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Abstract

Divorce has become a growing social issue in China over the past few decades.
Existing sociological studies have examined the patterns of divorce and have
focused on the reasons for the increasing rates of divorce. However, the
consequence of divorce for men and women in China has not received wide
attention. Using longitudinal data from the China Family Panel Studies (CFPS)
conducted between 2010 and 2018, I investigate the effect of divorce on four
outcomes—income, housework time, perceived social status and life satisfaction.
The thesis tests whether and how divorce affects these outcomes using both cross
sectional and longitudinal analyses. In addition, the thesis focuses on gendered
aspects of divorce and examines if divorce affects men and women differently.
The key findings from the study are that divorce has a significant effect on all
the four outcomes. Divorce has a positive relationship with income and a
negative relationship with housework time, social status, and life satisfaction.
The effect of divorce is gendered for some but not all the four outcomes. The
findings add to the existing literature on the effect of divorce and are discussed
by placing them in the context of China. The study’s findings reveal the
multidimensional effect of divorce on different domains for men and women. The
findings contribute to not only understanding marriage and family changes in
China, but also enrich the current theoretical and empirical literature which

have mostly been based on the western experience.



Introduction

In many countries that traditionally had low rates of divorce, the last two
decades have seen a rapid increase in divorce rates. The consequence of divorce
on men, women, children, and families impacts many aspects of their lives. From
financial to social, income to social position, wellbeing to satisfaction, the
changes can be devastating, and their effect could stretch for the long run
(Fowles 2019; Leopold 2018). The consequences are interrelated to each other—
for instance, economic impact could in turn affect wellbeing. The consequences of
divorce do not necessarily need to be negative; for some it could mark a break
and signify a new beginning. For many, however, divorce often turns out to be
painful and could potentially lead to loneliness, depression, and a lack of
satisfaction towards life (Bourassa and Sbarra 2015; Wortman and Lucas 2016).
Like marriage, the experience of divorce varies across individuals, groups, and

socleties.

In this thesis, I investigate the effect of divorce on men and women in the
People’s Republic of China (henceforth China). China is an interesting case
where divorce rates were relatively low. Until the late 1970s, under the planned-
oriented economy and work unit system (“danwei”), getting a divorce was
difficult and involved complicated procedures including seeking permission from
their work unit; the outcomes were often unsuccessful, and the couples ended up
persuaded to reconcile by those organizations; divorce was also a politically
sensitive topic (Bailey 1993; Goode 1993; Diamant 2000; Wang 2001). Rather

than being considered as a private matter, divorce was embedded with political



structure (Bullough and Ruan 1994; Diamant 2000). The difficulty of getting a
divorce meant that even those in unhappy marriages did not go for a divorce.
During those times, the consequence of divorce was much more significant for

political and career advancement (Gu 1999).

The increase in divorce started in the early 1980s with divorce rates rocketing
from low levels in the 1970s to reach similar levels seen in OECD countries by
the 2000s. There are many reasons for the increase, including the lifting of
organizational restrictions, changes to divorce laws in 1981, marketization
(shifts from pragmatic socialist ideology), and increase in wage labour, changing
educational and labour force dynamics, ideational shifts and life options, shifting
values, consumerism, changing beliefs and core aspirations among young people
(Diamant 2000; Rosen 2004; Yang and Stening 2011). In addition, the stability of
marriage was also influenced by structural factors such as housing, especially in
urban areas, where housing cost have gone up with divorce having a

consequence on house ownership (Davis 2010).

Staying in a marriage or getting divorced is a complex decision to make. Marital
stability is not the same across social groups given the differing set of
vulnerabilities and risks faced by different group of people. While studies have
focused on determinants of divorce, there has not been much research in Asia on
the consequence of divorce on men and women. The limited literature on Asia

has focused on the consequence of divorce on children and not on adults.

The primary objective of the thesis is to investigate the impact divorce has on

men and women on different dimensions both objective and subjective. The focus

3



1s on the consequence of divorce on economic aspects such as income, social
aspects such as social status, household aspects such as housework time and
wellbeing aspects such as life satisfaction. Taken together these four aspects
cover different dimensions and allows to investigate the extent to which divorce
1impacts lives of divorced men and women. In addition, the thesis investigates

how the impact varies for men and women.

Literature Review

Divorce in China

I begin by reviewing the patterns, trends and changes in divorce in China. This
provides the context of the study. Divorce rates increased from less than 0.33%
n 1979 to 1.59% in 2007 to 3.2% in 2018; more than two million couples are
reported having registered for divorce in the first half year in 2019 nationwide
(National Bureau of statistics of China 2018; Yang 2019). During the early
reform era, the increase in crude divorce rate was relatively small, from 0.42 to
0.71 nationwide (Zeng and Wu, 2000). China has become one of the countries
with the highest rate of increase in crude divorce rate in the world (Palmer 2007,

Li 2018; Wang and Zhou 2010).

There are regional disparities in divorce trends which have been attributed to
variation in economic development, ethnicity, and socio-cultural context in
different regions (Zeng and Wu 2000). In terms of the regional effect, Xinjiang
Uyghur Autonomous Region (XUAR) had the highest divorce rate at 4.16 in 1982

and 3.79 in 1990, while northeastern China had undergone the highest upward



growth in crude divorce rate during the early reform period. In eastern coastal
area where economy was more developed, the divorce rate in 1980s remained the
lowest (Zeng and Wu 2000). In Wang and Zhou’s study (2010) that was
conducted in a wider time range (1979 to 2007), it is indicated that divorce rate
has experienced a rapid growth during 2002 to 2007, but the study failed to give
an explanation on the reasons behind the growth. Across regions, their analysis
has shown the similar pattern as in Zeng and Wu’s research, northeastern China
and XUAR still had the highest rate of divorce among other regions, following by
the four municipalities—Beijing, Shanghai, Tianjin and Chongqing for their
remarkable increase in divorce rate in the past two decades (Wang and Zhou

2010).

Over the past several decades, China has undergone a set of societal changes
centring around the new market-oriented economy leading to the transformation
of Chinese society and shifts in trends and patterns in domestic spheres. Some
studies have investigated the divorce patterns based on the socio-demographic
characteristics in China taking gender, hukou, and education level into
consideration. Guo and Ding (2014) studied the changing pattern of divorce rates
by gender over time. Divorce rates used in the study are based on ratio of
currently divorced in a particular year and population. Such rates do not take
into account changes in marriage timing or differences in these timing between
men and women. Also, the rates do not consider remarriage rates which are
different for men and women. Hence, the divorce rates are often different for

men and women, even though from an individual perspective divorce involves



both men and women. With these caveats, using Guo and Ding’s (2014)
estimates we can see that between 1982 to 2010, men first experienced a subtle
decline in divorce rates from 9.18 percent to 8.29 percent in 1990 nationwide,
later on this figure went up steadily to 15.38 percent in 2010. The divorce rates
for women remained relatively low at below 3.5 percent during 1982 to 1990,
however, the rate escalated twofold in every decade since 1990, reaching to 12.2

percent in 2010 (Guo and Ding 2014).

Divorce rates vary by Hukou residence. It is well established that the general
divorce rate in rural China is significantly lower than urban China (Gao 2011; Li
2011; Mo and Shi 2015). In studies that focus on divorce in rural area, the
research interest for most scholars is to probe the connection between population
outflow in rural area and marriage stability (Gao 2011). For example, in Gao’s
study where divorce rate on village level is analyzed, it is proven that the rate of
population outflow in each village has direct impact on the prevalence of divorce
within the village (Gao 2011). Similarly, the finding in Mo and Shi’s study has
also confirmed the causal link between domestic migration among rural workers

and marriage instability.

Divorce was usually considered to be “bad” in Chinese traditional value system,
under the patriarchal family values, a husband had the absolute right in getting
a divorce without having any mutual consent with his spouse, women could not
initiate a divorce (Platte 1988). For a long period of time after PRC was
established, a couple still did not have the autonomy to get a divorce, as marital

status was related with politics, divorce could only be approved under work units



or party’s permission (Qian and Hodson 2011). The history of divorce in China
also reflects the traditional value of family, the old ideas of family stress the
importance of family lineage or the political power of the government; this has

meant that individual desires played a small role (Xie 2013).

In the post-reform era, the shifting value system on macro level has broken down
the traditional family values, the rise of individualism has led to changes in the
role and functions of the family (Wu and Li 2012). During the last several
decades of rapid economic growth have seen modernization, liberalization, and
individualization have been seen as fundamentally reshaping ideologies of
marriage and divorce in China (Parish et al. 2007; Hu 2016). Individualism is
gradually replacing family lineage and intimate relationship are now considered
private matters as individual’s focus on personal freedom. Beside divorce, other
indicators of the changes in marriage system include rising levels of cohabitation
and pre-marital relationships, delays in entry into first marriage, higher rates of
remarriage, changing values regarding marriage in the past few decades (Yue

and Yuan 2008; Xie 2013; Yu and Xie 2015).

Social, Legal, Structural, and Ideational Influence on Divorce

Increasing level of education attainment has had a profound influence on the
institution of marriage and stability of marriages across societies. The influence
of education has changed over time and across societies. In contemporary
western socleties, research has shown that education level and the likelihood of
divorce to be a negative relationship (Chiappori et al. 2017; Chun and Sohn

2009; Jalovaara 2001). The reasons for this could be better quality of matches
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preceded by a longer search for suitable partner, compatibility of spouses, and
the vested interest in staying married among the higher educated given the

investments they have put in marriage (Holley et al. 2006).

In China education level turns out to be an important factor that explains the
variations in the refined divorce rate at the provincial level (Wang and Zhou
2010). In China women now outnumber men in educational achievement.
Education for women has been shown to be strong predictor for divorce in
traditional societies. But in societies with high level of divorce, education has an
inverse relationship with divorce (Heaton, 2002). In the case of China education
for women might lead to good jobs and occupation and free women from

dependence on husband for economic support.

Macroeconomic transformations have had a profound effect on the institution of
marriage across several societies. Changes in economic situation and access to
resources has had a significant effect on divorce in many countries. In China too,
statistics have shown the relationship at the macro level: as the median income
rose the crude divorce rate and the refined divorce rate in China both rose

during the time period of 1979 to 2007 (Wang and Zhou 2010).

At the individual level, an important predictor for couples to move to divorce is
income. Generally, having a higher income is proven to be a buffer for moving to
the final step of divorce. But studies have also shown that if wives earn more and
their income takes up a bigger proportion of the family income in total, the risk
of divorce would go up (Braver and Lamb 2013; Rogers 2004). In some research,

income also shows moderate correlations with the divorce determinants like the

8



insufficiency in family support, economic bankruptcy (Chun and Sohn 2009).
Based on prior research, we can note that marital stability is usually considered
to be enhanced by the female’s economic dependence on their husbands, under
the condition that the husbands’ economic status is not at stake. Findings have
also shown that when wife’s income 1s similar with the husband, divorce would
be initiated more easily, as the homogamy between couples allows more freedom

because of their financial independence with each other (Rogers 2004).

When examined from the perspective of socioeconomic status that includes
income, education and other measures, the evidence 1s mixed. Those in lower
socioeconomic status is subject to the higher risks of divorce (Fu 2006; Trail and
Karney 2012). As higher SES individuals have more resources and options, it has
been argued that the odds of divorce for them is higher (Fu 2006). As higher
social status has given individual more choice in terms of choosing their spouse,
it also gives them more freedom in dissolving a marriage; but the empirical
research that supports this point is still insufficient at the moment. It is also
interesting that some qualitative literature has found that women with lower
SES status might not want to divorce (Cherlin et al. 2008; Edin and Kefalas

2005).

Among structural factors, urbanization has had a significant influence on
marriage patterns. According to World Bank, the percentage of China’s urban
population has increased by almost 20 percent from 2002 to 2015. Divorce rates
tend to increase in tandem with increase in urbanization (Hsu 2016) mainly

because urbanization greatly weakens the traditional ties and values in the



previous stage of the society (Goode 1993). Though the association between
urbanization and marital dissolution has been challenged by some studies in
recent years conducted in other countries, in China’s case, this linkage 1is still

significant.

The changing legal environment has also had a notable influence on China’s
divorce rate. The development of family law and divorce law allows divorcing
couple, especially divorcing women to better cope with the unfavourable
situation after a divorce both financially and emotionally, making divorce much
more likely than the past (Huang 2005). Moreover, the practice of the new family
law and divorce law institutionally has also changed the public attitude towards
divorce because such legal practice usually signifies the state’s tolerance of

marital dissolution which signifies changing marriage values (Palmer 2007).

Other changes such as in housing laws, however, put married women at a
disadvantage if they wish to get a divorce. According to the New Interpretation
of Chinese Marriage laid out by the supreme court in 2011, if one spouse signs
the contract for buying an immovable property before marriage with down
payment, then the house is solely his or hers but not the couple’s, unless the
registrant would want to add the partner’s name in the property ownership
document. This interpretation has raised many worries among the married who
do not have their name on the ownership document, because once they get
divorced, they would basically get nothing from marriage. Given the social
practice that husband is usually the one to buy the property, this amendment

has left many married women in a difficult situation. As Hong (2011) has

10



observed “the husband becomes landlord, wife comes and goes but the house

always stays”, says a comment in Chinese social media.

The changes in social, structural, and legal context have made divorce acceptable
and also easier. Changes in divorce rates are affected by multi- dimensional
factors and not just these macro level changes. The market transformation and
the growing demand for material needs, income, employment has put a strain on
marriage (Jiang 2011). The dual pressure from marital dissolution and potential
economic hardship, in turn leads individual’s wellbeing to suffer (Zimmermann

and Easterlin 2006; Luhmann and Eid 2009).

Gender and Divorce

A key idea of the thesis is that that determinants and consequence of divorce
does not impact men and women the same way. One key question gender
scholars have posed in this regard of divorce is how to explain such variability in
gendered pattern. To answer this question, gender theory provides a useful
framework. Gender theory is an important analytical tool in sociology to examine
changes in family relationships (Murry et al. 2013). Gender theories have been
useful in understanding how gender impacts many aspects of lives of both men
and women, including relational aspects such as those related to marital
relationship, conflict and stability (Lye and Biblarz ; Lucier-Greer and Adler-
Baeder 2011). Traditionally, stable employment and high earnings are strongly
correlated with men’s marital status, this is primarily because a stable income
gives them chance to fulfil a traditional role as the breadwinner of the family

(Lundberg and Pollak 2015). With the breaking down of the traditional family
11



roles, the challenges in balancing work and family especially for women has
increased. The general mechanism of this pattern is as women’s income
increases and their contribution to family income grows, women might perceive
that the traditional household division of labour is unfair, which may further
challenge the traditional family roles and finally leads to greater marital

dissatisfaction (Rogers 2004).

To conclude as women enter paid workforce the traditional notion that men and
women are supposed to do different kinds of work is immediately undermined
and traditional gendered marital relationships is challenged (Bernard 1982).
From a rather pejorative perspective, as some 1980s social analysts suggested,
divorce takes place when women no longer keep up with “their end of the gender
bargain” (Walzer 2008). Women’s work outside of home and pursuit of non-
domestic endeavors changes the gender dynamics within the household. For
women in Asia where domestic work is still gendered, paid work outside of home
might strain marital relationships. Gender not just influences marital dynamics
but also post-marital roles and dynamics. For women post-divorce the
traditional gender role is reconstructed as they also take on men’s role as
breadwinner (Walzer 2008). For men, too, post-divorce family relationships
might lead to reconstruction of their roles. In a way, divorce could prompt both
men and women to reconstruct certain family image for others as they take on

different roles.

Marital relationships are not purely social or economic but are imbued with

sentiments, pleasure, satisfaction that an individual enjoys within a marriage,

12



and intangible rewards (Nakonezny and Denton 2008, Thibaut and Kelley 1959).
Marital relationship is seen as being in a balance with contribution from both
spouses, and when this balance is disrupted and there is relationship asymmetry
and marriage might be dissolved (Blau 1964). Individuals might evaluate the
risk and benefits of staying married if they are in an unhappy marriage.
According to Becker and Levinger, spouses are more likely to go for divorce if the
costs of divorce are lower or when becoming single seems more attractive and

less costly (Levinger 1976; Becker 1981).

Consequence of Divorce

Divorce is a significant event and could potentially impact many aspects of
individual lives. Divorce not only affects spouses but their children and wider
family. The importance of divorce has spawned a large literature in multiple
fields in all areas of social sciences and beyond. From economic impacts,
wellbeing, effect of divorce on different aspects of children’s life from emotional
development to schooling outcomes, to intergenerational transmission of values,
the literature on consequences of divorce is vast. While each of the outcomes

noted in the literature are important, not all can be studied in a single study.

The four outcomes chosen for this study—income, housework, subjective social
status and life satisfaction —are guided by the literature. Each of these
outcomes are important aspects and touch on different areas of individual life.
Income is mainly related to work outside of home, housework is about domestic
changes, social status reflects parts social aspects such as social acceptance of

divorce, and life satisfaction captures the overall wellbeing of divorced men and
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women. By looking at different domains allows us to provide a much more
comprehensive picture including any interrelationships of the effect of divorce on

lives of men and women.

Importantly, the literature on the effect of divorce on these four outcomes in the
Chinese context is limited. As described earlier the Chinese context is unique in
several respects including the fact that marriage and family remain important
social institutions and the gender structure continues to be inegalitarian. The
examination of these four outcomes will make an important contribution to the
literature in China. And the unique context of China allows us to examine how
gender structures shape post-divorce experience and add to the comparative
literature. The choice of the indicators is also determined by the availability of
the information in CFPS. Thus the outcomes chosen are based on the multiple
factors including their relevance to the Chinese context, contribution to the

literature, and availability in the data.

Some studies have shed light on the economic effect of marital dissolution, yet
most of them only stress the changes and the how the economic changes differ by
gender after divorce. In the term of the economic change that follows the marital
dissolution, studies indicate that both men and women suffer drops in income
after divorce (Leopold 2018). In a U.S. based study conducted in 1990s, findings
have shown that women suffer from a 71 percent decline in their living
standards after divorce, while men had a 42 percent increase (Weitzman 1996;
Peterson 1996). Though this finding may seem a bit exaggerated in many ways,

the post-divorce economic gender distinction is proven to be significant by other
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scholars. To conclude, women from different social contexts share the similar
experience of suffering from a greater poverty risk and a more significant decline

in living standard than men (Leopold 2018; Smock et al. 1999; Vaus et al. 2014).

There are also different voices regarding the SES after divorce, in Russia, for
example, divorced women tend to have higher income than married women,
indicating that the economic effect of marital dissolution on women might not be
as pessimistic as prior studies have reported (Chiappori et al. 2017). However,
each coin has two sides, in critique to this finding, the reason why divorced
women are likely to have higher income could also be attributed to their
economic independency in marriage that initiates divorce in the first place. In
terms of running a second household, some research found women are less likely
to get remarried than men after getting a divorce in many cultures and societies,
children are also a crucial factor to be taken into account when considering the
economic consequences of divorce (Nguyen and Tran 2017). On the one hand,
taking care of the children increases the economic burden for female divorcees
with children, on the other hand, having children with them is also affecting the

chance for women to remarry in conservative cultures.

If we view getting married as a process of pooling resources, then based on this
concern, women are assumed to have less optimistic economic consequence than
men after divorce (Nguyen and Tran 2017). In the respect of gender, women’s
labour force participation is also a key consideration in studies regarding the
economic consequence of divorce. Studies in the 1980s have shown an increase in

female labor force participation a few months prior to their marital dissolution to
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increase their earnings, more lately research indicates that both marriage and
divorce contribute to the income instability for women, which results in economic
losses associated with marital and cohabitation dissolution (Tach and Eads
2015). Based on the existing studies conducted in the worldwide context, one
would expect Chinese women to suffer a greater reduction in income than men
after divorce, since there will be an increase 1n non-work burden allocated to

child care to women and other factors (Liu et al. 2018; Leopold 2018).

Housework time is unevenly distributed for men and women. It is also negatively
associated with income. From a human capital theory perspective, for the spouse
with lower level of income would have a larger share of time spent on housework,
as the allocation of housework time within household is usually determined by
the time available to husbands and wives (Baxter and Hewitt 2013; Coverman
1985; England 2017; Parkman 2004). Thus, if the paid labor outside household is
not evenly distributed between couples, consequently, the ones who have relative
lower income are presumably the ones to take up the responsibilities to spend

more time on housework (Baxter and Hewitt 2013).

Time spend on housework could depend on the distribution of resources within
couples, this angle proposes that the housework distribution is based on the
resources that one brings into marriage, these individual resources usually
include work hours, income and education (Blair and Lichter 1991; Ruppanner
2012). Some studies have noted that if female’s income and education level have
reached certain point, then they would be less likely to engage in heavy

housework burden as they are better able to buy out of housework or request

16



their partners for more equal domestic labour time (Bianchi et al. 2000;

Ruppanner 2012).

Another perspective to explore housework time and gender is using “doing
gender” perspective. A key assumption of this perspective is that women doing
housework are largely identified as a routine in family (Parkman 2004).
Housework time is also not evenly allocated between men and women, as women
are always expected to do more based on their feminine roles, sometimes
regardless of their relative income level (Baxter and Hewitt 2013; West and

Zimmerman 1985).

The above have provided a conceptual overview on the allocation of housework
time in married households. But what happens to housework time after a
marriage is dissolved has not been extensively studied. Only a limited amount of
research has paid attention to housework hours as the consequence of divorce, as
the majority studies mostly place their interest upon the causal effect of
housework conflict on marital dissolution, rather than the other way around.
Previous studies have reported a similar pattern of the time spent on housework
across marital status, that is, divorced women do significant lesser housework
than married women; conversely, divorced men spend much more time on
housework than married men (South and Spitze 1994; Gupta 1999; Hewitt et al.
2013). In divorced women’s experience, the decrease in housework becomes
smaller after having controlled the factors such as the number of teenage
children, and home ownership (South and Spitze 1994). Education level, income

and employment play the positive roles in relieving housework burden for
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women after divorce, however, the effects of these control variables in men’s
experience are much less significant (South and Spitze 1994; Baxter et al. 2008).
To conclude, the existing findings suggest that it is plausible for individuals to
adjust their housework hours in response to the changes in marital status. The
changing pattern could be contrasting due to gender difference, which is
primarily resulted from the uneven distribution of domestic labour within the

marital union.

The next outcome I investigate is life satisfaction. Several studies have drawn
attention to the association between divorce and individual’s subjective
wellbeing, in which, a major focus 1s placed upon the differences in individual’s
life satisfaction before and after marital dissolution. One conclusion that could
be drawn from the existing studies is that divorce could have a negative effect on
individual’s happiness and life satisfaction (Argyle 1993; Forste and Heaton
2004; Luhmann and Eid 2009; Zimmermann and Easterlin 2006). The reasoning
for this significant difference in life satisfaction across marital statuses could be
that relative to married individuals, divorced individuals are more likely to go
through the break downs of social support network, socioeconomic wellbeing and
to be exposed under greater risks in physical and psychological health (Kim and
McKenry 2002; Krishnan 1998). Besides the purpose to correspond with
preceding literature, another reason this study adopts life satisfaction, not other
indicator such as happiness is that in CFPS, life satisfaction is measured in a
rather standard way: with 5 categories from “not at all satisfied” to “very

satisfied”. Yet the measurements for other subjective wellbeing indicators are
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quite different, for happiness, CFPS uses a 10-point scale, this is not very
consistent with the variable used in prior research. As a consequence, this study

finds the life satisfaction variable more suitable for the purpose of this research.

But research using longitudinal data indicates that divorce does not necessarily
have to be that distressing (Clark et al. 2008; Gustavson et al. 2012; Hawkins
and Booth 2005). Using the 15-year follow up data in Norway, Gustavson et al.’s
research has found that what matters more in life satisfaction for divorced group
1s their current relationship status and the years of having divorced. In the long
term, a new partner or enough healing time both would help in improving the
level of life satisfaction for divorcees (Gustavson et al. 2012). In Clark et al.’s
study that examines the effects of life events in the long run, even evidence has
shown that the level of life satisfaction continues to go up after the intervention
of divorce, individuals who have divorced for more than five years are
significantly much more satisfied with their lives than they were before and

during divorce (Clark et al. 2008).

In previous research, it has been observed that individual characteristics such as
gender, age, pre-existing wellbeing all account for the differences within the
changes in life satisfaction in divorce process, and life satisfaction could either
increase or decrease depending on the different individual conditions
(Chipperfield and Havens 2001; Luhmann and Eid 2009; Neaess et al. 2014).
Chipperfield and Havens’ study on later life satisfaction has demonstrated a
gendered pattern, men rather than women are more likely to suffer from a

decline in life satisfaction following divorce, separation or widowhood; a similar
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result is also reported in Forste and Heaton’s study (Chipperfield and Havens
2001; Forste and Heaton 2004). Age wise, it is indicated in some experience that
divorce is much more harmful for young men, but less harmful in other age and
gender interaction groups (Naess et al. 2014). It has been noted in Clark et al.’s
study that women better cope with the distress brought by divorce in terms of
their relatively shorter adaption period to recover from the strain (Clark et al.

2008).

The final outcome I investigate is self-reported social status. Very few studies
have addressed the effects of divorce on social status exclusively, as social status
1s too often considered as one of the manifestations of income, therefore, income
and social status are mostly taken together while discussing the socioeconomic
outcomes of divorce (Bogolub 1991). Instead of seeing social status as an
objective extension of the income proxy, this study seeks to examine the
subjective role of social position by using the self-rated social status indicator.
The evaluation on the changes in self-rated social status not only reflect on how
tangible social status changes over time, and in different life events, but also
provides an insight of how individuals perceive themselves after having

experienced divorce.

Research Questions and Approach

To better understand the impact of divorce, we need to further explore the
pattern of changes in the outcomes discussed earlier, as well as the individual

characteristics that account for the differences in these outcomes. In this section
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I state the research question and the approach used to investigate the research

questions.

The study is significant for three reasons. First, while previous studies have
addressed some of the research questions, these questions have not been
investigated in context of China. Much of the literature has been focused on the
west and there has been little empirical work on Asian countries with their
unique social, cultural and structural contexts. Understanding changes in the
most populous country would make a useful contribution to the literature. The
first set of research question are related to investigating the variation in the four
outcomes—income, housework, social status, life satisfaction—between married

and divorced individuals, and the effect of divorce on these four outcomes.

Second, beyond China, the research questions contribute to the wider literature
by examining multiple outcomes across multiple domains, and provides a
broader and deeper perspective. An important aspect is how the effect of divorce
is different for men and women. A key focus is to examine whether and how
gender influences the outcomes of divorce. This study extends the gender
perspectives by contributing to the understanding of the gender nature of

divorce.

Third by looking at changes using longitudinal data by focusing on within person
changes across multiple domains over time allows to investigate the impact of
divorce in a rigorous way than is possible using cross sectional data. I discuss the

methodological strengths in the next section.
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Based on the literature review, I test the following four questions. How does
divorce affect income, time spend on housework, social status and life
satisfaction? And does divorce affect men and women differently on these four
outcomes. I hypothesize, based on the literature review, that there would be
decline in income after divorce and such declines would be steeper for women
than men. This is because women have the responsibilities of taking care of
family, especially children who are likely to stay with their mother after divorce,
and the increasing concentration on household issues would further result in the
limited time that spend on paid work. For housework, I hypothesize that the
time spend on housework would increase after divorce. This would be higher for
women than men for similar reasons as described for income. For social status, I
hypothesize that divorce would lead to lowering of perceived social status. This is
tied to the lowering of income, but also because they might think that being
divorced would lower their standing in the society. That is the subjective social
status could also be affected and shaped by social values, given the sociocultural
background in Chinese society. I assume that there will be gender difference
and expect a bigger drop in self-perceived social status for women compared to

men.

For subjective wellbeing, I hypothesize that there will be a general drop in life
satisfaction after divorce. This is because the study is looking at a short time
period and as suggested in the literature over the short-term life satisfaction is

usually negatively affected by major events such as divorce. The decline is
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expected to be smaller for women compared to men as women are assumed to

have stronger networks that could support coping mechanisms.

Empirical Approach

Data

This study draws on the data from China Family Panel Studies (CFPS) launched
by Peking University in 2010. As a nationwide representative longitudinal
survey, the key purpose of the CFPS project is to look into the changes taken
place in China during the new era of social transform through three main levels:
individual level, household level and community level (Xie et al. 2014). Five
waves have been already been conducted and the data was collected from
gathered information across 25 designated provinces on various social topics
including family relations, social mobility, household finance and life history
events including individual’s employment, education, marriage (Xie 2012; Xie et

al. 2014).

As this study predominately highlights the dissolution of marital relationships
that binds together with individual characteristics, the datasets I am using in
this study are the adult datasets drawn from the full survey. Using the
longitudinal data from CFPS, the following empirical section assesses the
outcome effects of divorce and the inter-individual patterns with a special focus

on the changes in time.

For my research purpose, CFPS adult datasets yield several benefits. Compared

with other general social surveys in China such as Chinese Household Income
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Project survey (CHIPs) and Chinese General Social Survey (CGSS), CFPS is
among the few panel surveys that focuses on the many aspects of individuals and
households in the long run, this offers an inclusive consideration to the dynamics
and complexity of Chinese society. In the scope of marriage and divorce,
longitudinal statistics help this study better track and document the
characteristics of each sample, which enables us to better account for the time

changing effect on outcome measurements.

CFPS survey has a large sample size among the existing social surveys in China.
This is important when analyzing divorce which is not a common event. A large
sample is needed to provide enough divorced cases for analyses. For better
representativeness, CFPS adopts stratified multi-stage sampling strategy to
ensure the sample could represent 95 percent of the total population in China
(Xie and Lu 2015; Xu and Xie 2017). The survey also covers a broader set of

demographic indicators and other variables necessary for the analyses of divorce.

CFPS is rather recent survey starting from 2010 with the most recent round in
2018 and allows to look at contemporary China. By comparison to other popular
longitudinal surveys such as China Health and Nutrition Survey (CHNS) and
China Health and Retirement Longitudinal Study (CHARLS), the research
agenda that CFPS addresses is more comprehensive and integrated, nicely
reflects the various life courses and multilevel experiences among Chinese people

of all demographic groups (Xu and Tie 2017).

The empirical analyses of this study are based on the five waves that are

available so far, from wave 1 in 2010 to wave 5 in 2018, with a total number of
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51,001 adult participants, both cross sectional and longitudinal results will be

presented and the modelling strategy in the following section.

Variables

The four key dependent variables are income, housework time, life satisfaction
and self-rated social position. The income indicator I use in this study is drawn
directly from the ready-to-use variable in each wave. For its measurement, CFPS
noted that they use the self-reported personal income in the first place, they
replace it with the mean of income interval if there is any missing value (CFPS
2010). To lessen the effect of skewness, I transform the income into natural

logarithm version in the analysis.

The daily housework hours variable is generated from two original continuous
variables: time spent on housework on weekdays and time spent on housework
on weekends. I create a single variable which is the average of these two

variables.

For the subjective wellbeing indicators, life satisfaction is measured using the
question: “how satisfied are you with your life”, the scale ranges from 1 to 5, from

very unsatisfied to very satisfied.

Self-rated social position is measured via the question: “what is your social
status in your local area?”’, with answers ranging from 1 to 5, from very low to

very high.
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The key independent variable in this study is marital status. Marital status
variable is dichotomized based on whether they have been ever divorced. For the
purpose of this research, I have removed the observations that are irrelevant by
marital status, namely the respondents who are never married, cohabiting and
widowed during the time they are interviewed. Cases that are ‘not applicable’
have also been removed, as NA cases indicate the respondents have never

entered this part of the interview.

A related variable on marital status that I use in certain models is remarriage. If
the respondent was currently married but not in their first marriage, they are

defined as remarried.

In this study, the primary intention of choosing the following control variables is
that I try to minimize the impact of other socioeconomic factors on the results. In
the social context where this study is conducted, one’s demographic
characteristics are likely to go together with his/her socioeconomic status, due to
complex institutional and historical reasons. Other than the unique social
significance among these control variables, an important reason these covariates
are adopted in this study is that these factors are consistent with most preceding
empirical literature on the impact of divorce. This allows the findings of this

study to be situated in the broader literature.

Hukou Status (residential registration status): Many studies have demonstrated
the difference in divorce rates between rural and urban China that marriages
among rural population are often proven to be more stable under the constraint

of conservative value system and local kinship structure (Parish and Whyte
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1985; Liao and Heaton 1992). Moreover, as the two ends of Chinese society that
are unevenly developed to a large extent, hukou status is also an important
indicator of socioeconomic status in China. In this study, after having removed a
small number of cases who do not have Chinese hukou, this variable is measured

with a dummy variable that contains only rural and urban observations.

Education Level: It is well acknowledged that education level is an important
determinant of income level, social status especially in China. Educational
attainment also reflects the opportunity and resources available to individuals.
Education is tied closely to many of the other covariates included in the model.
Education level here is grouped into 4 categories: primary school and below,

secondary school, senior high school and college and above.

Region: In this study region is classified as 6 regions, municipalities (central
administered cities including Beijing, Shanghai, Tianjin and Chongqing), North
Eastern China, mid-West, Central, South Eastern coast and Southern China.
These regions have presented different socio-economic background. For instance,
central administered cities and South Eastern coast are believed to have a
higher economic development level and higher income per capita. On the other
hand, regions such as mid-West, North Eastern China are recognized to have

poorer economic state and lower individual income levels.

Father’s political status: Another indicator of social status used in the literature
on China is father’s political status. This has been considered as one indicator of
family’s socioeconomic background as people whose fathers are China

Communist Party member are presumably believed to have better access to
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resources than others (Ma et al. 2018). Used as dummy variable in this study,
including 2 categories, Chinese communist party member and general public.
Father’s political status, as CFPS have only included this question in their

baseline survey. Therefore, respondents who entered from the second wave or

later have a missing value for father’s political status indicator.

Ethnicity: In the Chinese context, ethnicity is an important factor that has an
influence on various areas of one’s life. The variable is coded as Han and non-
Han. Han are more privileged over ethnic minorities in certain situations, yet

this does not always hold true.

Year of marriage: To capture the time effect, I have grouped the year of first
marriage into 5 cohorts, before 1970, 1970—1979, 1980-1989, 1990—1999 and

2000—2018.

Methods

Cross Sectional Analysis

I analyze the effect of divorce on the four outcomes at first wave (2010), third
wave (2014) and the last wave (2018). In this analysis I compare those who are
divorced with those who are currently married. Different techniques are used
depending on the distribution of the outcome variables. For continuous variables
of income and housework time, I use adopt Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
regression for continuous dependent variables to model logarithm personal

income and housework time. For life satisfaction and self reported social status
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both of which are scale questions, I used ordered logistic regression and

generalized logistic regression to analyze the data.

For each outcome, I ran three models separately for each of the three waves. The
first model is only conducted with the two key marital status variables: ever
divorced and whether remarried. In the second model, the rest independent
variables are all taken into account. In the last model, I have added an

interaction that combines marital status with gender together.

The main purpose of the cross sectional analyze is to provide a snapshot of the
possible relationships between divorce and the outcomes at different time
periods. The cross-sectional analyses allow us to see the difference between
divorced and those who are married at different time periods. As this is cross
sectional analyses the relationships should not be considered as causal. The

cross-sectional analyses set the stage for subsequent longitudinal analyses.

The original data was cleaned before conducting the cross-sectional analyses.
Before entering analysis, I transformed the negative values that represent “don’t
know”, “not applicable” etc. in the survey into missing values in each wave. The
sample sizes in each wave therefore may change depending on the variables used
in the analyses. In the analyses, I used listwise deletion to handle the missing
values. There are other ways of handling missing values including imputation
procedures which could be incorporated in future studies. The analyses were
conducted in STATA. All independent variables in this part of the analysis are

recoded into dummy variables automatically by using the “xi” command in Stata.

The parameters are marked in the label columns of each table.
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Longitudinal Analysis

A highlight of this study is the use of longitudinal data and analyses in addition
to cross sectional analyses. Use of longitudinal data allows us to track changes in
the same individual over time and allows to make stronger claims on the effect of

divorce.

I analyze the effect divorce has on the same four outcomes as in cross sectional
models using longitudinal analysis. Longitudinal data allows for proper ordering
of events and makes it possible to examine whether divorce causes the changes
in the four outcomes. A key advantage of longitudinal analysis is that allow for

stronger inferences to be drawn from the data.

For the longitudinal analyses, the data was constructed as follows. The primary
data cleaning process in longitudinal analyses is similar to what has been done
in cross sectional analyses. First, I replaced the negative values with missing
value among the key variables. Then, I continued with keeping all ever-married
respondents in 2010 and following them up in the subsequent waves. The data
was arranged in a long format meaning that information from each wave was

stored 1n a separate row.

In the longitudinal analyses, respondents might enter the analyses in any of the
first three waves and are followed on to subsequent waves. All indicators were
measured at the first wave the respondent entered the analyses. Time in the
analyses is time from the first wave that respondent entered the analyses to the

last wave the respondent was observed. CFPS goes to great length to ensure that
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sample attrition is low and to retain the respondents (Xie and Hu 2014). There
has not been any investigation of attrition and its effect on analyses using CFPS
data. This perhaps reflects the low levels of attrition compared to other
longitudinal surveys. Recent articles on marriage and family using CFPS have
not reported or considered attrition issues. This again is a methodological issue

that could be addressed in a future study.

The data was then sorted by person ID and survey wave. As the focus is on
looking at changes over time, those respondents who only participated in a single
round were removed from the dataset. I removed the observations who did not
enter their 1st interview being married, to ensure there would not be any
changes taking place. In total 42698 respondents and 137,182 observations (each
respondent can contribute multiple observations depending on the number of
waves they participated. 13,130 respondents participated in all the waves from

2010 to 2018, making up 30.75 percent of the total sample.

The literature has suggested several approaches to analyze longitudinal data.
The two common approaches are fixed effect models and random effect models.
Each model has its own advantages and shortcomings. Allison (2012) notes that
the best method depends both on the data and the goals of the analyses. For the
CFPS data both fixed and random effect models are possible. However, random
effect models are suitable the goals of the thesis. This is because one of the
objectives of the study is to investigate the effect of gender and other time
invariant covariates. In a fixed effects models, it is not possible to include

variables that do not change over time and thus their effect cannot be estimated
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(Allison, 2005). The random effect model is one of technique among many to
examine longitudinal data. This includes hybrid methods that combine fixed and

random effects in a single model. Such methods could be used in a future study.

Results

Descriptive Findings

Table 1 presents the descriptive data of the key variables used in this study. The
table presents descriptive data for ever divorced and never divorced respondents
(excluding those who have never been married). As gender is the focal interest of
this study, I am also highlighting gender distribution along with the two sample
groups in the table. The table summarizes the descriptive statistics of the
independent variables in CFPS 2010 adult dataset, after having cleaned the
original data by removing the irrelevant values from marital status and the key
variables like hukou status, ethnicity and education level, 26,978 respondents
out of total sample 33,600 are left available for the descriptive comparison,
including 25,741 never divorced observations and 1,237 ever divorced

observations.

From the socioeconomic perspective, the descriptive statistics from the first wave
presented in Table 1 indicate that compared to those have never divorced, those
who have divorced before have better socioeconomic resources overall. This
conclusion is drawn from the divorced respondents’ greater distribution in higher
socioeconomic status indicators, for example, in college degree, urban Hukou

status and father’s identity of being a communist party member.
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The table also indicates a significant difference in gender distribution among the
two groups, within the ever divorced samples, 22.8 percent of women have
obtained the education level of senior high school and above, which is 1 percent
higher than never divorce sample. The rate for ever divorced female to go to
college is the second highest among all groups, only slightly behind the

percentage of never divorced men’s by less than 0.5 percent.

As shown in the table, divorce also seemingly has a tight link with income,
father’s education and hukou status, all pointing to the role of socioeconomic
resources. In terms of income, the divorced are earning an average annual
income almost 15 percent higher than their counterparts. Yet, for women, the
income gap between the ever divorced and never divorced is slightly larger,
divorced women are earning 15.5 percent more as much as those who stay
married, while this distinction between the two groups of men is much less

significant, only by 9.2 percent.

Finally, hukou also shows its connection with divorce. Despite the fact that the
whole sample is taken up by more than 70 percent of rural respondents, 41.5
percent of the ever divorced are those with urban hukou status. Corresponding
to the gendered findings above, 42.3 percent of the women who divorced are
coming from urban background. In addition, the rate for urban women who ever
divorced in this table is 6.4 percent, yet the rate for rural women is a contrasting

3.3 percent.

There are also regional variations in marital status as seen in Table 1. Among

regions, the prevalence of divorce is not evenly distributed, the 4 central
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administered cities in China—Beijing, Shanghai, Tianjin, Chongqing and north
eastern China tend to have more unstable marriages. Middle west China, also
known to be less developed in economy and more conservative in culture, has the
highest rate for women who have never divorced and the lowest rate for women

who ever divorced.

Marital status is also significantly bound with year of first marriage. For wave 1
in CFPS, most divorce cases happened to those who got married in the time
period 1980—1989 and 1990—1999, which somewhat corresponds to the initial

stage of China’s economic development and modernization route.

I conducted a Chi-square test to test the association of the independent variables
and marital status. The test shows a statistically significant association between
education and marital status. Similarly, for hukou, ethnicity, region and

marriage year cohort.

Table 1

To detect the potential changes among the target observations across time, Table
2 presents the cross-sectional comparison drawn from the latest released data
that was conducted in 2018. In terms of the p-value of chi-square test that
indicates the level of statistical significance, the general patterns that both
tables presented are similar. By comparing the two tables, a very interesting
finding across time would be the average age for ever divorced samples has
become significantly younger eight years later, this indicates that those who are

getting divorce are from younger generation, compared with the situation in
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2010. In Table 1, the birth year cohort category has shown that respondents who
were born before 1964 have taken up more than half of the total ever divorced
samples, in 2018, the distribution in birth year cohort for ever divorced samples
has become much more even, yet the general birth year cohort distribution
among never divorced group is still similar to the one in 2010—leaning towards

the earlier birth year cohorts.

Table 2

Cross Sectional Findings

Effect of Divorce on Income and Housework Time

The results from Table 3 have confirmed the relationship between ever divorced
relative to those who have never divorced. The personal income for those who are
ever divorced (currently divorced or have divorced before) is significantly higher.
In terms of the changing pattern, as could see in Table 3, the income gap from
2010 to 2018 has also become larger between the ever divorced and never
divorced. In 2010 and 2014, after having controlled the other socioeconomic
variables as shown in Model 2 and Model 3, the coefficients of ever divorced have
dropped and have become less significant, however, in 2018, the positive
associations between marital status and income in Model 2 and Model 3 have got
strengthened. What could be drawn from this result is that over time, the
positive role of other socioeconomic factors on income have weakened. By

comparing the coefficients between ever divorced and ever remarried, the change
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1n income is probably a response to marital dissolution, rather than an indicator

of marital dissolution.

In Model 3, the interaction of marital status and gender is included, for this row,
the referencing group is married female. In 2010 and 2014 the interaction of
gender and marital status was not statistically significant. But for 2018, the
interaction term was significant and negative. For comparing whether there is
difference in income between men and women who are divorced, I use the
estimates from the interaction terms and the estimates of ever divorced and
gender. The predicted mean income for divorced men is higher than divorced
women and this difference is significant in 2018. Post estimation results
suggests that in comparison with the income of never divorce women, divorced
women earn more, and never divorced men have the highest income compared to

women.

Table 3

Table 4 displays the results of housework outcome, from which we could see that
in most models, the daily housework time for the ever divorced is lesser in
comparison to those never divorced. Looking across the models the time spend on
housework is negatively associated with education. In addition, those with urban
hukou spend significantly lesser time in housework. The patterns observed are

fairly similar across all three waves.

As expected, men spend less time on housework. Next, we look at whether there

1s difference between divorced men and divorced women on housework time. The
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interaction estimates are not significant in any of the three waves. This suggests
that the effect of divorce is not different for men and women for time spend ton

household work.

Table 4

Effect of Divorce on Life Satisfaction and Social Status

Table 5 presents the estimates for the subjective indicator of life satisfaction.
Ever divorced have lower levels of life satisfaction compared to those who have

never divorced. This holds true regardless of the models and across three waves.

As seen in Table 5, divorce appears to be the most negative factor that
determines individual’s lower life satisfaction as compared with the other
independent variables in this analysis. Even after adjusting for remarriage and
other covariates, ever divorced have lower life satisfaction and social status.
Aside from the effect of divorce on life satisfaction, other independent variables
addressed in the table also matter in determining the level life satisfaction. For
hukou status, it is shown that urban respondents are very much likely to have a
lower life satisfaction compared to rural respondents. The estimates for
education suggest that compared to those with primary school and below those
with college and above degree are significantly more satisfied with life. The
interaction estimates for gender and divorce was not significant for life

satisfaction.

Table 5
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Table 6 presents the generalized ordinal regression results for self-rated social
status. One common approach of analyzing ordinal outcomes is using
proportional odds model which estimates the odds of being at or below a
particular level or beyond a particular level of the dependent variable. As the
name implies, one assumption of such models is that the odds are proportional.
That is the effect of the independent variables are assumed to be same across the
different levels of the dependent variable. To test this assumption, I used the
Brant test in Stata. The results from the test were significant indicating the
violation of the proportionality assumption. This means that explanatory
variables may have different impact on different degrees of perceived social
status. To address this issue, I use a generalized ordered regression as
recommend in the literature. It must, however, be noted that in the present
analyses results are not substantively different in the generalized model

compared to proportional odds model.

Ever divorced have lower self reported social status in the three waves, in
particular, it has significant impact on the negative perception towards one’s
social status. It is interesting if we combine this finding with the results in Table
3 on income and these results on social status. While divorce has a positive
relationship with income it has a negative relationship with social status. This
reflects marital dissolution’s embeddedness in the given sociocultural context. It
is obvious that even under the context of changes that the traditional values
have been greatly replaced by the open attitudes towards marriage breakdowns,

divorce still negatively affects one’s subjective confidence towards life. From the
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results presented in different waves, we could see that ever-divorced perception
on their social status has not eased with the change in time, on the contrary, the
coefficients of marital status in 2010 turned out to be the smallest of all waves.
In 2010 and 2014, with the control of socioeconomic factors, the effect of divorce
on social status have worsened, but in 2018, by taking socioeconomic factors into

account, the negative effect of divorce has lightened subtly.

Among all the indicators, education level is important in people’s perception of
social status. In particular, obtaining degree in college and above leaves
significantly positive effect on individual’s perception of their social status. As

with life satisfaction the interaction term was not significant.

Table 6

Panel Analyses

Descriptive findings

For the panel analyses, as described earlier, I follow those who were married in
2010 and track them through the subsequent waves and include only those who
participated in at least two waves. In total there were 494 respondents who
divorced between 2010 and 2018 and the reminder 26678 respondents who
continued to stay married. The before and after variables for them are defined in

the first and the last wave that they are being interviewed.

The descriptive statistics for the panel data are presented in Table 7. The social

demographic background variables for this part of the analysis include gender,
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hukou status, ethnicity, birth year cohorts, education, and divorce period. As we
could see from the table, the distribution of respondents by gender, rural hukou
status is not similar between divorced and continuously married respondents.
Within the continuously married group, the gender distribution is even. Among
the continuously married, those born before 1964 constituted 44 percent of the

group while it was 18.6 percent for divorced group.

In this panel analysis, the consequences of divorce are measured by the same
four key variables as in the cross-sectional models. I begin by examining the
economic outcome of income, followed by examining time spend on housework,
self-rated social status, and life satisfaction. “Before” and “After” values for the
four outcomes for whom there was change in marital status between 2010 and
2018 are presented in the next four figures. The before here refers to the time
before the respondent was divorced and after refers to the time after the

respondent was divorced. I present the figures by demographic characteristics.

—Table 7—

Divorce Outcomes by Gender

Figure 1 presents the gendered outcomes of divorce for the four key outcome
measurements. For the measure of personal annual income, women and men are
both reported increase in earnings after divorce. The increase in women’s post-
divorce income 1s 34.7 percent for women compared to 6.3 percent than men.

Gender differences are also evident for other outcomes.
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Compared with male respondents who have generally experienced a drop in life
satisfaction after divorce, women see a small increase in life satisfaction after
divorce, indicating that breaking from unhappy marriage is positive for women.
The changes in average time spent on housework on weekdays may offer us a
clue on why women become happier. Even both men and women are spending
less time on housework, the decrease in women’s average is greater than men’s,
the association between gender and housework has also turned less significant

comparing to the time when the marital union has not broken down.

Finally, a drop in self-rated social status has also been observed, women reported
higher social status when they were married compared to after divorce. This is

also seen for men, but the drop is not as high as women.

Figure 1——

Divorce Outcomes by Hukou Status and Gender

In Figure 2, I am looking into the divorce outcomes by hukou status and gender
at the same time. For income the 4 subgroups being observed have all
experienced a significant growth in earnings after divorce. As shown, the
greatest change was for women with urban hukou status, followed by men who
also come from urban background. The difference between them in rural areas is
not pronounced. The housework panel in the figure shows that the changes for
urban female respondents as being steeper, as their average time spent on
housework is cut by almost 25 percent after divorce and this narrows the

gendered housework gap with men. For the rural hukou respondents, though
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divorce reduces housework burden, the general gender pattern remains the

same.

In contrast to the objective outcome measurements above, the hukou difference
for subjective evaluations is not so distinctive as seen Figure 2. There is almost
no change in life satisfaction by hukou status. The result for the self-rated social
position panel is quite interesting. The decline that is shown for rural
respondents after divorce is also more notable than their urban counterparts.
Among the 4 groups, women with rural hukou have undergone the biggest fall in
social status after divorce, followed by men with rural hukou status. On the
contrary, regardless of gender, divorce has left the urban samples the slightest

impact in terms of the drop in social status.

Figure 2

Divorce Outcomes by Birth Year Cohorts and Gender

The next figure in this series, Figure 3 presents changes by birth cohorts and
gender. There is large difference in before and after income for those in the
youngest cohort, that is those born after 1985. For life satisfaction before and

after differences show no clear pattern by cohort.

The housework time panel presents a pattern that the oldest cohort, men and
women who born before 1964, notably spend more time on housework after
divorce, by comparison to the younger generations. In the last panel, we could

see that the effect of divorce on self perception in social status is seemingly more
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harmful to younger cohorts, this negative effect especially discernible in younger

women who were born in the time period 1975-1984 and after 1985.

Figure 3

Divorce Outcomes by Education Level and Gender

The final figure of the descriptive findings, Figure 4, presents the before and
after changes in the four outcomes by education level and gender. In the income
panel, we can see that for both men and women, the biggest post-divorce income
growth happens to those who obtain college degree and above, the increase
becomes smaller as education level goes down. For life satisfaction, there is no

significant pattern found by education level.

An interesting pattern is found in the self-rated social position panel. Female
respondents who have not gone to college all report a decline in self-perceived
social status, yet women who have higher education level are seemingly more
confident in themselves after divorce. In men’s experience, the results are the
opposite, only men with the lowest educational degree report an increase in
social status. In the housework time panel, the before and after changes between
different education level groups are less significant as almost all men are
reported spending more time on housework after divorce. There is a difference in
women’s experience, for women who have the education level of senior high
school and above, daily housework hours has significantly declined following
marital dissolution, the gender gap of housework time has greatly narrowed

among men and women who went to college.
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Figure 4———

Multivariate Analysis of Panel Data

Effect of Divorce on Income

Results from the random effect model for income as the outcome is presented in
Table 8. There are three models in the table. The first model includes only a
dummy for whether the respondent was divorced or not during the observation
period. Model 2 includes additional covariates to adjust for gender, hukou status,
ethnicity, education, age, and region. Model 3 add an interaction term for gender

and marital status.

In all three models divorce has a significant influence on income. However,
contrary to my hypothesis, divorce leads to increase in income. Even after having
controlled the demographic and socioeconomic indicators in Model 2, the
coefficient in marital status has become slightly smaller, yet it is still on a
significant level at 0.01. Besides marital status, among the newly added
variables in this model, male, urban hukou status and college degree are the

three most important factors resulting in a higher level of income.

To further address the gender focus, in Model 3, in addition to the variables used
in previous model, the interaction effect between gender and marital status is
taken into account. This interaction term allows us to examine whether the
effect of marital dissolution works out differently for men and women. It turns
out the effect of this interaction term is quite significant, as its statistical
significance is at the 5 percent level.
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The coefficient for the interaction term is -0.970. Post estimation of the
interaction estimates show that increase in income for men after divorce is
higher than the increase in income for women after divorce. Men who have
experienced divorce have the highest earnings among other interaction groups.
However, the increase in income for women after divorce is very significant. In
summary, there is a remarkable gender pattern in the income outcome of
divorce, the gender gap in post-divorce income has significantly narrowed down.
Both men and women who have experienced divorce are reported to receive a
pronounced increase in earnings, in which, the growth rate in female’s income 1s

the largest of all.

Table 8&——

Table 9 presents estimates for the housework hours as an outcome. In Model 1
that only includes the dummy variable for divorce, the effect of divorce on
housework is negative and statistically significant. Housework time decline
after divorce by 0.287 hours (17.22 minutes) daily. The results for Model 2 show
that with the addition of a set of control variables divorce has no significant
effect on housework time. Housework time for male, urban residents and college
degree holders is significantly lower than the housework time that their

counterparts spent on.

The addition of interaction terms in the final model, however, makes a divorce a
significant predictor. This suggests the important role of gender and the
significance of the gendered aspect of housework. The estimates suggest that for

divorced men the reduction in housework hours was larger than the reduction
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seen for divorced women. Women spend 0.626 hours less on housework daily

after divorce compared to divorce men who spend 1.16 hours less.

To summarize the first two random-effects linear models in income and
housework, we can come to the conclusion that divorce generally has a greater
effect on women than on men in terms of the larger increase in income and the

bigger drop in housework time that women have undergone.

Table 9——

Effect of Divorce on Life Satisfaction

The effect of divorce on life satisfaction outcome is presented in Table 10. The
coefficients for all the three models displayed in Table 4.3 are all significant at
the 1 percent statistical significance level. Without taking any other variable as
control, the level life satisfaction after divorce drops by 0.572. In Model 2 after
having added the control variables, the decline of life satisfaction in marital
status became smaller, yet still significant. From the set of coefficients in the
following demographic and socioeconomic variables, we could see the significant

influence of hukou status, and some educational group and regions.

The results for Model 3 show that the addition of the gender and marital status
interaction term does not alter the direction of the divorce estimate. The
interaction term is, however, not significant suggesting that effect of divorce on
life satisfaction does not vary for men and women, though men have lower life

satisfaction than women. Men and women who are divorced are significantly less
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satisfied towards their life compared with the old version of themselves when

they were married.

Table 10 ——-

Effect of Divorce on Self-Rated Social Status

For the outcome in self-rated social status, the results are presented in Table 11.
The results in the three models all indicate that a significant drop in self-
reported social status after marital dissolution. The decline shown in Model 2
turns out to be the smallest among all three models. The positive effects that
other variables cast in Model 2 shares some similarity with the results in the
model of life satisfaction. Higher education level and specific regions play an

important positive effect on social status.

As with life satisfaction, perceived social status is lower for men compared to
women. However, the effect of divorce 1s not different for men and women. The
interaction term is not significant in Model 3. Looking at effect of gender we can
observe that subjective wellbeing outcomes are lower for men than women, and

the effect of divorce is the same for both the groups.

—Table 11—

Discussion and Conclusion

Divorce rates continue to increase in China. In this context of rising divorce
rates, I set out to investigate the consequence of divorce on men and women. The

consequences that I investigated include income, household work, perceived
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social status and life satisfaction. The thesis started out by laying out the
background of the study by presenting the literature on divorce in China. This
was followed by the literature on the consequence of divorce in China and other
countries. Based on this literature, I set out four broad research questions. These
questions were tested using both cross sectional and longitudinal analyses. The

use of longitudinal data allowed to establish the results in a stronger fashion.

The findings presented clearly show the influence of divorce on various outcomes
in both cross section and longitudinal analyses. But the strength and direction of
the effect of divorce in China is not always the same as what was hypothesized.
The key findings are that income goes up after divorce; however, housework, life
satisfaction, perceived social status goes down after divorce. In addition, the
results established the effect of gender and whether the effect of divorce is
different for men and women. For some outcomes such as income, the effect of
divorce was not the same for men and women, but for other outcomes such as life

satisfaction, the effects did not differ by gender.

Placing the findings in the existing literature, some of the findings are different
from what was reported in studies from other countries. First, the drop in income
after divorce found in some studies does not hold true in China. Similarly, for the
housework outcome also differs from what was expected, especially in women’s

experience.

For further explanation on the results that are divergent from the previous
literature, we would need to view them in the context of the Chinese society. The

increase in income might suggest the growing income over the time under
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consideration. Given the social context, divorce might open people to economic
hardship which might require them to earn more. The dissolution of marriage
might also dissolve the pooling of resources and economies of scale which would
necessitate higher income post-divorce. The decreasing of housework could
possibly be due to increase in working hours outside of home given the need for

higher incomes.

From gender perspective, the results also imply that in China the gender
division of labour in marriage might be much stronger compared with other
westernized societies. The notion that doing housework is women’s work and the
breadwinner role belongs to men continue to influence marital relationships.
Besides the need of higher incomes, the significant increase in women’s income
and their bigger decline in housework time after divorce may also suggest that
women in China are likely to be more family-oriented and more associated with
the traditional gender role in marriage. Due to family commitment, their
working opportunity is greatly limited by domestic work during their marriage.
And married women might be more dependent upon their husbands financially.
Divorce could have shifted this burden of domestic work after marriage to non-

family work.

Both the subjective measure show that divorce has a negative influence on life
satisfaction and social status. While divorce serves as a way out of unhappy
marriage, divorce in the context of China does not lead to greater satisfaction.
The challenges faced by those who are divorced still seem to persist and the

emotional and subjective wellbeing is affected after divorce. Similarly, the
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lowering of perceived social status suggest that in China staying in a stable
marriage is still valued and breakdown of this value leads to one thinking that

their social status might fall.

The results related to income and perceived social status also lead us to rethink
how people see divorce in this particular social context. While perceived social
status is commonly believed to have positive association with income level, the
conflicting relationship between income and perceived social status shown in this
study indirectly indicates that stable and happy marriage is still of great
importance while measuring social status in China. Divorce is seen as marker of
lower social status. Compared to the empirical findings that are based on
Western experience, this divergence may suggest that people’s acceptance
towards divorce is still lower than Western countries, perhaps reflection more

conservative sociocultural context and family values in China.

The analyses using longitudinal data provides strong evidence for the
relationship between divorce and the various outcomes. However, more work is
needed to further develop the models to test the relationships including the
mediating and moderating role of other variables in the relationship between
divorce and outcomes. Also, the analyses could be extended to analyze couples or
families in addition to individuals which would provide a much more finer
picture of the dynamics and insights on the effects of divorce. Also, a closer look
into marital relationships including marital quality, power relation between
spouses before divorce and their influence on the outcome studies would be

useful.
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A limitation of the present study is that it did not include the presence or
absence of children in the models. The present study could be extended to
examine the effect of divorce depends on whether having children, the number of

children, children who live together.

The present study looked at changes in an eight-year period. CFPS is a relatively
recent social survey just starting from 2010, the time spell of eight years is yet
relatively short, comparing to some other panel social surveys in western
countries, such as the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) starting from 1984.
So the results reported here are short time effects of divorce on the outcome. The
long-term outcomes might be different. It would be interesting to look at both

short- and long-term effect of divorce when such data become available for

China.
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1237 26978
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for CFPS 2018

Control Sample Divorced Sample
Male Female Male Female
Educati freq % freq % freq % freq %
on
Level
primary 444 38.9 5931 49.9 103 191 35.63 110 32.07 301 106
and 9 3% 8% 80 % % 81
below
secondar 387 33.9 3253 27.4 712 185 34.51 109 31.78 294 742
y 6 1% 1% 9 % % 3
senior 184 16.1 1460 12.3 330 108 20.15 721 20.99 180 348
high 1 1% 0% 1 % % 1
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and 3 5% 1% 6 % % 0
above
n 114 1186 232 536 343 879 241
29 7 96 75
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rural 831 72.7 8933 75.2 172 364 67.91 189 55.10 553 177
1 2% 8% 44 % % 97
urban 311 27.2 2934 24.7 605 172 32.09 154 44.90 326 637
7 8% 2% 1 % % 7
114 1186 232 536 343 879 241
28 7 95 74
Ethnicit freq % freq % freq % freq %
y
Han 818 92.1 8893 92.1 170 371 90.49 249 88.30 620 177
9 5% 6% 82 % % 02

minority 698 7.85 756 7.84 145 39 9.1 33 11.70 72 152
% % 4 % % 6
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6 5%
295 25.8
3 4%
226 19.8
6 3%
167 14.6
9 9%
209 18.3
7 5%

114

27
freq %
175 15.3
6 7%
958 83.8
6 9%
85 0.74
%

114

27
freq %
105 14.7
6 3%

9649

freq

974

1571

3054

2298

1829

2140

1186

freq

3502

8267

97

1186

freq

1152

row
%

8.21
%

13.2
4%

25.7
4%

19.3
7%

15.4
1%

18.0
3%

%

29.5
1%

69.6
7%

0.82
%

%
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%

%
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%
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%
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%

10.20
%

26.53
%

11.66
%

15.16
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and
below

secondar
y

senior

high

college
and
above

n

Marriag
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n
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freq

743
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152
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914

85.2
7%

%

78.6
7%

13.5
1%

6.01
%

1.81
%

%

8.13
%

15.4
1%
274
1%
22.2
8%
16.6
6%

10.1
2%

6558

7710

freq

5781

1107

451

127

7466

freq

726

1341

2671

2182

1699
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9809
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6%

%

77.4
3%

14.8
3%

6.04
%
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%

%

7.40
%
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4%
17.3
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12.1
3%
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146
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286

freq
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12
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103
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415

87.06
%

%

71.68
%

17.20
%

8.96
%

2.15
%

%

2.89
%

4.82
%

16.63
%

24.82
%

32.05
%

18.80
%

138

173

freq

100

44

22

174

freq

14
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76

73

59

291

79.77
%

%

57.477
%

25.29
%

12.64
%

4.60
%

%

2.06
%

4.81
%

21.65
%

26.12
%

25.09
%

20.27
%

387

459

300
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47

14
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18

34

132
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130
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37
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214
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149
29

148
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439
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1965-
1974

1975-
1984

after
1985

Age
Average

Income

Life
Satisfac
tion

freq

486
282
194
179
114

25

mea

50.5

mea

207
77

mea

4.05

%

42.5
4%

24.6
9%
17.0
4%

15.7
3%

freq

4321

3037

1969

2535

1186

mea

47.9

49.21

mea

9882

15227.26

mea

4.06

4.06

%

36.4
3%

25.6
0%
16.6
0%

21.3
7%

918

585

391

433

232
87

76

freq

136

134

162

104

536

mean

45.42

mean

2583

mean

3.61

%

25.37
%

25.00
%

30.22
%

19.40
%

freq

87

89
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69

342

mean

44.89

45.21

mean

1646

22181.73

mean

3.7

3.65

%

25.44
%

26.02
%

28.36
%

20.18
%

223

223

259

173

878
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608

417

450
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n 114 1186 232 536 343 879 241

29 7 96 75
total 34.9 36.3 1.64 1.05
sample 8% 2% % %
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Table 3: OLS Regression for Income

Variables

Marital
Status

Gender

Hukou

Age

2010
Model Model
1 2
0.240" | 0.402*
Ever
Divorced
-0.111 -0.19
Ever -0.424
Remarrie
d -0.235
2.286""
Male
-0.0481
0.323™
Urban
-0.0642
Age 0.0513*

Model
3

0.429
-0.234
-0.428
-0.236

2.288™
-0.0492
0.323™

-0.0642

0.0513*

2014 2018
Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 3 1 2
0.705™*  0.601" 0.468 1.023™ | 1.098™
-0.189  -0.305 -0.391 -0.159 -0.259
-0.387 | -0.371 -0.871*
-0.38  -0.381 -0.331
1.229™  1.220™ 1.512*
-0.0793  -0.0812 -0.0759
2.660™"  2.660™ 1.477
-0.113 1 -0.113 -0.105
0.08316 0.08316 0.116**;

78

Model
3

1.544™
-0.342
-0.941™
-0.333
1.547
-0.078
1.476™"

-0.105

0.116™



Ethnicit
y

Region
(ref.
Central
Adminis
tered
Cities)

Ethnic
Minoritie
S

Northeas
tern

Mid West

Southeas
tern
Coastal
Area

Central

Southern

0.00192
0.542™"

-0.0943

1.120™

-0.0967
0.972™
-0.093
0.0172
-0.0958
0.475™
-0.098

0.0727

0.00192
0.542™"

-0.0943

1.120™

-0.0967
0.972™
-0.093
0.0171
-0.0958
0.475™
-0.098

0.0728

0.00349
1.038™

-0.146

2.077

-0.181

2.884™

-0.176

1.413™

-0.181

2.517™

-0.181

2.693™
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0.00349

1.039"™

-0.146

2.077

-0.181

2.885"

-0.176

1.414™

-0.181

2.518™

-0.181

2.693™

0.00338

1.026™"

-0.147

1.373"™

-0.173

2.053™

-0.162

0.682™

-0.167

1.520™"

-0.172

1.348™

0.00339

1.023™

-0.147

1.376™

-0.173

2.054™

-0.162

0.686""

-0.167

1.522™

-0.172

1.348™



Educati
on (ref.
Primary
School
and
below)

Father’s
political
status

Interact
ion

_cons

Secondar
y

Senior
High

College
and
above

CCP
Member

Divorced
*Male

6.795™"

-0.0999

0.453"

-0.0585

0.976"

-0.0812

2.199"

-0.118

0.277

-0.0683

8.101™

-0.0999

0.452™

-0.0586

0.976"

-0.0812

2.198™

-0.118

0.277

-0.0683

-0.0452

-0.231

8.101™

4.503"

-0.184

0.827™

-0.0963

1.522™

-0.135

3.047

-0.181

0.0938

-0.111

8.365™"

80

-0.184

0.827™

-0.0964

1.523™

-0.135

3.0561™

-0.181

0.0938

-0.111

0.208

-0.382

8.368™"

4.550""

-0.173

0.829™

-0.0928

1.397™

-0.128

3.220™"

-0.163

0.17

-0.106

9.435™"

-0.173

0.825™"

-0.0929

1.391™

-0.128

3.207"

-0.163

0.168

-0.106

-0.680"

-0.343

9.434™



R2

-0.0239

27099

0

-0.132

21215

0.182

-0.132

21215

0.182

-0.0395

16704

0.001

-0.244

11455

0.281

81

-0.244

11455

0.281

-0.0363

21019

0.002

-0.245

13580

0.256

-0.245

13580

0.256



Table 4 OLS Regression for Housework Hours

2010
Variables Model Model
1 2
Ever -0.0175 0.0974
Divorce
d 10.0481 -0.0825
Marital
Status
Ever -0.118
Remarri
ed 10.102
1.379*
Gender Male
-0.0208
Hukou | Urban 0.0742*

Model

0.0127
-0.101
-0.104

-0.102
1.386™
-0.0213

0.0741"

Model
1

-0.109

-0.0586

2014

Model
2

-0.0589
-0.106
0.0272
-0.132
1.388*i
-0.0281

0.296™

*

82

2018

Model Model Model

3
-0.109
-0.13
0.0318
-0.132
1.393*i
-0.0288

0.296™

1

-0.117

-0.0613

2

0.0418

-0.111

-0.0487

-0.142

1.231*"

*

-0.0321

0.280™

*

Model

-0.036
-0.15
-0.0338

-0.143
1.237*
-0.033

0.279™



Age

Ethnici
ty

Region
(ref.
Central
Admini
stered
Cities)

Age

Ethnic
Minoriti
es

Northea
stern

Mid
West

Southea
stern
Coastal
Area

-0.0278

0.0221"

*k

0.0008
31

0.149™

-0.0408
-0.0406

-0.0419

0.156™

*

-0.0403

0.120™

-0.0278

0.0221"

*k

0.0008
31

0.149™

-0.0408
-0.0403

-0.0419

0.156™

*

-0.0403

0.120™

-0.0368

0.02007

*%

0.0011
3

0.0996
-0.0566
0.0693

-0.0577

0.428™

*

-0.0558
-0.146"

83

-0.0368

0.02007

*k

0.0011
3

0.0995
-0.0566
0.0696
-0.0577
0.428™
-0.0558

-0.146"

-0.0456

0.0237*

*k

0.0014
7

0.281*

-0.0619
0.203™

-0.0759

0.381*

*

-0.0707

-0.131

-0.0456

0.0237*

*%

0.0014
7

0.280™

-0.0619
0.203™

-0.076

0.381*

*

-0.0707

-0.131



Educati
on (ref.
Primar
y
School
and
below)

Central

Souther

Seconda
ry

Senior
High

-0.0415
0.0681

-0.0425
0.0778

-0.0433

0.0652"

-0.0254

0.129™

*

-0.0352

-0.0415
0.0679

-0.0425
0.0778

-0.0433

0.0646"

-0.0254

0.128™

*

-0.0352

-0.0577
-0.0688

-0.0582
0.028

-0.06

0.131*

*

-0.0343
0.338™

*

-0.047

84

-0.0577
-0.0688

-0.0582
0.028

-0.06

0.131*

*

-0.0343

0.337"

*

-0.047

-0.0726

0.0002
84

-0.0746

0.102

-0.0749

0.150™

*

-0.0391

0.285™

*

-0.0547

-0.0726

0.0001
51

-0.0746
0.102

-0.0749
0.149*i
-0.0391
0.284*;

*

-0.0547



College

and
above
Father’
S CCP

politica Member
1 status

Interac |Divorce
tion d*Male

_cons

1.897"

-0.0103

27069

0

0.383™

-0.051

-0.0182

-0.0296

1.572*

*

-0.0574

21192

0.206

0.381*

*

-0.051
-0.018
-0.0296

0.144

1.574*

*

-0.0574
21192

0.206

2.143™

-0.0124
26771

0

0.586™

-0.0653
0.116™

-0.0397

2.046™

-0.081
17926

0.166

85

0.585™

-0.0654
0.116™
-0.0397
0.0883
2.046’?
-0.081
17926

0.166

2.179*

-0.0139
18548

0

0.440™

-0.0685

0.0014
2

-0.0448

1.784*

*

-0.105

12004

0.169

0.439™

-0.0686
0.0016
-0.0448
0.113
1.784*
-0.105
12004

0.169



Table 5 Ordered Logistic Regression for Life Satisfaction

Variables

Marital
Status

Gender

Hukou

Ever
Divorced

Ever
Remarried

Male

Urban

Model

0.463™

-0.0536

2010
Model
0.927*

-0.101

0.758"™
-0.125

0.124™

-0.0254

0.141*

Model

0.997"

-0.125

0.771*
-0.126
0.129*

-0.026

0.141*

*

Model

0.512*

-0.0569

86

2014
Model
1.063™

-0.108

0.921*
-0.135

0.0070

-0.0277

-0.038

Model

1.038™

-0.133

0.918™

-0.135

-0.0051

-0.0283

-0.038

Model

0.505™

-0.0534

2018
Model
0.847*

-0.103

0.749™

-0.132

-0.0235

-0.03

-0.0489

Model

0.873™

-0.132

0.753*:

-0.132
-0.0257
-0.0308

-0.0489



Ethnicit Ethnic
y Minorities

Northeaste
rn

Region

(ref.

Central

Admini
stered Mid West

Cities)

-0.0341

0.0122"

*k

0.0010
2

0.0066
9

-0.0495
-0.0553
-0.0515
0.127*

-0.049

-0.107"

-0.0341

0.0122"

*k

0.0010
2

0.0066
5

-0.0495
-0.0551
-0.0515
0.127*

-0.049

-0.107"

87

-0.0362

0.0095
7***

0.0011

-0.0427

-0.0566

0.0268

-0.0568

0.0965

-0.0542

-0.1107

-0.0362

0.0095
6***

0.0011

-0.0425

-0.0566

0.0267

-0.0568

0.0965

-0.0542

-0.1107

-0.0389

0.0149"

*k

0.0012
7

0.0441

-0.0603
0.208*:

-0.0626
0.0763

-0.059

-0.0398

-0.0389

0.0149"

*k

0.0012
7

0.0439

-0.0603
0.209*:

-0.0626
0.0764

-0.059

-0.0395



Educati
on (ref.
Primar

y
School
and
below)

Southeaste
rn Coastal
Area

Central

Southern

Secondary

Senior
High

-0.0502

0.238™

-0.0512

0.199™

-0.0521

0.103™

-0.0311

-0.0185

-0.0426

-0.0502

0.238™

-0.0512

0.199™

-0.0521

0.103™

-0.0311

-0.0178

-0.0426

88

-0.0559

0.140"

-0.0564

-0.114

-0.058

-0.015

-0.0339

-0.0469

-0.046

-0.0559

0.140"

-0.0564

-0.114

-0.058

-0.0151

-0.0339

-0.0472

-0.046

-0.0609

0.133"

-0.0627

-0.101

-0.0634

0.304™

-0.0371

0.431™

*

-0.0489

-0.0609

0.133"

-0.0627
-0.101
-0.0634
0.304*i
-0.0371
0.430*i

-0.0489



College
and above

Father’s
politica
1 status

CCP
Member

Interact Divorced*
ion Male

0.406™

*

-0.061

0.0799"

-0.0359

27051 21185

0.407*

*

-0.0611

0.0802"

-0.0359

0.118

-0.124

21185

0.123°

-0.0621

0.0691

-0.0388

25501 17798

89

0.122%

-0.0621

0.069

-0.0388

-0.043

-0.133

17798

24238

0.220™

*

-0.0621

0.0075
4

-0.0416

15729

0.219*

*

-0.0621

0.0077
2

-0.0416
0.0426
-0.135

15729



Table 6: Generalized Ordered Regression for Perceived Social Status
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Variables

Marital Sta-
tus

Gender

Hukou

Age

Ever
Di-
vorced

Ever
Remar-
ried

Male

Urban

Age

Very
Low

-0.394*

(0.168)
0.0134

(0.175)

0.0765

(0.0440)

0.617*%**

(0.0533)

0.00968*

*%

Low

0.435*

*

(0.141)

0.121

(0.143)

0.0028
4

(0.0318
)

0.505*

*%

(0.0405
)

0.0112

*kk

Neutral

-0.663**

(0.233)
0.369

(0.221)

0.0956*

(0.0383)

-0.434%**

(0.0526)

0.0231***

2010

High

-0.560

(0.469)
0.531

(0.459)

0.207*

(0.0748
)

0.449*

*%

(0.107)

0.0283

*kk

2014
Very Low Neutral | High Very Low Neutral
Low Low
-0.931%** -0.379* -0.124 | -0.886*** | -0.595*** -0.175
0.672%**
(0.181) (0.146) (0.191) (0.338) (0.199) (0.152) (0.165)
0.473* 0.350* 0.486* 0.555 0.357 0.248 0.0490
(0.189) (0.151) (0.195) (0.351) (0.209) (0.155) (0.165)
0.0684 | -0.0357 | -0.0463 - 0.0147 -0.0119 -0.0699
0.242%**
(0.0559)  (0.0369) | (0.0366) | (0.0608) (0.0639) (0.0414) (0.0361)
-0.318%** - - -0.242%* | -0.350%** | .0.429%**
0.402%** | 0.435*** | 0.600***
(0.0673)  (0.0458) | (0.0492) | (0.0876) (0.0780) (0.0516) (0.0480)
0.0116*** | 0.0151** | 0.0229** | 0.0305** | 0.0186*** | 0.0187*** | 0.0312***

91

* * *

2018

High

0.0014

(0.236)
0.0893

(0.231)

-0.0819

(0.0483
)

0.491**

*

(0.0685
)

0.0317

*kk



Ethnicity

Region

(ref. Central
Adminis-
tered Cities)

Ethnic
Minori-
ties

North-
eastern

Mid
West

South-
eastern
Coastal
Area

(0.00169
)

0.00074
9

(0.0865)

0.567***

(0.0762)

0.0474

(0.0802)

0.114

(0.0012
4)

="0.03
34"

(0.0611
)

0.173*

*

(0.0589
)

0.316*

*%

(0.0583
)

0.199*

*%

(0.00150)

0.238***

(0.0709)

-0.0761

(0.0827)

0.508***

(0.0747)

0.0112

(0.0029
3)

0.378*

(0.130)

0.134

(0.164)

0.652*

*%

(0.150)

0.0777

(0.00217)

0.169

(0.113)

-0.663***

(0.103)

-0.00783

(0.108)

0.0176

(0.00145
)

-0.0211

(0.0717)

0.337%**

(0.0697)

0.0993

(0.0700)

0.0824

92

(0.00145
)

0.219*%*

(0.0695)

0.438***

(0.0792)

0.222%*

(0.0718)

-0.0524

(0.00241
)

0.306**

(0.110)

-0.0503

(0.138)

0.400**

(0.126)

0.0552

(0.00263)

-0.0191

(0.124)

-0.585%**

(0.127)

-0.0643

(0.130)

-0.162

(0.00173)

0.0713

(0.0797)

-0.321%**

(0.0819)

0.00388

(0.0807)

-0.00658

(0.00152)

-0.0202

(0.0700)

-0.176*

(0.0767)

0.266***

(0.0715)

-0.00674

(0.0020
2)

0.176*

(0.0896
)

0.296**

(0.111)

0.559**

(0.104)

0.261*



Education
(ref. Primary
School and
below)

Central

South-
ern

Second-
ary

Senior
High

(0.0832)

0.477%**

(0.0912)

0.426%**

(0.0916)

0.151**

(0.0517)

0.335%**

(0.0598
)

0.668*

*%

(0.0642
)

0.357*

*%

(0.0632
)

0.173*

*%

(0.0379
)

0.304*

*%

(0.0802) | (0.162)

0.373*** | 0.0991

(0.0789) | (0.166)

0.129 | -0.154

(0.0819) | (0.172)

0.144** | 0.0075

(0.0459) | (0.0894
)

0.261*** | .0.155

(0.113)

0.307**

(0.119)

0.244*

(0.121)

0.144*

(0.0647)

0.402%**

(0.0723)

0.383***

(0.0754)

0.228**

(0.0763)

0.0735

(0.0434)

0.219%**

93

(0.0752)

0.102

(0.0753)

0.149

(0.0768)

-0.0755

(0.0440)

-0.0440

(0.134)

0.129

(0.134)
0.0684

(0.137)

0.473%**

(0.0785)

0.477%**

(0.132)

0.163

(0.142)

0.0826

(0.142)

0.0663

(0.0741)

0.239*

(0.0832)

0.244**

(0.0881)

-0.0414

(0.0865)

0.0338

(0.0491)

0.0832

(0.0744)

0.0620

(0.0763)

0.0734

(0.0769)

-0.214%**

(0.0429)

-0.334%**

(0.109)

0.222*

(0.112)
0.0892

(0.113)

0.594**

*

(0.0595
)

0.986**

*



Father’s po-
litical status

Interaction

_cons

College
and
above

CCP
Mem-
ber

vorced*
Male

(0.0717)

1.320%**

(0.127)

0.174**

(0.0618)

-0.0110

(0.176)

1.442%**

(0.115)

(0.0527
)

1.021*

*%

(0.0822
)

0.153*

*%

(0.0448
)

0.0846

(0.141)

0.0880

(0.0844
)

(0.0631)

0.564***

(0.0929)

0.130*

(0.0524)

0.206

(0.201)

-0.663**

(0.233)

(0.134)

-0.0220

(0.215)

0.107

(0.103)

0.0141

(0.368)

4.642*

*%

(0.214)

(0.0934)

1.354%**

(0.167)

0.0810

(0.0770)

-0.00744

(0.196)

1.732%**

(0.155)

(0.0601)

0.875%**

(0.0903)

0.0411

(0.0508)

0.00519

(0.153)

0.373%**

(0.102)

94

(0.0614)

0.145

(0.0889)

0.0754

(0.0508)

-0.173

(0.176)

2.163***

(0.106)

(0.115)

0.918%**

(0.229)

-0.0666

(0.0896)

-0.680*

(0.294)

3.856%**

(0.185)

(0.104)

1.157%**

(0.161)

0.136

(0.0905)

0.295

(0.219)

1.620%**

(0.196)

(0.0663)

0.597***

(0.0893)

0.0691

(0.0567)

0.120

(0.160)

0.433***

(0.125)

(0.0606)

0.0475

(0.0798)

0.0385

(0.0495)

-0.0652

(0.164)

-2.143%**

(0.112)

(0.0984
)

1.118%*

*

(0.158)

0.0053

(0.0682
)

-0.170

(0.218)

3.362**

*

(0.158)



Table 7 Distribution of Demographic Characteristics

Divorced (2010— Continuously

2018) Married (2010- p-
Variables 2018) Valu
T 1 e
freq % freq %
Gender women 181 36.02% 13393 50.20% p=0.0
00
men 313 63.98% 13285 49.80%
Hukou rural 294 59.51% 19292 72.36% p=0.0
Status 00
urban 200 49.49% 7370 27.64%
n 494 26662
Ethnicity Han 384 91.43% 19816 98.10% p=0.5
23
ethnic minorities 36 8.57% 1660 1.90%
n 420 21476
Birth Year before 1964 92 18.62% 11755 44.06% p=0.0
00
1965—1974 120 24.29% 6627 24.84%
1975—1984 149 30.16% 4665 17.49%
after 1985 133 26.92% 3630 13.61%
n 494 26677
Education primary and 146 29.55% 12900 48.36% p=0.0
below 00
secondary 185 37.45% 7905 29.63%
senior high 104 21.05% 3582 13.43%

95



college and above 59 11.94% 2280 8.55%

n 494 26677
[ | | |
Region central 50 10.12% 2460 9.22% p=0.0
administered 00
cities
north eastern 107 21.66% 3547 13.30%
middle west 91 18.42% 6694 25.09%
eastern coastal 71 14.37% 5074 19.02%
Central 71 14.37% 4192 15.71%
southern 104 21.06% 4711 17.66%
[ | | | |
n 494 26678
[ | |
Divorce 1 (2nd wave, 80 16.95%
Time 2012)

2 (3rd wave, 2014) 103 21.82%

3 (4th wave, 2016) 140 29.66%

4 (5th wave, 2018) 149 31.57%

Life before 3.24 3.57 p=0.0

Satisfactio 00
n I T T
after 3.22 3.94 p=0.0
00
Income before 6.63 6.57 p=0.7
5
after 7.35 4.47 p=0.0
00
sample size 494 26678
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Table 8 Random-Effects Linear Model for Income

Variables

Marital
Status

Gender

Hukou Status

Ethnicity

Education
Level (ref.
Primary
School and
below)

Region

(ref. Central
Administered
Cities)

Model 1

1.230™*
Divorced
-0.168

Male

Urban

Ethnic
Minorities

Secondary
School

Senior High
School

College and
above

age

Northeastern

Mid West

Southeastern
Coast

Central

97

Income

Model 2
1.032"
-0.189
1.557
-0.0465
2.372"
-0.0591
-0.891"
-0.0891
0.935""
-0.0552
1.466™
-0.0769
2.968™
-0.103
-0.0722*
-0.00185
-1.549"
-0.0979
-2.223"
-0.0925
-1.091"
-0.0953

-1.812*

Model 3
1.646""
-0.312
1.567*
-0.0467
2.371°
-0.0591
-0.891*
-0.0891
0.934"
-0.0552
1.464™
-0.0769
2.964"
-0.103
-0.0722*
-0.00184
-1.550""
-0.0979
-2.223
-0.0925
-1.091*
-0.0953

-1.812*



Interaction

Constant

N

Southern

Male*Divorced

5.258"
-0.0204
93073

98

-0.0977

-1.969™"

-0.0987

7.509"
-0.132
52992

-0.0977

-1.970™

-0.0987
-0.970"
-0.392
7.506"
-0.132
52992



Variables

Marital
Status

Gender

Hukou Status

Ethnicity

Education
Level (ref.
Primary
School and
below)

Region

(ref. Central
Administered
Cities)

Divorced

Male

Urban

Ethnic
Minorities

Secondary
School

Senior High
School

College and
above

age

Northeastern

Mid West

Southeastern
Coast

Central

Table 9 Random-Effects Linear Model for Housework Hours

Housework Hours

Model 1

-0.287"

99

-0.0729

Model 2

-0.132
-0.0934
-1.279™
-0.0226
-0.244™
-0.032
0.272*
-0.0424
-0.124™
-0.0268
-0.208™
-0.0382
-0.354™
-0.0502
0.0211"
-0.00101
0.257
-0.0529
0.434™
-0.0492
-0.0912
-0.0506
0.0426

Model 3

-0.626™"
-0.159
-1.289™
-0.0227
-0.242*
-0.032
0.273"
-0.0424
-0.123"
-0.0268
-0.206™"
-0.0382
-0.351"
-0.0501
0.0212*
-0.00101
0.256™"
-0.0529
0.434™
-0.0492
-0.0907
-0.0506
0.0439



Interaction

Constant

N

Southern

Male*Divorced

2.051"
-0.00826
60531

100

-0.0519
0.123"
-0.052

1.817
-0.0718
27212

-0.0519
0.123"
-0.052

0.750"
-0.196

1.818"

-0.0718
27212



Variables

Marital Status | Divorced

Gender

Hukou Status

Ethnicity

Education
Level (ref.
Primary
School and
below)

Region

(ref. Central
Administered
Cities)

Male

Urban

Ethnic
Minorities

Secondary
School

Senior High
School

College and
above

age

Northeastern

Mid West

Southeastern
Coast

Central

Life Satisfaction

Model 1

101

-0.572
-0.0705

Model 2

-0.396™"
-0.0868
-0.125"
-0.0207

-0.0847"

-0.0256

-0.000436

-0.0406
0.135"
-0.0249
0.0439
-0.0339
0.439™
-0.0456
0.0277"

-0.000834

-0.04
-0.0423
0.140™
-0.0401
-0.0607
-0.0413
0.196™

Table 10 Random-Effects Ordered Logistic Model for Life Satisfaction

Model 3

-0.412*
-0.144
-0.125™
-0.0208

-0.0847"

-0.0256
-0.00042
-0.0406
0.135™
-0.0249
0.044
-0.0339
0.439™
-0.0456
0.0277"

-0.000834

-0.04
-0.0423
0.140™
-0.0401
-0.0607
-0.0413
0.196™



Interaction

Constant

N

Southern

Male*Divorced

1.183"
-0.0212
121123

102

-0.0424
-0.054
-0.0429

1.291*
-0.0297
76341

-0.0424
-0.054
-0.0429
0.026
-0.18
1.290**
-0.0297
76341



Variables

Marital Status | Divorced

Gender

Hukou Status

Ethnicity

Education
Level (ref.
Primary
School and
below)

Region

(ref. Central
Administered
Cities)

Male

Urban

Ethnic
Minorities

Secondary
School

Senior High
School

College and
above

age

Northeastern

Mid West

Southeastern
Coast

Central

Model 1
-0.385"**
-0.0715

103

Table 11 Random-Effects Ordered Logistic Model for Social Status

Social Status

Model 2
-0.273™
-0.0872

-0.0935™
-0.021
-0.381""
-0.026
0.142™
-0.0413
0.0565"
-0.0251
0.117*
-0.0343
0.630™"
-0.0461
0.0301"
-0.000836
-0.370"**
-0.0429
0.226™"
-0.0407
-0.0129
-0.042
0.234*

Model 3
-0.381*
-0.143
-0.0952**
-0.0211
-0.381**
-0.026
0.142™"
-0.0413
0.0566"
-0.0251
0.118™
-0.0343
0.631™
-0.0461
0.0301**
-0.000836
-0.371*
-0.0429
0.226™
-0.0407
-0.0129
-0.042
0.234™



Interaction

Constant

N

Southern

Male*Divorced

1.327
-0.0227
120650

104

-0.043
0.183"
-0.0437

1.345"
-0.0297
76047

-0.043
0.183"
-0.0437
0.172
-0.18
1.345"
-0.0297

76047



Figure 1: Before and After Divorce Outcomes by Gender
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Figure 2: Before and After Divorce Outcomes by Hukou and Gender
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Figure 3: Before and After Divorce Outcomes by Birth Year Cohorts
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Figure 4: Before and After Divorce Outcomes by Education and Gender
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