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INTRODUCTION

Dramatic changes have occurred in the American family over the last four decades.
Throughout this time period, television shows have evolved to reflect these changes. In the
1950s the typical family portrayed in most situation comedies consisted of a breadwinner-
husband, a homemaker-wife, and two or more children. This "ideal” American family was
depicted in shows such as Father Knows Best, Leave it To Beaver, and Ozzie and Harrtet. The
Nelson family, consisting of Ozzie and Harriet and their children David and Rickie, has recently
received renewed fame in the press and has come to symbolize the typical American family of
the 1950s. It now serves as a baseline against which to compare current family arrangements.
While the Nelson family was more of an ideal than a reality for many people, even in the 1350s,
the fact that Americans shared a common image of what a family should look like and how
parents and children should behave reinforced the importance of the family and strengthened the
institution of marriage. No such common understanding exists today, for better or for worse.

Since the 1950s, families like the Nelsons have become increasingly rare, as young men
and women have delayed marriage and childbearing, as wives and mothers have entered the labor
force in greater numbers, and as divorce rates have soared. This does not mean that families are
becoming extinct, but rather that they are taking on different forms. Along with the decline of
families like Ozzie and Harriet, new types of families and living arrangements have become more
dominant, including childless families with two working parents, one-parent families, and
cohabiting couples. Nonfamily households — defined as households containing a single
individual or people unrelated by blood or marriage — have also become more prominent.
Today, hit television shows, such as Thirty Something, LA Law, and Murphy Brown, feature
divorced and never married characters, employed mothers, and single mothers, reflecting the
diversity of families that is characteristic of the 1990s. These "new families” show that
Americans have more choices today than they did in the past about how to organize their private

lives and intimate relationships.’

At the same time, greater diversity has meant greater economic inequality across
households. Some of the new, nontraditional families, such as dual-eamer couples, are doing
very well; others, such as single mother families, are doing poorly. In 1991, the typical dual-
earner couple with children had an annual income of $46,629.% In contrast, the typical mother-
only family had an income of only $13,012. Families like Ozzie and Harriet Nelson (working
husband, homemaker wife, children) had an annual income of $33,961. The increase in single
mother families and dual-earner families during the 1970s and 1980s has led to increased
inequality across households and to a feminization of poverty, with more and more of the poor
being concentrated in families headed by unmarried mothers.> In 1960, 24 percent of poor
families were headed by unmarried mothers; in 1990, the number was 53 percent. The diversity
of families has also exacerbated racial and ethnic differences in economic well-being. Whereas
the fastest growing white families are dual-earner families, a relatively advantaged group, the
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fastest growing black families are mother-only families, a relatively disadvantaged group.

Many people are concerned about what these changes mean for children. And many want
to know what government can (and should) do to help families and children adjust to these
changes. The fact that women are spending more of their time working outside the home means
that children have less time with their mothers. It also means that mothers are increasingly faced
with conflicting demands from the workplace and family. Despite the problems encountered by
working mothers, today very few people believe that mothers’ employment per se is harmful to
children, except perhaps during the first year of life. And yet we used to think so, forty years
ago. Today, the policy debate about mothers’ employment is primarily a debate over what
constitutes quality child care, how to make quality care accessible and affordable to families, and
how to design parental leave policies to suit the needs of parents as well as employers.*

The public is much less sanguine about the future implications of marital disruption and
single motherhood. When mothers work outside the home, children may spend less time with
their parents, but the family also gains income. In contrast, when parents live in separate
households, children experience a loss of parental time (typically the father’s time) as well as a
~loss of income. Because the total loss of resources is substantial for children who live with

single mothers, many people fear that this type of arrangement may be harmful to children. And
indeed the empirical evidence supports their fears. Children who grow up with only one of their
parents are less successful in adulthood, on average, than children who grow up with both
parents. They are more likely to dropout of high school, to become teen mothers and single
mothers, and to have trouble finding and keeping a steady job in young adulthood, even after
adjusting for differences in parents’ socio-economic background.’”  About half of the
disadvantage associated with single parenthood is due to lower income. Most of the rest is due
to too little parental involvement and supervision and too much residential mobility. Given the
public concern about the growth as well as the consequences of single motherhood, the policy
debate in this area is not just about how to help children adapt to family change, it is about how

to reverse change.

The idea that government should try to prevent single mother families from forming is
a hotly contested issue that arouses intense feelings from parties on both sides of the debate. It
also raises questions about the causes underlying the decline in marriage. In order to know
whether government should try to reverse the trend in single motherhood, we need to know what
caused it in the first place. Those who want government to try to limit the growth of single
mother families often claim that government is responsible for the growth.® They argue that the
rise in welfare benefits during the sixties and early seventies sent a message to young men and
women that if they had a child and did not marry, the government would take care of the mother
and child. Thus fewer couples married and more young women became single mothers. Charles
Murray, a leading proponent of this view, argues that the only way to save families is to
eliminate welfare entirely, forcing poor young women either to stop having children or to place

their newboms with adoption agencies.
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At the other end of the political spectrum are those who believe that the decline in
marriage is due to the decline in job opportunities for poor young men — jobs that would enable
men to support a family.” They argue that young men with the least education and the fewest
skills were the hardest hit by the loss of jobs from central cities and the restructuring of the work
place that occurred during the 1970s and 1980s. With no visible means of support and with
bleak prospects for the future, these young men are not seen as potential marriage partners by
the young women they are dating, even when a young woman becomes pregnant. Nor are the
parents of the girl likely to try to arrange a "shot gun marriage” as they might have done in the
1950s when the likelihood of finding steady work was much greater for low-skilled men. In
short, marriage has declined because the pool of “marriageable men” has declined.

These two theories tell us something about why marriage might have declined among
women from disadvantaged backgrounds during the past few decades, but they do not explain
why the trend also occurred among young women from more advantaged backgrounds. To fully
understand what has happened to American families, we must look farther than welfare benefits

and the loss of jobs for low-skilled men.

Another theory with considerable merit is the notion that marriage declined because
women became more economically independent. According to this idea, increases in women’s
education, job opportunities, and hourly wages during the past three decades reduced the gains
to marriage and gave women an alternative source of income outside marriage.® This allowed
them to be more selective in choosing a mate, and it encouraged them to leave a bad marriage
if necessary. The women’s independence theory incorporates the two previous arguments.
Welfare benefits, like earnings, provide less educated women with an alternative source of
income outside marriage. Similarly, the decline in good jobs for low-skilled men makes marriage
less attractive for these women, especially if the level of welfare benefits remains constant.

Finally, some people blame the decline in marriage and increase in single motherhood on
changes in American culture.’ The cultural argument has many different facets. Some people
see the sexual revolution in the 1960s as the principal engine of change. Changes in attitudes
about pre-marital sex made it easier for young men and women to live together without being
married and de-stigmatized single motherhood. Along with changes in attitudes, birth control
improved and abortion became more widely available, making it easier to have intimate
relationships without the responsibilities and commitments they once entailed.

Other analysts focus on the shift in values that has taken place throughout the 20th
century but especially after 1960. The shift in values from those favoring family commitment
and self sacrifice to those favoring individual growth and personal freedom has given rise to what
is often called the "me generation." Many of the characters in recent television shows such as
Northern Exposure, Seinfeld, and Thirty Something show young people struggling with the
tension between making a permanent commitrment to another person and remaining true to their

own ideals and personal growth.
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The final pan of the chapter directly addresses the question of why marriage has declined
during the past two decades. Here we present new evidence based on our own empirical analysis
of marriage market characteristics in different metropolitan areas of the United States. We find
that marriage is more comnmon in areas where women’s employment opportunities and earnings
are low, where welfare benefits are low, and where men’s employment opportunities and earnings
are high. We also find that increases in women'’s employment opportunities can account for a
good deal of the decline in marriage between 1970 and 1990 among white women but not among
blacks. Our results do not support the argument that increases in welfare benefits or declines in
men’s employment opportunities have led to large declines in marriage.

FOUR DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

Four demographic changes have profoundly affected the American family in the past forty
years: the decline in marriage, the increase in marital instability, the change in marital and
nonmarital fertility, and the increase in mothers’ labor force participation. In order to understand
what has happened to the family, we must understand what has happened in each of these

domains.!°

The Delay in Marriage

Throughout the 1950s, the typical young woman married when she was about 20 years
old, and the typical young man married when he was about 23. This situation prevailed
throughout the 1950s. By 1990, however, the median age at first marriage —— the age at which
half of the population has married for the first time — was 24 for women -1 26 for men. In
just three decades, the median age at first marriage increased by four yea: ::ong women and

by three years among men.

Figure 1.1
Age at First Marriage

The postponement of marriage that took place after 1960 led to a substantial increase in
the percentage of never married young adults. In 1970, about 6 percent of women and 9 percent
of men in the 30 to 34 age group had never married. By 1990, the figures were 16 percent and
27 percent respectively.'" In one sense, the rise in the age at first marriage was not as unusual
as it might at first appear. Marital patterns in the 1950s and early 1960s were unique.”? Never
before in this century had so many people married, and never before had they married so young.
Thus, using 1950 or 1960 as a benchmark against which to evaluate recent behavior makes the
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The debate over the causes of family change has important policy implications. If welfare
benefits are the major reason for the decline in marriage and increase in single motherhood,
reducing benefits or redesigning welfare incentives to be more marriage-neutral may make sense.
If the decline in men’s opportunities, the increase in women's employment opportunities, or value
changes are the problem, eliminating welfare is not likely to have much effect on marriage and
is very likely to make poor children worse off. Ironically, if the increase in women’s economic
independence is a major cause of single motherhood, than encouraging welfare mothers to enter
the labor force, which is a principal thrust of recent efforts to reform welfare, may actually
exacerbate the trend in single motherhood since it will increase the economic independence of

women in the long run.

In this chapter we examine the changes that have made the Ozzie and Harriet Family
increasingly rare in the latter half of the twentieth century. We begin by focusing on four major
demographic trends: the decline in marriage, the rise in marital disruption, the changes in marital
and nonmarital childbearing, and the increase in mothers’ labor force participation. Certain of
these trends, such as the rising divorce rate, are extensions of long term patterns that have been
reshaping family life since the turn of the century. Others, such as the employment of mothers
with young children, are more recent and represent a break with the past.

We also examine demographic changes in other western, industrialized countries in order
to place the U.S. experience in the broadest possible context. The cross-national comparisons
help us think about the causes underlying the changes in the American family and how we might
minimize the cost of change for children. Too often, commentators and political pundits in the
United States speak as though the changes affecting the American family were unique to this
country. As noted above, the growth of single mother families is often attributed to the increase
in welfare benefits during the 1960s and early 1970s. As we shall see, however, the U.S. is not
unique with respect to divorce, nonmarital childbearing, and women’s employment. Nor is there
a simple one-to-one relationship between the prevalence of single parenthood and the level of
welfare benefits across different countries. Many European countries, such as France, Great
Britain, and Sweden, are much more generous toward single mothers than the U.S., and yet they

have less single motherhood than we do.

In the second part of the chapter, we examine family diversity and its implications for the
economic well-being of American women. Census data allow us to compare the characteristics
of several different types of "new families,” including single mother families, single father
families, and cohabiting couples. They also allow us to examine the prevalence of different work
and family roles among American women and the standard of living commiserate with these
statuses. As in the previous section, we compare the U.S. case with other industrialized
countries. We find that married couple families in which the wife is employed have the lowest
poverty rates in nearly all the countries examined, whereas families headed by nonemployed
single mother have the highest poverty rates. We also find that single mothers are much worse
off in the United States, relative to other families with children, than in most other countries.
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current situation appear much more striking. Had we used 1900 as our baseline, for example,
we would have found a much smaller increase in the median age at first marriage — no change
among men and only a two year increase among women.

Yet certain aspects of the relatively high age at first marriage today are different from
what they were at the turn of the century. In 1900, most young aduits lived with their parents
or other relatives until they married. Today they are much more likely to leave home and
establish independent households. Thus, the increase in the age at first marriage after 1960s led
to a substantial increase in nonfamily households — households containing a single person or
several unrelated adults. This further undermined the institution of marriage since it provided
young people with an alternative way of establishing their independence from their families of

origin.

Living away from home prior to marriage was especially pronounced throughout the
1960s and 1970s as the baby boom generation came of age, as contraception techniques
improved, and as young men and women became active in the Civil Rights and Women’s
Liberation movements. During the 1980s, the trend reversed somewhat as economic conditions
worsened and as young people found it harder to find jobs and support themselves on their own.
Even so, the proportion of unmarried adults living on their own or with unrelated adults was

substantially higher in 1990 than it was in 1970.

The increasing median age at first marriage and the rising percentage of never married
adults has gone arm in arm with an increase in cohabitation — two persons of the opposite sex
living together in a "marriage-like" relationship. In 1960 and 1970, the earliest years for which
cohabitation data are available, about 2 percent of unmarried adults were cohabiting (Table
1.1). Since 1970, the percentage has skyrocketed. Between 1980 and 1990, it grew from 5.3
percent to 7.9 percent among unmarried men and from 4.3 to 6.6 percent among unmarried
women. The increase in cohabitation occurred among all age groups (except people over 63) but
was greatest among men and women in their late twenties and early thirties.

Table 1.1
Percent of Men and Women Cohabiting

While some analysts argue that cohabitation reenforces the institution of marriage by
allowing people to "try out" potential marriage partners and choose their mates more carefully,
there are several reasons for believing otherwise.'* First, cohabiting unions are less stable than
legal marriages and of much shorter duration. 15 Second, a sizeable proportion of cohabitors (10
percent) intend to continue living together but do not intend to marry their current partner.'®
For these couples, cohabitation is clearly an alternative rather than a precursor to marriage.
There is another subset of cohabitors (7 percent) who plan to marry eventually but who do not
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plan to marry the person they are currently living with."” And finally, regardless of how people
view their relationship, the rights and obligations that go with legal marriage are much more
difficult to enforce among cohabiting couples than among married couples. To take just one
example, an unmarried woman who becomes a mother has a much weaker claim on the resources
of the child’s father than a women who is married to the father. Only about 30 percent of
children born outside marriage have a legally designated father.!* While the courts have been
moving in the direction of extending "marital rights and obligations" to cohabiting couples, there
continues to be a large disparity between these two types of partnerships.

The Increase in Marital Instability

A second major factor affecting families is the increase in divorce. Whereas in 1950,
most people married once and remained married until they (or their spouse) died, like Ozzie and
Harriet presumably did, today over half of all couples end their marriages voluntarily. The
divorce rate — the number of divorces each year per 1000 married women —— rose steadily
during the first half of the twentieth century and increased dramatically after 1960. Over half
of all marriages contracted in the mid 1980s were projected to end in divorce.” While the
divorce rate levelled off during the 1980s, this was not necessarily a sign of greater marital
stability. We would have expected such a levelling off, given the increase in cohabitation (which
means that the couples who do marry are likely to be the most committed), given the increase
in the average age at first marriage, and given the fact that the large baby boom cohorts have
reached middle age and passed through the period of their lives when they were most likely to

divorce.?

The increase in divorce and the delay/decline in marriage have led to a rise in the ratio
of divorced to married people (Figure 1.2). In 1960, there were 35 divorced men and women
for every 1000 married adults; by 1990, there were 140. The ratio of divorced to married people
is nearly twice as large for blacks as for whites, and this was true throughout the period from
1960 to 1990. In just three decades, the ratio of divorced to married adults grew over four-fold!
Although the ratio was higher for blacks than for whites, the percentage increase over time was
the same for both races. The increase in the divorce ratio is likely to have a feedback effect on
marriage. By increasing the chance that married and single people will interact with people who
have ended their marriages through divorce, a high divorce ratio makes divorce more acceptable
and marriage more uncertain. In addition, legal changes since the 1950s have made divorce
easier and more acceptable. For example, until the 1960s, divorce was permissible in New York
State only if one partner proved the other had committed adultery. :

Figure 1.2
Ratio of Divorced to married Per:. ns
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The Shift in Marital and Nonmarital Fertility

A third change affecting the American family is the shift in marital and nonmarital
fertility rates. Between 1960 and 1990, marital fertility rates — births to married women
between the ages of 15 and 44 — declined sharply, while nonmarital fertility rates — births to
unmarried women of the same age — increased gradually. Together these two trends led to a
reduction in overall fertility, and at the same time, to an increase in the proportion of children

born outside of marriage.

The rapid rise in the illegitimacy ratio — the proportion of all births each year occurring
to unmarried women — has recently attracted considerable attention, as the public has become
increasingly concerned about the economic and social costs of nonmarital childbearing for
children, mothers and the country at large.”’ What is often missing from such discussions,
however, is the recognition that marital fertility has a significant effect on the trend in the
illegitimacy ratio. Since married women account for a much larger proportion of all births than
unmarried women, a change in the fertility behavior of married women can have a large impact
on this measure. In addition, an increase in the proportion of women who are single can also
have a large effect on the proportion of children born outside marriage.”> To understand why
the illegitimacy ratio has gone up so fast in recent years, we must understand what is happening
to both the marital and nonmarital birth rates as well as to the changing marital status
composition of women, that is, the proportion of women who are married and unmarried.

Figure 1.3
Birth Rates for Married and Unmarried Women

As noted in the previous section, the 1950s were an unusual decade. Not only did men
and women marry at relatively young ages, they also became parents when they were quite
young, and they gave birth to more children. This increase in marital fertility caused what
demographers called a "baby boom" from the late 1940s to the early 1960s and provided the
foundation for the Ozzie and Harriet Family that was so familiar to Americans during the 1950s.

In the early 1960s, however, married women began to change their behavior. Marital
fertility rates declined by more than 40 percent between 1960 and 1975, from 157 births per 1000
married women to 92 births per 1000 women. During this same period, nonmarital fertility
remained constant, at 23 births per 1000 unmarried women. Thus the increase in the illegitimacy
ratio between 1960 and 1975 was due to two factors: the decline in the fertility of married
women, and the delay in marriage, which increased the number of women at risk of having a

nonmarital birth.

Beginning in the mid 1970s, marital fertility rates stopped declining, nonmarital fertility
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rates begin to rise, and the age at first marriage continued to rise. After 1975, the rise in the
illegitimacy ratio was due to increases in nonmarital fertility as well as increases in the number

of women at risk of having a nonmarital birth.

The distinctions between the different forces underlying the rise in the illegitimacy ratio
are crucial for understanding the recent debate over the causes. of out-of-wedlock childbearing.
In this debate, policy makers and political pundits often point to the rise in the illegitimacy ratio
as evidence that increases in welfare benefits were responsible for the increases in nonmarital
childbearing. But their explanation does not fit the data. During the period when welfare
benefits were going up — from 1960 to 1975 — the rise in the illegitimacy ratio was driven
primarily by the decline in marital birth rates and delays in marriage. Birth rates of unmarried
women did not go up during this period. Not until the late 1970s and 1980s was the rise in the
illegitimacy ratio driven by an actual increase in nonmarital fertility, and by that time, welfare
benefits had started to decline in value. This does not mean that welfare has no impact on
unmarried childbearing, but it does suggest that the relationship is much weaker and more
complex than many people think. Clearly the rise in the percent of births occurring to unmarried
women is not the simple consequence of more welfare benefits.

Changes in marital and nonmarital fertility altered family life in two major ways: they
reduced the prevalence of parenthood overall, and they increased the proportion of families
headed by single mothers. In 1960, 44 percent of American households contained a married
couple with a minor child. An additional 4 percent contained a child and either a single parent
or neither parent.® Thus, nearly half of all households included children, and nearly ninety
percent of the households with children contained two parents. By 1990, the picture was very
different. Only about 35 percent of all households contained children and an increasing
proportion of children were not living with two parents. Between 1960 and 1990, the proportion
of children living in single parent families grew from 9 percent to 25 percent.® And this
number understates the proportion of children that will ever experience single parenthood.
Demographers estimate that over half of all children born in the late 1970s will live in a single-

parent family at some point before reaching age 18.%

The growth of single-parent families is covered in more detail in the next section. (It is
also treated in the chapter by Dennis Hogan and Daniel Lichter.) For now, we simply note that
single parent families are very different from two parent families in terms of their economic
status, and this difference has important implications for the future well-being of children.
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The Increase in Mothers’ Employment

The final, and perhaps most fundamental, change affecting the American family is the
increase in mothers’ employment. Women’s labor force participation — the percent of women
who are working or looking for work — has been going up since the beginning of the twentieth
century. In the early part of the century the increase occurred primarily among young unmarried
women. After 1940, married women began entering the labor force in greater numbers, and after
1960, married mothers with children at home followed suit. (See the Chapter by Bianchi for a

more thorough description of these trends.)

Figure 1.4
Trends in Mothers’ Employment

In the early 1950s, when Harriet Nelson was held up as the ideal model of the American
wife and mother, only about 30 percent of married mothers with school-aged children were
working outside the home.”® By 1990, this number had risen to over 73 percent. In just four
short decades, a behavior that once described only a minority of mothers now fit a large majority
of mothers, and this was true of mothers of all marital statuses. The figures for mothers with
pre-school children are even more dramatic. In 1960 only 19 percent of married mothers with
pre-school (under age 6) children were in the labor force, whereas by 1990 59 percent were
employed. By 1990, married mothers were nearly as likely to be in the labor force as formerly
married single mothers (64 percent), and they were more likely to be employed than never

married mothers (49 percent.)”’

Race Differences

Racial and ethnic groups differed considerably in 1990 with respect to the prevalence of
marriage, parenthood, and employment among mothers. The trends, however, were consistent
for all of the groups we looked at. White women were the most likely to be married in 1990,
and black women were the least likely. Hispanics fell in between. All three groups experienced
a decline in the prevalence of marriage between 1980 and 1990. —

Table 1.2
The Percentage of Women Who were Married,
Empioyed and Raising Children Alone, 1980 and 1990

The pattern for single parenthood was just the opposite. Black women were four times

10
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as likely as white women to be single mothers — 28 percent versus 7 percent — and hispanic
women, again, were in the middle. The prevalencs of single motherhecod, as a percentage of all
women, did not increase among white women during the 1980s, and increased by only 2 and 1
percentage points among blacks and hispanics respectively. (Single motherhood grew much more
rapidly in the 1960s and 1970s than in the 1980s). With respect to mothers’ employment, all
three racial and ethnic groups experienced an increase in mothers’ labor force participation
(mothers’ working at least 20 hours per week) between 1980 and 1990. White mothers were the
most likely to be working outside the home in 1990, and hispanic mothers were least likely to

be in the labor force.

Cross-National Comparisons

The U.S. is not the only country to have experienced significant demographic changes
during the past three decades. Declines in marriage, increases in divorce, growth in the
proportion of children born outside marriage, and increases in the labor force participation of
women have affected family life in most European countries as well as in Canada and the United
States. The average age at marriage has risen since the beginning of the 1970s in most western
countries as it has in the United States. Europeans who were born in the 1950s and who came
of age during the "free-love generation” of the 1960s initiated the retreat from marriage
characterized by both later and less frequent marriage.”® Indeed, the age at first marriage is
actually lower in the United States than in most of the European countries.

Table 1.3
International Comparisons: Divorce Rates, Illegitimacy Ratios,
Single Parents, and Employment Women

Divorce rates have also increased throughout the western world. While the U.S. had by
far the highest rate of divorce in 1990, the increase over the past several decades was dramatic
in nearly all of the western countries. In Canada and the United Kingdom, the divorce rate grew
from about 2 divorces per 1000 married women in 1960 to 12 per 1000 in 1990. In France it
grew from 3 to 14 per 1000 married women, and in the Netherlands from 2 to 8 per 1000. Italy
was the only European country that did not experience a sharp rise in divorce between 1960 and

the mid 1980s.

The illegitimacy ratio also rose dramatically in nearly all of the western countries.
Sweden and Denmark experienced the largest percentage point increases, (from 11 to 47 percent
and from 8 to 46 percent for these two countries respectively). While some countries had much
higher illegitimacy ratios than the United States, they did not have a higher percentage of single
mother families. Nearly 23 percent of all families in the U.S. were headed by a single mother
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in the late 1980s, whereas the percentages were 20 and 13 percent in Denmark and Sweden
respectively. The higher prevalence of single motherhood in the U.S. is due in part to the fact
that divorce is more common in the U.S. than in other countries and in part to the fact that
children born outside of marriage are more likely to be born into single mother families in the
U.S. than in other countries. In the U.S. about 25 percent of nonmarital births during the 1970s
and 1980s were to cohabiting couples, whereas in Denmark and Sweden nearly all nonmarital

births were to cohabiting couples.?”

Finally, women’s labor force participation rates have been going up in nearly all the
countries. In the late 1980s, Denmark and Sweden had the highest percentage of employed
women, followed by Canada, France and the U.S.. The increase in employment was greatest
among women in the Netherlands. The labor force participation rates of Dutch women more than
doubled, increasing from 24 percent to 55 percent! Canadian women also experienced relatively
large increases in employment, from 41 percent in 1970 to 75 percent in 1988.

While the labor force participation rate of mothers was lower than the rate of all women
in the late 1980s, a majority of mothers were working outside the home in most countries.
France and Italy were the only countries in which less than half of mothers were in the labor
force in the mid 1980s. Comparable numbers for the Netherlands are not available, but our own
estimates indicate that Holland has one of the lowest labor force participation rates for women

of all the western european countries.™

DIVERSITY AND INEQUALITY

The trends described in the previous section have led to dramatic changes in American
families and households, most notably, to a decline in traditional families like Ozzie and Harriet
and to an increase in non-traditional families such as dual earner couples and single parent
families.” In 1960, over 50 percent of all families contained a breadwinner husband and
homemaker wife, whereas by the end of the 1980s, only 20 percent of all families fit this
description. During this same period, dual earner families grew from under 25 percent to nearly
40 percent of all families, while families headed by single mothers increased from about 9

percent to around 23 percent.’'
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Diversity In Wo;rzen 's Work and F. amily Status

To illustrate how these demographic forces have altered, and are continuing to alter, the
lives of Americans, we examined changes in women’s family status between 1980 and 1990.
We focus on women because the trends described above had their most dramatic effects on
women’s behavior and family status. Focusing just on men would have obscured the growth of
single parent families, and focusing just on children would have obscured the growth of childless

couples and adults in nonfamily statuses.

We identified eight different family statuses, based on women’s marital, employment, and
parental roles. A woman was coded as employed if she worked 20 hours or more a week. We
choose the 20 hour per week cutoff because we believe it accurately distinguishes between
women who have a major commitment to the labor force and those who do not. A she was
classified as a mother if she was living with an "own child” under 19. We restricted our sample
to women between the ages of 18 to 55 because this is the age range during which women are

most likely to be raising children.

Women who were married and not employed were classified as occupying "traditional”
family statuses. Employed married women and unmarried women raising children were classified
as occupying "nontraditional" family statuses. We recognize that dual earner couples and single
parent families are "nontraditional” in very different ways. In the first case, the traditional family
form is violated by the fact that the wife is working outside the home. In the second, it is
violated by the fact that one parent is not living in the household.

Women who were neither married nor raising children were classified as occupying
"nonfamily" statuses, even though some of these women were living with parents or related
adults. They occupy nonfamily statuses in the sense that they have not yet started their own
families, either by marrying or having a child. Given their high levels of labor force
participation, we expect most of these women to move into nontraditional family statuses once

they marry or have children.

In 1980, 29 percent of white women of child rearing age were married homemakers
(Table 1.4). By 1990, the figure was only 18 percent. (We assumed that most homemakers
without children were either anticipating an "Ozzie and Harriet Family" or had experienced such
a family in the past.) In just one decade, the percentage of white women in traditional family

statuses declined by 11 percentage points.

' Table 1.4
Women’s Work and Family Status, by Race, 1980 and 1990
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Along with the decline of women in traditional family statuses came an increase in
nontraditional statuses. By 1990, over half of all white women occupied nontraditional family
roles, and recent trends suggest that this percentage will continue to grow in the future. For
whites, the increase of women in nontraditional statuses was due entirely to increases in working
wives.’? There was no increase in single motherhood among white women during the 1980s.

Some readers may be surprised to find that such a small percentage of white women (of
childrearing age) were single mothers in 1990, given the considerable press coverage these
women attract. The apparent contradiction between the public perception and the reality can be
explained in part by the fact that the numbers in Table 1.4 refer to all women, whereas the
numbers most frequently quoted in the press refer to all mothers or all children. The percentage
of all white mothers who were single (unmarried) in 1990 was 16 percent whereas the
percentage of white women who were single mothers was only 7 percent.

The difference between the two figures illustrates a very important point: the prevalence
of single mother families (and the growth of such families) looks much more dramatic when the
base is all mothers as opposed to all women. If we are concerned about the conditions under
which children are being raised, mothers (or children) are the correct population to focus on. If
we are concemned about the condition of women, however, or if we are trying to understand the
reasons behind the changes in women'’s behavior, we should focus on all women rather than

mothers.

Focusing only on women with children can be misleading, since it ignores the fact that
women are less likely to be mothers today than they were in the past. In 1980, 49 percent of
white women were living with a minor child as compared to 45 percent in 1990. (Add rows 1,
3, 5 and 6 from Table 1.4). If motherhood declines among married women and remains the same
among single women, the proportion of children being raised by single mothers will necessarily
increase, even though the proportion of single women who are mothers does not.

Another reason why the percentage of single mothers appears to be low is that the Census
provides us with only a snapshot of the population in 1990. It does not count women who have
been single mothers in the past, but are no longer in this status, either because their children
moved away or because they got married or remarried. Nor does it identify women who will be
single mothers at some point in the future. The snapshot only tells us how widespread the

phenomenon is at a point in time.

A final indicator of the decline of the traditional Ozzie and Harriet Family is the increase
in women who were neither married nor raising children — women in nonfamily statuses.
Nearly 30 percent of white women between the age of 18 and 55 occupied this status in 1990.
The percentage grew by 2 percentage points (net) between 1980 and 1990. These increases
reflect the delays in marriage and increases in employment among recent cohorts of women.
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Black women were less likely than white women to occupy traditional family roles in
both 1980 and 1990. Like their white counterparts, black women also experienced a decline in
traditional statuses and an increase in nontraditional statuses during the 1980s. Black and white
women differed primarily in terms of the type of nontraditional family roles they occupied:
whereas white women were predominantly in dual-earner families, black women were
predominantly in single mother families. This difference increased during the 1980s.

Perhaps the most striking contrast between black and white women was the difference in
the prevalence of marriage: Nearly two thirds (64 percent) of white women were married in
1990 as compared to only a third (34 percent) of black women (percentages calculated from
Table 1.4). Furthermore, the marriage gap between whites and blacks was just as striking among
women without children (47 percent versus 24 percent) as it was among women with children
(84 percent versus 43 percent). Regardless of parental status, white women were twice as likely

as black women to be married.

The fact that the marriage differential between white and black women was the same for
mothers as for non-mothers means that whatever is causing black women to forego marriage is
affecting all women, not just mothers. This finding contradicts the argument that welfare benefits
are a major cause of the racial difference in marriage. While welfare may explain why women
with children might forego marriage, it does not explain why childless women are behaving in

a similar fashion.

Hispanic women were the most traditional of all women. They were the most likely to
be married homemakers and the least likely to occupy nontraditional family statuses in 1990, and
they experienced the smallest decline (in relative terms) in traditional roles during the 1980s.
What is most striking about hispanic women is their relatively low levels of labor force
participation. Regardless of whether they were married or single, and regardless of whether they
were raising children, hispanic women were more likely to be homemakers than black or white
women. The contrast between hispanic and white women was especially striking in 1990.
Whereas the ratio of employed women to homemakers was three to one among whites, it was

only 1.6 to one among hispanic women.

The only area in which Hispanic women were less traditional than white women was in
the prevalence of single motherhood. Fourteen percent of hispanic women were single mothers
in 1990 as compared with only 7 percent of white women. While the prevalence of single
motherhood among hispanics did not increase significantly as a percentage of all women between
1980 and 1990, it did increase as a percent of all mothers. In 1990 over 27 percent of hispanic
mothers were raising a child alone, up from 23 percent in 1980.
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Diversity and Inequality

Growing diversity in family roles has given Americans more freedom about how they
organize their personal lives, and, at the same time, has created greater disparity in standards of
living. In 1990, there were large differences in the economic status and poverty rates associated
with the different work and family statuses.” Women who were married and employed had
relatively high household incomes and low poverty rates in 1990. In contrast, single mothers
were in very bad shape, especially mother who were not employed. Single women without
children were doing about the same as women in traditional families. We do not report poverty
rates for the last category of women — single, childless, and not working — since we do not
believe the poverty rates of these women accurately reflect their standard of living (some were
students and others were living with roommates). :

Tabie 1.5
Total Household Income, Income/Need ratios, and
Poverty Rates of Women in different Types of Families, 1990

Regardless of race or ethnicity, marriage and employment were clearly associated with
a higher standard of living for women in 1990, whereas motherhood was associated with a lower
standard of living. Holding other factors constant, women who were living with children had
higher poverty rates than women who were not living with children, employed women were
better off than homemakers, and married women were better off than single women (holding

motherhood constant).

A notable difference between white and minority women was the income gap between
traditional homemakers (with children) and employed single mothers. Among whites, the former
were much better off than the latter, whereas among blacks and hispanics, the two statuses were
very similar. The total household income of married homemakers was slightly higher than the
income of employed, single mothers, but the poverty rates were virtually the same. This
underscores that fact that black and hispanic women have less to gain from marriage than white

women.

It is tempting to conclude from these comparisons that if ail women were married and
employed, poverty rates would be quite low in the United States: 2 to 3 percent for whites, 3
to 6 percent for blacks, and 6 to 13 percent for hispanics. Such a conclusion would be
misleading, however, since people sort themselves into different types of families, depending on
what they earn or expect to earn and what their potential partners earn or expect to earn. As we
noted above, women are less likely to marry if their potential partners have low earnings
capacity, and they are less likely to be in the labor force if their own earnings capacity is low.
Thus, if all single women were married and employed, the average household income of all
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women would not be as high as the income of the women who are currently married and
employed (and the poverty rates would not be as low.)

At the same time, it would be wrong to conclude that marriage and employment have no
effect on a person’s economic status. Regardless of initial earnings capacity, on-the-job
experience usually increases skills and earnings, and therefore women who are employed are
more likely to experience increases in their earnings capacity over time than women who are not
in the labor force. Similarly, pooling resources with another adult usually leads to a higher
standard of living simply because of economies of scale.

Consider the case of a two-parent family with two children. If the parents share a
household and pool resources, the income required for the family to live above the poverty line
was approximately $14,000 in 1991, according to the official U.S. poverty thresholds.* If the
parents live apart and both children live with the mother (or father), the same family members
need approximately $18,000 to live above the poverty line, $11,000 for the mother and two
children and $7,000 for the father living alone. Thus the parents’ decision to live together
reduces the amount of money required to keep the family above the poverty line.

Without making any assumptions about causality, it is clear that the diversification in
women’s roles and family statuses that occurred during the 1980s was associated with an growing
polarization of women into high and low income statuses (and children, since they almost always
live with their mothers). If we look at the poverty rates associated with each of the work and
family statuses, we see that white women in traditional statuses have moderate poverty rates
(relative to other white women), white women in dual earner families have low poverty rates, and
white single mothers have high poverty rates. Employed women in nonfamily statuses fall in the

middle range.”

Assuming that the poverty rates for different statuses were similar in 1980 and 1990, we
can see that the changes in the composition of white women’s family roles resulted in more
women concentrated in high income statuses and fewer women concentrated in middle income
statuses. The 11 percentage point decline in traditional homemakers — a moderate income group
— was offset by a 9 percentage point increase in employed wives — a high income group —
and a 2 percentage point (net) increase in women not living in families — a moderate income
group. Since the proportion of women in the low income category remained constant, the overall
effect of the reconfiguration of white women’s roles during the 1980s was toward more
concentration in high and low income statuses.

The story is somewhat different for black and hispanic women, although here too changes
in composition resuited in more women in high income statuses. Among black women, the
decline of women in the role of traditional homemaker was offset by an increase in employed
single mothers — a group with a moderate economic status — and employed single women with
no children — a group with a high economic status. Among hispanic women, the decline of
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traditional homemakers was offset primarily by an increase in employed, single women with no
children. What is especially noteworthy about the different racial patterns in Tables 1.4 and 1.5
is that white women improved their standard of living by moving into dual eamner families,
including families with children, whereas black and hispanic women improved their position by
moving into nonfamily statuses. This means that black and hispanic children did not benefit from
the gain in status experienced by black and hispanic women since the latter occurred mostly to

women without children.

Not only did the shifts in family roles lead to greater inequality among women of the
same race and ethnic background, they also led to greater disparity in economic status among
white, black, and hispanic women. In 1990, the poverty rate of women (aged 18 to 55) was 7.3
percent among whites, 19.7 percent among blacks, and 20.3 percent among hispanics. If black
and hispanic women had occupied the same family statuses as white women (and the poverty rate
associated with each status had remained the same), black women’s poverty rate would have been
about 12.5 percent and hispanic women'’s rate would have been 15.9 percent. The difference in
women’s family statuses accounts for about 58 percent of the poverty gap between black and
white women and for about 34 percent of the gap between hispanic and white women. The most
important family status difference between white and black women is single motherhood, whereas
the most difference between white and hispanic women is women’s employment.

A Closer Look At Three Nontraditional Families

Before concluding our discussion of the growing diversity in American families, we
examine three specific types of nontraditional families. Because of its large sample size, the
Census allows us to examine relatively uncommon family arrangements in some detail, and we
took advantage of this opportunity to compare the characteristics of different types of single
parent families in 1980 and 1990 (including families headed by single mothers and single
fathers). We also compare cohabiting couples with married couples in 1990.

Single Mothers

In 1990, single mothers, as a whole, did not appear to be particularly disadvantaged, in
terms of their human capital characteristics — education and work experience. (Table 1.6) The
typical white single mother was in her early thirties, she had some college education, and she was
employed. Only 2 percent of white single mothers were less than twenty years old, only 19
percent had failed to complete high school, and only 23 percent were neither working nor looking
for work. The typical black single mother was also in her early thirties, a high school graduate,
and in the labor force. Only 4 percent of black single mothers were teenagers, less than a third
were high school dropouts, and only 37 percent were not in the labor force. Hispanic single
mothers were similar to black and white mothers with respect to age. They were different,
however, with respect to education and employment status. Hispanic mothers were much less
educated — over half had not finished high school — and much less likely to be employed than

18



FILENAME: CATPKISARA\CENSUSS\SARAX.FIN 3:33pm 67794

white or black sihgle mothers.

Despite the rather positive profile of the typical single mother in 1990, there was
considerable diversity within this population. Some mothers, such as divorced and separated
mothers, had a considerable amount of education and work experience, whereas others, such as
never-married mothers, were much more vulnerable — younger, less educated, and less likely

to be employed.

In 1990, only 21 percent of white single mothers were never-married which means that
only a fifth of white mothers were in the "most vulnerable” category. The percentages were
much higher among blacks and hispanics — 56 and 37 percent respectively. The high percentage
of black never-married mothers accounted for a good deal of the education and employment
differences between black and white single mothers. If we compare black and white single
mothers within marital status categories, the differences in education and employment are much
smaller. In contrast, hispanic single mothers have much less education and work experience than
white and black mothers regardless of their marital status.

Table 1.6
Diversity Among Single Mothers, 1980 and 1990

Between 1980 and 1990, the education and employment status of single mothers
increased. This occurred for whites, blacks, and hispanics, and it occurred despite the fact that
the proportion of single mothers who were never married increased between 1980 and 1990. In
1990, 13 percent of white never-married mothers had a college degree and 68 percent were in
the labor force, up from 6 percent and 59 percent respectively in 1980. The fact that more single
mothers had college degrees in 1990 than in 1980 does not necessarily mean that college
educated women were more likely to become single mothers in 1990 than in 1980. The level
of education increased among all women during the 1980s, and the increase in education among
single mothers reflects this more general trend. (See chapter by Robert Mare.) In fact, the
percentage of white women with a college degree who were single mothers actually declined
during the 1980s (numbers not reported in Table 1.6). But since education levels increased very
rapidly, more single mothers had college degrees in 1990 than in 1980. The picture for biacks
was different. Black women with a college degree were more likely to be single mothers in 1990
than in 1980, and the increase (in percentage terms) in single motherhood was greater among
women with a college degree than among women with less education (numbers not reported in

Table 1.6).%

Perhaps the most unexpected change affecting single mothers during the 1980s was the
shift in living arrangements. After World War Il and up until 1980, single mothers had
increasingly established their own households as opposed to living as subfamilies, defined as
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living in the household of another family.”’” By 1980, only a small percentage of single mothers
were living in subfamilies. After 1980, however, the trend reversed, and by the end of the
decade the percentage in subfamilies was almost twice as high as it had been in 1980. Much of
the reversal was due to the fact that the proportion of never-married mothers increased, and
never-married mothers have always been more likely to live in subfamilies than other single
mothers. Even so, the trend toward subfamilies appears among single mothers who were
formerly married as well as those who were never married.

We suspect that this reversal was a response to the worsening economic condition during
the 1980s for those at the bottom end of the income distribution. As Susanni Bianchi and Frank
Levy point out in their chapters, men and women with only a high school education experienced
a decline in eaming during the 1980s, as jobs for low-skilled workers disappeared or were
shipped overseas. Single mothers, like other low-skilled workers, were strongly affected by these
economic dislocations. Thus, it makes sense that single mothers would have moved in with their
parents or other relatives as a way of coping with economic insecurity.

Despite the tendency to "double-up” with relatives during the 1980s, and despite the
increase in cohabitation among young adults, single mothers still had relatively low levels of
cohabitation in 1990, as compared with single mothers in other countries. In 1990, only 7
percent of white and hispanic single mothers and only 5 percent of black mothers were
cohabiting. As we noted at the beginning of this chapter, a substantial percentage of unmarried
mothers in other western countries, particularly the Scandinavian countries, live with the fathers

of their children even though they are not legally married.*®

Single Fathers

Single fathers — defined as unmarried men living with their own or adopted minor child
— are much less common than single mothers. In 1990, only about 13 percent of children in
single parent families were living with single fathers.”” The percentage was somewhat higher
among whites (16 percent) and lower among hispanics (10 percent) and blacks (6 percent). The
number of children living in single father families grew from 748,000 in 1970 to nearly 2 million
in 1990, and the proportion of children in one parent families who were living with their fathers
increased from 9 percent to nearly 13 percent over this 20 year period.

Table 1.7
Characteristics of Single Fathers, 1980 and 1990

In 1990, the typical single father was somewhat older and less educated than the typical
single mother. He was also more likely to be in the labor force. The most striking difference
between single mothers and single fathers was their living arrangements. A much larger
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percentage of single fathers than single mothers were cohabiting or living with relatives. Thirty
percent of white single fathers were cohabiting and another 21 percent were living in a subfamily
or with a related adult such as a brother or sister. The numbers for black and hispanic fathers
were even higher — approximately 80 percent. In short, most single fathers were sharing their
child rearing responsibilities with another adult.

Cohabiting Couples

In our previous discussion of women’s roles and statuses (Table 1.4), cohabiting women
were treated as occupying a nonfamily status, unless they were single mothers. Many people
argue, however, that cohabitation represents another legitimate form of family to be treated on
an equal basis with marriage.* Indeed, in producing their family statistics, France, Denmark,
Sweden and Canada sometimes treat cohabiting unions and legal marriages the same.* In the
U.S. there is considerable debate over whether cohabitation is a precursor of marriage, a
substitute for marriage, or simply a more serious boyfriend-girlfriend type of relationship. Sweet
and Bumpass have shown that in the U.S., adults who have cohabited in the past are more likely
to have egalitarian sex role attitudes than adults who have not cohabited. They are also more
likely to approve of mothers of pre-school age children working full time.

Table 1.8
Comparison of Married and Cohabiting Couples, 1990

Given the differences in attitudes, we were not surprised to find that cohabiting couples
had less traditional relationships than married couples. Among whites, cohabitors were more
likely to report that the woman was the head of the household, suggesting a more egalitarian
organization of roles within the household. They were also less likely to mimic the traditional
gender roles of breadwinner-husband and homemaker-wife. In cohabiting couples, the woman
was more likely to be the primary breadwinner in the family -— defined as the partner who works
more hours outside the home — and she was more likely to be more educated than her partner,
as compared with the woman in a married-couple family. Women in cohabiting relationships
also were more likely to be older than their partners. All together these findings indicate that
relative to their partners, women in cohabiting couples have more human capital and are more
economically independent than women in married-couple families.

The same pattern exists among black and hispanic couples. As was true of whites,
minority women in cohabiting relationships were more likely than married women to be more
educated than their partners, and they were more likely to be the primary breadwinners and

"household heads.”

Minority cohabiting couples were more likely to have children than white cohabiting
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couples. The parenting differential between married and cohabiting couples was also much
smaller among minority couples which is consistent with the high percentage of never-married
black and hispanic single fathers and the high levels of cohabitation among single fathers of these
racial groups. The fact that parenthood is nearly as common among cohabiting couples suggests
that cohabitation has become more of a substitute for marriage in minority communities than in

the white community.

Cross-National Comparisons

The trends affecting American families have touched families in nearly all the western,
industrialized countries. And the changes in families and living arrangements have also occurred
in nearly all countries. As shown in an earlier section of the paper (Table 1.3), divorce rates,
illegitimacy ratios, single motherhood, and women’s employment increased in nearly all western
industrialized countries between 1960 and 1990, although some countries started from a much
smaller base than others, and some countries experienced much faster growth rates than others.

We used information from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) to examine the work and
family statuses of women in seven different industrialized countries, including the U.S.*
Sweden, had the lowest prevalence of women occupying traditional family roles, which is what
we would expect, given the high labor force participation rates of women in that country. In
contrast, Italy, The Netherlands and Germany had the highest percentage of women in traditional
statuses — similar to American women in the 1950s. Again, this was not surprising, given that
divorce rates, illegitimacy ratios, and labor force participation rates were below average in these
countries. Women in Canada and Great Britain, two English-speaking countries, were similar

to women in the U.S.*

Table 1.9
International Comparisons of Women’s Work and Family Status

In the 1980s, women in the United States were more likely to be single mothers than
women in the other countries we studied. Even in Sweden, which had a low percentage of
women in traditional work and family roles, and a high percentage of women in nontraditional
roles, women were much less likely to be single mothers than they were in the U.S.. As noted
earlier, in Sweden, a woman with children was counted as living in a married-couple family if
she was cohabiting, whereas in the U.S. she was classified as a single mother. Since only a
small proportion of single mothers are cohabiting in the United States (see Table 1.6), this
practice does not have much effect on the prevalence of single mothers in the U.S.. In contrast,
if we counted cohabiting mothers in Sweden as “single mothers," the prevalence of this status
would have been much higher in the mid 1980s, about as high as the prevalence in the U.S. It
would be inappropriate to count cohabiting women in Sweden as single mothers, however, since
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most of these women were living with the fathers of their children.

Except in Italy, between 20 and 30 percent of women in other western countries were
occupying nonfamily statuses. The low percentage of Italian women in this category underscores
once again the continuing importance of traditional family roles in that country.

What about the relationship between family diversity and economic status in other
countries? Are single mothers just as disadvantaged elsewhere as they are in the United States?
The answer to this question is "yes" and "no". It is "yes" in the sense that single mother families
(especially families with a nonemployed mother) have the highest poverty rates of all families
in every country. It is "no" in the sense that the disparity between single mother families and
other families with children is much larger in the U.S. than in most other countries. (Canada is
an exception). In the Netherlands, for example, the difference in poverty rates between
nonemployed single mothers and married homemakers with children was only 6 percentage points
in the mid 1980s (Table 1.10). In Sweden, the difference between the "worst off" (nonemployed
single mothers) and "best off" (employed married mothers) families was 18 percentage points,
and in the U.S. it was a striking 60 percentage points! Thus, while single mother families have
the highest poverty rates in all countries, they are much worse off, relatively speaking, in the U.s.

than in the european countries.

Table 1.10
International Comparisons of Poverty Rates
of different Types of Families and Households

The cross-national variation in the economic position of single mothers is partly due to
differences in women’s demographic characteristics and partly due to different social welfare
policies (and to the economic, political and cultural differences that gave rise to these
policies).* Some countries, such as Holland and Sweden, have highly developed welfare states
with very generous income-transfer programs (and high tax rates). Poverty rates are relatively
low among single mothers in these countries, as they are among all citizens. Other nations, such
as the United States and Canada, have a more "free-market” approach to income redistribution,
and single mothers receive rather meager benefits which are income tested. Poverty rates are
high in these countries because the government does not provide much of 2 safety pet for adults
who are not employed or for children living with nonemployed parents.

The cross-national contrast is instructive for several reasons. Not only does it show that
most other countries (except Canada) do a better job than the U.S. in lowering poverty rates
among single mother families, it also shows that other countries reduce poverty without creating
a high prevalence of single mothers and, in some instances, without creating a class of welfare-
dependent mothers. In the United States, the debate over how best to help single-mother families
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is often posed as a dilemma over whether to provide generous benefits, thereby minimizing the
poverty of single mothers, or meager benefits, hopefully minimizing the prevalence and welfare
dependence of single mothers.*

The Swedish and Dutch examples suggest that there are ways around these apparent
tradeoffs. Both countries do much more to reduce poverty among single-mother families, and
yet the prevalence of single parent families in these countries is half of what it is in the U.S.
This alone should tell us that reducing poverty through generous income transfers and social
policies does not automatically lead to a high prevalence of single parent families. Even more
intriguing, Sweden has found a way to reduce poverty without encouraging welfare dependence.
Single mothers in Sweden are more likely to be employed than single mothers in the U.S. which
means that they are not dependent on government for most of their income. Sweden minimizes
both poverty and dependence by providing assistance in a way that promotes mothers’
employment. The Swedish welfare state provides women with low cost childcare, flexible work
schedules, and well-paying jobs. While these policies are very expensive, they keep poverty rates
low and they keep welfare dependence low.

Holland’s and Great Britain’s approach is different. These countries provide generous
benefits but they do not expect single mothers to work outside the home, just as married mothers
are not expected to work. Consequently, single mothers in Holland and the U.K. are not poor,
but they are more dependent on government transfers than they are in Sweden.

WHY HAS MARRIAGE DECLINED?

Many explanations have been given for the decline in marriage over the past four decades.
One of the major arguments focuses on women’s growing economic independence.* According
to this view, the rise in women's employment opportunities and earning power have reduced the
benefits of marriage and made divorce and single life more attractive. While marriage still offers
women the benefits associated with sharing income and household costs with a spouse, for some
women these benefits do not outweigh other costs, whatever these may be.

There is no doubt that women’s earnings have increased since the 1950s. For a while,
much of the gain was due to increases in the number of hours women worked. During the last
two decades, however, women’s wages have increased relative to men’s. Suzanne Bianchi
discusses this in more detail elsewhere in this volume (see Bianchi). A large body of evidence
suggests that women’s economic independence —— measured as increases in wages as well as
increases in labor force participation — is related to declines in marriage and increases in marital

disruption.”’
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Another component of women’s economic independence is the welfare benefit that is
available to poor women raising children. Along with the increase in women’s earnings, the
value of the welfare benefit (AFDC plus Food Stamps) rose during the 1960s and early 1970s,
which further contributed to the economic independence of women, especially poorly educated
women whose earning prospects were not so good. Since the mid 1970s, however, the value of
welfare benefits has declined. Between 1970 and 1980, the average maximum annual welfare
benefit across all states for a family of four went from $9595 (in 1990 dollars) to $7723.
Between 1980 and 1990, it dropped to $7142. In other words, the average maximum welfare
benefit for a mother with two children fell by 26 percent in twenty years.

Much has been written about the role of welfare in undermining marriage and encouraging
single motherhood in the United States, and many of the proposals for "welfare reform" that are
currently being proposed at the state and federal levels are aimed at correcting the so-called
marriage disincentives in the existing welfare system. Indeed, conservatives such as Charles
Murray often blame welfare for all of the growth of single mother families during this period.”
While welfare obviously makes women at the very bottom end of the income distribution more
economically independent of the men they might marry, it is less obvious that the growth of
welfare benefits can account for very much of the decline in marriage during the past two
decades. We say this for several reasons. First, as noted above, welfare benefits actually
declined between 1970 and 1990. Second, the decline in marriage has occurred throughout the
population and extends far beyond the group of women potentially eligible for welfare. It is hard
to argue that middle-class and upper-middie class women are influenced by the prospect of
receiving welfare. Finally, empirical research indicates that welfare is only weakly related to

marriage.*

A second set of explanations for the decline in marriage focuses on the availability, or
lack of availability, of potential marriage partners for women. Availability is defined both in
terms of the quantity and quality of potential mate.”! The quantity problem is believed to have
originated with the baby boom which created a surplus of young women (relative to young men
two or three years older) in the late sixties and early seventies. Many more women were born
in 1947 than men in 1945, so when these women reached marriageable ages they found a small
pool of "appropriately” aged men. This phenomenon, which demographers call the "marriage
squeeze,” may have contributed to the delay in marriage during the late 1960s and early 1970s,
but it cannot account for the continuing declines during the 1980s. Indeed, if cohort size were
all that mattered, we would have seen a decline in age at first marriage beginning in the late
1970s, when there was a surplus of young men. The quantity of available males is also affected
by the fact that young men have higher mortality rates than young women, due to homicide and
accidents rates, and by the fact that young men are much more likely to be incarcerated than
young women. Incarceration rates increased during the 1980s, especially among young black
men. While not very many men are in jail at any point in time, a jail record may affect a man’s
chances of marriage by making it harder for him to find a steady job later on.
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The quality of potential marriage partners is a function of men’s job opportunities.
William Julius Wilson and Katherine Neckerman define the "Marriageable Male Pool Index"
(MMPI) as the number of employed men per 100 women in the population.”? They argue that
de-industrialization and economic restructuring, which occurred during the 1970s and 1980s, led
to a loss of jobs in the central cities of the midwest and northeast regions of the country which,
in turn, reduced the employment prospects for men, especially black men. In addition,
economists have recently shown that during the 1980s there was a shift in the demand from
unskilled to skilled workers which further undermined the economic position of low-skilled men.
The bulk of the jobs created during the 1980s were jobs for men with a college education. Men
with only a high school degree did not benefit from the expansion during the 1980s which means
that the pool of "marriageable males" did not improve despite the improvement in the economy
overall. (Frank Levy discusses this "mis-match" between skill and jobs in his chapter in this
volume.) The major problem with the "lack of marriageable males" argument is that it does not
account for the decline in marriage among men with a college education. Presumably, these men
would be seen as very attractive marriage partners and yet they too have experienced a decline

in marriage.

The hypothesis about the decline in marriageable males is really an extension of the
women’s economic independence argument, since women’s independence is a function of
women’s eamning power relative to men’s earning power. Women'’s independence can increase
either because women’s earning power goes up faster than men’s or because it goes down more
slowly than men’s. Similarly, increases in welfare benefits only make women more independent
if the earning power of their potential mates does not increase as fast as welfare. Welfare also
can make women more independent if men’s earnings are declining faster than welfare benefits.

When we look at the data on men’s and women’s eamning power together, we see that
since 1970 women have become more economically independent relative to men. For educated
women, this has occurred because women have done better both absolutely and relative to men.
For poor women, it has occurred because women have not done as poorly as low-skilled men.
Thus, while the source of independence is different for women with different educational
backgrounds, the trend in independence is the same for all women. In principle the independence
argument can account for declines in marriage among men and women at all points in the income

distribution.

A final set of explanations for why marriage has become less common emphasizes
changes in culture, norms and attitudes.”® According to this view, a "revolution" in social
norms occurred during the 1960s, transforming people’s ideas about the importance of marriage
and families. The new ideology encouraged people to put personal freedom and self-fulfillment
above family commitments. It also encouraged people to expect more from their marriages and
to leave "bad" marriages if their expectations were not fulfilled. One example of the change in
attitudes about family responsibility is reflected in the response to the statement, "When there are
children in the family, parents should stay together even if they don’t get along.” In the early
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1960s, over half of all women agreed with this statement; by the 1980s, only 20 percent
agreed.**

Revolutions in sexual behavior and methods of contraception also occurred during the
1960s, reducing the stigma associated with nonmarital sexual intercourse and childbearing and
making cohabitation an attractive option to marriage. The increase in cohabitation that occurred
during the 1970s and 1980s, among both never-married and among formerly married adults,
would not have been possible in a time when sex outside marriage was seen as sinful and

deviant.

While many analysts who have studied these questions conclude that changes in social
norms and values followed rather than proceeded increases in divorce and delays in marriage,
cultural phenomenon are likely to have important feedback effects once they get started.
Moreover, once women have achieved a certain level of independence — once they can support
themselves outside marriage — norms and values may become increasingly important in
determining their choices about marriage and childbearing.

To see if differences in women’s and men’s employment opportunities were related to
differences in the prevalence of marriage in the United States in 1990, we selected the 100 largest
metropolitan areas (metropolitan areas) and created indices of men’s and women’s characteristics
in each of the areas. We looked at the characteristics of blacks and whites separately since the
two races appear to have more or less separate marriage markets. To measure the level of
marriage in a particular area, we used the percentage of women in their late twenties (aged of
25 and 29) who were married. Ideally, we would have liked to have counted only women who
had married during the past year — this would be the best indicator of current marriage rates —
but the 1990 Census does not provide information on date of marriage, and so we used women
in their late twenties as a proxy for recent marriages.

We measured women’s employment opportunities by the percent of women in each area
with a college degree and the percent of women who worked full-time, year round. We also
looked at the median earnings of full-time women workers. All of these measures were based
on women in their late twenties. To measure the quantity of potential male marriage partners,
we took the percent of men working full-time year round, the percent unemployed, and the
median income of all men. We included men with zero income in our measure of men’s
economic status so that we could measure the status of ali men as opposed to only men with

jobs.

Each metropolitan area was assigned the maximum AFDC-Food Stamp guarantee for the
family of four in that state. In the few cases where a metropolitan area included two states, we
used the higher of the two state benefits. We also created measures of the sex ratio — number
of men aged 28 to 33 over number of women aged 25 to 29, population size, and the percent of
the population that was black in each metropolitan area. We included population size in order
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to measure urbanization, and we included "percent black" to measure racial concentration. The
latter variable also measures regional differences. (The marriage market characteristics for the
100 largest metropolitan area are reported in Appendices Al and A2.)

In 1990, the Tulsa, Oklahoma and Mobile, Alabama metropolitan areas had the highest
marriage levels (percentage of women married) among white women. Over 75 percent of young
white women living in these areas were married in 1990.> The Boston and San Francisco areas
had the lowest marriage levels: less than 45 percent of white women in these areas were

married.

The metropolitan areas encompassing New Brunswick-Perth Amboy, New Jersey, San
Antonio, Texas, and San Diego, California had the highest marriage rates for black women.
Nearly 50 percent of the young women in these three areas were married. New Haven,
Connecticut had the lowest marriage level: only 9 percent. After New Haven, which appears
to be an outlier, Rochester and Buffalo, New York and Milwaukee, Wisconsin had the lowest rate
of marriage — around 15 percent. Once again we are confronted with the huge disparity in

marriage between white and black women.

There was considerable variation across the different metropolitan areas with respect to
women'’s full-time employment and education in 1990 (See Appendix B). In contrast, the range
in the median earnings of full-time women workers was not very wide: $14,000 to $26,000
among whites and $12,000 to $21,522 among blacks. Welfare benefits ranged from a low of
$4621 to a high of $9513. The availability of quality male marriage partners also differed
dramatically across metropolitan areas. Median earnings for all males, including those not in the
labor force, ranged from $13,888 to $32,000 among whites and from $2,200 to $22,000 among

black men.

In 1990, the employment picture was much worse for black men than for white men,
especially at the low end of the range. In at least one metropolitan area, the median earnings of
all black men — $2200 — was lower than the minimum welfare benefit in the worst area —
$4600. This was not the case for whites. The median income of men in the lowest income area
— $13,888 — was over $4,000 higher than the maximum welfare benefit.
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Accounting for Area-Wide Differences in Marriage, 1990

To determine which of the marriage market characteristics were important predictors of
marriage, we estimated multiple regression equations, using the metropolitan areas as our units
of analysis.”® Starting with the 100 largest metropolitan areas in 1990, we created variables for
each characteristic in each area in 1990, 1980 and 1970. For information on the means and
coefficients from these regressions, see Appendices B and C. We estimated separate equations

for whites and blacks.

We found that all of the indicators of women’s earning potential — high education, full-
time employment, and high median earnings — were strongly (and negatively) associated with
the level of marriage among white women. Marriage was less common in areas where women
were well-educated and where women’s employment opportunities were good. Similarly, all of
the indicators of men’s earning power — full-time employment, low unemployment, and high
median earnings — were positively associated with marriage. A high sex ratio (more men than
women) and a low AFDC-food stamp benefit also increased marriage.

The resuits for blacks were similar to those for whites with one important exception:
none of the indicators of women'’s earning power were significantly related to marriage, although
the signs of the coefficients were in the right direction. Otherwise, marriage markets appear to

operate the same for blacks and whites.

To get an idea of the relative importance of the different characteristics, we asked —
what if all the metropolitan areas had the same women’s characteristics as the area with the most
independent women? What if all the areas had the same characteristics as the area with the least
independent women? What if all the areas had the same characteristics as the area with the least

and most marriageable men?

By taking the maximum and minimum values for women’s education, full-time
employment, and median earnings, and multiplying these values by the coefficients from our
multiple regression equation, we came up with predicted marriage levels ranging from 44 percent
to 86 percent among white women and ranging from 37 to 44 percent among black women. In
short, differences in women’s independence had a Iot to do with differences in marriage among
white women in 1990 and very little to do with differences in marriage among black women.
The latter is not surprising, given that women’s characteristics were not good predictors of

marriage to begin with.

Using the maximum and minimum values for men’s earning power, we came up with
predicted marriage levels ranging from 52 percent to 80 percent among whites and from 25
percent to 55 percent among blacks. Differences in men’s earning power have a lot to do with
differences in marriage for both blacks and whites. Finally, substituting the low and high values
of the AFDC-Food Stamp benefit yielded marriage levels ranging from 65 percent to 71 percent
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among whites and from 33 percent to 44 percent among blacks. In general welfare is less
important in determining marriage levels than men’s and women’s earning power, and it is more
important in determining marriage levels among blacks than among whites.”’

To see how much of the race differences in marriage levels in 1990 could be "accounted
for" by differences in marriage market characteristics, we substituted the means of the black
marriage market characteristics into the white equation and calculated predicted marriage rates
for whites. We performed a similar exercise using the white means and the black equation. This
resulted in a 10 percentage point decline in marriage levels for whites and a 10 percentage point
increase in marriage levels for blacks. About 35 percent of the race difference in marriage in
1990 was due to differences in marriage market characteristics, principally differences in men’s

employment opportunities.
Accounting for the Trend in Marriage, 1970 to 1990

In addition to the cross-sectional comparison, we looked at whether changes in marriage
market characteristics between 1970 and 1990 could "account for" the decline in marriage over
this period of time. We used the same equation as we used for the cross-sectional model, only
this time we substituted the means for women's and men’s characteristics in 1970, 1980, and
1990 and calculated predicted marriage rates for each of the three years. Neither changes in
AFDC nor changes in the sex ratio could have accounted for declines in marriage between 1970
and 1990 since these two variables changed in ways that should have increased marriage. AFDC
benefits declined during the 1970s and 1980s, and the ratio of men to women increased.

As shown in Figure 1.5, increases in women'’s earning power can "account for” over 70
percent of the decline in marriage among white women between 1970 and 1990, whereas the
decreases in men’s earning power can account for only about 8 percent of the decline. We
should point out that most of this effect is due to changes in women’s employment rather than
changes in earnings or education. Since employment may be a consequence of the decline in
marriage as well as a cause, we must be cautious about how we interpret this relationship.
Nevertheless, the fact that women’s employment is strongly related to the decline in marriage for
whites between 1970 and 1990 is noteworthy and merits further investigation.

For blacks, the story is different. As shown in Figure 1.6, neither changes in women’s
nor men’s earning power account for the substantial drop in marriage rates among blacks during
the 1970s and 1980s. The decline in men’s employment explains about 10 percent of the decline
in marriage whereas the increase in women’s earning power has no effect. This is very different
from the cross-sectional results which showed that differences in men’s employment opportunities
accounted for a substantial portion of the difference in marriage across metropolitan areas. The
reason for the disparity is that the decline in men’s employment opportunities between 1970 and
1990 was much smaller than the cross-state differences in 1990.
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Figures 1.5 and 1.6
The Effects of Changes in Marriage Market
Characteristics on Percent of Women Married

Our analysis of marriage markets is very crude, but it gives the reader an idea of how the
census data can be used to test some of the different hypotheses about the decline in marriage.
Based on preliminary findings, we believe it would be useful to construct several marriage
markets within each metropolitan areas: one for men and women with low skills and education,
another for men and women with a high school degree, and a third for men and women with
some college education. Given the increasing inequality that has occurred during the past two
decades, we suspect that a more disaggregated look at marriage opportunities would produce a
clearer picture of the relationships among men’s earning potential, women’s earning potential,
welfare, and marrage.

CONCLUSIONS

Four demographic trends underlie the changes in the American family during the past four
decades: the delay (and decline) in marriage, the increase in marital instability, the change in
marital and nonmarital birth rates, and increase in mothers’ labor force participation. In the
1950s, the typical family consisted of a breadwinner-husband, homemaker-wife, and two children.
Today, there is a much more diverse set of living arrangements, including dual-earner couples,
single parent families, childless couples, cohabiting couples and non-family households. The
good news is that family diversity reflects the fact that many people have more freedom and
more choice about how to organize their personal lives. The bad news is that greater diversity
has led to greater income inequality. While dual-earner couples enjoy a high and apparently
increasing standard of living, single mother families are under great economic stress. Diversity
has also led to a wider gap in the standard of living between blacks and whites, especially in
families with children. Whereas white children are increasingly being raised in dual-earner
families, black children are concentrated in single parent families.

The high poverty rates of single parent families are not inevitable, as can be seen from
the experiences of other western countries. While marital instability and nonmarital childbearing
have risen in all parts of the industrialized world, the economic consequences of single
motherhood are much greater in the U.S. than elsewhere. Other countries are much more
generous than the U.S. in terms of providing income and other kinds of economic support for
single mothers (housing, childcare, health care). And surprisingly, their generosity has not led
to high levels of single motherhood. Sweden has been especially creative in dealing with the
dilemma of how to help single mothers without increasing prevalence and without encouraging
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dependence on government. This nation provides generous benefits to single mothers in a way
that reduces poverty while promoting self sufficiency. The U.S. has much to leamn from the

Swedish example.

Finally, we found that increases in women’s economic independence accounts for a
substantial part of the recent decline in marriage among whites. The independence hypothesis
does not account for trends in marriage among black men and women, however. Two other
economic explanations for the decline in marriage — lack of marriageable males and welfare
benefits — do not account for recent trends in marriage, not because these factors are unrelated
to marriage but because they have not changed in ways that would discourage marriage. Men’s
employment and earnings, in the aggregate, have remained fairly constant over the past twenty
years, and welfare benefits have declined. What the census data do not tell us is whether
changes in attitudes and values are related to declines in marriage. To the extent that such
changes are important, they are likely to be more important among blacks than whites.
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Table 1.1

Printed 3:37pm /394

Percent of Unmarried Males and Females Cohabiting in 1980 and 1990

Males Females
1980 1990 1980 1990
15-24 23 34 4.0 5.6
25-34 11.4 13.1 11.9 16.2
35-44 10.9 13.9 5.1 16.1
45-64 7.8 9.7 32 4.8
65 and over 4.6 4.5 14 0.8
Total 53 79 4.3 6.6
NOTE: "The term cohabiting refers to adults living in unmarried-couple households.
SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports. "Marital Status and Living

Arrangements: March 1990." Series P-20, No. 450. U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1991. U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports.
"Marital Status and Living Arrangements: March 1980." Series P-20, No. 365.
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1981. U.S. Census Bureau, unpublished

tabulations.
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Table 1.2

Percentage of Women (age 18-55) Who Are Married, Single Parents', and Employed

Mothers, 1980 and 1990, by Race

% all mothers who are

% married % single mothers employed’

_ 1980 1990 %A 1980 1990 %A 1980 1990 %A
Whites 66 64 -2 7 7 0 53 69 +16
Blacks 38 33 -5 26 28 +2 60 68 +8
Hispanics 61 55 -6 13 14 +1 51 58 +7

NOTES: ISingle; includes divorced, widowed and never married mothers.

SOURCE:

*Usually worked 20 or more hours per week last year.

Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1980 and 1990.
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International Comparisons: Divorce Rat;?tﬁfe;iSMacy Ratios, and Women’s Employment
Divorce Rate' Illegitimacy Single Parents’ Employed
Ratio® Women*
1960° 1990° 1960 1990 1960 1988 1970 1988
United States 9 21 5 28 ¢ 23 45 73
Canada 2 12 4 24 9 15 41 75
Denmark 6 13 8 46 17 200 - NA 90
France 3 14 .6 30 9 12 52 75
Germany® 4 8 6 11 8 14 48 = 62
Italy 1 2 2 6 NA NA 44 61
Netherlands 2 8 1 11 9 15 24 55
Sweden 5 12 11 47 9 13 61 89
United Kingdom 2 12 5 28 6 13 43 66

NOTES:

SOURCES:

NA = Not available.

'Divorce rate per 1,000 married women.

Percent of all births born to unmarried women.

*Percent of all family households that are single-parent. 1971 and 1986 for
Canada. 1976 and 1988 for Denmark. 1968 and 1988 for France.
1972 and 1988 for Germany. 1961 and 1985 for Netherlands. 1960
and 1985 for Sweden. 1961 and 1987 for the United Kingdom. Age
restrictions for children difter by country.

*Percent of women aged 25 to 34 (25-39 in Italy) in the labor force.

51970 for Italy.

61989 for France.

71977 for Italy.

$For former West Germany.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1993;
Constance Sorrentino, "The Changing Family in International Perspective,”
Monthly Labor Review, March 1990; 41-58.
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Table 1.4
quen’s Work and Family Status, 1980 and 1990, by Race.

% in 1980 % in 1990 Percentage point change

WHITES:
Traditional Family
Married, child, homemaker 21 i2 -9
Married, no child, homemaker B 6 -2
Nontraditional Family
Married, child, employed 21 26 +5
Married, no child, employed 16 20 +4
Single, child, employed 5 5 0
Single, child, homemaker 2 2 0
Non-Family
Single, no child, employed 21 24 +3
Single, no child, not employed 6 5 -1
BLACKS:
Traditional Family
Married, child, homemaker 9 5 ‘ -4
Married, no child, homemaker 4 3 -1
Nontraditional Family
Married, child, employed 17 17 : 0
Marmied, no child, employed 8 9 +1
Single, child, employed 14 17 +3
Single, child, homemaker 12 11 -1
Non-Family
Single, no child, employed 21 25 +4
Single, no child, not employed i5 13 -2
HISPANICS:
Traditional Family
Married, child, homemaker 22 16 -6
Married, no child, homemaker 6 6 0
Nontraditional Family
Married, child, employed 22 22 0
Married, no child, employed 10 11 +1
Single, child, employed 7 +1
Single, child, homemaker 6 6 0
Non-Family
Single, no child, employed 17 21 +4
Single, no child, not employed 10 10 0

SOURCE: Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1980 and 1990.
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Table 1.5
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Total Household Income, Per Capita Income, and Poverty Rate of

Women by Work and Family Status, 1990

Household Poverty Rate
Income ($) (%)*
WHITE WOMEN
married, child, homemaker 45,900 10
married, no child, homemaker 50,000
married, child, employed 52,100
married, no child, employed 57,500
single, child, employed 29,100 16
single, child, homemaker 16,500 63
single, no child, employed 43,800 8
single, no child, not employed 41,000 NA
BLACK WOMEN
married, child, homemaker 31,400 26
married, no child, homemaker 29,900 23
married, child, employed 44,300 6
married, no child, employed 49,000 3
single, child, employed 26,000 27
single, child, homemaker 13,000 73
single, no child, employed 36,000 10
singlé, no child, not employed 25,500 NA
HISPANIC WOMEN
married, child, homemaker 29,600 27
married, no child, homemaker 36,000 22
married, child, employed 42,600 13
married, no child, employed 48,800 6
single, child, employed 26,700 26
single, child, homemaker 15,400 71
single, no child, employed 41,300 15
30,800 NA

single, no child, not employed

NOTES:

SOURCE:

'Family types defined by the woman’s status.
Incomes rounded to nearest hundred dollars.

3Poverty rate is based on family income adjusted for size.

Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1990.
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Table 1.6
Characteristics of Single Mothers' by Marital Status and Race, 1980 and 1990
all single mothers 1990
never divorced/
married separated widowed
1980 1990 mothers mothers mothers
WHITES
Education
% high school dropout 25 19 25 17 25
% high school grad 43 33 39 33 22
% at least some college 32 47 36 50 53
Employment
% employed 68 67 52 72 68
% looking for job 6 10 16 8 10
Living Arrangements
% related adult 19 11 3 12 29
% subfamily 11 18 40 12 13
% cohabiting’ N/A -7 6 7 2
Age
% under 25 years 14 14 35 9 0
BLACKS
Education
% high school dropout 41 32 38 24 43
% high school grad 36 33 33 33 32
% at least some college 23 35 38 43 25
Employment
% employed 49 52 42 66 44
% looking for job 9 12 14 8 13
Living Arrangements
% related adult 26 17 11 23 46
% subfamily 14 23 32 12 5
% cohabiting N/A 5 6 4 5
Age
% under 25 years 22 21 33 5 1
HISPANICS
Education
% high school dropout 60 51 59 44 69
% high schoot grad 24 25 23 27 20
% at least some college 16 24 18 ' 30 11
Employment
% employed 46 48 38 56 34
% looking for job 6 10 11 10 6
Living Arrangements
% related adult 22 20 I3 23 36
% subfamily li 24 . 41 15 14
% cohabiting N/A 7 8 7 7
Age
% under 25 years 18 21 41 10 0
NOTE: '‘Unmarried mothers living with natural, adopted or stepchildren under age 18.

The response "“unmarried partner”’ was not added as a valid relationship code until the 1990
Census. Comparisons based on different definitions would be misleading; these

estimates are not included in this table.

SOURCE: Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1990.
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NOTES:

SOURCE:

Table 1.7
Characteristics of Single Father' Families, by Race, 1980 and 1990
1930 1990
WHITES
Marital Status®
% never married 14 19
% divorced/separated 70 72
% widowed 17 9
Education
% high school dropout 29 28
% high school grad 39 36
% at least some college 31 37
Employment
% employed R4 84
% looking for job 9 7
Living Arrangements
% related adult 19 11
% subfamily 7 10
% cohabiting’ N/A 30
Age
%0 under 25 years 17 ]
BLACKS
Marital Status
% never married 36 52
% divorced/separated 50 42
% widowed 14 6
Education
% high school dropout 43 33
% high school grad 31 37
% at least some college 26 31
Employment
% employed 65 65
% looking for job 11 12
Living Arrangements
% related adult 21 11
% subfamily 13 40
% cohabiting N/A 29
Age
% under 25 years 15 12
HISPANICS
Marital Status
% never married 34 52
% divorced/separated 55 43
% widowed 11 5
Education
% high school dropout 53 54
% high school grad 22 24
% at least some college 25 22
Employment
% emﬂlloyed 72 75
% looking for job i0 12
Li)#glﬁ_rr_ﬂg%%
o related aduit 21 15
% subfamily 7 19
% cohabiting N/A 45
%
o under 25 years 15 18

'Unmarried fathers living with natural adopted or step children under 18.

Printed 3:37pm 6/3/94

2A more detailed table by marital status (see table 1.8) is not possible due to the small sample

size.

The response “unmarried partner” was not added as a valid relationship code until the 1990
Census. Comparisons based on different definitions would be misleading; these estimates are

not included in this table.

Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1990.
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- Table 1.8
Comparison of Married and Cohabiting Couples in 1990, by Race' (aged 30-34)

White Black Hispanic
Married  Cohabiting  Married  Cohabiting  Married  Cohabiting

% With Children 79.9 34.8 85.1 66.9 87.8 70.0
% Female Head® 8.1 413 14.4 54.6 8.4 37.2
Education®
% Male Higher 29.0 27.8 23.1 25.1 23.5 23.0
% Same 46.9 425 46.4 42.0 54.8 48.2
% Female Higher 24.1 29.7 30.5 32.9 21.7 28.8

Number of hours
usually worked®

% Male Higher 455 23.2 212 24.0 44 8 32.5
% Same 51.1 67.6 66.3 64.5 50.5 59.1
% Female Higher 3.4 92 6.5 11.5 4.7 8.4
Age®
% Male Higher 36.4 49.0 36.1 49.1 41.2 45.4
% Same 52.4 28.0 49.7 28.9 46.1 312
% Female Higher 11.2 23.0 14.2 22.0 12,7 23.4
NOTES: 'The race of the couple is defined by the race of the household head.

?Children are natural, adopted, or step children of the household head.

3The Census form allows couples to report who they consider to be the
household head. % Female Head is the percentage of couples who reported the
woman as the household head.

*Educational attainment is divided into five groups: less than high school, high
school degree, completed some college, B.A. or B.S. degree, and advanced
degree. Couples who have completed the same level of education according to
this classification are in the "same" category.

SLabor force participation is divided into four groups: not in labor force, low
part-time (less than 19 hours per week); high part-time (20-34 hours per week)
and full time (35+ hours per week). Couples who worked the same amount of
time according to the classification are in the "same” category.

*Couples whose ages are both between 30-34 years are categorized as having

the same age.

SOURCE: Public-Use Microdata Sample, 1990.
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Table 1.9
International Comparisons of Women’s Work and Family Status (aged 18 to 57)'

SWE NET GER I[ITL CAN UK US$?
1987 1987 1984 1986 1987 1986 1985

Traditional Family

% married, child, homemaker 4 29 21 26 15 18 16

% married, no child, homemaker 3 10 12 30 7 7 7
Nontraditional Family

% married, child, employed 35 13 17 19 25 24 21

% married, no child, employed 24 10 16 14 17 20 14

% single, child, employed 6 2 3 2 4 4 8

% single, child, homemaker 1 5 2 1 3 5 6
Non-family

% single, no child, employed 22 18 20 5 21 16 21

% single, no child, not employed 5 11 9 4 8 4 7

NOTES: '"The family types do not sum to 100% for all countries because of missing

labor force data and rounding.
*Tabulations are for all races.

SOURCE:  Sara McLanahan, Lynne Casper and Annemette Sorensen, "Women’s Roles and
Women's Status in Eight Industrialized Countries" (forthcoming in Mason and
Jensen). Data from the Luxembourg Income Study.
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Table 1.10
International Comparisons of Rates of Different Family Statuses: Mid-1980s

Poverty Rates (%)’

Married Couple Family Single-Mother Family
{employed (nonemployed (employed (nonemployed
mother) mother) mother) mother)
Netherlands 6 4 7 10
Germany 2 6 13 44
Sweden 2 8 3 20
Canada 6 19 21 63
Italy 4 17 9 4]
United States® 10 19 30 69
United Kingdom 8 17 15 21
NOTES: 'Predicted poverty rates controlling for age and education. Poverty is defined

as having a total family income less than 50% of the median income for this

country (adjusted for family size).
2predicted rates for all races.

SOURCE: Sara McLanahan, Lynne Casper and Annemette Sorenser:. "Women'’s Roles and
Women'’s Status in Eight Industrialized Countries” (forthcoming in Mason and

Jensen). Data from the Luxembourg Income Study.
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Figure 1.2
Ratio of Divorced Persons per 1,000 Married Persons, by Race and Year
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SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports. "Marital Status and Living Arrangements:
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