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paper, we use Norwegian register data on a population of men and women who had their first child
between 1995 and 2001 (131,167 women and 127,415 men). We provide separate estimates for sex
and marital status as parenthood has different implications for men and women. Their social and
economic situations will also vary by marital status, which is likely to have implications for offending.
We describe the changes in offending for this sample year-by-year, comparing subjects before and
after child-birth. Overall, we find that the transition to parenthood is characterized by a decrease in
criminal activity. There is considerable heterogeneity between women and men. The term “turning
point” applies only to men who are not living with the other parent.

Keywords: parenthood, crime, social control theory, sex, register data, turning points
JEL classification: J12, K49

Acknowledgements: We are grateful to seminar participants for helpful comments and discussions.
Financial support from the Norwegian Research Council (grant number 202453/S20) and Statistics
Norway is gratefully acknowledged.

Address: Christian W. Monsbakken, Statistics Norway, Reasearch Department E-mail:
cwmons@gmail.com

Torbjagrn Skardhamar, Statistics Norway, Reasearch Department. E-mail: ska@ssb.no

Torkild Hovde Lyngstad, Department of Sociology University of Oslo, Statistics Norway,
Reasearch Department. E-mail: t.h.lyngstad@sosgeo.uio.no




Discussion Papers comprise research papers intended for international journals or books. A preprint of a
Discussion Paper may be longer and more elaborate than a standard journal article, as it
may include intermediate calculations and background material etc.

© Statistics Norway

Abstracts with downloadable Discussion Papers
in PDF are available on:

http://www.ssb.no
http://ideas.repec.org/s/ssb/dispap.html



Sammendrag:

Forskning pa kriminelle Igpebaner har fokusert lite pa foreldreskap som et mulig vendepunkt, selv om
de underliggende kriminalitetsdempende mekanismene ogsa vil kunne virke i inngangen til
foreldrerollen. Foreldreskap pavirker menn og kvinner forskjellig, og den sosiale og gkonomiske
situasionen vil ogsa variere etter hvilken kontekst barnablir fgdt inni. Ved bruk av registerdata
beskriver vi i denne artikkelen arlige forandringer i kriminalitet bade fer og etter inngangen til
foreldreskap for alle menn og kvinner som fikk sitt farste barn mellom 1995 og 2001 (131,167 kvinner
og 127,415 menn). Vi presenterer separate estimater for kjenn og samlivsstatusi fedsel sret. For menn
gar kriminaliteten ned i perioden far fadselen, mens for kvinner er det stor grad av forandring i near
tilknytning til fedselen. Menn som far barn uten @ bo med moren forandrer seg litei perioden far
fadselen, men deres kriminalitet gar ned etter fadselen. For kvinner varierer effekten av fadsler mindre
med tilknytningen til den andre forelderen samtidig som den relative gkningen i kriminalitet etter
fadselen er sterkere.



1. Introduction

Several studies have shown that marriage is one of the most important “turning points’ in a criminal
career (Sampson & Laub 1993) and generally promotes desistance from crime (Bersani, Laub &
Nieuwbeerta 2009; Blokland & Nieuwbeerta 2005; Burt et a. 2010; Sampson, Laub & Wimer 2006).
Several previous studies have suggested that becoming a parent represents a turning point similar to
become married and affects criminal behaviour through the same mechanisms. However, thus far this
idea has received little research interest. For example, some of the men interviewed by Sampson and
Laub (2003: 135) attributed their change in offending to becoming a father. Becoming a parent
increases individual responsibilities, changes one's economic situation and limits social expectations
to certain life domains (Keizer et al. 2010: 2-3). Moreover, parenthood has a major impact on routine

activities, especialy for women (Gauthier & Furstenberg 2002).

The context of parenthood may be of major importance. Any changesin offending related to becoming
aparent are likely to be conditional on the offender’ s relationship with the other parent (Farrington &
West 1995; Giordano, Seffrin, Manning & Longmore 2011; Massoglia & Uggen 2010). Having a
child within amarriage or cohabitating union could be quite different to having a child where parents
are not romantically involved. There are also possibly differences between married and cohabiting
couplesin thisregard. Importantly, over recent decades, increasing proportions of first births have
been to mothers in cohabiting relationships. This pattern is pronounced in Scandinavia (Kiernan
2004). In 2010, over 50 per cent of all children in Norway were born outside marriage (Statistics
Norway 2010). A large proportion of couples will therefore experience atransition to parenthood
before marriage. It is thus possible that parenthood is an even more important adult life-course

transition than marriage.

Theidea of “turning points’ or desistance (Sampson & Laub 1993; 2005) is usualy understood as
gradual changes from the time the relevant event takes place. Thisimplies that offending prior to the
turning point should be stable or rising. Some have suggested that change, or at least “openness for
change”, must be present before seizing the opportunities for change that turning points represent
(Giordano et al. 2002). However, few studies explicitly assess the timing of change (Chen & Kandel
1998; Duncan et al. 2006; Laub et al. 1998; Lyngstad & Skardhamar 2011b).

Sex differencesin crime have been reported in relation to marriage (Bersani et al. 2009; Rhule-Louie
& McMahon 2007; Thompson & Petrovic 2009) and are likely to apply to parenthood as well.
Obvioudly, physical constraints are much more important for the mother than the father during

pregnancy and for some time after the birth. Although becoming a parent is reported to be agenerally



important life-course transition for men (Keizer et a. 2010; Marsiglio 1995), it is believed to be even

more important for women’s change in personal goals (Salmela-Aro et a. 2000).

The empirical evidence on parenthood as a turning point is not conclusive. Qualitative studies on
crime and delinquency often attribute major importance to becoming a parent (Edin et al. 2004; Farrall
& Calverley 2006; Giordano et al. 2002; Helgeland 2009; Maruna 2001). Evidence from quantitative
studies is mixed. Some studies have found no association between parenthood and a reduction in crime
(Blokland & Nieuwbeerta 2005; Farrington & West 1995; Giordano et al. 2011), while other studies
found a strong association (Kreager, Matsueda & Erosheva 2010; Savolainen 2009). A few studies
have compared men and women (Graham & Bowling 1995; Thompson & Petrovic 2009) and
addressed the importance of the marital status at the time of the child' s birth (Farrington & West 1995;
Giordano et al. 2011). None of the studies utilizes information about the period leading up to

parenthood in such away that it allows for an assessment of parenthood as an eventual turning point.

In this paper, we study changes in offending for men and women around the time of their transition to
parenthood. Our contribution is threefold. First, we provide a description of how offending rates
change before and after entry into parenthood. Second, we test whether these changes vary by the
partnership context (married, cohabiting or not co-residential with the other parent). Third, we test
whether the changes in offending during the transition to parenthood are different for men and women.
We use dataon all individualsin the total (resident) Norwegian population who had their first child
between 1995 and 2001 (N = 272,901), linked with police data on all solved cases committed between
1992 and 2004. We take a “within-individual” approach, where we compare an individua’ s behaviour
at one point in time with that individual’ s behaviour at alater point in time. This removes bias due to
confounding variables, and allows us to assess changesin an individual’ s crime rates year-by-year

both prior to and following the year in which they become a parent.

2. Parenthood and crime: theory

According to the theory of age-graded socia control (Laub & Sampson 2003; Sampson & Laub 1993),
changesin offending over the life-course arein part explained by changesin social bonds and informal
control. Asindividuals undergo life-course transitions, they are subjected to changesin the form and
sources of socia control that represent potential turning points. Marriage and child-bearing have been
suggested as such turning points (Laub & Sampson 2003). Marriage is widely regarded as a highly
significant family-related transition to adulthood that impacts heavily on offending, because it

represents a new situation in which 1) the past can be cut off from the present, (2) supervision and



monitoring increase, (3) the structure of routine activities changes and (4) opportunities are provided
for transforming identity (Sampson & Laub 2005: 17-18).

In comparison, parenthood has been seldom discussed as a possible turning point. Sampson et al.
(2003: 43) mention that “ parenting responsibilities lead to changesin routine activities as more and
more time is spent in family-centred activities rather than unstructured time with peers’. Parenthood
possibly activates many of the desistance-promoting mechanisms that are also associated with
marriage: increased informal social control, changes in routine activities, potential changesin self-
identity and social roles, and opportunities for growth and support. Parenting a child also redirects
stakes in conformity because moreis at stake (Edin et al. 2004: 53; Laub et al. 1998: 225). It isalso
understood that different turning points may occur simultaneously or consecutively to create
cumulative crime-inhibiting effects through “the full respectability package” (Giordano et al. 2002;
Maume 2003; Sampson et al. 2006).

Informal social control is akey mechanism in desistance from crime (Laub and Sampson 2003).
However, socia control might be seen as less relevant in the case of becoming a parent because it does
not seem reasonable that small children exercise direct socia control over their parents (Giordano et
al. 2002: 1043). However, the presence of children can affect social support and control, because
entering the new social role as a parent is likely to trigger new expectations from family and peers.
Therole of being a parent is more public than the role of being a (marital) partner. It is guided by a
stronger consensus on what it means to be a good caregiver and putting the best interests of the child
first. For example, the role of aresponsible parent is viewed by most people as incompatible with
continued offending. Hence, the role of parenthood might activate a broader domain of social control
and possibly include a broader set of control agents (Keizer et al. 2010: 2—3) and reorient the parent

towards the broader social world in such away that offending is no longer a viable option.

While the above discussion of mechanisms applies to men and women, their reactions to parenthood
may differ because of differing gendered expectations and social roles. The period of pregnancy will
typically be experienced differently for mothers and fathersin cutting off the past from the present,
apparently through the physical experiences of pregnancy and breast-feeding. For example, Draper
(2003: 70) states that “[the pregnancy’ s] embodied knowledge forms an important component of her
transition to motherhood. However, such changes do not accompany a man’ s transition to fatherhood”.
Usually, the role of being a parent is experienced differently for men and women, and the tasks
associated with child-care are divided unequally, even when thisis not the coupl€' s intention
(Cowdery & Knudson-Martin 2005: 338).



Entry into parenthood will also change routine activities substantially. Caring for a child places new
demands on the parents and changes their social habits. It has been shown that becoming a parent
generally leads to major changes to activities in adulthood, with the changes in time use patterns being
more marked for mothers (Gauthier & Furstenberg 2002). Responsibility for child-care largely lies
with mothers for at least the first years of the child (Ellingssder & Leira2006: 125; Hearn 2002: 260).
While the participation of fathersin infant care has increased in recent decades, the mother
nevertheless continues to assume the role of primary carer (Feeney 2001: 27). Norwegian fathers take
about 9 per cent of their total parental leave allotment (Ellingsader & Leira2006: 38—-39, 126). To the
extent that changes in routine activities are an important mechanism leading to desistance from crime,
parenthood may be an especially salient turning point for women. The degree of change to routine
activities potentially depends on whether the parents are co-residing. The usual result of parents living
separately isless contact between the father and the child as common residence with the child is not
prevalent for fathers who are not in a relationship with the mother at the time of the child’ s birth
(Kittergd 2005). The parent (usually the father) not co-residing with the child will have more of an

opportunity to maintain their normal routine activities.

It has been suggested that the “full respectability package” may contribute more to the desistance
process than one event aone (Giordano et al. 2002; Maume 2003; Sampson et al. 2006: 468). It is
therefore important to attempt the difficult task of disentangling the effect of parenthood from a
marriage effect (Farrington & West 1995: 251), as these events are often interrelated and can occur
almost simultaneously.

Relationship status with the other parent also reflects important selection mechanisms. First, parenting
achild within marriage or cohabitating union, or living separately, are to some extent associated with
different stagesin the life-course. In particular, having a child outside a marriage or cohabitation is
more common earlier in life (late adolescence or early adulthood) and is al so associated with
heightened levels of criminal activity. Thus, the context of child-birth may reflect age differences.
Second, there may be systematic differences between those who become parents when married and
when cohabiting. Cohabitation before marriage is the norm in Scandinavia and Norway in particular
and often serves as a stepping-stone towards marriage (Noack 2010). Importantly, the majority of first
births are to cohabiting couples (Statistics Norway 2010). Third, there might be systematic differences
between those who become parents within and outside marriage and cohabitation. For example, if the
father does not show any signs of desistance, the mother might not be willing to choose him asa
partner or even view him unsuitable for fathering responsibilities. A fourth selection effect isrelated to
whether or not the pregnancy was planned. It seems reasonabl e to suggest that births within marriage

and cohabiting relationships are more likely to be planned. As cohabitation is highly prevalent in



Norway, births within cohabitation may not differ significantly from births within marriage. However,
births outside a co-habiting partnership are less likely to be planned. Prospective parents are likely to
adjust their lifestyle ahead of marriage and pregnancy (Chen & Kandel 1998; Lyngstad & Skardhamar
2011b; Rhule-Louie & McMahon 2007).

3. Parenthood and crime: empirical evidence

Becoming a parent has been identified as aturning point in several qualitative analyses of narratives
on changes in offending for males (Edin et al. 2004; Farrall & Calverley 2006; Laub & Sampson 2003;
Maruna 2001; Michalsen 2011) and females (Edin & Kefalas 2005; Fleisher & Krienert 2004;
Giordano et al. 2002). In a Norwegian sample of former delinquents, Helgeland (2009) found that
women attribute change in their overall life situation to becoming a mother, while men are more likely

to emphasize therole of a pro-social partner or their own agency.

By contrast, the quantitative evidence for parenthood as a life event that shapes offending is mixed,
and less conclusive. Savolainen (2009) found that the birth of a child reduced reoffending in a sample
of Finnish men. In a British sample, Graham and Bowling (1995) found child-bearing was linked to
desistance for women, but not to the same extent for men. Uggen and Kruttschnitt (1998) found an
effect of motherhood on offending. Kreager et al. (2010) found in a sample of mothers from a
disadvantaged neighbourhood in Denver, USA, that “...motherhood, not marriage, represents the
primary turning point in the delinquent tragjectories of women” (Kreager et al. 2010: 248).

A number of studies found either no evidence or mixed evidence for an association between child-
birth and crime. Farrington and West (1995) found mixed results in their analyses of fatherhood and
offending, but highlighted the importance of the context into which the child is born. Having
“illegitimate children” and not living with the child was strongly correlated with crime. It has been
suggested this association works through underlying traits such as antisocial behaviour. Living with a
child and wife yields non-significant results on crime. Giordano et a. (2002) found no additional
effect of motherhood when controlling for marriage. Another study by Giordano et al. (2011) found a
small effect of parenthood, but only for those living with the other parent, with higher levels of socio-
economic status, and demonstrating a need for children. Using a Dutch sample, Blokland and
Nieuwbeerta (2005) found no effect of becoming a parent on offending, regardless of marital status.
Further, there are mixed resultsin studies of drug use and desistance when entering parenthood.
Thompson and Petrovic (2009) found no association between having children and desistance from
substance use, while Chen and Kandel (1998) showed that women discontinue marijuana use before

entering motherhood.



An association between entry into parenthood and crime is thus not reliably established, but there are
several possible reasons for the mixed results seen in previous studies. Several studies used a cohort of
relatively young (Giordano et al. 2011) or older samples (Farrington & West 1995; Sampson et al.
2006). The differencesin the populations under study may account for some of the observed

differences.

A few studies (Graham & Bowling 1995; Thompson & Petrovic 2009) investigated gender differences
in response to becoming a parent. An obvious reason is that many criminologica studies are al-male
samples or the crime rate among femalesis sufficiently low asto preclude any meaningful analysis of
dataon females. A small number of studies of female offending have been conducted (see, e.g., Alarid
et a. 2000; Giordano et al. 2002; Kreager et al. 2010), but direct comparisons with results from studies
of males are problematic because the samples are usually drawn from different populations. Moreover,
only afew studies have addressed how any effects of parenthood are contingent on the relationship
status of the new parents (Farrington & West 1995; Giordano et al. 2011). Importantly, no previous
studies have utilized data to identify the timing of change. Thus, the “turning point” hypothesis has not
yet been reliably tested.

4. The contribution of this study

This study contributes to the literature on parenthood and offending by examining how offending rates
develop around the time of the transition to parenthood. Our data represent individuals who actually
experience this transition. By focusing on this group, we obtained a “within-individual” design. From
data on these individuals, we can estimate the year-by-year pattern of offending over the period from
five years before to five years after the year of entry into parenthood. Thus, we also capture changesin
offending preceding parenthood. This makes it possible to ascertain when any changesin offending
areinitiated and how long they last. We examine changes in offending between men and women and
between relationship contexts. That is, whether the individual is living with the other parent at the time
of the birth. Importantly, our approach of examining the period leading up to parenthood makes it
possible to describe patterns of “dynamic selection” (Bjerk 2009: 393) and extends the knowledge of

how the transition to parenthood is captured by the term “turning point”.

5. Data and methods

The data are based on administrative register data, available from Statistics Norway, comprising the
total population of resident persons in Norway. The register system is based on a personal 1D number

assigned to every person ever resident in Norway since 1960. This system is routinely used by various
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government agencies, including the registrar’ s office, tax authorities and the police, and it is possible
to follow individuals through different registers and link information on individuals together. The
register data are thus individual-level, population-wide and longitudinal. Many of the limitations
associated with survey data, such as the data being limited to a geographical area or having a small
number of observations, are not relevant to our study. Furthermore, the only attrition from the datais
natural—that is, due to death and emigration (for a detailed discussion of thistype of data, see
Lyngstad & Skardhamar 2011a; Reged & Raaum 2003).

Information on when each person parents his or her first child is gathered from the population
registers. Thisis combined with information on the partner’ s family status, at the end of the birth year,
to determine the context of relationship with the other parent. Information on cohabitation in the
registersisonly available for couples with common children, and thus only possible to determine at
the end of the birth year. Parents who are defined as not living with the other parent can be
cohabitating with other persons, or sharing a residence without having a registered address with the
other parent. These data are then linked with yearly records from the crime statistics. The data on
crimes committed are gathered from police records of solved cases from 1992 through 2009. Solved
cases are defined dlightly more broadly than convictions alone. Thisis an advantage in a number of
cases where no conviction is recorded even though the perpetrator is arrested and the case is solved
(according to the police). These persons are usually convicted, but they can also be subjected to a
conditional waiver of prosecution having the case transferred to mediation, or be found not criminally
responsible (e.g., low age or not accountable because of mental health issues). More importantly, the
data include each single offence and the date it was committed. This processisimportant, as
conviction (or other legal decision) can occur some years later. Only committed offences registered in
the period 1992-2004 are included to allow for atime lag between when the offence was committed

and when the case was solved.*

6. Within-individual design

Our approach isinspired by the much-cited study by Laub, Nagin and Sampson (1998). They used
panel data to estimate the effect of marriage on crime by using a series of dummies for each year
before and after marriage. Thus, they were able to detect a gradual decrease in offending after
marriage while there were no changes before marriage. They interpreted these findings as an effect of

gradually increasing investment in the relationship and growing socia control. Similar approaches

! Thereis some time lag because the police send data on completed cases to Statistics Norway each year. The data are then
processed by Statistics Norway, constituting additional checks of data quality.
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were used by Duncan et a. (2006) to study changesin drug use before and after marriage and by
Kreager et a. (2010) to study gradual changesin offending after becoming a mother. Lyngstad and
Skardhamar (2011b) also used similar data and methods to study changesin offending around the time
of marriage. Utilizing thisintra-individual approach, we can compare average outcomes after birth

with what happens before the time of birth.

We investigate changes in offending among those who actually become a parent. In practice, this
means that we compare the offending rate of new parents with their own offending rates before and
after the year of the birth. This allows us to avoid the problem of spurious relationships that arise when

one compares individuals with children to childless individuals.

For our analysis, we selected the complete set of individuals who experienced the birth of their first
child between 1995 and 2001. While we take immigration, emigration and deaths into account, we
also ensured that each individual was followed for a minimum of three years (and a maximum of five
years) both before and after the year in which he/she parents their first child. Thus, all persons
contribute between seven and 11 observations of person-years to the analysis. Because the age for
criminal responsibility in Norway is 15 years, the lowest observable age was 18 years. Thisimplies
that some teenage pregnancies (17 or younger) are not covered in the data, but such experiences are
very rarein Norway (Lappegard 2000). We include all other ages up to age 50 for both men and
women. Hardly any women will become first time mothers in the upper age groups, while some older

first-time fathers may have been omitted had we set the age cut-off earlier.

Table 1 isan overview of the sample by sex and marital status. The data set consists of 258,582
persons (131,167 women and 127,415 men) with atotal of 2,621,784 person-years (1,314,220 for
women and 1,307,564 for men). The differences in population size for men and women are somewhat
arbitrary and reflect registration practices and limitations set for the analyses. For example, if aman
has his second child with awoman who has no children of her own, then the woman will bein our
data set, but not the man. If aman has hisfirst child with awoman who is not registered as a resident
citizen, then only the man will be included in our data set. We do not see any reason for these dight
differencesin figures for men and women to be of any concern for the conclusions. As noted above,
there are differences between men and women in first birth timing. These differences are shown in
Figure 1, by plotting the cumulative per cent of age at first birth. Having afirst child without living
with the other parent generally occurs at a somewhat lower age than births within marriage and
cohabitation. It is not uncommon for parentsto live separately after the age of 30. These patterns are
naturally quite ssimilar for men and women, but men have their first child about two years later on

average.
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Figure 1. Cumulative distribution of age at first birth by sex and marital status
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Tablel. Number of persons (age 18-50) who had their first child between 1995 and 2002 and

corresponding means of persons charged in the year of birth

Women Men

Samplesize Per cent of the Sample size Per cent of the

sample charged sample charged in

in the birth year the birth year

Becoming a parent within marriage 55,504 0.24% 54,050 1.83%

Becoming a parent within cohabitation 56,281 0.26% 58,852 2.60%
Becoming a parent without co-residing

with the other parent 19,382 1.59% 14,513 12.85%

Total number of persons 131,167 0.45% 127,415 3.4%
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7. Outcome definition and estimation procedure

Our outcome variable is denoted CRIME, which is abinary indicator of having committed at |east one
offence in agiven year. Note that thisis the year in which the offence was committed rather that when
the person was arrested or convicted. The parameter estimates of interest are logit coefficients and
standard errors associated with each level of the time-related categorical variable TIME. Thisvariable
is centred on the year of birth, so that its value three years before becoming a parent is—3 and three
years after the birth it takes the value of 3. In effect, each different value represents a specific year
relative to the year of birth, and each of these yearsis represented by a separate dummy variablein the
statistical model. This way we avoid imposing any parametric restrictions on the shape of the trendsin
offending the year of becoming a parent. We are not primarily interested in the magnitude or

significance of each of these coefficients, but rather the pattern they display when considered together.

It is of mgjor importance to ensure these estimates are not biased by age or period effects (see, e.g.,
Hirschi & Gottfredson 1983; MacDonald 2002). Thus, we control for age at the year of marriage and
period effects, both represented by a series of dummy variables. AGE isthe age at entry into
parenthood (that isat TIME = 0). We also include AGE as a series of dummy variables for each five-
year interval. The variable PERIOD captures any period effects, and is operationalized as a series of
dummy variables for each calendar year between 1995 and 2001. The number of dummy variablesis
large, but not excessive as this specification provides a solid control for age and period effects without
resorting to parametric specifications. Because our data set is very large, we can include many

dummies with a minimum loss of statistical power.

The variable CONTEXT distinguishes among contexts in which the transition to parenthood takes
place, aswell as the respondent’ s sex. The categories are as follows: 1) man married to the mother of
the child, 2) man cohabiting with the mother of the child, 3) man not co-resident with the mother of
the child, 4) woman married to the father of the child, 5) woman cohabiting with the father of the child
and 6) woman not co-resident with the father of the child. These categories correspond to those
displayedin Table 1.

The data set of person-yearsis fed into alogit regression model, the equation of which can be
expressed as:

log(:%-) =+ BTIME, + 3,AGE, + 3,PERIOD, + 8,CONTEXT, + 3; (TIME, x CONTEXT, ),
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where p;; is the probability of committing an offence in the given year for personi at timet. The
intercept is represented by ¢, while thefs are regression coefficients. We include an interaction term to
let TIME vary by CONTEXT, so that thesum of A, + £, + S isthetrajectory (log odds ratios) for any

given context.

An dternative model specification could include a person-specific random term, which would allow
for person-specific intercepts. This specification would be computationally intensive and yield
substantively identical results.? A fixed-effect model would only take out the average level of

offending for each individual, and not affect the parameter estimates.

We have estimated one regression model with an interaction term rather than estimating separate
models for each of the six contextsto allow for comparison of parameter estimates across those levels.
Comparisons of logit coefficients obtained from separate models by sex and marital status estimated

on dightly different samples are at least in theory problematic (Mood 2010).

8. Reaults

Aswe are primarily interested in the trend in offending over time, we only present the estimates for
TIME. To simplify the presentation, regression parameters for time are plotted separately by
CONTEXT in Figure 2. The dotted lines represent the limits of 95 per cent confidence intervals
around the point estimates for each year. As the baseline category in each plot is TIME = O, if the
interval between the dotted lines includes the x-axis, then the parameter estimate for that time point is
not significantly different from zero (that is, the year of entering parenthood). Recall that we have
alowed TIME to vary by CONTEXT. The results are therefore plotted separately for each of these

2 \When a data set includes repeated observations for each individual, asis the case with panel designs such as this, severd
methodol ogical issues arise. First, failing to take account of clustering can lead to underestimating standard errors. This
applies to some parametersin our models (those for age and timing), but not to the parameters capturing the trends in
offending. The reason for thisis that there are no repeated observations within the set of individual observations for the
time trend parameter time. Thus, the standard errors are appropriately estimated. Second, the results could be seriously
biased if the population-averaged effect is not the same as the individual-specific effect. This might occur if X isunevenly
distributed in the population and correlated with an unobserved variable, Z, which also determines Y. As our variable of
interest is time before/after the event, no bias will arise for our time trend parameters. Thus, the choice of model in our
case will not affect the estimates for either the parameters of interest or their associated standard errors. Thus, we are not
concerned over whether to use ordinary logit models or random effects logit models. Nevertheless, to assure that results are
not affected by our modelling choice, we have estimated both models presented in Figure 2 with arandom intercept term at
the person level. The differencesin results were not important in any substantive way, and we report the ordinary logit

coefficients.
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categories, and each time trend is presented using TIME = 0O (the year the child was born) as the
reference category. The parameter estimates were recal culated to use the correct reference group in
each plot.® The plots in the left column of Figure 2 show the changes in offending for men in three
different relationship contexts at the time of the birth: married men, cohabiting men and men who are
non-resident fathers at the time of the birth. The right-hand column shows the same plots for women.

The full results from the regression model are included in Appendix 1.

The plot for married fathers shows that men experience a gradual decline in the probability of
offending from five years before having a child towards the year the child is born. The decline towards
the year of birth isfollowed by arebound, but stabilizes at about two years after child-birth at alower
level than the pre-birth period. The overall impression isthat there is a decline in offending over the
period when married men become fathers, but the lion’ s share of the decline in crime occurs before the
birth of the men’sfirst child.

The top right-hand plot shows results for women who were married in the transition to parenthood.
For these women, the change is more abrupt than for men: the probability of offending drops sharply
in the year preceding birth. After the first birth, there is arebound in offending, but contrary to the
men, the relative changes in offending rates do not stabilize but rather increase to about the level seen
before the birth (the point estimate is slightly lower, but the confidence intervals overlap). The overal
impression is that in the period in which married women become mothers, there is a sharp declinein
offending in the year before child-birth, but the offending rate returns to levels seen before the arrival

of the child within afew years.

The middle row of the plotsin Figure 2 covers men and women who were cohabiting at the time of
becoming parents. It is notable that the plots for cohabiting parents are strikingly similar to those
obtained for married individuals. The magnitude of the coefficients is somewhat larger, but the trend

acrosstimeis nearly identical to that of married individuals.

% Note that the regression is specified with one dummy for each category of TIME x CONTEXT. The difference between a
given value of TIME =t and TIME = 0 for any combination of CONTEXT is the difference between the parameters, and
the standard error for the difference between the parameters is the square root of Var(By) + Var(Bo) + 2 Cov(Bx Bo). We
have recalculated all the parameters to have TIME = 0 for each combination of CONTEXT. The estimations are donein
SAS PROC LOGISTIC using the contrast statement to cal cul ate the relevant estimates and standard errors.
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Figure2. Logit coefficientsfor thetimetrend relativeto year of first child by sex and marital

status
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Taking the results for those who experience their first birth in marital or cohabiting unions together, it
is clear that there is a decline in offending before becoming a parent, followed by a rebound. For men,
the rebound stabilizes at alower level than at the beginning of the observation period, but the rebound
for women continues to increase almost back to pre-birth levels. It isimportant to note that the decline
in offences for women is so sharp that the probability for chargesin the birth year is aimost
indistinguishable from zero. A further decline is therefore hardly possible, making some increase
almost inevitable.

We next turn to men and women who had their first child without living in ajoint household with the
child’s other parent. The left-hand lower plot in Figure 2 shows the results for men who became
fathers without living with the mother of the child. Thereis aflat and stable curve towards the year of
entering parenthood when there is a significant drop in the probability of offending, followed by a
further decline in the period after child-birth. Thisindicates an effect of becoming afather for men

who have children outside partnerships.

According to the right-hand lower plot in Figure 2, women who have a child without living with the
other parent experience arising probability of being charged in the year leading up to parenthood.
Women' s offending drops slightly in the year before the birth year. A further and significant drop
occursin the birth year. The level of offending slowly increases after birth, but not to pre-pregnancy

levels.

The results are reported as odds ratios relative to the reference year of the birth. Thus, the plots do not
show any differencesin the absolute level of offending. Clearly, if the probabilities were plotted on
the same scale for men and women, all of the plots for women would appear to be flat very closeto
zero, as women in general have very low crime rates. For women who are living with the child’'s
father, 0.25 per cent committed a crime in the year of the birth, while for men living with the mother,

the corresponding percentage was nine times higher, 2.23 per cent.

For parents not residing with the other parent, the crime rates are far higher than for married and
cohabiting persons. For women not co-residing with the father, the crime rate was 1.59 per cent in the
birth year, while for men it was 12.85 per cent. Thisisaso a clear indication that the family
configuration at the time of becoming a parent reflects important mechanisms for selection into

parenthood.
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9. Discussion

Previous research has suggested that parenthood is a more important turning point than marriage for
women (Graham & Bowling 1995; Kreager et al. 2010), but it is uncertain whether it is associated
with desistance from crime for men (Farrington & West 1995; Sampson & Laub 2003). Our results
suggest that parenthood isimportant for both men and women, and the reduction in crime over the
long term is even greater for men than for women. However, the role of parenthood as a causal factor
in producing these changes is less clear as most of the decline in offending takes place well ahead of
the individual’ sfirst birth.

For men who do not live with the child’ s mother, offending does not decline before the birth of the
child, but undergoes agradua decline in offending thereafter. The decrease in offending for women is
more abrupt and reflects the timing of pregnancy and birth, followed by an increase thereafter. For
mothers, the magnitude of the increase varies by union status. The increase is smallest for mothers

who were single at the time of the birth.

The theory of age-graded social control (Laub & Sampson 2003; Sampson and Laub 1993) argues that
desistance from crime occursin relation to events and transitions in the life-course that cut off the past
from the present, provide increased informal social control, change routine activities and provide the
opportunity for identity transformation. Our findings support the idea that the transition to parenthood
islikely to provide each of these mechanisms, but the findings also suggest this varies according to
relationship status and sex. We find no clear sign of parenthood being a“turning point” except for men
that have their first child without residing with the mother of the child.

The gradual decrease in offending for men before child-birth might seem puzzling. The sampleis
selected based on actually becoming a parent, so the decrease in offending for men leading up to the
birth of the child reflects arange of selection mechanisms into fatherhood. For those married or
cohabiting, some of the decline in offending might be due to the effects of the partner, particularly so
asfirst births are likely to occur after a couple of year of marriage or cohabiting. The declinein
offending might also reflect areorientation in life, a“readiness for change” (Giordano et al. 2002) that
increases the probability of being chosen as a co-parent (Bjerk 2009). We note in conjunction with this
that a change in behaviours, affiliations and identity may be anticipatory, in that “acquisition of values
and orientations found in statuses and groups in which one is not yet engaged but which oneislikely
to enter” (Merton 1968: 438).

18



Parenthood within marriage and cohabitation may be a planned and anticipated event, and changesin
behaviours may therefore precede the actual timing of conception. The decline in offending might then
also be related to an increase in commitment to the partner. To become afather is also aresult of being
selected by the partner, hence being regarded as both a suitable father for the child and alife partner
for the mother. For these reasons, we would expect that the men who live unordered lives tend to
become fathersin avery good period of their lives. If they had not shown signs of responsibility and

maturity (including less inclination to offend), they would be less likely to become fathers at that time.

For non-resident fathers, however, we would not expect any partner effect to result in declining crime
rates before the birth. Neither would we expect these births to be planned. Becoming a father might
even have come as a surprise. Many of these persons would be in adating relationship, but given that
they are not living together with the mother at the time of birth, they are not (yet) in a stable
relationship. That there is no change in crime rates until the year of birth seems reasonable. The
decline after becoming afather indicates that it does affect their lives substantively on average,
probably reflecting their taking on responsibility for the child. Contact with the child can also be
contingent on changed behaviours and control efforts by mother and child services. Some may also
move in with the mother after the child is born, so that some of the declineisrelated to a partner
effect.

The patterns for women are more abrupt and seem to be mainly related to the period of pregnancy.
The rebound in crime rates after birth of the child is rather strong for married and cohabiting women
and less so for those not co-residing with the father. While some of the mechanisms suggested for the
men might apply to women as well, it seems that the decline in offending is more directly related to
the period of pregnancy and the period of infancy where the responsibility for caring and everyday
responsibilities lie with the mother. Clearly, pregnancy is a situation that demands immediate changes
in behaviour in different ways and across a wide range of areas for women. The child' sfirst year of
life al'so places great responsibility on the mother. Thus, routine activities are fundamentally altered in

this period for arange of practical reasons, aswell as by changesin identity and social roles.

It isinteresting to note that the overall rebound is much larger for women than for men. The rebound is
largest for married women, and smallest for those not residing with the child’ s father. Thisis
consistent with the idea that the rebound is associated with responsibilities and routine activities.

Rel ationships started as cohabitating unions are more likely to dissolve (Andersson 2003; Lyngstad &
Jalovaara 2010). Thus, it might be that a larger proportion of these women eventually become single
mothers, with the associated larger responsibilities for the child. Those not residing with the father will

have alarger share of responsibilities for the child in the whole period, and will be far less exposed to
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criminogenic settings. The rebound effect may also come from another source linked to relationship
quality. As has been noted in much of the literature on cohabitants and marriage, children may induce
stressin the relationship (Wiik et al. 2009: 467).

The rebounds for both men and women seem puzzling. However, the rebounds fit into a framework
that sees desistance as a process with several positive and less positive steps toward cessation from
crime altogether (Laub & Sampson 2001). The rebound can also be interpreted as natural, in that so
much positive change has already happened. Therefore, additional positive change or even remaining
within the status quo may be unlikely, also recognized as “ regression towards the mean” (Bland &
Altman 1994). Thisis especially important for women because their crime reaches alevel closeto

zero in the birth year. Additional benefits over time could therefore not be expected.

10. Limitations

Some caveats arein order. First, some might argue that our findings are hard to interpret, as our study
does not provide evidence of the causal effects and causal directions. Thus, we do not know whether
parenthood reduces offending. On the other hand, it is hardly readlistic to expect to reliably estimate
causal effects of events where thereis so strong self-selection into the state of interest. Rather, our
approach is to describe the observable patterns for those who actually do become parents. We do not
know the counterfactual outcome for these persons (which could be an even higher crime rate), but our
study isinformative on whether there is any change and when this change occurs. Only one study has
described changes in offending after becoming a mother (Kreager et al. 2010), while we provide
additional evidence for the period leading up to mother- and fatherhood.

It has been argued that becoming a parent does not affect offending net of the partner effect (Warr
1998), while others suggest cumulative effects of additional turning points (Giordano et a. 2002;
Sampson et a. 2006). Given that most of our sample had been cohabiting before the birth, and often
also before marrying, it is hard to reliably rule out the possibility that partner effects do not reduce
crime because the Norwegian registers do not include information on informal cohabitation
(cohabitation without common children). Our results suggest that one should study more carefully the
period leading up to the events that are closely associated with desistance (see also Lyngstad &
Skardhamar 2011b). A similar limitation is related to changes in relationship status after becoming a
parent that is not taken into account. Some of the post-birth changes in offending might be explained

by this, say, if union dissolution increases the probability of offending.
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It is possible that some persons in the sample spent some time in prison during the observation period.
Imprisonments should be dealt with asinterval censoring, but as was the case in most previous
research, we did not have access to information on time spent in prison. One consequence of this
limitation might be that the estimated probability of offending is biased downwards. However, unless
there is a systematic selection into parenthood while imprisoned, we cannot see how this could explain

our main results.

A final possible caveat regards the external validity of the study. Norway may be avery special case
and the findings of less relevance outside Scandinavia. The average age of first birth for Norwegian
women is high (28.2 years in 2010) (Statistics Norway 2011b) compared with the United States (25
yearsin 2006) (Mathews & Hamilton 2009). One reason for the high average age of first birth isthe
very low rate of teenage mothersin Norway, with only 8.4 live births per 1000 women under 20 years
old (Statistics Norway 20114) compared with 90 for the United States (Dye 2008). Another distinct
feature of the Norwegian setting is the large share of first births outside marriage. Although
cohabitation rates and child-bearing within cohabitating unions in Norway might be exceptionally
high, this pattern is also spreading to other countries (Kiernan 2001). For example, cohabitation rates
for 30—44-year-olds in the United States have doubled since the mid 1990s (Fry & Cohn 2011). While
Norway isan “outlier” in these respects, other countries may follow the Scandinavian pattern and over
time experience patterns of family demographic behaviour of the type observed in contemporary
Norway. It is of course apossibility that the association between parenthood and crimeis highly
context sensitive. To settle that issue, studies should be conducted in several different national

contexts.

11. Conclusion

The above analysis shows that parenthood is associated with important changes in offending for both
men and women. For women, changes in the probability of offending are primarily limited to the
period between pregnancy and toddlerhood. Thus, there are no signs of long-term effects on offending.
The exception is lone mothers, who do not return to previous levels of offending. Taken together, this
supports the idea that mothers’ propensities for committing crime are shaped by routine activities, and
desistance from crime is closely related to the most care-intensive period in the life of children.
Parenthood does not seem to be aturning point for men in cohabiting or married relationships. The
men who become fathers in these contexts display a gradual decrease in offending up to several years
before fatherhood. Thisfinding isin line with the idea of a gradual selection from dating to more
committed relationships over the years before the birth. Men who become fathers whilein a

relationship with the mother have most likely already experienced “turning points’ in their criminal
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careers. These experiences might involve awide range of interactions with individuals and social
institutions, of which the effects may include embedding men in networks with their partner and their
own kin and enabling them in turn to become fathers. Parenthood itself, however, does not represent
such aturning point. The important exception is men whose introduction to parenthood takes place
outside the context of a relationship with the mother of the child. In these cases, the father and the
mother are not registered as residing together, and the child will live with the mother in most of these
cases. For these men, there is no change before fatherhood, but a gradual decline thereafter. The men
may be selected on high offending rates or “reckless’ behaviour in previous years (which may lead to
not living with a partner). To the extent that the notion of aturning point applies, it isto this group of
men for whom the birth of their first child may offer an opportunity for reorientation away from crime.
It is nevertheless notabl e that the period of transition to parenthood is characterized overal by

desistance for men and lone mothers.

22



References

Alarid, L. F., Burton, V. S. & Cullen, F. T. (2000), ‘ Gender and Crime among Felony Offenders:
Assessing the Generality of Socia Control and Differential Association Theories . Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency 37/2: 171-99.

Andersson, G. (2003), ‘ Dissolution of Unionsin Europe: A Comparative Overview’, p. 19, Rostock
Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research.

Bersani, B., Laub, J. & Nieuwbeerta, P. (2009), ‘Marriage and Desistance from Crime in the
Netherlands: Do Gender and Socio-historical Context Matter? . Journal of Quantitative Criminology
25/1: 3-24.

Bjerk, D. (2009), ‘How Much Can We Trust Causal Interpretations of Fixed-effects Estimatorsin the
Context of Criminality? . Journal of Quantitative Criminology 25/4: 391-417.

Bland, J. M. & Altman, D. G. (1994), ‘ Statistics Notes 2. Regression towards the Mean’. British
Medical Journal 308/6942: 1499.

Blokland, A. A. J. & Nieuwbeerta, P. (2005), ‘ The Effects of Life Circumstances on Longitudinal
Trajectories of Offending’. Criminology 43/4: 1203-40.

Burt, S. A., Donnellan, M. B., Humbad, M. N., Hicks, B. M., McGue, M., & lacono, W. G.
(2010),’ Does Marriage Inhibit Antisocial Behavior? An Examination of Selection vs Causation viaa
Longitudinal Twin Design’, Archives of General Psychiatry, 67/12: 1309-15.

Chen, K. & Kandel, D. B. (1998), ‘Predictors of Cessation of Marijuana Use: An Event History
Analysis' . Drug and Alcohol Dependence 50/2: 109-21.

Cowdery, R. S. & Knudson-Martin, C. (2005), ‘ The Construction of Maotherhood: Tasks, Relational
Connection, and Gender Equality’. Family Relations 54/3: 335-45.

Draper, J. (2003), ‘ Men' s Passage to Fatherhood: An Analysis of the Contemporary Relevance of
Transition Theory’. Nursing Inquiry 10/1: 66—78.

Duncan, G. J., Wilkerson, B. & England, P. (2006), ‘ Cleaning Up Their Act: The Effects of Marriage
and Cohabitation on Licit and Illicit Drug Use'. Demography 43/4: 691-710.

Dye, J. L. (2008), ‘ Fertility of American Women'’, Current Population Reports, Washington, DC: U.S.
Census Bureau.

Edin, K. & Kefalas, M. (2005), Promises | Can Keep: Why Poor Women Put Motherhood before
Marriage, Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press.

Edin, K., Nelson, T. J. & Paranal, R. (2004), ‘ Fatherhood and Incarceration as Potential Turning
Pointsin the Crimina Careers of Unskilled Men’, in M. E. Pattillo, D. F. Weiman & B. Western, eds,,
Imprisoning America: The Social Effects of Mass Incarceration, New Y ork: Russell Sage.

Ellingssder, A. L. & Leira, A. (2006), Paliticising Parenthood in Scandinavia: Gender Relationsin
Welfare Sates, Bristol: Policy Press.

23



Farrall, S. & Calverley, A. (2006), Understanding Desistance from Crime: Emerging Theoretical
Directions in Resettlement and Rehabilitation, Maidenhead, Berkshire, England: Open University
Press.

Farrington, D. P. & West, D. J. (1995), ‘ Effects of Marriage, Separation, and Children in Offending by
Adult Males'. Current Perspectives on Aging and the Life Cycle 4: 249-81.

Feeney, J. (2001), Becoming Parents: Exploring the Bonds between Mothers, Fathers, and Their
Infants, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fleisher, M. S. & Krienert, J. L. (2004), ‘Life-course Events, Social Networks, and the Emergence of
Violence among Female Gang Members'. Journal of Community Psychology 32/5: 607-22.

Fry, R. & Cohn, D. (2011), ‘ Living Together: The Economics of Cohabitation’, p. 30, Washington
DC: Pew Social & Demographic Trends.

Gauthier, A. H. & Furstenberg, F. F. (2002), ‘ The Transition to Adulthood: A Time Use Perspective'.
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 580: 153—-71.

Giordano, P. C., Cernkovich, S. A. & Rudolph, J. L. (2002), ‘ Gender, Crime, and Desistance: Toward
aTheory of Cognitive Transformation’. American Journal of Sociology 107/4: 990-1064.

Giordano, P. C., Seffrin, P. M., Manning, W. D. & Longmore, M. A. (2011), ‘ Parenthood and Crime:
The Role of Wantedness, Relationships with Partners, and Ses'. Journal of Criminal Justice 39/5:
405-16.

Graham, J. & Bowling, B. (1995), ‘Y oung People and Crime’, p. 155, Croydon, Surrey Great Britain
Home Office Research and Statistics Department.

Hearn, J. (2002), ‘Men, Fathers and the State: National and Global Relations’, in B. Hobson, ed.,
Making Men into Fathers, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Helgeland, I. M. (2009), Ungdomi Alvorlig Trabbel: Veier til Forandring, [ Youth in serious trouble:
Paths towards change], Odo: Universitetsforlaget.

Hirschi, T. & Gottfredson, M. R. (1983), ‘ Age and the Explanation of Crime'. American Journal of
Sociology 89/3: 552—84.

Keizer, R., Dykstra, P. A. & Poortman, A. R. (2010), ‘Life Outcomes of Childless Men and Fathers'.
European Sociological Review 26/1: 1-15.

Kiernan, K. (2001), ‘ The Rise of Cohabitation and Childbearing Outside Marriage in Western
Europe' . International Journal of Law, Policy and the Family 15/1: 1-21.

Kiernan, K. (2004), ‘Unmarried Cohabitation and Parenthood in Britain and Europe’. Law & Palicy
26/1: 33-55.

Kittered, R. H. (2005), ‘Nar mor og far bor hver for seg; Ansvar og omsorg for barnafer og etter
bidragsreformen’ [When Mom and Dad are living Apart; Responsibilities and Care for Children
before and after the Benefit Reform], p. 104, Oslo-Kongsvinger: Statistisk sentralbyra.

Kreager, D. A., Matsueda, R. L. & Erosheva, E. A. (2010), ‘ Maotherhood and Criminal Desistancein
Disadvantaged Neighborhoods*’. Criminology 48/1: 221-58.

24



Lappegard, T. (2000), ‘New Fertility Trendsin Norway’. Demographic Research 2/3.

Laub, J. H., Nagin, D. S. & Sampson, R. J. (1998), ‘ Trajectories of Change in Criminal Offending:
Good Marriages and the Desistance Process . American Sociological Review 63/2; 225-38.

Laub, J. H. & Sampson, R. J. (2001), ‘ Understanding Desistance from Crime’, Crime and Justice: A
Review of Research, Vol 28, pp. 1-69.

Laub, J. H. & Sampson, R. J. (2003), Shared Beginnings, Divergent Lives: Delinquent Boys to Age 70,
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Lyngstad, T. H. & Jalovaara, M. (2010), ‘A Review of the Antecedents of Union Dissolution’.
Demographic Research 23/10.

Lyngstad, T. H. & Skardhamar, T. (2011a), ‘ Nordic Register Data and their Untapped Potential for
Criminological Knowledge', in M. Tonry, ed., Crime & Justice: A Review of Research, pp. 61345,
Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Lyngstad, T. H. & Skardhamar, T. (2011b), ‘ Understanding the Marriage Effect: Changesin Criminal
Offending Around the Time of Marriage’, Oslo.

MacDonald, Z. (2002), ‘ Official Crime Statistics: Their Use and Interpretation’. Economic Journal
112/477. F85—106.

Marsiglio, W. (1995), Fatherhood: Contemporary Theory, Research, and Social Policy, Thousand
Oaks: Sage Publications.

Maruna, S. (2001), Making Good: How Ex-convicts Reform and Rebuild Their Lives, Washington,
D.C.: American Psychological Association.

Mathews, T. J. & Hamilton, B. E. (2009), ‘ Delayed Childbearing: More Women Are Having Their
First Child Later in Life’, NCHS Data Brief, No 21, Hyattsville, MD: National Center for Health
Statistics.

Maume, D. J. (2003), ‘ The Package Dedl: Marriage, Work and Fatherhood in Men's Lives' . Gender &
Society 17/3: 489-90.

Massoglia, M & Uggen c. (2010), ‘ Settling down and aging out: Toward an Interactionist Theory of
Desistance and the Transition to Adulthood, American Journal of Sociology, 116/2: 543-82

Merton, R. K. (1968), Social Theory and Social Sructure, New Y ork: The Free Press.

Michalsen, V. (2011), ‘Mothering as a Life Course Transition: Do Women Go Straight for Their
Children? . Journal of Offender Rehabilitation 50/6: 349-66.

Mood, C. (2010), ‘Logistic Regression: Why We Cannot Do What We Think We Can Do, and What
We Can Do About It'. European Sociological Review 26/1: 67-82.

Noack, T. (2010), ‘En stille revolusjon: Det moderne Samboerskapet i Norge', Institutt for sosiologi
og samfunnsgeografi, p. 290, Oslo: Universitetet i Odlo.

Rhule-Louie, D. M. & McMahon, R. J. (2007), ‘ Problem Behavior and Romantic Relationships:
Assortative Mating, Behavior Contagion, and Desistance’. Clinical Child and Family Psychology
Review 10/1: 53-100.

25



Reed, K. & Raaum, O. (2003), * Administrative Registers — Unexplored Reservoirs of Scientific
Knowledge? . The Economic Journal 113/488: 258-81.

Samela-Aro, K., Nurmi, J. E., Saisto, T. & Hamesmaki, E. (2000), ‘Women's and Men's Personal
Goals during the Transition to Parenthood’. Journal of Family Psychology 14/2: 171-86.

Sampson, R. J. & Laub, J. H. (1993), Crime in the Making: Pathways and Turning Points through
Life, London: Harvard University Press.

Sampson, R. J. & Laub, J. H. (2003), ‘Life-course Desisters? Trajectories of Crime among Delingquent
Boys Followed to Age 70’. Criminology 41/3: 555-92.

Sampson, R. J. & Laub, J. H. (2005), ‘A life-course View of the Development of Crime’. Annals of the
American Academy of Palitical and Social Science 602; 12—45.

Sampson, R. J., Laub, J. H. & Wimer, C. (2006), ‘ Does Marriage Reduce Crime? A Counterfactual
Approach to Within-individual Causal Effects' . Criminology 44/3: 465-508.

Savolainen, J. (2009), ‘Work, Family and Criminal Desistance’. British Journal of Criminology 49/3:
285-304.

Statistics Norway (2010), ‘Live Births, by Parity, Cohabitation Status of Mother and County. 2010’
Odlo: Statistics Norway.

Statistics Norway (2011a), ‘ Age-specific Fertility Rates and Total Fertility Rate, Women. 1961-2010',
Oslo, Norway: Statistics Norway.

Statistics Norway (2011b), ‘ Average Age of Parent at Child’s Birth. 1946-2010’, Oslo: Statistics
Norway.

Thompson, M. & Petrovic, M. (2009), ‘ Gendered Transitions Within-person Changes in Employment,
Family, and Illicit Drug Use'. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 46/3: 377-408.

Uggen, C. & Kruttschnitt, C. (1998), ‘ Crime in the Breaking: Gender Differencesin Desistance’. Law
& Society Review 32/2: 339-66.

Warr, M. (1998), ‘ Life-course Transitions and Desistance from Crime’. Criminology 36/2: 183-216.

Wiik, K. A., Bernhardt, E. & Noack, T. (2009), ‘A Study of Commitment and Relationship Quality in
Sweden and Norway’. Journal of Marriage and the Family 71/3: 465-77.

26



Appendix 1. Full regression resultsfrom logit model

Estimate Std Error Pr> ChiSq

I nter cept —2.8954 0.0632 < 0.0001

TIME x CONTEXT
(REF = Women not co-resident with the father and TIME = -5)

Married men
-5 0.804 0.069 < 0.0001
—4 0.7355 0.0681 < 0.0001
-3 0.5928 0.0678 < 0.0001
-2 0.5309 0.0681 < 0.0001
-1 0.4025 0.0687 < 0.0001
0 0.349 0.0689 < 0.0001
1 0.3915 0.0687 < 0.0001
2 0.4727 0.0682 < 0.0001
3 0.4348 0.0685 < 0.0001
4 0.457 0.0683 < 0.0001
5 0.4833 0.0693 < 0.0001
Cohabiting men
-5 1.4069 0.0646 < 0.0001
—4 1.3141 0.0642 < 0.0001
-3 1.2531 0.0639 < 0.0001
-2 1.1442 0.0642 < 0.0001
-1 0.9325 0.0649 < 0.0001
0 0.5808 0.0662 < 0.0001
1 0.6292 0.066 < 0.0001
2 0.714 0.0657 < 0.0001
3 0.76 0.0655 < 0.0001
4 0.7619 0.0655 < 0.0001
5 0.7828 0.0662 < 0.0001
Men not co-resident with the mother
-5 2.2378 0.0675 < 0.0001
—4 2.235 0.0662 < 0.0001
-3 2.2314 0.0653 < 0.0001
-2 2.26 0.0653 < 0.0001
-1 2.2787 0.0653 < 0.0001
0 2.0685 0.0659 < 0.0001
1 2.0243 0.0658 < 0.0001
2 2.0106 0.0655 < 0.0001
3 1.8823 0.0658 < 0.0001
4 1.8404 0.0658 < 0.0001
5 1.8018 0.0665 < 0.0001
Married women
-5 -1.2683 0.1031 < 0.0001
—4 -1.3012 0.0974 < 0.0001
-3 -1.2991 0.0922 < 0.0001
-2 -1.3773 0.0933 < 0.0001
-1 -1.6506 0.099 < 0.0001
0 -1.9061 0.1055 < 0.0001
1 -1.6803 0.0984 < 0.0001
2 -1.5847 0.0957 < 0.0001
3 -1.6255 0.097 < 0.0001
4 -1.4839 0.0932 < 0.0001
5 —1.4853 0.0976 < 0.0001
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Cohabiting women

-5
-4
-3
-2
-1

ab~hwWNEFO

Women not co-resident with the father

-4
-3
-2
-1

ab~hwWNEFO

Age (REF = < 20)

20-24
25-29
30-39
35-39
40-44
4550
Period (REF = 2001)

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

-0.7261
—0.7426
-0.7911
-0.8313
-0.9675
—1.9937

-1.704
—1.4642

-1.438
-1.2927
-1.2708

0.1719
0.1399
0.3039
0.208
-0.4521
-0.4516
—0.3663
—0.2364
—0.3043
—0.274

—0.4448
—1.2563
—-1.6136
-1.7121
-1.7810
-1.9208

—0.0400
—0.0395
—0.00179
—0.00794
—0.0153
—0.0828

0.0817
0.0782
0.0764
0.0769
0.0787
0.1026
0.0939
0.0881
0.0875
0.0845
0.0873

0.0775
0.0748

0.073
0.0742
0.0838
0.0831
0.0806

0.078
0.0784
0.0798

0.0180
0.0180
0.0190
0.0223
0.0321
0.0574

0.0164
0.0158
0.0153
0.0154
0.0153
0.0153

< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001

0.0265
0.0613
< 0.0001
0.005

< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
0.0024
0.0001
0.0006

< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001
< 0.0001

0.0148
0.0124
0.9065
0.6055
0.3185
< 0.0001
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