fertility intentions, it is not enough to simply count the
children. The responsibility for children, both as biological and social parent, is indeed key to
determining how prior children affect intentions for childbearing in a new relationship. The more
involved parents are with their own and their partners’ prior children, the more those children
count in future fertility intentions.
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Table 1: Fathers’ and Mothers’ Children and Characteristics

Fathers Mothers

Intend another child (%) 26 29
Prior children (number, SD) 1.21 (1.17) 0.71 (0.97)

Resident 0.07 (0.36) 0.57 (0.85)

Nonresident 1.13(1.15) 0.14 (0.54)

With Contact 0.44 (0.80) 0.06 (0.34)
With Payments 0.55 (0.85) 0.02 (0.16)

Two children together (%) 67 67
Age (%)

24 or less 9 20

25-29 18 29

30-34 27 30

35-39 25 17

40 or more 21 4

Different (%)* 49 49
Education (years, SD) 11.6 (1.9) 12.0 (2.0)

Different (%)* 36 36
Ethnicity (%)

White 92 92

Asian 2 2

Black 4 3

Other 2 4

Different (%)* 7 7
Employment (%)

Both full-time 12 12

Father full-time, 30 30

mother part-time

Father full-time, 33 33

mother not employed

Father not employed 24 24
Happiness (1-7, SD) 5.7 (1.5) 5.6 (1.5)

Different (%)* 29 29
Married (%) 50 50
Unplanned pregnancy (%) 43 43

*See variable descriptions for coding of indicators of partner difference.
Data: 1,809 couples in the first wave of the UK Millennium Cohort where one or both partners

had children from a prior relationship.
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Table 2: Effects of Individual and Relational Characteristics on Fathers’ and Mothers’ Odds of Intending Another Child

Fathers Mothers
B SEB OR B SEB OR
Two children together -1.75%*** 0.16 0.17 -1.89*** 0.16 0.15
Age
24 or less 0.88*** 25.18 241 0.76*** 0.17 2.14
25-29 0.51*** 10.99 1.66 0.31* 0.15 1.37
30-34 (ref)
35-39 -0.73*** 11.40 0.48 -0.84*** 0.21 0.43
40 or more -1.39** 6.41 0.25 -2.02%** 0.63 0.13
Different -0.12 0.84 0.89 -0.07 0.13 0.94
Education 0.05 0.03 1.05 0.12%** 0.03 1.13
Different 0.17 0.13 1.19 0.08 0.14 1.08
Ethnicity
White (reference)
Asian 0.64 0.48 1.90 -0.41 0.50 0.66
Black 0.94** 0.31 2.56 0.50 0.36 1.64
Other 0.29 0.47 1.34 -0.13 0.42 0.88
Different -0.56* 0.29 0.57 -0.30 0.31 0.74
Employment
Both full-time (ref)
Father full-time,
mother part-time 0.30 0.20 1.35 0.26 0.19 1.30
Father full-time,
mother not employed 0.36 0.20 1.43 0.45* 0.20 1.57
Father not employed 0.47* 0.22 1.59 0.47* 0.22 1.60
Happiness 0.10* 0.05 1.10 0.16*** 0.04 1.17
Different 0.00 0.14 1.00 0.11 0.14 1.12
Married 0.13 0.13 1.14 0.06 0.13 1.06
Unplanned pregnancy -0.31** 0.13 0.73 -0.36*** 0.13 0.70
Constant -1.42** 0.57 -2.47*** 0.61
X* 324.76 409.77
df 21 21
% intending child 26 29

Data: 1,809 couples in the first wave of the UK Millennium Cohort where one or both partners had children from a prior relationship.



Note: Models include variables for own and partner’s prior children (See Table 3, Model 1 for fathers and Table 4, Model 1 for
mothers).
*=p<0.05**=p<0.01***=p<0.001
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Table 3: Effects of Children with Prior Partners on Fathers’ Odds of Intending Another Child

Model 1: Total Model 2: Residence Model 3: Contact Model 4: Payments
B SEB OR B SEB OR B SEB OR B SEB OR
Prior Children
Oown -0.36*** 0.08 0.70
Partner -0.68*** 0.10 0.51
Resident
Oown -0.44* 0.20 0.64 -0.28 0.19 0.76 -0.29 0.19 0.75
Partner -0.79*** 0.11 045 -0.61%** 0.10 0.54 -0.60*** 0.10 0.55
Nonresident
Own -0.37%** 0.08 0.69
Partner -0.17 0.14 0.84
Contact
Own -0.23*** 0.08 0.80
Partner -0.23 0.22 0.80
Payments
Oown -0.13 0.08 0.88
Partner -0.48 0.38 0.62
Constant -1.42%* 0.53 -1.42%* 0.53 -1.79*** 0.51 -1.85%** 0.51
X2 324.76 334.13 319.30 31451
df 21 23 23 23

Data: 1,809 couples in the first wave of the UK Millennium Cohort where one or both partners had children from a prior relationship.

Note: All models include controls for children together, age, education, employment, ethnicity, relationship quality, marital status, and
intention for last pregnancy (See Table 2).

*=p<0.05**=p<0.01***=p<0.001



Table 4: Effects of Children with Prior Partners on Mothers’ Odds of Intending Another Child
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Model 1: Total Model 2: Residence Model 3: Contact Model 4: Payments
B SEB OR B SEB OR B SEB OR B SEB OR

Prior
Children
Own -0.79*** 0.10 0.46
Partner -0.19** 0.08 0.83
Resident
Own -0.89*** 0.11 041 -0.76*** 0.10 0.47 -0.77*** 0.10 0.46
Partner -0.49** 0.20 0.61 -0.38* 0.19 0.68 -0.40* 0.19 0.67
Nonresident
Own -0.30** 0.15 0.74
Partner -0.18* 0.08 0.83
Contact
Own -0.24 0.21 0.78
Partner 0.00 0.08 1.00
Payments
Own -1.17* 0.49 0.31
Partner -0.04 0.08 0.96
Constant 247 *** 056 -247%% .56 -2.79%** 0.55 -2.79%** 055
X2 409.77 420.33 412.82 418.93
df 21 23 23 23

Data: 1,809 couples in the first wave of the UK Millennium Cohort where one or both partners had children from a prior relationship.
Note: All models include controls for children together, age, education, employment, ethnicity, relationship quality, marital status, and

intention for most recent pregnancy (See Table 2).
*=p<0.05**=p<0.01***=p<0.001
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