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Growing Diversity
and Inequality
in the American Family

SARA McLANAHAN and LYNNE CASPER

RAMATIC changes have occurred in the American family over the last four

decades. as reflected in popular television shows. 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 such shows as Father Knows Besi. Leave It 10 Beaver.
and Ozzie and Harriet. The Nelson family—Ozzie. Harriet. and their children
David and Rickv—has recently reccived renewed fame in the press and has
come to symbolize the typical American family of the 1950s. It now scrves as
a baseline against which to compare current family arrangements. Although the
Nelson family was more of an ideal than a reality for many people. even in the
1950s. Americans did share a common image of what a family should look like
and how parents and children should behave. which reinforced the importance
of the Tamily 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
voung men and women have defayed marriage and childbearing. as wives and
mathers have entered the labor force in greater numbers. and as divorce rates
have soarcd. This does not mean that families are becoming extinct. but rather
that they arc taking on different forms. Along with the decline of famities like
the Nelsons, new types of families and living arrangements have become more
dominant. including childless couples with two careers, one-parent families. and
cohabiting couples with children. Nonfamily houscholds—defined as households
containing a single individual or people unrelated by cither blood or marriage—
have also beecome more prominent. Today. successful television shows. such
as thirtvsomething. LA Law, and Murphy Brown, feature divorced and never-
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married characters, employed mothers, and single mothers (defined as divorced
separated, never-married, or widowed mothers raising children alone) reﬂecting’
ic .divcrsity of families that is characteristic of the 1990s. These “ne\;/ families”
indicate that Americans have more choices today than they did in the past about
h”“_' o Qrganize their private lives and intimate relationships (Goldscheider and
Waite 1991).

Al the same time, greater diversity has meant greater economic_inequality
across_houschelds.. Some of the new. nontraditional families. such as dual-
carner couples, are doing very well; others, such as single-mother families, are
dmng. poorly. In 1991, the typical dual-earner couple with children had an’ an-
puul income of $46,629." In contrast. the typical mother-only family had an
income of only $13.012. Families like that of Ozzie and Harriet (working-
!1u.ﬂ)-und;homcmzlker—wﬂE. chitdrenmy had ananmuat—income of $33796T lr:e
increase in single-mother tamilics and dual-carner tamilies during the 1970s and
l‘.)xl)s has led to increused inequality across households and to a feminization
ol poverty. with more and more of the poor being concentrated in famihes
h.czulcd by unmarried mothers (Pearce 1978). In 1960. 24 percent of poor fumi-—
‘|I‘CS were headed by unmarried mothers: in 1990, the number was 53 percent.
The dl\/'.cl'.\'ily of families has also exacerbated racial and ethnic differences
ceonontic well-being. Whereas the fastest_growing white families are dual-
carner fumilies. a relatively advantaged group. the tastest growing black Tumi-
T TTOTheToy s eIV Ty disadvantaged group.

Many pcople are concerned about what these changes mean for children and
what government can (and should) do to help families and children adjust to
change. Since women are spending more of their tme working ()ul.\'i.dc. the
l?omc. their children are spending less time with them; and mothers are con-
fronted with conflicting demands from the workplace and family. Despite the
problems encountered by working mothers. today very few people hclicvc that
muthcr.\" cmployment per se is harmful 1o children. exeept pcrhupsrdurinu ll;c
first year of life. And vet we used o think so. 40 years ago. Today. the p:)licy
dchu_lc about mothers™ cmployment is primarily a debute over what con\'liﬁucx
(!ll(l!lly childcare. how 1o make quality care accessible and alfordable lg; l'umil
lics. and how to design parental leave policies to suit the needs of parents as
wc'l! as employers (Da Vanzo, Rahman. and Wadhwa 1994). o

. Ihc'pul)lic is much less sanguine about the future implications of marital
disruption and single motherhood. When mothers work outside the home. chil-
dren may spend less time with their parents. but the family also gains iannc
ln_ contrast. when parents ive in separate households. children cxﬁcricncc u.lm;
of parcntad time (typically the father’s time) as well as a loss of income B(.
cause the total loss of resources is substantial for children who live with \'.inﬂlc
nu‘)lhcrs. many people fear that this type ol arrangement may be lmrm.i'ul:m
children. And indeed the empirical evidence suppm‘Is their l'c:n‘J.\'. Children who
———

ey S

GROWING DIVERSITY AND INEQUALITY IN THE AMERICAN FAMILY 3

grow up with only one of their parents are less successful in adulthood, on
average, than children who grow up with both parents. I'hey are more tikely-to—

W‘Wm teenage and single mothers, and to have
trouble finding and keeping a steady job in young adulthood, even after ad-
justing_for differences in parents’ socioeconomic background (McLanahan and
Sandefur 1994). About half of the disadvantages associated with single parent-
hood are due to lower incomes. Most of the rest are due o too_little_parental
involvement and supervision and too much residential mobility. Given the pub-
lic concern about the growih 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. We use the word single 1n
this chapter to refer to adults who are not currently married and living with a
spouse. Many of these people were married in the past or will be in the future.

The idea that government should try to prevent single-mother families from
forming is a hotly contested issue. It raises questions about the causes underly-
ing the decline in marriage and the causes of single motherhood. Those who
want government to limit the growth of single-mother families often claim that
government is responsible for the growth of such families. They argue that the
rise in welfare benefits during the sixties and early seventies sent the message
to young men and women that if they had children and did not marry, the
government would take care of the mothers and children. Thus. fewer couples
marricd and more young women became single mothers. Charles Murray, a
lcading proponent of this view. argues that the only way to save families is to
climinate welfare entirely. forcing poor young women either to stop having chil-
dren or to place their newborns with adoption agencies (Murray 1984, 1993).

Al the other end of the political spectrum arc those who believe that the
decline in marriage is due to the decline in job opportunities for poor young
men—ijobs that would cnable them to support a family (Wilson and Neckerman
1986). They argue that young men with the least education and the fewest skills
were the hardest hit during the 1970s and 1980s by the loss of jobs from central
citics and the restructuring of the workplaces that occurred. With no visible
means of support and with bleak prospects tor the future, these young men are
not scen as potential marriage partners by the young women they are dating.
cven when the women become pregnant. Nor are the parents of the girl likely
to try to arrange a “shotgun 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 happencd o
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American families, we must look farther than welfare benefits and the loss of
jobs for low-skilled men.

Another theory with considerable merit is that marriage declined because
women became more economically independent; increased education, job op-
portunllies, and hourly wages during the past three decades reduced the gains
from marriage and gave women an alternative source of income outside mar-
riage (Becker 1981). This allowed them to be more selective in choosing mates
and it encouraged them to leave bad marriages. The women's independence
theory incorporates the two previous arguments. Welfare benefits, like earnings.
p.rnvidc less-educated women with an alternative source of income outside mar-
riage. Similarly. the decline in good jobs for low-skilled men makes marriage
Ic.\'s.' attractive for these women. especially if the level of welfare benefits ri:
mains constant.

Finally. some people blame the decline in marriage and increase in single
motherhood on changes in American culture (Bellah et al. 1985; Lestacghe and
Surkyn 1988). The cultural argument has many difterent fuccl.%. Somcvpcop]c
see the sexual revolution in the 1960s as the principal cngine of change.
Changes in attitudes about premarital sex made 1t casier foryyounu men and
women (o live together without being married and destigmatized Sin;Ic mother-
hood. And improved and accessible birth control methods and n;(‘)rc widely
availuble abortions facilitated intimate relationships without the rcspunxibililic'.x'
and commitments they once entatled.

Other analysts focus on the shift in vadues that has taken place throughout

the twentieth century, especially after 1960, The shift in values from lho.:‘c fu-
voring lTamily commitment and sclf-sacrifice to those favoring individual growth
and personal freedom has given rise to the so-called “me gc]icrulion." 1\/quny of
the characters in recent television shows. such as /\’()I‘I/l(’l';l Exposure, Seinfeld
and thirtysomething. show young people struggling with the tension arising .ﬁ'un.\
muking permanent commitments to others while remaining true (o lhei} own
ideals and personal growth. )
. The debate over the causes of family change has importunt policy implica-
tions. If weltare benelits are the major reason for the decline in marriage and
the Increase in single motherhood. reducing benchits or redesigning welfare in-
centives to he more marriage-neuatral may have merit. i the hdcclhinc in men’s
opportunitics. the increase in women's employment opportunities. or value
changes are the problem. climinating welfare is not likely to have much eflect
on nl];u'riugc. and it will definitely make poor children worse off cconomically.
h'«.ml-cull_v. i the increase in women's cconomic independence 1s a major c;m;‘c
(.“ single motherhood. then encouraging welfare mothers 1o enter the labor
force. which is a principal thrust of recent efforts to reform weltare, may actu-
ally -C,‘\"tlk‘Cl'l')lllC the trend in single motherhood. since it will increase ll;c eco-
nomic independence of women in the long run.
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In this chapter we examine the changes that have made the prototypical 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 mar-
riage. 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 paticrns
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 repre-
sent a break with the past.

We also examine demographic changes in other Western industrialized coun-
tries 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 atfecting the American family were unique to this
country. As noted above, the growth of single-mother families is often attributed
(o the increase in welfare benefits during the 1960s and early 1970s. As we
shal! sce. however. the United States is not unique with respect to divorce.
nonmarital childbearing. and women’s employment. Nor is therc a simple 11
relationship between the prevalence of single parenthood and the level of wel-
fare benefits across different countries. Many Europcan countries. such as
Erance. Great Britain, and Sweden. are much more generous toward single
mothers. and yet they have less single motherhood than we do.

In the sccond part of the chapter. we examine family diversity and its impli-
cations for the economic well-being of American women. Census data allow us
to compare the characteristics of several different types of “new families.” in-
cluding single-mother familics. single-father families. and cohabiting couples.
They also allow us to examine the prevalence of different work and tamily roles
ameng American women and the standard of living commensurate with these
latuscs. As in the previous section, we compare the U.S. case with other indus-
tialized countries. We find that married-couple families in which the wite is
cmployed_have the lowest poverty rates n nearly all the countries cxarnmmed
Gheroas families headed by nonemployed single mothers have thehiighestpov-
CIty Tates. Wc also find that single mothers are much worsc ofl in the United
Tlates. relative to other families with children. than in most other couniri€s:
— T Tinal part of thc chapter directly addresses the qucstion of why-marriage

has declined during the past two decades. Here we present new evidence based
on our own cmpirical analysis of marriage market characteristics in different
metropolitan arcas of the Umited States. We find that marriage Is more common
in arcas where women's employment opportunitics and carnings are fow. where
welfare benefits are low. and where men’s employment opportunitics and carn-
ings arc high. We also find that nereases in women's employment opportunitics
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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 argu-
ment that increases in welfare benefits or declines in men’s employment oppor-
tunitics have led to large declines in marriage. '

FOUR DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

Four demographic changes have profoundly affected the American family in
the pust 40 ycars: the decline in marriage, the increase in marital instability, thc
change in marital and nonmarital fertility. and the increase in mothers’ labor
force participation. To understand what has happened to the family. we musl
understand what has happened in cach of these domains (Da Vanzo and Rah-
man 1994).

The Delay in Marriage

[:'l‘hr&u_ghnm the 1930s, the typical young woman marricd when she waus about
20 years old and the typical young man_when-he was about 237 This Situation
prevailed throughout the 1950s. By 1990. however. the median age at first mar-

meulmﬂn_hus.mur-ried for the first time—

was 74 Tor women and 26 for men. In just three decades, the median age at
firstmiarrage ncreased by 4 years among women and by 3 vears among mcnﬂ

The postponement of marriage that took place after 1960 led to 4 substantial
increase 1 the pereentage ol never-marned young_adutts. 1 1970, about )
pereent of women and Y percent of men aged 30-234 hadAever marmicd. By

1990, the hgures were 16 pereent and 27 pereent. respectively.® In one sensc.
th FIST T TAC agc at st marriage wus not as unusual as 1t might at first appear.
Murital patterns in the 1950s and carly 1960s were unique (Cherlin 1992).

_Never before in this century had so many people married. and never betore had

they mairied so young. Thus, using 1950 or 1960 as a benchmark against which
1o evaluate recent behavior makes the current situation appear much more un-
usual than it actually is. Had we used 1900 as our bascline. for cxample. we
would have found a1 much smaller increase in the median age at first marriage-——
no change among men and only a 2-year increase among women.

Yet, certain aspects of the relatvely high age at first marriage today differ
from those at the turn of the century. In 1900 most young aduits lived with their
parents or other relatives until they marricd: today they are more likely to leave
home and establish independent households. Thus. the increase in the age al
first marriage after the 1960s led o substantial increase in nonfamily house-
holds—houscholds containing a single person or several unrclated adults. This

U further undermined the institution of marriage. since it provided young pcople
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FIGURE 11 Median age at first marriage, by sex and year.
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SOURCE: U.S. Burcau of the Census. 1991 Current Population Reporis. “Marital Status and Living Ar-
FUngeIents: March 1990, Series P-20. No. 450,

NOTE: Data points after 1947 are plotted for single years.

with an alternative way ol cstablishing their independence from their families

of origin.

Living away from home . n ‘
(hroughout the 1960s and 1970s as the baby boom generation came of age, as
a and women became ac-

prior 10 marriage  was especially pronounced

contraception techniques improved. and as young men .
tive in the civil rights and women's liberation movements. During the 1980s,
the trend reversed as cconomic conditions worsened for young people, \A{ho
found it harder to find jobs and become sclf-supporting. Even so. the proportion
of unmarried adults living on their own or with unrelated adults was substan-
tially higher in 1990 than it was in 1970. N

The increasing median age at first marriage and the rising Percemage of
never-marricd advults has coincided with an increase il? cohabqallon.——lwo Per—
sons of the opposite scx living together in anlTl‘)ﬁ?
and 1970, the carliest ycars for which cnhubiluuop data are available, about 2
pereent ol Tnmarried adults werc cohabiting.” After he

) pereentage” in-
creased rapidly. Between 1980 and 1990. 1t grew lrom 5.3 percent to 7._9,p§r;
cent unmg—-rmnﬁr'r’ml_ -rem—-’t.—'.%—m—éré—-perc—ent—ameng—unmam;d
womeni {Table 1.1). The increase in cohabitation occurred among all age g_roups
(c-\'ccm_p_cgpl_wxu;éﬁ-), but it was greatesl unwﬂdﬂumn-;n.thenr,lale

twenties and cur/ly._lhirlics.

|
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TABLE 11 Percentage of unmarried males and females
cohabiting: 1980 and 1990.7

Males Females

1980 1990 1980 1990
15-24 2.3% 3.4% 4 0% 5.6%
2534 1.4 131 1.9 16.2
35-44 109 13.9 5.1 101
4564 7.8 9.7 3.2 4.8
05 and Over 4.6 4.5 .4 0.8
Total 5.3 7.9 4.3 0.6

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1991 Current Population Reporis.
“Marital Status and Living Arrangeents: March 1990.7 Serics P-20,0 No. 450:
US. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports. “Marital Status and
Piving Arrangemenis: March JUR0.7 Series P-20. No. 365, U.S Bureau of the
Censns. Unpuhlished tabulations.

“Phe term cobiabiting refers o adulis hiving in unmarricd-couple houscholds.

Although some analysts argue that cohabitation reinforees the institution of
marriage by allowing people to “try out” potential marriage partners. thereby
choosing their mates more carcfully. there are several reasons for believing oth-
crwise.t First. cohabiting unions are less stable than legal marriages and of
much shorter duration (Bumpass. Sweet. and Cherlin 1991). Sccond. a sizable
proportion of cohabitors (10 pereent) intend to continue living together. but
do not intend to marry their current partner (Casper 1992). FFor these couples.
cohabitation is clearly an aliernative rather than a precursor (o marriage. There
i« another subset of cohabitors (7 percent) who plan o marry cventually but
who do not plan to marry the person they arc currently living with (Sweet and
Bumpass 1992). And finally. regardicss of how people view their relationship.
the rights and obligations that go with legal marriage arc much more difficult to
enforce among cohabiting couples than wnong marricd couples. To take just
one example: an unmarricd 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 (Garfinkel 1992). Although the courts have been moving n
the dircetion of extending “marital rights and obligations™ to cohabiting couples.
there continues 1o be a large disparity between these two types ol partnerships.

The increase in Marital Instability
A sccond major Factor affecting families is the increase in divorce. Whereas

in 1950, most people married once and remained married until they (or their
spounses) died. as Ozzie and Harrict presumably did. today over half of all cou-
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FIGURE 1.2 Ratio of divorced persons perf 4,000 married persons,
by race and year.

white I Black

250 |—

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1991, Current Popudaition Reports. ~Marital Status and Living Ar-

rangements: March 1990." Series P-20. No. 450,

ples end their marriages voluntarily. The divorcclrulc——ic numt‘>cr of d‘lvorces
cach year per 1.000 marricd women—rose steadily during the hrsl‘ hfllt of the
lwcnl—iclh century and increased dramatically after 1960. Over half of all mar-
riages conlruclcd in the mid-1980s were projected 1o end in. divorce (Castro-
Martin and Bumpass 1989). The divorce rate leveled off during the 1980s but
this was not necessanly d sign of greater marital stability. W_C wpuld have ex-
-peeted such a leveling off. given the increase in cohubitulioq (Wthh. means thul
the couples who do marry are likely to be the most com‘mlttcd). given the In-
crease in the average agt at first marriage. and given the fact that the- large buby
hoom cohorts huvé reached middle age and passcd through the period 9f their
lives when they were most likcly to divorce (Bumpass and Sweet 1989.3).‘

The incrcusé in divorce and the delay/decline in marriage led to a rise th.e
ratio of divorced to married people (Figure 1.2). In 1960, therc were 35 di-
vorced men and women for cvery 1.000 married adults: by 1990. Ihere were
140. The ratio of divorced 1o marricd people is ncarly twice as large tor'blacks

and this was true throughout the period from 1960 to 1990. In

as for whites. . 1990. In
of divorced to marricd adults grew over fourfold!

just-three decades. the ratio

ko

¥
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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 mar-
riage more uncertain. In addition, legal changes since the 1950s have made
divorce casier and more accessible. For example, until the 1960s. divorce was
permissible in New York State only if one partner proved the other had commit-
ted adultery.

The Shift in Marital and Nonmarital Fertility
A third change affecting the American family 1s the shift in marital and non-

marital tertility rates. Between 1960 and 1990, marital fertility rates—births to
“mariedwomen between the ages of 15 and 44—declined sharply. while non-

marital fertility rates—births 1o unmarried women of similar ages—increased

gradually. Together. these two trends represented a reduction in overall fertility
WITTC ncrcasimg e _proportion of children born outside of marriage.

The rapid risc in the illegitimacy ratio—the propm cach year
oceurring 1o unmarricd women

has recendy attracted considerable attention,
as the public has become incrcasingly concerned about the cconomic and social
costs of nonmarital childbearing for children. mothers. and the country at large .
What is often missing (rom such discussions. however. is the recognition that
S harital Terny Ras o stgnificant effect on the trend m the illegitimacy ratio.
STNCT TRt —wOTTe T ACCount Tor T Muc Tareer proporfion of Al births than do
unmarricd women, a change in_the fertility behavior of married women_can
Fave a large impact on this measure. In addition. an increase in the proportion
women_who_are_single can_also have a Targe clfect on the proportion ol
mn owside_marriage.” To understand why e iflcgitimacy ratio has

g(m'curs. we must understand what is happening to both
the marital and nonmarital birthrates as well as to the changing marital status
composition of women, that is, the proportions of women who are marricd and
ugmarricd.

The 1950s were an unusual decade. Not only did men_and women marry at
relatively voung ages. they also became parents when they were quite young.
and they gave birth to more children than in the previous decade. This increase
in marital fertility caused what demographers called a baby boom from the mid-
1940x 1o the carly 1960s.

However, marricd women began o change their behavior in the carly 1960s.
Marital fertility rates declined by more than 40 pereent between 1960 and 1975,
from 157 births per 1000 marricd women to 92 births per 1.000 marned
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FIGURE 4.3 Birthrates for women aged 15-44, by marital status: 1950-1991.

Unmarried

SUCS,
1993, Vol. 41, No. 9.

Vital Statistics of the U.S. T988. Vol. 1. Natality: National

nen. The increase in the illegitimacy ratio be-

1o two factors: the decline in the

fertitity of

casing birthrate

i i ( ital fertility rates s »d declining, nonmar-
Beginning in the mid-1970s. marital feruhity rates sl(\ppcd de ling, nonim

- K and the age at first marnage continued to rse.
itimacy ratio was duc 1o Increases in nonmarital

ital fertility rates begin 10 risc.
After 1975. the rise in the illcy

fertility as well as to increases in the number

nonmarital birth.
The distinctions betwceen the

eitimacy ratio are cructal for unde
out-of-wedlock childbearing. In this deb

often point to the rise in the

of women at risk of having a

different forces underlying the rises in the ille-

illegitimacy ratio us evidence that

1 e responsible for the increases in nonmarital €
welfare benctits were responsible for the mncrea

But their explanations do not fit the
fits were going up—Iirom 1960 0

driven primarily by the declin

rstanding the recent debate over the causes pf
ate. policymakers and political pundits

increases in
hildbearing.

data. During the period when welfare bene-
1975—the rise in the illegitimacy ratio was

¢ in marital birthrates and delays in marriage.

. o N : "
Birthrates of unmarricd women rosc only 13 pcmfm qu.rmg thi ‘ ) .
was the rise in the ilegitimacy ratio driven by

until the late 1970s and 19805
an actual increase n nonmariti
started 1o decline n value. Th

| fertility. and by that time. weltare
is does not mean that weltare has n

period. Not

henefits had
o impact on




ING DIVERSITY AND INEQUALITY TN TR AVALIRRLAEE 28T B
12 SARA McLANAHAN AND LYNNE CASPER GROWING

FIGURE 1.4 Labor force participation rates for mothers with children under 6.

unmarried childbearing, but it does suggest that the relationship is much weaker
and more complex than many people think. Clearly, the rise in the percentage 5
of births occurring to unmarried women is not the simple consequence of more ; 80

A AR

welfare benefits. And curtailing welfare benefits now will probably not reduce 70
the illegitimacy ratio. 9
Changes in marital and nonmarital fertility altered family life in two major w 60
ways: they reduced the prevalence of parenthood overall, and they increased the <
. . . . A . c 50
proportion of families headed by single mothers. In 1960, 44 percent of Ameri- >
can households contained a married couple with a minor child. Recall that a 840
houschold includes all the persons who share a dwelling unit, while a family N 10
includes two or more persons who share a dwelling unit and are related to each @)
other by blood, marriage. or adoption. A person living alone is counted as a fr 20
houschold but not a family. An additional 4 percent of households contained a &
child and either a single parent or neither parent (Wetzel 1990). Thus, nearly 10
hall of all houscholds included children, and ncarly 90 percent of the houscholds
with children contained two parents. But by 1990, only about 35 percent of all

houscholds contained children, and an increasing proportion of households with L—’——— el States. 1993
children did not contain two parents. Between 1960 and 1990, the proportion SOURCE: Starbsical Abstrict of (he ntest 21ies: T
of children living in single-parent families grew from 9 pereent to 25 pereent.’
And this number understates the proportion of children that will ever experience
single parenthood. Demographers estimate that over half of all children born in

NOTES: * Not available for 1960 and 1976

~Other includes widowed. divoreed. and separated mothers.

TR, Cathers S laree majority of hers. and this was
the tate 1970s will live in a single-parent family at some point betore rcaching only a mmerity 0‘_ muthu._\ how [t l”gL n.m‘]('_nl_l'\~ (Ti mo‘l - \,-tlh )‘~~scho:)l
ape 18 (B ass and Sweet 1989: true of mothers of all marital statuses. The figures tor mothers with pre
L umpiss and Swect 19§7). ; o que 6) dre eve e dramatic. In 1960, only 19 percent of

The growth of single-parent familics is covered in more detail in the next children (under age 6) are even maore GRaiiats - : -

. e Tildre C o abor force. whereas b
section. (I is also treated in Chapter 3 in this volume.) For now. we simply marricd mothers with preschool childien were the labor "

- T . o 9y SY peree ore wed. By 1990, currendy married mothecrs were
note that single-parent families are very different from two-parent familics in 1990, 59 pereent were cmployec By v T sinale mothers (64
e of e e ey T - SRR, ncarly as tikely to be in the Jabor force as formerly marricd singlc me ;

terms of their cconomic status. and this difference has important implhications L - - th sver-marricd mothers
for the future well-beine of children percent). and they were more likely to be employed than never-ma S

(49 percent).®

The Increase in Mothers’ Employment
Race Differences
The final. and perhaps most fundamental, change affecting the American ) ) onsiderably in 1990 with respect to the
[amily is the increase in mothers” employment. Women's Tabor foree participa- Racial und~clhn|c. aroups differed considerably m 1= ¢ , R e The
prevalence of marriage. parenthood. and employment among mothers.

tion—the percentage of women who are working or looking for work—nhas been

‘. or *the s we exami White
. L ) .. . . . onds ever  were consistent for all of the groups wc examined.
soing up since the heginning of the twenticth century. In the carly part of the trends. however. were likel i ed in IC)C)()-pbluCk women the least
" ) S ) . . . . - . - o S cely to be marricd 1 &
century the increase occurred primarily among young unmarried women. After women were the most Iikely 1o be 2 e exnerienced @
Dedl arre y i . i likely: and Hispanic women fell in between. All three groups expeneneed «
1940, marricd women began entering the labor foree in greater numbers. and St p : bet 1980 and 1990
. . ¥ ) . . . N . . . . SJine 1 ~ prevalence of marriage between ol & .
after 1960, marricd mothers with children at home followed suit. (See Bianchi. decling in the prevalence s

The pattern for single parenthood was just the opposite. Black women werc

N - : e ) PN e
four times as likely as white women to be single mothers—28 percent VErsus 7
and Hispanic women. aoain. were in the middie. Single includes

Chapter 3 in Volume | for a more thorough description of these trends.)

In the carly 1950s. only about 30 percent of married mothers with school-
aged children were working outside the home. By 1990, this number had risen pereent ) - were divorced. separated, or
o over 73 percent. In just four short decades. a behavior that once described women who reporied they hal never married or were divoreed. SepTEET
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TABLE 1.2 Percentage of women aged 18-55 who are married, single parents,@
and employed mothers, by race: 1980 and 1990. I

Percent all Mothers Who

Percent Married Are Employed®

Percent Single Mothers

1980 1990 N 1980 1990 %A 1980 1990 oA
Whites 66% 64% -2 7% 7% 0 53% 69% +16
Bl_uck.\'_ 38 34 —4 26 28 +2 60 68 +
Hispanics 60) 55 =5 13 14 +1 51 58 4_3

SOURCE: Public Use Microdata Sample, 1980 and 1990,

aQ . e (v : H
,I.Smglu. includes divorced. separated. widowed. and never-married mothers
o1y . 5 o -, o
Usually worked 20 or more hours per week outside of the home last vear

| wukfwcd al lhc time of the census. The prevalence of single motherhood. as a
pereentage of all women. did not increase among white women during the
I‘)X.(,)s, and mcreased by only 2 and 1 percentage points among blacks un(ﬁ-lis‘-
panies. respectively. (Single motherhood grew much more rupvidly in the l96(l)s'
un(! 1970s than in the 1980s.) With respect to mothers’ employment. all lhrcé
ruc.mI and cthnic groups experienced an increase in mothers” labor 1'0[';"0 partici-
pation (mothers working at least 20 hours per week) between 1798() and ‘I 990()
White mothers were the most likely to be working outside the home in I(.)()().
and Hispanic mothers were the least likely. ) ‘

Cross-National Comparisons

The United States is not the only country to have experienced significant
«_Icnmgrqphig“ changes during the past three decades. Dechnes in nnﬁ*riwc (in-
creases in divorce. growth in the proportion of children born outside an‘ri;wc
;.md Increases i _the Tabor force participation of women have affected fannly ETC\
n_most Buropean countries as well_as i Canada andthe Uned States. The
averige age ;1(_111;1r‘l‘iugc has risen since the beginning ol the 19705 1 most
Western countries as it has in the United States. Eun.);:cunx who were born iln
ﬂl.c_l‘,)ﬁ()s and who came of age during the “frec-love gencration™ of lhcA 1960s
mllm_lcd the retreat from marmage characterized by l)olTu later und lés‘x frec uen.l
marrage (Sorrentino 1990, Indeed. the age at firix‘l marriage s LlClL‘l‘-i” l(lnv r
i the United States than in most of the EJmpc;m cnun(rics.k ‘ - )

I-)lvm'c.; rates have also mcreased throughout the Western world. While the
United States had by far the highest rate of divorce in 1990, the increase over
l_l‘)c past several decades was dramatic in nearly all of (he Western counl.rics. tn
Canada and the United Kingdom. the divorce rate grew from uhoul—Z (liV(;l:L‘Cﬁ
per 00O married women in 1960 to 12 per 1.000 in 1990: in France it ﬂl'C\‘;"

- C\
from 3 10 8 pe ) marric i
rom 3o 8 per 1000 marricd women: and in the Netherlands from 2 o 8 per
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TABLE 1.3 International comparisons: divorce rates, illegitimacy ratios,
single parents and employed women.

Illegitimacy Employed
Divorce Rate” Ratio®” Single Parents” Women*
1960¢ 1990/ 1960 1990 1960 1988 1970* 1988
United States 9 21 S 28 9 23 45 73
Canada 2 12 4 24 9 15 41 75
Denmark 6 13 8 46 17 20 NA 90
France 3 8 6 30 9 12 52 75
Germany” 4 8 6 1 ¥ 14 48 62
Italy ] 2 2 6 NA NA 44
Netherlands 2 8 | 11 9 5 24 55
Sweden 5 12 11 47 9 13 61 39
United Kingdom 2 12 5 28 6 13 43 66

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United States. 1993 Sorrentino 1990,

NA = Not Availablc.

“Pivorce rate per 1.000 marricd women.

FPercentage of all births born to unmarried women.

“Percentage of all family houscholds that are single-parent. 1971 and 1986 for Canadu. 1976 and 1988 for Denmurk.
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 differ by country.

Ipereentage of women aged 25-34 (25-39 in laly) the Lubor Toree.

1970 for laly.

11989 for France: 1988 for United Kingdom.

“1977 for lialy.

*For former West Germany.

1.000. Ialy was the only European country that did not cxpericnce 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 cxperienced the largest percentage point n-
creases (from 11 to 47 percent and from 8 to 46 percent for these (wo countries.
respectively). While some countrics had much higher illegitimacy ratios than
the United States, they did not have a higher percentage of single-mother fami-
lics. Nearly 23 percent of all families with children in the United States were
headed by a single mother 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 United States is due in part 10 The Tact that divorce 1&
more common in the United States than in other countries and in part because
~hildren born outside of marriage are less likely to live with both parents in_the
UTTted States than in other countries. In the United States about 25 percent of’
nowmTarial births during the 1970s and 1980s were to cohabiting couples.
whercas in Denmark and Sweden ncarly all nonmarital births were to cohabiting
couples (Bumpass and Sweet 1989a: Sorrentino 1990).

Finally. women's labor force participation rates have been going up in nearly
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4l the countries. In the late 1980s. Denmark and Sweden had the hlghe;l ;.)er(-i
centage of employed women, followed by Canada, France, an.d thf:N n;lte-
States. The increase in employment was greatest among women in the Nether

jands. The labor force participation rates of Dutch women more than dopbled,
increasing from 24 percent to 55 percent! Canadian women also experienced
relatively large increases in employment, from 41 percent In 1970 to 75 percent
N |

: 'll‘::‘glubor force participation rate of mothers was lower lhan.lhe rate of all
women in the late 1980s. but a majority of mothers were worklng ou}s:dc ic
home in most countries. Germany and ltaly were the on.ly countries in which
less than half of mothers were in the labor force in the nud—l‘)SQs. Com.pur_ublc
numbers for the Nectherlands are not availuble. but our own esllmulcs mdlculc.
that Holland has one of the lowest labor force participation rates for molhc‘rs ol
all the Western European countries (McLanahan. Casper. and Sercnsen, forth-

coming).

DIVERSITY AND INEQUALITY

The trends described in the previous section have led to dll‘umulig" _Ch;lngfzs in
American families and households. most notably to @ decline in traditional lann—\
lies und 10 an Increase in nontraditional families. .\'ucl? as Fluu‘l-'curncr cgu;\)lc:s
and single-parent families. In 1960. over 50 percent of all fumilies Fonlzm(\u(i ‘J
hrc:ulwihnncr—husbuml and a homemaker-wife. whereas b_y.lhc cn.d of the 1)2.4 )\
only 20 percent of all familics fit this descrption. During this same pcuuld.l
dual-carner familics grew from under 25 pereent o ncarly 40 percent ol ‘ll.
familics. while families headed by single mothers increased from about 9 per-

cent to around 23 pereent (Hayghe 1990).

Diversity In Women's Work and Family Status

To ilustrate how these demographic forees have aliered. and ;1}'0 %‘on.lmumg
(o alter. the lives of Americans. we examined changes in women s f'dlﬂll_\/.SlLl—
(uses between 1980 and 1990. We focus on women becuu.\'.c the erl}dS.dCSCl'le.d
ahove had their most dramatic effects on women's behu.\ﬂf)r and lzuml)" .\'lfal_tisj.
Focusing just on men would have obscured the growth of smglc-nurcm timjllfu.
and tocusing just on children would have obscured the growth of childless cou-
ples and adults in nonfamily statuscs. e

We identified cight different family statuses. hased on women §~nnu‘|l.1 . g:nl
ployment, and parental roles. A woman was coded as cm.p.lnycd i .xr.]c.wor .ﬁ
20 hours or more a week. She was classified as a mother if she was hiving with
i aen child” under 190 We restricted our sample (o women between the ages
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of 18 and 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 wife's working outside the home. In the second. it is violated by the fact
that one parent is not living in the houschold.

Women who were neither marricd nor raising children were classified as oc-
cupying nonfamily statuses, even though some of these women were living with
parents or refated adults. They occupy nonfamily statuses in the scnse that they
have not yet started their own families. cither by marrying or having a child.
Given their high levels of labor force participation. we expeet most of these
women to move into nontraditional family statuses once they marry or have
children.

In 1980, 29 percent of white women of childrearing age were married home-
makers (Table 1.4). By 1990. the figure was only 18 percent. (We assumed that
most homemakers without children were cither anticipating an Ozzie and Harriet
family or had cxperienced such a family 1n the past.) In just one decade, the
percentage of white women in traditional family statuses declined by 11 points.

Along with the decline of women in traditional family statuses came an in-
crease in nontraditional statuses. By 1990, over hulf of all white women occu-
picd nontraditional family roles. and recent trends suggest that this percentage
will continue to grow in the future. For whites. the increase of women in non-
traditional statuses was due entirely to increases in working wives.” Therc 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 consider-
able 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. whercas the numbers most fre-

quently quoted in the press refer to all mothers or all children. The percentage
ol all white moethers who were single (unmarried) in 1990 was 16 percent,
whereas the percentage ol white women who were single mothers was only
7 pereent.

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. I we are concerned
about the condition of women. however. or il we are trying (o understand the




TABLE 1.4 Women's employment and family status, by race: 1980 and 1990.

Percent in 1980

Percent in 1990

Percentage
Point Change

Whites
Traditional family
Married. child. homemaker
Musriced. no child, homemaker
Nontraditional family
Married. child. employed
Marricd. no child. employed
Single. child. employed
Single. child. homemaker
Nontamily
Single. no child. employed
Single. na child. not cmployed

Blacks
Traditional Family
Married. child. homemaker
Married. no child. homemaker
Nontraditional family
Married. child. employed
Marricd. no child. employed
Single. child. cmployed
Single. child. homemiker
Nontamily
Single. no child. emplayed

Single. no child, not employved

Hispanics

Traditional Family
Married. ¢hild. homeniaker
Married. no child. homemaker

Nontraditional Family
Married. child. employed
Married. no child, emploved
Single. child. employed
Single. child. homemaker

Nonfamily
Sigle. no child. employed

Single. no child, not employed

21%

-
s o ™ -

O

17
t

129%

6

SR
N

17

4
17
H

16%

10

+4
0
0

13
—1

SOURCE: Public Use Microdata Sample. 1980 and 1996,

NOYES

1. Single dehined as never-nuried. separated. divareed.

widowed. or cohabiting.
Child dehned s women living with @ natural, adopted. or stepehild under age 15,
Y Epnoved defined as ustally worked 20 hours or mote o week outside of the home |

ISU ek,
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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 necessar-
ily increase, even though the proportion of single women who are mothers
does not.

Another rcason 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 becn single mothers in the past but are no
longer in this status, either because their children moved away or because they
married or remarried. Nor does it identify women who will be single mothers
at some point in the future. The snapshot tells us only how widespread the
phcnomenon 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 marricd nor raising children—women
in nonfamily statuses. Nearly 30 percent of white women betwecen the ages of
I8 and 35 occupied this status in 1990. The percentage grew by 2 percentage
points (nct) between 1980 and 1990. These increases reflect the delays in mar-
ringe and increases in employment among recent cohorts of women.

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 1vpe of nontraditional family roles they occupied: whercas white women
were predominantly in dual-carner 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 marned.

The fact that the marriage differential between white and black women was
the same for nonmothers as for mothers means that whatever is causing black
women to forego marriage is affecting atll women. not just mothers. This finding
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contradicts the argument that welfare benefits are a major cause of the racial
diffcrence in marriage. Although welfare might explain why women with chil-
dren might torego marriage. it does not explain why childless women are behav-
ing in a similar fashion.

UHispunic women were the most traditional of all women—the most likely.to
be marricd homemakers and the least likely to occupy nontraditional family
qatuses in 1990, They experienced the smallest decline (in relative terms) In
traditional roles during the 1980s. What is most striking about Hispanic women
i« their relatively Tow levels of labor force participation. Regardless of whether
they were married or single or were raising children, Hispanic women werc
more likely 1o be homemakers than were black or white women. The contrast
hetween I-iispunic and white women was cspecially striking in 1990. Whercus
the ratio of employed women 1o homemakers was 3.1 among whites, 1t was
onty 1.0:1 among Hispanic women.

The only arca in which Hispanic women were less traditional than whue
wonmen was in the prevalence of single motherhood. Fourteen percent of His—.
panic women were single mothers in 1990, as compared with only 7 percent (')i
white women. While the prevalence of single motherhood among Hispanics did
not inerease sienificantty as a percentage of all women between 1980 and 1990,
it did incrcusg as a pereentage ol all mothers. In 1990. over 27 pereent of
Hispanic mothers were raising a child alone. up from 23 pereent in 1980.

increasing Disparities in Standards of Living

Growing diversity in Family roles has given Amcricans more {reedom about
how they «:rgunizc their personal lives and. at the same time, has created greater
dispzn'il)-' in standards of living. In 1990, there were large ditferences .l.l] l.hc
ceonomic status and poverty rates associated with the different work and family
statuses. ™ Women who were married and emploved had relatively high housc-
hold incomes and low poverty rates in 1990. In contrast. single mothers fared
poorly. especially mothers who were not cmployed. Single women without chil-
dren were doing about the same as women in traditional familics. We do not
report poverty rates for the last catcgory ol women—single. childless. and not
workine—since we do not believe the tamily income for these women accu-
rately reflects their standard of living (some were students and others were living
with roommates).

Reourdless of race or cthnicity. marriage and cmployment were clearly asso-
ci;nc‘.; with a higher standard of living for women in 1990. whereas motherhood
was associated with a fower 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 ofl than home-
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TABLE 1.5 Total household income and poverty rate of women,

by employment and family status: 1990.°

Household Income ($)® Poverty Rate (%)

White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
Married. Chitd. Homemaker $45.900 $31.400 $29.600 10% 26% 27%
Married, No Child. Homemaker 50.000 29.900 36.000 8 23 22
Married. Child, Employed 52.100 44300 42,600 3 6 13
Married, No Child. Employed 57.500 49.000 48.800 2 3 6
Single. Child. Employed 29100 26.000 26.700 16 27 26
Single. Child. Homemaker 16.500 13.000 15.400 63 73 71
Single. No Child. Employcd 43 800 36.000 41,300 8 10 15
Single. No Child. Not Employcd 41.000 25.500 30.800 NA NA NA

SOURCE: Public Use Microdata Sample. 1990

“Family types defined by the woman's status.
" Incomes rounded to nearest hundred dollars Relers to income received in 1989
“Poventy rate is based on fumily income adjusted for size.

NA

= Not Applicable.

makers. and marricd women were better off than single women (holding moth-
crhood 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
blucks and Hispanics. the two statuses were very similar. The total household
income of marricd homemakers was slightly higher than the income of em-
ployed. single mothers. but the poverty rates were virtually the same. This un-
derscores the fact that black and Hispanic women have much less to gain eco-
nomically from marriage than do whitc women.

It is tempting to conclude from these comparisons that if all women were
married and employed. poverty rates would be quite low in the United States:
2-3 percent for whites, 3-6 pereent for blacks. and 613 percent for Hispanics.
Such a conclusion would be misleading. however. since people sort themselves
imto different types ol families. depending on what they carn or expect 1o carn
and what their potential partners carn or expect to carn. Women are less hkely
to marry if their potential partners have low carnings capacity. and they are less
likely o be in the labor force if their own carnings capacity is low. Thus, if all
single women were married and employed. the average houschold income of all
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).

Yet 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. Therefore, women
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who are employed are more likely to experience increases in their earnings
capacity over time than are 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. [f the parents
<hared a household and pooled 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 lived apart and both chil-
dren lived with the mother (or father), the same family members needed approx-
imately $18.000 to live above the poverty linc, $11 .000 for the parent and two
children and $7.000 for the parent 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 diversi-
fication in women’s roles and family statuscs that occurred during the 1980s
wits associated with a growing polarization of women into high- and low-
income groups (and children, since they almost always live with their mothers).
i we look at the poverty rates associated with each of the work and family
clatuses. we see that white women i traditional statuses have moderate poverty
rates (relative to other white women). white women in dual-carner families have
low poverty rates. and whitc single mothers have high poverty rates. Employed
women in nonfamily statuses fall in the middle range. '

Assuming that the poverty ralcs for different statuscs 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-ncome statuses and
fewer women concentrated in middle-income statuses. The T pereentage point
decline in traditional homemakers—a moderate-income group—was offsct by a
9 pereentage point increase in employed wives—a high-income group—and a 2
percentage point (net) increase in women not living in familics—a moderate-
income group (sce Tuble 1.5). Since the proportion of women in the low-tncome
category remained constant. the overall effect of the reconfiguration of white
women's roles during the 1980s was toward more polarization.

The story is somewhat different for bluck und Hispanic women. although
here. too. changes in composition resulted in more women in high-income sti-
(uses. Among black women. the decline of women in the role of traditional
homemaker was offset by an increase in employed single mothers—u group
and employed single women with no chil-

with @ moderate ccononic status
dren—a group with a high cconomic status. Among Hispanic women. the de-
cline of traditional homemakers was offsct primarily by an increasc in cm-
ployed. single women with no children. What is especially noteworthy about
ihe different racial patterns in Tables 1.4 and 1.5 is that white women improved
their standard of living by moving into dual-carner familics. including familics
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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 gains 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 backgrounds, they also led to greater dispar-
ities in economic status among white, black, and Hispanic women. In 1990, the
poverty rate of women (aged 18—55) was 7.3 percent among whites, 19.7 per-
cent 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 for each group had remained the same), black
women's poverty rate would have been about 12.5 percent, and Hispanic
women's poverty 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 be-
tween Hispanic and white women. The most important family status differ-
ence between white and black women is single motherhood, whereas the most
important difference between white and Hispanic women is women’s em-
ployment.

A Closer Look at Three Nonfraditional Families

Because of its large sample size. the census allows us to examine relatively
uncommon family arrangements in detail. and we took advantage of this oppor-
tunity to compare the characteristics of different types of single-parent families
in 1980 and 1990 (including familics hcaded by single mothers and single fa-
thers). We also compared cohabiting couples with married couples in 1990.

Single Mothers.  In 1990, single mothers. as a whole. did not appear (0
be particularly disadvantaged. in terms of their human capital characteristics—
cducation and work cxperience (Table 1.6). Recall that single mothers include
women with a child or children who had never married or were separated. wid-
owed. or divorced at the time of the census. The typical white single mother
was in her early thirtics, had some college education, and was employed. Only
2 pereent of white single mothers werce less than 20 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 forcc. Only 4 percent of black
single mothers were teenagers, less than a third were high school dropouts, and
only 37 percent were not in thc labor Jorcc, Hispanic single mothers were Simi-
lar to black and whitc mothers with respect to age. They were different, how-

cver. with respect to cducation and employment status. Hispanic mothers were
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1ABLE 1.6 Characteristics of single mothers,@ by marital status and race:
1980 and 1990.

All Single 1 All Single
Mothers 1990 y Mothers 1990
Never Divorced/ Never Divorced/
Married Separated Widowed Married Separated Widowed
1980 1990 Mothers Mothers Mothers 1980 1990 Mothers Mothers Mothers
Whites Percent subfamily 11 24 41 15 14
Lducation Percent cohabiting NA 7 ¥ 7 7
Pereent high school dropout 25% 19%: 25% 17% 25% Age
Percent high school grad 43 KR 39 3 22 : Percent under 25 years 138 20 41 10 0
Percent at least some college 32 47 6 30 53 : SOURCE: Public Use Micfodata Sample. 1980 and 1990.
I:m)pln_\-'mcnl , 5 +Unmarricd mothers living with natural. adopted. or stepehildren under age 18
Pereent employed 68 o7 52 72 68 i #Fhe response “unmarried partoer” was not added as a relationship code until the 1990 census. Comparisons based on
Pereent looking tor job 0 10 16 8 10 different definitions would be misleading: these estimales are not included in this tuble.
Living Arrangements NA = Not Available.
Pereent related adult 1Y It 3 i2 29 E
Pereent .\'uhl':ll"”_\’, f 1% 40 12 13 much less cducated—over half had not finished high school—and much less
Percent cohabiting” AN 7 4 2 : - :
\ creent coluhiiing N ' ! } likely to be employed than white or black single mothers.
Auc .
# f “Dcs her nositive profile ol the or |
Pereent under 25 year 14 14 13 9 0 i espite the .alhq positive Ipu.)hlg _ol the typ@ﬂ singte-mother in I990, there
was considerable diversity within this population. Some mothers. divorced or
Flncks separated. had a considerable amount of education and work experience,
Education whereas others. such as never-marricd mothers. were much more vulnerable—
dapirer N . 8 b} J ol A1 .
Percent high school dropout 4 2 3R 24 4 younger. less educated, and less likely to be employed.
Percent high school grad R 33 33 33 33 . ¢ LT . .
, - N s \ N In 1990, only 21 percent of white sinele mothers were never-married, which
Perecnt at least some college 23 35 249 43 24 ; . ) = . . .
Linployiment means that only a fifth of white mothers were n the “most vulnerable™ category.
percent employed 49 52 42 66 44 The percentages were much higher among blacks and Hispanics—56 and 37
Percent looking for job 9 12 14 8 13 percent. respectively. The high percentage of black never-marricd mothers ac-
Living Arsangements counted for a good deal of the cducation and employment differences between
Percent rehated adult ¢ 7 23 4 . - . :
P““"l rdl'I_“ " : » l‘ il » o black and white sinele mothers. If we compare black and white single mothers
creent sublinmly ! 2. A2 2 D C . - . . . .

Percent colahiting NA 5 o 4 4 within marital status CdngOrl'C.\. lh.L. d.l”t.rtnLC_\ in education and cmploym.ent are
Apc much smaller. In contrast, Hispanic single mothers have much less education and
Percent under 25 years n 21 33 S ! work expericnce than white and black mothers, regardless of their marital status.

Between 1980 and 1990, the cducation and cmployment status of single
”';!';”““\, mothers increased. This occurred for whites, blacks, and Hispanics, and it oc-
wucaton . - . - .
, : : < < curred despite the fact that the proportion of single mothers who were never
Percent high schoot drapout 60 51 Y 44 (Y . ol oc o .
bercent high school grad 24 i 21 27 20 marricd also rose between 1980 and 1990. In 1990, 13 percent of white never-
Percent at least some college i 24 I8 30 1 married mothers had college degrees and 68 percent were in the labor force, up
Employient from 6 percent and 59 pereent, respectively, in 1980. The fact that more single
Percent employed 46 8 38 56 M mothers had college degrees in 1990 than in 1980 docs not necessarily mean
Pereent looking for | ( 10 1 0 ( . - .
Percent loking for job ' ! ' that colleve-cducated women were more likely to become single mothers in
Iiving Arrangements 1990 th ¥ 1980. The level of ed on i | I duri h
: , ~duc: censed : o -
Pereent related adul 7 >0 03 24 36 ) than in 1980. The level of education increased among atl women uring the

1YRUs. and the increase in cducation among single mothers reflects this more gen-
cral trend. (See Chapter 4 in Volume 1) In fact. the percentage of white women
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with college degrees who were single mothers actually declined during the 1980s
(numbcrs 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 pic-
wire for blacks was different. Black women with college degrees were nore likely
{0 be single mothers in 1990 than in 1980, and the increase (in percentage terms)
in single motherhood was greater among women with college degrees than among
women with less education (numbers not reported in Table 1.6). 1

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 op-
posed to living as subfamilies. detined as living within the household of another
family. such as a mother-child family living with the woman’s parents {Wojtkie-
wicz. McLanahan, and Garfinkel 1990). By 1980. only a small pereentage of
single mothers were living 1n subfumilics. After 1980, however. the trend re-
versed. and by the end of the decade the percentage in sublamilics 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 sublamilics—typically with
their own parents or their own mothers—+than are other single mothers. Even
o the trend toward subfamilies appears among single mothers who were for-
merly marricd as well as those who were never marricd.

We suspect that this reversal was a response 1o the worsening cconomic con-
dition during the 1980s for those at the bottom end of the income distribution
and the increase in the cost of housing throughout most of the country. As
Bianchi und Levy point out in their chapiers in Volume I, men and women
with only a high school cducation experienced substantial declines I wages
and employment opportunities during the 1980s. as jobs for fow-skilled workers
disappeared or were shipped overscas. Single mothers. like other jow-skilled
workers. were strongly affected by these cconomic dislocations. Thus. it is logi-
cal that single mothers would have moved in with their parents or other relatives
as i way of coping with cconomic inseeurity.

Despite the tendency to double up with relatives during the 1980s. and de-
spite the increase in cohabitation among young adults. single mothers stitl had
refatively 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 werce cohabiting. As we noted at the begin-
ning of this chapter. a substantial percentage of unmarricd mothers in other
Western countries. particularly the Scandinavian countrics. live with the fathers
of their children. cven though they are not legally married (Sorrentino 1990).

Single Fathers.
choane

Single fathers (unmarricd men living with their own or
i childeen) e el Tess common than single mothers. In 1990
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TABLE 17 Characteristics of single-father® families, by race: 41980 and 1990.
Whites Blacks Hispanics
1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990

Marital Status”

Percent never married | 3% 199 36 S52% 34% 52%

Percent divorced/separated 70 72 S0 42 55 43

Percent widowed 17 9 14 6 I 5
Education

Percent high school dropout 29 28 43 32 53 54

Percent high school grad R 35 3t 3 22 24

Percent at least some college 32 7 26 3 25 22
Lzmployment

Percent employed 84 84 03 03 12 75

Percent looking for jub 9 7 il 12 10 12
Living Arrangements

Percent refated adult 19 1 21 H 21 [}

Percent subfumily 7 10 13 40 7 19

Pereent cohabiting” NA 30 NA R NA 45
Age

Percent under 23 17 8 15 12 15 I8

SOURCE: Public Use Microdata Sumple. 1980 and 1990

“Unmarricd fathers living with natural, adopted. or stepehildren under 15

" A more detailed tahle by marital status (see 1

“The response “unmarried partner”

wits nat added as a relationship code until the 1990 census

ditterent definitions would be misicading: these estimates are not included in this table.

NA = Not Available.

~

able 1,61 ix not possible due o the small sample size.
Comparisons based on

only about 13 percent of children 1 single-parent familics were living with
single lathers. "™ The percentage was somewhat higher among whites (16 per-

cent) and lower among Hispanics (10 pereent

y and blacks (6 percent). The num-

her 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 ncarly 13 percent
over this 20-year period.

fn 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

fiving arrangements. A much farger pereentage of single fathers than single
mothers were cohabiting or living with relatives. Thirty pereent 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
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ited 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
preschool children working full-time.

Given the differences in attitudes, we were not surprised to find that cohabit-
ing couples had less traditional relationships than married couples. Among
whites, cohabitors were more likely to report that the woman was the head of

single fathers were sharing their childrearing responsibilities with another
adult.

TS T B

Cohabiting Couples. In our previous discussion of women’s roles and sta-
tuses (Table 1.4). cohabiting women were treated as occupying a nonfamily
status. unless they were single mothers. Many people argue, however, that co-

e
Il e e

habitation represents uno(her.form Qt tzviml'ly, 1o t?e .lreated on a equal basis with I the household, suggesting a more cgalitarian organization of roles within the
V\ marriage. Indeed, in producing their family statistics, France, Denmark, Swe- : household. They were also less likely to mimic the traditional gender roles of

den. and Canada sometimes treat cohabiting unions and legal marriages the
same (Sorrentino 1990). In the United States there is considerable debate over
whether cohabitation is a precursor of marriage, a substitute for marriage. or
simply a more serious boyfriend-girltriend type of relationship.'> Sweet and
Bumpass (1989a) have shown that in the United States. adults who have cohab-

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
have more education than her partner. as compared with the woman in a mar-
ricd-couple family. Women in cohabiting relationships also were more likely to
TABLE 18 Comparison of married and cohabiting couples aged 30-34, be older than _lheir partners. These findings indicate thut.. relative to their par-

by race 1990, , ners. women in cohabiting couples huve more human c‘upn.u_l and are more eco-
— nomically independent than women in married-couple families.

White Black Hispame The same pattern exists among black and Hispuanic couples. As was true of
Marricd  Cohabiting — Married  Cohabiting  Married  Cohabiting whites. minority women in cohabiting relationships were more likely than mar-
fercent With Children” 80% 35% 85 67% 88% 0% ricd women to have more education than their partners. and they were more
tikely to be the primary breadwinners and household heads.
Percent Female Head: 8 41 I ss 8 37 Minority cohabiting couples werc more likely to have children than white
Education cohabiting couples. Furthermore. the marital status difference 1n parenthood was
Percent male hisher 2 ¥ 73 35 03 23 much smaller among minority couples than among white couples. Cohabiting
Percent same 47 A2 46 42 53 a% minority couples were about 80 percent as hikely as married minority couples to
Pereent feniade higher sl 0 3 A3 22 29 be living with children. whercas cohabiting white couples were less than half as
likely as married white couples to be raising children. This is consistent with
N“'“hl"_' ol ],"‘\'\",”"“_ ., the high percentage of never-married black and Hispanic single fathers and with
I,L‘:_::_L'I)'l”:]'\mlc(;::;L':m_ 46 24 37 54 45 23 the high levels of cohabitation among single fathers of these groups. The fact
Pereont same 5 68 o6 i~ 50 39 that parenthood was common among cohabiting minority couples suggests that
Percent female higher 3 9 7 12 5 8 cohubitation has become more of o substitute for marriage in minority communi-
/ tics than in white communitics.
Age
Trercent niale higher 37 49 36 49 41 46
Percent same s2 28 S0 bl 46 3 Cross-Nationa! Comparisons
Pereent female higher 11 R 14 22 13 23

The trends affecting American families have touched families in nearly all

~ Western | arialized ¢ T e G e D
“The race of the couple is defined by the race of the household head. the Western industrialized countrics. And the ch(u-]gcs in families and living
“Chikdren are nutural. adopted. or stepehildren under age 18 of the household head. arrangements have also occurred m nearly all countries. As shown in Table 1.3,
CThe census form N sport w v consider o he the houschold head. Percent female head s the Lo . . . . - .

I'he census form lows couples o report whom they consider to he the houschold head. Pereent temale he ¢ divorce rates. l”C‘.ZlIIH]ilC)’ ratios. single motherhood,, and women's emplovmenl
percentage of conples who reported the woman as the houschold head. ) ; & ) S . )
“lducational attanment s divided inte 1ive groups: less than high school . high school degree. completed some college. increased in ncarly all Western industrialized countries between 1960 and 1990.
B.AL or B.S. degree, and advanced degree. Couples who have completed the same level of education according o this

chassification are in the “same’™ category. - K K
“Labor foree parbeipation s divided into four groups: not in Labor foree, low pari-time (fewer than 19 hours per weeky: countries experienced much faster growth rates than others.

high part-time (20-34 hours per week). and full-time €354 hours per week). Couples who worked the same amount of We used information from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) to examine

b s e L lacciestian o o the Ceenne” congeenmy

SOURCE. Pubhe Use Microdata Sample, 1990,

although some countrics started from a much smaller base than others, and some
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TABLE 1.9 International comparisons of women's employment and family status. @

SWE NET GER ITL CAN UK us’
1987 1987 1984 1986 1987 1986 1985
Tradivonal Family
Percent married. child. homemaker 4% 29% 21% 26% 15% 18% 16%
Percent married. no child. homemaker 3 10 12 30 7 7 7
Nontraditional Family
Percent miavried. child. cmployed 35 13 17 20 25 24 21
Percent married. no child. employed 24 10 16 14 17 20 4
Percent single. child, employed O 2 3 2 4 4 b
Percent single. child. homemaker | N 2 | 3 5 6
Nontasnily
Pereent singte. no child. emploved 2 18 20 5 21 16 21
I’ercent single, no child. not employed 3 Il 9 4 8 4 7

SOURCE: Melanaban, Casper, ind Sorensen (forthcaming).

“For wonien sged 1837, The Tamily types do not sum o 10U% Tor all countries because ol missing labor foree data

and rounding.
ey . N . X
Cabulitions sue tor afl races.

trics. including the United States. '

women oceupying traditional family roles. which is what we would expect.
given the high labor force participation rates ol women in that country. In con-
trast. laly. the Netherlands. and Germany had the highest percentage of women
i traditional statuses—similar 0 American women in the 1950s. Again. this
was not surprising. given that divorce rates. illegitimacy ratios. and labor toree
participation rates were below average in these countries. Women in Canada
and Gireat Britain were similar to women in the United States. !’

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 o low percentage of women in traditional work and family roles and o high
percentage of women in nontraditional roles, women were much less likely o
he single mothers than they were in the United States. In Sweden a woman with
children was counted as living in a married-couple fumily it she was cohabiting.
whereas in the United States she was classified as a single .mother. Since only
a small proportion of single women were cohabiting in the United States (see
Table 1.6). this practice docs not have much effect on the prevalence of single
mothers in the United States. In contrast, i 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 United States.
[t would be inappropriate to count cohabiting women in Sweden as single moth-

ers. however, since most of these women were living with the lathers of their
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Sweden had the lowest prevalence of
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TABLE 110 International comparisons of poverty rates for
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 3 3 20
Cuanada 6 19 21 63
ltaly 4 17 9 41
United States” 10 19 30 69
United Kingdom 8 17 5 21

SOURCE: McLanshan. Casper. and Sorensen (forthcoming.

“Predicted povernty rates controlling for age and cducation. Poventy is defined as having a total family income
less than S0% of the median income for cach country (adjusted for family size).
"Predicted rates for all races.

countries were occupying nonfumily statuses. The low percentage of Italian

women in this category underscores once again the continuing importance of

traditional family roles in that country.

What are the relationships between family diversity and cconomic status in
other countries? Arc single mothers just as disadvantaged elsewhere as they are
in the United States? The answer to this question is both “yes™ and “no™: “yes”
in the sense that single-mother familics (especially families with a nonemployed
mother) have the highest poverty rates of all tamilies in every country; “no” in
the sense that the disparity between single-mother familics and other families
with children is much larger in the United States than in most other countries.
(Canada is an cxception.) In the Netherlands. for example. the ditference 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 these two groups was 18 percentage points, and
in the United States it was a striking 60 percentage points! Thus. while single-
mother families had the highest poverty rates in all countries. they were much
worse off, relatively speaking. in the United States than in the European coun-
tries,

The cross-national variation i the economic position of single mothers is due
partly to differences in women’s demographic characteristics and partly to dif-
ferent social weltare policies (and to the economic. political, and cultural differ-
ences that gave rise 1o these policies).'™ Some countries. such as the Netherlands
and Sweden. have highly developed welfare states with very generous income-
transfer programs (and high tax rates). Poverty rates are relatively low among
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such as the United States and Canada, have a more “free-market” approach to
income redistribution, and single mothers receive rather meager benefits that are
income-tested. Poverty rates are high in these countries because the government
does not provide much of a safety net for families with a nonemployed parent
or parents.

The cross-national contrast is instructive for several reasons. Not only does
it show that most other countrics (except Canada) do a better job than the United
States 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 is often posed as a dilemma over whether to provide generous benefits.
thereby minimizing the poverty of single mothers. or meager benelfits. hoping
to minimize the prevalence and welfare dependence of single mothers (Garfinkel
and McLanahan 1994).

The Swedish and Dutch examples suggest that it is possible to circumvent
these apparent trade-offs. Both countries do much more to reduce poverty
amony single-mother families. and yet the prevalence of single-parent familics
in these countries is half of what it is in the United States. This alone should
tell us that reducing poverty through generous income transters and social poli-
cies does not automatically lead 1o a high prevalence of single-mother families.
Even more intriguing. Sweden has found a way to reduce poverty without en-
couraging wellare dependence. Single mothers in Sweden are more likely to be
cmployed than single mothers in the United States arc. which means that they
are not dependent on government for most of their income. Sweden minimizes
both poverty and dependence by providing assistance in @ way that promotes
mothers” employment. The Swedish welfare state provides women with low-
cost childeare. flexible work schedules. and well-paying jobs. While these poli-
cies are very expensive. they keep poverty rates and welfare dependence low
by c¢ncouraging mothers to enter the fabor forcee.

The Netherbunds™ and Great Britain's approaches are different. These coun-
trics provide generous benefits. but they do not expect single mothers to work
owtside the home. just as married mothers are not expected to work. Conse-
quently, single mothers in the Netherlands and Great Britain are not poor. but
they are more dependent on government transters 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 ol Women's growing ceo-
nomic independence (Becker 1981). According o this view. the rises in
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women’s employment opportunities and earning power have reduced the bene-
fits of marriage and made divorce and single life more attractive. While mar-
riage still offers women the benefits associated with sharing income and house-
hold costs with spouses, 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 1980s, however, women’s wages increased relative to
men’s (see Chapter 1 in Volume 1). 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.'”

Another component of women's economic independence is the welfare bene-
fit 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 eco-
nomic independence of women. especially poorly educated women whose earn-
ing prospects were limited. 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 $9.595 (in
1990 $) to $7.723. Between 1980 and 1990. it dropped to $7,142.*" In other
words. the average maximum welfarc benefit for a mother with two children
fell by 26 percent in 20 years.

Much has been written about the role of wclfare in undermining marriage
and encouraging single motherhood in the United States. and many of the pro-
posals for reforming weltare 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 Murray (1984) often
blame welfare for all of the growth of single-mother families during this period.
Although welfare makes women at the bottom end of the income distribution
more economically independent of the men they might marry. it is less obvious
that the growth of welfare bencfits can account for very much of the decline in
marriage during the past two decades. We say this for several reasons. First,
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 cligible for welfare. It is hard to argue that middle-
class and upper-middle-class women are influenced by the prospect of receiving
welfure. Finally. cmpirical research indicates that welfare is only weakly related
to marriage.”!

A sccond set of explanations for the decline in marriage focuses on the avail-
ability. or lack of availability. of potential marriage partners for women. Avail-
ability is defined both in terms of the quantity and quality of potential mates. >
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The quantity problem is believed to have originated with the baby boom, which
created a surplus of young women (relative to young men 2 or 3 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 scen 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 because young men have higher mortality rates than young women.
due to homicide and accident rates. and also because young men arc much more
likely to be incarcerated than young women. Incarceration rates increased dur-
ing the 1980s. especially among young black men. While not very many mcn

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.

The quality of potential marriage partners is a function of men’s job opportu-
nitics. Witson and Neckerman (1986) define the Marriageable Male Pool Index
(MMPD as the number of employed men per 100 women of the same racce and
age wroup. They argue that deindustrialization and cconomic restructuring.
which occurred during the 1970s and 1980s. led to a loss of jobs in the central
citics of the Midwest and Northeast which. in turn. reduced the employment
prospects for men, especially black men. In addition. cconomists have recently
<hown that during the 1980s there was a shift in the demand from unskilled to
ckilled workers. which turther undermined the economic position of low-skilled
men. Many of the jobs created during the 1980s were jobs for men with a
college education. Men with only a high school degree did not benetit so much
from the expansion during the 1980s: hence. the pool of marriageable males did
not always improve despite the improvement in the cconomy overall. (Levy
discusses this mismatch between skill and jobs i Chapter 1 in Volume 1) The
major problem with the lack of marriageable males argument is that 1t docs
not account Tor the decline in marriage among men with a college education.
Presunmiably. these men would be scen as altractive marriage parners. and yet
they oo have experienced a decline in marriage (Lerman 1989).

The hypothesis ahout the decline in marriageable males is really an extension
of the women's cconomic independence argument. since women's independence
i u function of women’s carning power relafive (0 men's carning powcr.
Women's independence can increase cither because women's carning power
goes up faster than men’s or because it goes down more slowly than men’s.
Sumlarlv. increases in welfare benefits make women more independent if the
carning power of their potential mates does notincrease as fust as wellare.
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Welfare can also make women more independent if men’s earnings are declin-
ing faster than welfare benefits (McLanahan 1994).

When we look at the data on men’s and women’s earning 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 oc-
curred 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 principal,
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 em-
phasizes 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 encour-
aged people to put personal freedom and self-fulfillment above fumily commit-
ments. It also encouraged people to expect more from their marriages and to
leave “bad” marriages if their cxpectations were not fulfilled. One example of
the change in attitudes about family responsibility 1s reflected in the response to
the statement, “When there are children in the family. parents should stay to-
gether even if they don’t get along.™ In the carly 1960s. over halt of all women
agreed with this statement: by the 1980s. only 20 percent agreed (Thornton
1985).

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

Although some analysts who have studied these questions conclude that
changes in social norms and values followed rather than preceded increases in
divorce and delays in marriage. cultural phenomena 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 mar-
riage—norms and values may beccome increasingly important in detcrmining
their choices about marriage and childbearing.

To see il 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 sclected the 100 largest metropolitan arcas and created indices of men’s and
women’s characteristics in cach of the arcas. We looked at the charucteristics
of blacks and whites scparately. since the two races appear to have separate
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marriage markets. To measure the level of marriage in a particular area, we
used the percentage of women in their latc twenties (aged 25-29) 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 mar-
riage rates—but the 1990 census does not provide information on date of mar-
riage, and so we used women in their late twenties as a proxy for recent marriages.

We measured women’s cmployment opportunitics by the percentage of

women in cach arca with college degrees and the percentage of women who
worked full-time. ycar-round. We also looked at the median earnings of full-
time women workers. These three mcasures were bascd on women in their late
twentics. To measure the quality of potential male marriage partners. we took
the percentage of men working full-time. year-round. the pereentage unem-
ployed. and the median carnings of all men. We included men with zero earn-
ings in our measure of men’s economic status so that we could measurc the
status of all men. as opposed 1o only men with jobs. We based our measures
on men aged 2833,

Each metropolitan arca was assigned the maximum AFDC-food stamp guar-
antee for o family of four in that state. In the few cases where a metropolitan
area included countics from two states. we used the higher of the two state
benelits. We also created measures ol the sex ratio—the number of men aged
28-133 over the number of women aged 25-29. population size. and the per-
centage of the population that was black in each area. We included population
size in order o measure urbanization. and we included the percentage of blacks
to measure racial concentration. The latter variable also measures regional dil-
ferences. The marriage market characteristics for the 100 largest metropolitan
arcas are available from the authors.

In 1990, the Mobile. Alabama. and Tulsa. Oklahoma, metropolitan areas had
the highest marriage levels (percentage of women married) among white
women. Over 75 percent of young white women living i these arcas were
married in 1990, The Boston and San Francisco arcas had the fowest marriage lev-
cls: less than 45 percent of white women aged 25-29 in these arcas were married.

The metropolitan arcas encompassing San Diego. California. New Bruns-
wick—Perth Amboy. New Jersey. and San Antonio. Texas. had the highest mar-
ringe levels for black women. Nearly 50 percent of the young women in these
three arcas were marricd. New Haven, Connecticut, had the lowest marriage
level-——only 9 percent. After New Haven. which is an outlier. Rochester and
Buffalo. New York, and Milwaukee. Wisconsin. had the lowest levels of mar-
riage—around 15 percent. Once again we are confronted with the huge disparity
m marriage between white and black women.

There was considerable variation across the different metropolitan arcas with
respect to women's full-time employment and cducation i 1990, In contrast.
the ranee in the median carmmes of full-time women workers was nol very
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TABLE 144 Marriage market characteristics in 100 largest MAs:
1970, 1980, 1990.

1970 1980 1990
Whites

Women's characteristics”

Percent marricd 81% 67% 60%

Percent employed full time I8 Ry 48

Median carings” $17.270 $16.557 $19.034

Percent college graduate 16 26 27
Men's characteristics

Percent employed full time 69 72 72

Median eamings $26.307 $23.309 $23.907

Percent unemployed 2 4 4
Sex rato” 87 .96 1.06
AFDC/ $9.595 $7.724 $7.143
Percent black 11 {2 13
Population size 304.572 365.783 502.264

Blacks

Women's characteristics

Percent married 56 42 30

Percent employed full time 22 37 38

Median carnings” $15.766 $15.653 $16.093

Pereent college graduate 9 i4 14
Men's characteristics®

Percent employed full time S 53 52

Median carnings $17.623 $15.676 13516

Percent unemployed 6 9 11
Sex rato” 73 8 .88
AFDC/ $9.308 $7.379 $6.971
Pereent black 15 L6 15
Population size 459.129 467.602 624.100

SOURCE: Public Use Microdata Sumple. 1970, 1980, and 1990.

“These characteristics are for women aged 25-29.
PWomen's carnings are median full-time carnings.

“These characteristics are for men aged 28-33.

“Men's carnings are for all men.

“Sen ratio compares men aged 28=33 1o women aged 25-29.
fAFDC is the state guarantee.

wide: $14.,000-$26,000 among whites and $12.000-%21.522 among blacks.
Wellare benefits ranged from a low of $4.621 to a high of $9.513. The avail-
ability of quality male marriage partners also differed dramatically across metro-
politan arcas. Median carnings for all males. including those not in the labor
force. ranged trom $13.888-$32.000 among whites and from $2.200-$22.000
among black men.

In 1990, the employment picture was much worse for black men than for
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white men, especially at the low end of the range. In at least one metropolitan
area, the median earnings of all black men—$2,200—was lower than the maxi-
mum welfare benefit in that state—$4,600. This was not the case for whites.
The median income of men in the lowest income area—3$13,888—was over
$4.000 higher than the maximum welfare benefit.

Accounting for Areawide Differences in Marriage: 1990

To determine which of the marriage market characteristics were important
predictors of marriage. we estimated multiple regression equations. using the
MAs as our units of analysis.>* Starting with the 100 largest MAs in 1990,
we created variables for each characteristic in cach area in 1990, 1980. and
1970. For information on the means and cocflicients from these regressions,

TABLE 112 Effects of marriage market characteristics on proportion married.

Whites Blacks
Cocf t Coef 1

Weoanen's Characteristies”

Proporion cimploved (ull-time - ARY —0.181 —.003 —0.037

Median carmmgs” -.009 —4.2:4] =004 —10).848

Pereent college graduate =40y —3.048 —.086 ~0.801
Men's Clraracteristics’

Propartion ciploved Tull-time 234 3929 RN 1.733

Meadiam carnings” 007 4.062 06 2.907

Pereent unemployed =468 —2.4966 =146 -1.206
Sex Ritio AN 3383 212 5715
AFDC? —.007 —3.366 SRUN —-3.297
PProportion Black 004 2308 07 1112
Population Sire” -.002 —-3.213 —.000 —0.044
Year -0 —4.281 —.014 12.606
Constant 976 12.905 1417 F1.874

SOURCTE: Public Use Microdata Sample. 1970, 1980, und 199G,

NOTE: Coellivients are based on pooled data from 1970, 1980, and 1990,

“Waonien s characteristics are based on women uged 25-29.
" . e e g . X s . . .

Median carnings, AFDC tin thousands). Women's carnings are based on full-time carners, Men's carnings
are based on alb men. )
“Men's characteristios are hased on men aged 28-33)
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see Tables 1.11 and 1.12. 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 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
eamings—were positively associated with marriage. A high sex ratio (more
men than women) and a low AFDC-food stamp benefit also increased mar-
riage.

The results for blacks were similar to thosc for whites. with one important
exception: none of the indicators of women's earning power werc significantly
related to marriage. although the signs of the coefticients were in the right direc-
tion. The effect of men's unemployment was also much weaker. 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
4s the arca with the most independent women?” “What if all the areas had the
same characteristics as the arca with the least independent women?” “What if
all the arcas had the samc characteristics as the arca with the least and most
marriageable men?”

By taking the maximum and minimum values for women's education. full-
time employment, and median carnings. and multiplying these values by the
coefficients from our multiple regression equation. we came up with predicted
marriage levels ranging from 41-76 percent among white women and ranging
from 26-32 percent among black women. In short. differences in women'’s
independence had a lot 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 finding is not surprising. given that black women’s characteristics
were not good predictors of marriage o begin with.

Using the maximum and minimum values tor men’s earning power, we came
up with predicted marriage levels ranging from 45-68 percent among whites
and from 15-40 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 57-61 pereent among whites and from 26-33
percent among blacks. In general. welfare is less important in determining mar-
ringe levels than men’s and women's carning power. and it is more important
in determining marriage levels among blacks than among whites.”

To see how much of the race difference in marriage levels in 1990 could be
accounted for by differences in marriage market characteristics, we substituted
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the means of the black marriage market characteristics into the white equation
and calculated predicted percent married among white women 25-29. We per-
tormed a similar exercise using the white means and the black equation. This
resulted in an 8 percentage point decline in marriage levels for whites and an
Il percentage point increase in marriage levels for blacks. About one-third of
the race difference in marriage in 1990 was due to differences in marriage mar-
ket characteristics, principally differences in men’s employment opportunities.
But the major share of the race difference in marriage was not due to differences
in marriage market characteristics, rather it was a net racial difference.

Accounting for the Trend in Marriage: 1970-1990

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 that
we used for the cross-sectional model. except that we substituted the means for
women’'s and men’s characteristics in 1970, 1980, and 1990 and calculated pre-
dicted marriage rates for each of the 3 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 19705 and 1980s. and
the ratio of men to women increased.

FIGURE 1.5 Effects of changes in marriage market characteristics
on proportion of white women married aged 25-29.
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FIGURE 1.6 Effects of changes in marriage market characteristics
on proportion of black women married aged 25-29.
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Figure 1.5 shows the actual trend in the proportion of women married and
the changes that would have occurred had there been trends only in women's
independence or in the pool of marriagable men. As shown in this figure, in-
creases in women's carning power can account for over 70 percent of the de-
cline in marriage among whitc women between 1970 and 1990, whereas de-
creases in men’s earning power can account for only about 8 percent of the
decline. Most of the former effect is due to changes in women’s employment
rather than changes in earnings or education. Since employment may be a con-
sequence 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 rclated 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 carning power account for the substantial drop in marriage
rates amony blacks during the 1970s and 1980s. The decline in men’s employ-
memt explains about 12 percent of the decline in marriage, whereas the increase
in women’s earning power has no cffect. This is very different from the cross-
sectional results. which showed that differences in men’s employment opportu-
nities accounted for a substantial portion of the difference in marriage across
MAs. The reason for the disparity is that the decline in men’s cmployment
opportanitics between 1970 and 1990 was much smaller than the cross-state
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ings was $2.200 to $22,000 in 1990. whereas the decline in men’s earnings
across all states between 1970 and 1990 was only $4,000.

Our analysis of marriage markets gives the reader an idea of how census data
can be used to test some of the different hypotheses about the decline in mar-
riage. Based on preliminary findings, we believe it would be useful to analyze
several distinct marriage markets within each metropolitan area: one for men
and women with low education. another for men and women with a high school
degree. and a third for men and women with some college cducation. Given the
increasing inequatlity that has occurred during the past two decades, we suspect
that a more disaggregated look at marriage opportunitics might produce a
stronger relationship between men’s carning potential and marriage.

CONCLUSIONS
Four demographic trends underlie the changes in the American family during

the past tour decades: the delay (and decline) in marriage. the increase in marital
instability, the change in marital and nonmarital birthrates. and increases m

mothers” labor foree participation. In the 1930s. the typical family consisted of

a breadwinner-husband. homemuker-wife, and two children. Today. therc is a
much more diverse set ol living arrangements. including dual-carner couples.
single-parent families. childless couples. cohabiting couples. one person. and
nonlamily houscholds.

Family diversity reflects the fact that many people have more freedom and
more choice about how to organize their personal lives. Greater diversity also
has Ied o greater income incquality. While dual-carner couples enjoy a high
and apparently increasing standard of living. single-mother families arc under

areal cconomic stress. Diversity has also led to a wider gap in the standard of

lving hetween blacks and whites. especially in families with children. Whereas
white children are increasingly being raised in dual-carner families, black chil-
dren are concentrated in single-parent families.

The high poverty rates ol 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 cconomic conscquences of single motherhood are much greater in the United
States than clsewhere. Other countries are much more gencrous than the United
States in terms of providing income and other kinds of economic support for
single mothers (housing. childcare. health care). And surprisingly. their gener-
osity has not led to high levels of single motherhood. Sweden has been espe-
cially creative in dealing with the dilemma of how to help single mothers with-
out incrcasing  their prevalence und  without encouraging  dependence on
vovernment. That nation provides generous benetits to single mothers in a way
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that reduces poverty while promoting self-sufficiency. The United States has
much to learn from the Swedish example.

Finally, we found that increases in women's economic independence account
for a substantial part of the recent decline in marriage among whites. The inde-
pendence hypothesis does not account for trends in marriage among black men
and women, however. Two other economic explanations for the decline in mar-
riage—lack of marriageable males and welfare benefits—do not account for very
much of the recent trends in marriage, not because these factors are unrelated
to marriage but becausc they have not changed in ways that would discourage
marriage. White men’s employment and earnings in the aggregate have re-
mained fairly constant over the past 20 years. while black men’s carnings and
employment prospects have deterioated somewhat. The value of welfure benefits
has also gone down. What the census data do not tell us is whether changes in
attitudes and values arc related to declines in marriage. To the cxtent that such
changes are important. they are likely to be more tmportant among blacks than
among whites,

ENDNOTES

. U.S. Burcau of the Census (1992). “Money Income of Houscholds. Families. and

Persons in the United States: 1991.7

U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991, “Marital Status and Living Arrangements:

March 1990

3. Percentages caleutated from U.S. Burcau of the Census (1960). “Marital Status and
Family Status: March 19707 (1981): “Marital Status and Living Arrangements:
March 19807 (1991): and “Marital Status and Living Arrangements: Unpublished
Tabulations.”

4. Lynne Casper (1992). Also sce Ronald R Rindfuss and Audrey Vandenheuvel

{1990).

The term illegitimacy is a technical term used by demographers and 1s not intended

to be judgmental.

[R)

‘N

6. For more information on the decompuosition of the tllegitimacy ratio see Smith and
Cutright (1988).

7. U.S. Burcau of the Census (1991). “Houschold and Family Characteristics: March
1990 and 19897 (1991): and “Marital Status and Living Arrangements: March
1990.”

8. U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991). Statistical Abstract of the United States. 1993.

9. Most of these women were in dual-carner familics. In 1980 the percentage of fami-
lies in which women werc the sole carners was 7 percent among whites and |3
percent amony blacks. In 1990 the percentages were 8 and 12 for whites and
blucks. respectively.

10. The categories in Table 1.5 are based on the same definitions as those in Table 1.4.




12.

1S,
16,

Y.

20,

SARA McLANAHAN AND LYNNE CASPER

After sorting women into different statuses, we computed the mean income and
poverty rate for each family/work status.

U.S. Burcau of the Census (1992). “Poverty in the United States: 1991."

We do not report poverty rates for single childless women who were not employed.
since many of these women were students and/or living in multiperson households.
which makes it difficult to measure poverty reliably. For the purpose of this discus-
sion. we assume the poverty rate of these women is similar to that of employed
single women without children.

These numbers are based on our own tabulations from the 1980 and 1990 microdata
and are not shown herc.

US. Burcau of the Census (1991). “Muarital Status and Living Arrangements:
March 1990.7

Rindluss and Vandenheuvel (1990): Casper (1992): Sweet and Bumpass (1992).

Where possible, we used the same countries as described in Table 1.3, Information
on women's employment was not available tor France. and Denmark wis not in-
cluded in the LIS data. We used a slightly different age cutolt for the international
comparison duc to restrictions n the data. For more infornution sce McLanahan.
Cusper. and Serensen (forthcoming).

The U.S. poverty rates in Table |10 are different from those reported in Table 1.7
for sceveral teasons. First, the international comparisons are based on surveys car-
ricd out in the mid-1980s. Second. the U.S. numbers in Table 110 are tor all
racial and ethnic groups combined. And third. the poverty rates in the international
comparison are based on a different definition of poverty than the rates in Table
7. In the international comparison. a woman was delined as poor il she lived in
a family with income less than 50 percent of the median family income in that
country. tn Table 110, poverty rates are based on the oflicial poverty thresholds
used by the U.S. Burcau of the Census.

Waong. Garfinkel. and MclLanahan (1993): Casper. McLanahan. and Garfinkel
(1994). Also sce McLanahan. Casper. and Serensen (forthcoming).

For a review of this literature see Cherlin (1992). For conflicting results, see Mare
and Winship (1991).

Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives. Overview of Enti-
tement Programs. U.S. Government. 1993,

FFor review of the empirical research on welture effects. sec Gartinkel and McLana-
han (1986); Mottt (1992).

For a discussion of the “availuble male hypothesis.” sce Lichter. LeClere. and

McLaughlin (1991).
Bellah ot al. (1985): Lestaeghe and Surkyn (198%).

After combining three MAs in 1990, we ended up with 97 ohservations. ITnforma-

tion Trom 1970 and 1980 was not available for ali 97 of these areas. since some of

them were newly created in 1980 and 1990, and theretore our final count of MAx

was 287, In addition. we were forced 1o drop seme arcas because our sample of

hlacks was too small o provide stable estimates of marriage prevalence. For the
analvsis of white marriage markets. our final swnple consisted o 252 MAs, and

g
LT

o TR YIRS,

e

25.

GROWING DIVERSTTY AND INEQUALITY IN THE AMERICAN FAMILY 45

for the analysis of black marriage markets, our final sample consisted of 173 obser-
vations. Missing information on the independent variables was recoded to the mean
or median, and dummy variables were used to indicate that a variable had missing
information.

Our model does not adjust for unobserved cross-state differences, which means that
the welfare variable may be picking up some of these unobserved effects.
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Families and the Changing Labor Market

Executive Summary

American families have been in the midst of change in the last three decades -- changes in
time worked for pay; changes in income and who it is earned by; changes in family size; and
changes in how child care and household tasks are accomplished. This report assesses these
changes and the challenges and opportunities they create. Our main findings are:

The hours American parents work in paid jobs have increased enormously since
1969, due to a dramatic shift of mothers’ time from the household to the labor
market. Both married mothers and single parents are working more for pay today

than 30 years ago.
) '/4,. up 74.- ﬂ-:\‘ oréou.#\
Average fan@ has increased as a result of the increase in paid work

hours, so that families can purchase more goods and services than in the past.

pove This enables them to compensate for having less time at home by buying time-
o

‘\)e\' ¥ 3]

saving goods and services and to have more disposable income besides. Although
a minority of families -- those with a less-educated single parent -- suffered a
decline in inflation-adjusted incomes from 1969 to 1992, their situation improved
as the economy expanded from 1992 through 1996. The average American
family is clearly better off economically today than in 1969.

At the same time, families are having fewer children, so that family income per

¢ person has increased even more. (Eewer children also take less time.] As a

result,parental child care time available per child has increased even though total
child care time has declined somewhat.

Most of the extra time spent earning income has come at the expense of
housework, not child care or leisure activities. Families have also changed their
lifestyles by buying more prepared foods and time-saving appliances, paying
others to do some of the child care and household chores, shifting some of these
tasks to fathers, and rearranging their paid work in non-traditional ways to
accommodate the demands on their time at home.

Clinton Adminstration policies have helped parents balance the demands of job
and family while increasing their incomes and strengthened family life.
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I. Introduction

Dramatic changes have occurred over the last thirty years in how families combine work
and family life. During the last three decades women have devoted more and more time to
market work. Combined with hourly earnings increases among women, this means women’s
earnings have gone up substantially, while their time available for work in the home has
declined. In contrast, men’s average hours of paid work and earnings have remained relatively
stable. This means that families have higher incomes, but they have less time for other activities.
As aresult, American families have been in the midst of change -- changes in who works for pay;
changes in income and who it is earned by; changes in how children are cared for and
particularly in the utilization of paid child care; and changes in how household tasks are
accomplished. This report assesses these changes since 1969.

Two other trends in family structure are also 1. Single Parent Families as Share of All Families
likely to affect the well-being of families with W

children, occurring along with changes in their 30% |
income and time allocations. First, the share of 25% |

families headed by a single parent has increased
significantly (see figure 1). Since single parents
tend to have both lower incomes and less total adult
time available for work in the home than married- 10% |
couple families, this trend should tend to increase
the proportion of families who are “cash-strapped”

20% |-

Percent

15% |-

5%

and “time poor.” Second, families have also 0% %:6 197 1980 1095
decreased in size as the average number of children
in families has declined (see figure 2). This should 2. Average Number of Children per Family
ease some of the time pressures on parents. 28
This paper will examine how families with 20|
children are faring in the face of all these changes. c1sh
Key questions to be addressed include: £
S 1.0
. How much have hours of market work
increased for families? 05"
. How have the extra hours worked by 00 1969 1996 1969 1996 1969 1996
families affected famlly incomes? Married couple  Single parent All families

How have these trends differentially affected families that differ in skill level,
minority status, and number of parents in the household?
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. What have these changes in market work and income meant for how families use
their time in the home? In particular, how have these changes affected parental
. time available for children?

Some have argued that Americans are facing more and more of a “time bind” as they
work longer and longer hours in order to attain an increasing standard of living [Schor 1991].
Others have argued that, even with increases in hours of paid work, families are not realizing
significant income gains, or that families are working harder and harder “just to stay in the same
place” [Bluestone and Rose 1997]. No such “one size fits all” characterization adequately
captures the variety of experience in different segments of the population. Different types of
families have experienced different changes in paid work time and income.

Overall, we find that parents today are spending more time working to earn income, yet
the average child is probably getting more time from his or her parents than in 1969. The keys to
this seeming paradox are smaller families and less time spent on household chores. For most
groups, family income has increased. With fewer children, parents are able to buy more goods
and services for themselves and their children as well as spend more time with each child. Thus,
the average American child may well be better off today than in 1969 in terms of both parental
time and income.

There are some groups for whom this overall picture is not as rosy, however. The
continuing increase in the share of children living in single parent families has substantially
decreased the progress that families with children would otherwise have made, limiting both their
income and time. Less skilled parents, who have not experienced the wage gains of other
families, are working more hours without an increase in income. During the economic expansion
of the 1990s, however, all families have seen income gains as their hours of work have expanded,
giving all families a better opportunity to effectively combine work and family life.

I1. Trends in Hours of Market Work

The most dramatic change in the time allocation of families has been in time spent at
work for pay. Since 1969, both married-couple and single-parent families have substantially
increased their annual hours of paid work. These increases have come almost entirely from the
women in these families, who are working more outside the home -- more weeks in the year and
more hours in the week -- than they did thirty years ago. However, while the increase in paid
work time has been widespread, the size of the increase has varied considerably across families,
depending on the number of parents, their education, whether they have a preschool-age child,
and their race or ethnicity.

The estimates of annual hours of work presented in this section are based on the March
Current Population Survey (CPS), a large representative survey of over 60,000 households each
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year.! For 1979, 1989, and 1996, information on annual hours of work was derived from two
questions which ask how many weeks each individual worked in the previous year and how
many hours they “usually worked” in the weeks they worked.? Multiplying weeks worked by
usual hours worked per week provides a measure of annual hours of work.

For purposes of this analysis, we use the same definition of a “family” as the Census
Bureau: all related individuals living together in the same household. We restrict the analysis to
families whose head is at least eighteen years old and where there is a child under age 18.

While the CPS is the only large-scale representative sample which consistently measures
hours of work and family incomes on an annual basis and is therefore the standard data set used
for labor market analyses, some have argued that the CPS may not accurately measure hours of
work because individuals may not be able to recall accurately their usual hours of work during
the last year [Juster and Stafford 1991; Robinson and Godbey 1997]. In section IV of this report
we discuss alternative estimates of paid work time based
upon “time diaries,” which require individuals to maintain
] wie detailed accounts of how they spent their time during a

(7} Husband day.

As shown in figures 3 and 4, annual hours of paid
work have increased substantially for both married-couple

i i

and single-parent families. A person who works forty
/ / hours a week for 50 weeks a year (a traditional “full-time”
/ / job) will work 2,000 hours in a year. For two-parent
77

N

families (figure 3) annual hours of paid work increased by

496 hours (18 4. Annual Hours of Work by Single Parents
percent) from 1600
1969 to 1996; for single-parent households (figure 4) '

they increased by 297 hours (28 percent).

7

1969 1979 1989 1996

1,400 |

1,200 |
Virtually all of the increase in families ¢ 1000 s
market hours of work has come from increases in & so0f |
women’s hours. Conceptually, the increase in 3 600
I

women’s hours can be divided into three basic a0l |

200 |- ¢

'We are using the March 1970, 1980, 1990, and 199'})CP89&1ta set979The data colleesed
each March refer mainly to the previous calendar year. Thus we refer to data for 1969, 1979,
1989, and 1996. We chose these years because they represent peak years (or upswing, in 1996)
in the business cycle and thus permit valid historical comparisons.

’The 1969 data are not strictly comparable to later years due to differences in data
reporting. We have developed an imputation procedure to make these data more comparable to
information in later years.
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components: more women are employed, employed women are working more hours per week,
and employed women are working more weeks per year. The most dramatic change has been in
the percentage of women employed. In 1969, 38 percent of married women worked for pay,
while in 1996ercent did so -- a 30 percentage-point increase in employment. The increase
in employment for single parents has been less dramatic: 53 percent worked for pay in 1969 and

percent in 1996. On average single parents and wives increased both weeks worked per year
and hours worked per week.

While annual hours of paid work by all wives increased greatly by 576 hours (93
percent), husbands’ hours of paid work decreased slightly from 1969 to 1996. This is the result
of husbands working fewer weeks per year, without significantly changing the usual number of
hours worked per week. These trends are consistent with estimates reported elsewhere in the
literature, based on a variety of data sources.’

The overall increase in family hours of paid work has been widespread throughout the
population. All types of families -- whether defined by the head’s education level, spouse’s
education level, presence of young children, or race or ethnicity of the household head -- have
experienced substantial increases in hours of paid work from 1969 to 1996. In virtually every
case, the increase in family hours of paid work reflects increases by wives and by single parents,
rather than by husbands.

5. Change in Annual Hours Worked, 1969-96

While the basic trends have been similar, by education fevel of head of household

however, the magnitude of the increase in hours of 800 ,

. K R . s B High school or less
paid work has differed substantially across different 600 | [J some college
demographic groups. In part, this is because some K Collge degree
groups, such as women with preschool-age children, § “°F
had lower hours to start with, and therefore more 8 o0l
room for expansion, than others. g

I 0 ki : ‘j
. Families headed by a college graduate ;| @
have increased their hours of paid
work much more than those whose -400 Wives Husbands  Married couples Single parents

head had less education (see figure 5).

For married couples with a college-educated husband, annual hours of paid work
increased by 644 hours (23 percent) -- more than twice the increase for couples in
which the husband has a high school diploma or less. The difference was due to
the wives’ hours increasing more and the husbands’ hours decreasing less in the

*Rones, Ilg and Gardner (1997) and Leete and Schor (1994) used CPS data, Bluestone
and Rose (1997) used data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, and McGrattan and
Rogerson (date?) used decennial Census data. All of these studies show increases in hours of

work for women (or wives and single parents), and decreasing or stable hours of work for men
(or husbands).



PRELIMINARY DRAFT -- NOT FOR CITATION

college-educated families. For single

parents with a college degree, hours 6. Change in Annual Hours Worked, 1969-96
of paid work increased by 322 hours - by presence of child under age 5
(20 percent), compared to 165 hours Child under age 5 present

No child under age 5 present

(16 percent) for single parents with a g0 |-
high school diploma or less.
400 -
. Families with a young child
increased their hours of paid work 2001
R T~
mugh more than those with only
school-age children (see figure 6).
For single parents with a child under
age five, hours of paid work
increased by 400 hours (50 percent), compared to 246 hours (21 percent) for
single parents without a young child. For married couples, hours of paid work
increased by 537 hours (20 percent) for families with a child under age five,
compared to 457 hours (15 percent) for families without a young child.

-200
Wives Husbands  Married couples Single parents

. Married couples with a white or black husband increased their hours of paid work
nearly twice as much as married couples with a Hispanic husband. By contrast,
single Hispanic parents increased their hours slightly more than either white or
black single parents.*

Why have people changed their hours of paid work? Trends in wages and trends in paid
work hours influence each other. Rising wages tend to draw more individuals into the labor
force, while falling wages (especially relative to the rewards from other activities) tend to reduce
participation. In turn, more work experience leads to faster wage growth, and vice versa. Asa
result, wages and paid work time tend to move up (or down) together, in a virtuous (or vicious)
cycle.

Trends in hours of paid work for both men and women have roughly paralleled the trends
in their wages since 1969 [Blank ?; Juhn & Murphy 1997], which will be discussed below (see
section III-A). However, the magnitudes of the changes in paid work time are still not
completely understood, as they are not easily “explained” by changes in key economic variables
[Blau 1998, Danziger and Reed 1997]. The increases in paid work among women seem to be
much more closely related to increases in their own wages than to the changes in their husband’s
wages over this period. Slow growth of men’s wages does not appear to be the reason why
women are increasing their market work [Juhn and Murphy 1997]. Increased work among
women may also be affected by such hard-to-measure things like changes in assumptions about

* Trends for Hispanic families are difficult to interpret, as changing immigration patterns
resulted in significant changes in the composition of the Hispanic population over this time
period.
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women’s role in the family, diminished discrimination against women in the workplace, or
falling barriers to women entering non-traditional occupations. Highly educated women have
benefitted more from diminished discrimination than have women with less education, as higher-
level professional and management jobs have opened up to them. Whatever the reason, large
increases in market work hours among women have substantially changed the time allocation
and income of families.

III. Trends in Family Income

The upward trend in hours described above raises questions about trends in family well-
being. A family’s economic well-being is typically measured by its income. Earnings are the
largest part of family income, which also includes transfer payments such as welfare and
unemployment insurance, interest, dividends, and other uneamed income such as child support.
Earnings, in turn, are equal to hours worked for pay multiplied by the hourly wage. Rising work
hours should lead to rising earnings, but the magnitude of this effect depends on changes in
wages and other income sources that might be occurring at the same time.

A. Wages

During the same period in which hours of paid work have increased, wages have also
increased for women and for college-educated men, but have declined for less-educated men.
Women’s wages have risen more rapidly than men’s wages, and college-educated workers’
wages have risen more than wages among the less educated. Men’s wages have grown quite
slowly on average, with wages falling for men without coliege educations.

As we discussed above, these wage changes are correlated with changes in hours of work.
More educated women have shown the largest increase in their market work, and their earnings
have gone up even faster as wages and hours of work rose together. Less educated men have
experienced both declining wages and some declines in hours of work, leading to earnings
reductions.

B. Total Family Income

Putting the trends in wages and hours together, to what extent have families’ increases in
hours of paid work translated into increases in family income -- the measure we ultimately care
about? To answer this question, we present estimates of average family incomes, by income
component, to provide one assessment of how these changes in hours have affected the standard
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of living of families in the United States.”> Our income measure, as described earlier, is based
upon before-tax cash income only, and does not include other family resources, such as food
stamps or the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). While these other resources and taxes are
important, they are difficult to measure accurately or consistently for individual families.
Because food stamp use grew rapidly in the 1970s and the EITC expanded greatly in the 1990s,
the income measure we use omits more of the resources available to low-income families today

than in the 1960s. Our estimates therefore understate the gains made by low-income families
since 1969.°

Trends in income and in the various components of income (earnings, government
transfers, other sources of income) have varied across different types of families.’

1. Trends in Income by Family Structure

Both married-couple families and single-parent families achieved increases in inflation-
adjusted income from 1969 to 1996 (see figures 7 and 8). However, even though single parents
had substantially higher rates of growth in paid work hours, married-couple families have
experienced a much larger average increase in income.

To adjust for changes in prices over time, these estimates use the CPI-U-X1 price index
measure, which is commonly used at present in federal statistics such as the current poverty
threshold. Some have argued that this measure overestimates the actual rate of change in price
levels over time. Estimates that assume a lower rate of inflation produce higher estimates of
inflation-adjusted income growth over time [Ellwood 1998].

% For estimates of changes in family incomes using a broader definition of income, see
Levy [1996].

7 Throughout the following analysis we refer to mean income, rather than medians or
other indicators of the distribution. There is more positive change in mean income than in

median income, as disproportionate growth in the upper tail of the income distribution pulls up
the mean without affecting the median.
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. The incomes of married-couple families increased by more than enough to
compensate for their increase in paid work time. Their average family income
increased by almost a third from 1969 to 1996 ($14,800 in 1996 dollars), while
their annual hours of paid work increased by less than a fifth.

. For single-parent families, incomes increased by much less than paid work time.
Average incomes of single-parent families also increased much less than incomes
of married-couple families over this period, after adjusting for inflation. Income
increased by less than ten percent ($1,900 in 1996 dollars) from 1969 to 1996,
while paid work hours increased by more than a quarter.

Increases in the earnings of wives and single parents generated most of the income
growth from 1969 to 1996. Single parents’ earnings increased more than their total family

7. Average Family Income of 8. Average Family Income of
‘Married Couples Single-Parent Families
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incomes did, as earnings increases were offset by a forty percent decline in average government
cash transfer payments. For two-parent families, increases in the wives’ earnings represented
two thirds of the increase in family income, with the remainder attributable to an increase in the
husbands’ earnings and an increase in unearned income from sources other than government
transfer payments.

For both wives and single parents, their increased earnings reflects both an increase in
hours of work and an increase in hourly earnings rates. The increase in wives’ earnings reflected
a 93 percent increase in wives’ hours and a 53 percent increase in wives’ earnings per hour. For
single parents, hours of work increased by 28 percent, while hourly earnings increased by 18
percent.

2. Trends in Income by Other Demographic Characteristics
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As with hours of paid work, trends in average family incomes differ substantially across

groups of families classified by education, race or ethnicity, or presence of young children.
Income growth has been greater for families headed by a highly skilled or white person and for
families with preschool-age children than for families with older children.
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More-educated families experienced greater income growth from 1969 to 1996.
Married couples experienced-income growth of almost a third if the hushand had a
college education, but less than ten percent if the husband had a high school
diploma or less. For single parents, inflation-adjusted incomes grew by eight
percent if they had a college degree, but incomes fell by five percent for single
parents with a high school diploma or less. Much of this difference in income
growth reflects larger earnings increases for highly skilled wives and single
parents, and larger earnings declines for low skilled husbands. The declining
purchasing power of cash welfare benefits also helps explain why the inflation-
adjusted incomes of less-educated single parents fell.

Average income growth for whites was substantially higher than for blacks or
Hispanics. Among families headed by a white person, average incomes grew by
almost twenty percent for both married couples (19 percent) and single parents
(17 percent) from 1979 to 1996.® For blacks, average incomes grew by less than
ten percent for both two-parent families (9 percent) and single-parent families (6
percent). Finally, for Hispanics, average incomes fell by almost five percent for
married couples (4 percent) and single parents (3 percent). These results are
striking, given the relatively large increases in hours of work by Hispanic single
parents over this period. Declining wages as well as declining cash welfare
benefits help explain why Hispanics’ incomes fell. In addition, an increasing
share of the Hispanic population were recent immigrants with little education.

Families with a child under age five had greater average income growth than
families with older children. For married couples, mean incomes increased by 38
percent for families with a child under age five, compared to 27 percent for
families with only older children. For single parent families, mean incomes

" increased by 17 percent for those with young children, but only by 6 percent for

families with only older children.’

Recent Trends in Family Income

¥Our race and ethnicity comparisons begin in 1979 because the CPS did not identify

Hispanics in 1969.

°0f course, having a younger child often implies being a younger parent. We do not

control for the age of the parent in this analysis.
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Trends in family income from 1992 to 1996 are considerably more favorable than the
longer term trend since 1969. Even families headed by single parents with a high school degree
or less, whose income deteriorated from 1969 through 1992, made income gains from 1992 to
1996 during the sustained period of economic expansion under the Clinton Administration.

C. The Distribution of Family Per Capita Income

To assess the implications of income growth for families with children, we need to take
account of the increasing share of single-parent families, whose incomes grew much less than the
incomes of married-couple families (see section III-B above). We also need to consider the
decrease in family size, because a given family income provides more resources per child when
there are fewer children in the family. Moreover, because less-skilled, lower-income parents
have had slower income growth than highly skilled, higher-income parents, it is important to
consider the trends in income for lower-income and higher-income families, nte
family.
it A

Figure 9 presents estimates which incorporate the combined effects of increases in single-
parent families and decreases in average family size, to assess changes in incomes for families
with children. To reflect changes in the share of single-parent families, the diagram shows
changes for the combined family income distribution of single-parent and two-parent families. In
addition, as a crude way of adjusting for the decreases in family size, family incomes are
presented in per-capita terms. (This is a crude measure because two children do not cost twice as
much as one, but it may be preferred to total income because two do cost more than one.) The
chart shows the change in average income per person for the lowest quarter, the highest quarter,
and the middle half of the distribution of all families’ per-capita incomes.

These estimates indicate that while there has
been substantial per-capita income growth for high- 20000 9. Mean Family Income, Per Capita
income families, incomes have been either stable or
decreasing for lower-income families when 1996 is 25000 |-
compared with 1969. During the economic
expansion from 1992 to 1996, however, lower-
income families also experienced rising per-capita

20000 -

15000 |-

1996 dollars

incomes. 10000 -
: 5000 -
. Since 1969, the top quarter of )
eqe . . B i
families gained, while the lower 0 el 2] Hay i B
. 1969 199 1969 199/2/ 1969 1996
quarter lost and the middle Bottom25%  Middle 50%  Top 25%

remained nearly constant in per-capita
income terms, after adjusting for inflation. The top €r gained 20 percent
($4400 in 1996 dollars) from 1969 to 1996, while families in the lower quarter of
the income distribution had declines of 11 percent ($410). For families in the
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middle half of the family per-capita income distribution, average family incomes
have remained relatively constant, with income gains of 4 percent ($452).

Since family size has been decreasing, it follows logically that the changes in mean
income are less dramatic when calculated on a total family level than on a per capita basis.

IV.  How Do Families Respond? Implications for Family Time Use Outside the Job

How does the increase in mothers’ paid work time affect the family, and especially
children? It would be wrong to assume that child-rearing necessarily suffers. There are other
non-market activities -- cooking, cleaning, shopping,@Xercising, entertainment, watching TV,
sleeping -- that may be reduced by working mothers in order to devote time to their children.
Fathers and grandparents may spend more time with the children when their mother works.
Husbands may do more of the household chores. Goods and services may be purchased with
some of the extra income, so that less of the parents’ time is required to produce meals, clean
clothes and rooms, and other things that contribute to the quality of family life. Household
appliances (microwave ovens, dishwashers) also reduce the time required for household tasks.
Standards of housekeeping, styles of entertaining, and even types of housing (condos without
private lawns and gardens) may change in time-saving ways. Besides having fewer children,
parents may space the births of their children to reduce the time required to rear each ong.

The trends in family incomes and hours of paid work described above raise questions
about their impact on family life. Increasing hours of paid work may mean higher incomes,
which provide more resources for parents and children. But increasing paid work time also
means less time for other activities. The evidence on time allocation to non-market activities is
much more limited and therefore, conclusions must be more tentative.

A. Trends in Current Population Survey Data

What can the CPS tell us about how these changes have affected the number of non-
market hours that families have available for caring for children and maintaining a household?
On the one hand, families may have less time available for child care because they are spending
more time in the labor market; and because there is a growing share of single parent families. On
the other hand, the number of children per family has fallen, which would tend to increase
parental time per child. As paid work time increases, parents may reduce their time spent in
housework, personal care, and recreation in order to have more time for children.

——

11
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Figure 10 shows the trends in non-market time per child that custodial parents potentially
had available to spend with their children, after netting out time spent at paid work and assuming
that each parent has a maximum of sixteen waking hours per day to spend either at home or at a
job. This per-child calculation makes the extreme assumption that if one child receives attention
from a parent, a sibling cannot receive any parental attention at the same time. As shown below,
despite increases in paid work hours for each type of family, the amount of non-market time
available per child has increased for both married-couple and single-parent families since 1969.
This means that the reductions in family size were
large enough to outweigh the changes in time spent 10. Non-work Time of Custodial Parents
at work. When single-parent and married-couple Available per child
families are added together, however, the amount of
family time per child has remained relatively
constant. This reflects the fact that a shift toward
more single parents tends to decrease parental time
available to children, because it reduces the number
of custodial parents available to spend time with
children. While parental time for children has
increased within family type, at the same time the : ! o
share of single-parent families has grown, and 0 19691995 1969 1996 1969 1996

. . Married couples  Single parents All families
single parents have less time than two parents.

Hours per day

B. Time Use in the Home Estimated from Time-use Diaries

We now turn to another source of data: time-use diary surveys, which ask respondents to
keep a detailed diary recording how they spend their time during a specific day. They provide an
alternative, more accurate method of measuring paid work time, as well as time spent in various
kinds of unpaid activity, such as commuting, housework, child care, shopping, recreation, and
personal care. The trends in hours of paid work time and non-market time described above are
based on data which report individuals’ estimates of their usual hours worked per week in the
previous year. Such estimates may not accurately portray the actual hours worked for pay
because the question is somewhat ambiguous and respondents may not be able to report
accurately on a “usual” week in the few minutes allowed during the CPS interview. Time-use
diary measures tend to show shorter paid work hours and sometimes even different trends than
the CPS [Robinson and Godbey 1997, chapter 4].

Unfortunately, such time-use diary surveys are conducted much less frequently (not since
1985) and with much smaller samples than the CPS. They cannot be used to examine trends for
smaller subgroups of the population, such as single parents or blacks. Moreover, the individuals
who complete the diaries may not represent the U.S. population as well as the CPS sample does.
These surveys do, however, provide information about how much time is spent in different types
of unpaid work at home, such as child care and housework, in leisure pursuits, and sleep.

12
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1. Averages

Time-use diary surveys show that most of the increase in women’s formal working hours
between 1965 and 1985 was offset by decreases in time spent on household chores (see figure
11). There was very little reduction in time spent with children; and “free time” spent watching
TV actually increased [Robinson and Godbey 1997, chapters 6 & 8]. These trends are rather
surprising, given the increased stress that some American parents are reporting.

In any single year, employed women spend about 45 percent less time on both child care
and household tasks than women without paid jobs, but still have less free time [Robinson and
Godbey 1997, pp.102-3]. (But note that employed women may be less likely to have young
children.) However, this cross-sectional relationship is highly misleading as to the trend in child
care time. Time-use surveys conducted in the U.S.
in 1965, 1975, and 1985 show that employed
mothers spent virtually the sa unt of time 80
taking care of children in 9\8§é§ours per week)
as in 1965 (6.3 hours per week). Mothers without 60 |-
paid jobs spent { 2 week in child care in
both years. This is consistent with other analyses
of these time-use surveys, which show no decline in
child care time within mothers’ employment
category. When the shift of women into
employment is taken into account, overall mothers’
time in child care declined by 10 percent, from ten
to nine hours per week. Fathers did not make up
the difference; their child care time remained about
2.5 hours per week from 1965 to 1985 (see figure 80
12). (These estimates of parents’ child care time
include only “primary” care, when the child is the
sole focus of the parent’s attention. They omit
“secondary” or “shared” time spent with children,
when the child is present and perhaps participating
with the parent in another activity, such as eating or
watching TV. Thus, the total amount of time spent
with children is estimated to be almost four times
greater than the numbers shown above.)

11. Womens' Division of Time
outside paid work and sleep

. Housework and shopping
K3 child care
Personal care
N Television
Other "free time"

40 |-

20

Percent of all (168) hours in a week

1965 1985 1965 1985 1965 1985
Employed women Nonemployed women All women

12. Mens' Division of Time
outside paid work and sleep

Bl Housework and shopping
£ child care

k2] Personal care
{3 Television
Other 'frea time™

60

40 -

20 -

Percent of all (168) hours in a week

1965 1985
Employed men

1965 1985
Nonemployed men

1965 1985
All men

When we take account of the decreasing
number of children per family, time for each child clearly rose despite the increase in market
work hours. Time spent in personal care and commuting to work did not change much.
Surprisingly, “free time” activities increased by 4-5 hours per week for both men and women,
due almost entirely to@n increase in television-watchifigyincluding watching TV with children).

What “gave” was household chores. k?uk
deotn \ovl Cate A

o goreks |
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2. Differences among families

These estimates are based on average trends. They may miss important distinctions
between high and low income groups, or between single-parent and two-parent families. The
effect of women’s increased hours in the labor market on families is likely to vary between
college-educated parents, whose incomes have been rising because their hours and wages both
increased, and less-educated parents, whose incomes may have fallen despite increased work
hours because of falling wages. It may be harder for families with more limited resources to cut
back on housework by buying time-saving services and appliances. The effect of women’s
increased hours in the labor market on families is also likely to vary between married couples,
who can shift some housework and child care from working wife to husband, and single parents,
who cannot. Within married-couple families, moreover, there are likely to be differences across
education levels in this shifting of tasks, as child care time by fathers rises with their education.

C. Elder care

The media have paid significant attention to the so-called "sandwich generation": those
adults who take care of both their own child(ren) and their elderly disabled parent(s). While a
number of people are in this position, the popular press likely overstates the scope of the
problem.!® Women are more likely than men, and adult children are more likely than spouses, to
provide elder care. Data from 1982 and 1984 show that close to one million women had a
disabled parent, a full-time job, and children under the age of 15. About 1 in 5 of these potential
elder care providers were actually engaged in elder care activities while holding a job and raising
children [Stone and Kemper 1989]. Of course, there are also many caregivers who do not work
full-time for pay and/or do not have children at home. Relatively few parents with children at
home are giving direct elder care themselves, but many more are managing the care of -- and
worrying about -- their disabled parents, which is a source of stress even when it is not very time-
consuming.

%Company-specific surveys have yielded estimates of as high as 20 to 30 percent of
employees caring for elderly disabled parents. These surveys, however, have often used very
broad definitions of care, including support which is solely financial or emotional, and may not
represent a large commitment of time by the caregiver. When the definition of “caregiver” is
restricted to those spending time helping elderly parents with activities of daily living (eating,
transferring, toileting, dressing, and bathing) or instrumental activities of daily living (meal
preparation, light housework, laundry, getting around outside, grocery shopping, telephoning,
taking medication, and financial management), data from the much larger samples of the 1982
National Long-Term Care Survey and the 1984 Current Population Survey indicate that just
under one percent of Americans who are working full-time provide care for elderly parents by
participating in any of the activities listed above.

14
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Financial support for elderly and disabled relatives is also a burden for some families. If
a family member is spending significant amounts of time caring for the relative instead of
working for money, this also contributes to the financial strain.

V. Changes in Child Care and Work Arrangements

Parents are changing their lifestyles to integrate the increase in mothers’ hours of paid
work and the increase in income experienced by most families. While the increase in hours of
paid work for women does lower the total amount of time remaining for housework, child care,
personal care, and leisure, a number of other factors determine the net effect on any individual in
the family. In addition to family size, the division of tasks between husbands and wives, and
other adjustments mentioned above, families are changing their behavior along two other
dimensions: the utilization of paid child care and changes in the time and place of work.

A. Trends in Child Care

Most parents adjust to an increase in their paid work time by increasing their use of child
care providers other than themselves. As mothers go to work, families have more income to
spend. Some of it has been spent on paid child care. The availability, cost, and quality of child
care which can be purchased in the market affects the employment decisions and financial status
of families. The primary child care arrangements for preschool-age children of employed
mothers in the fall of 1994 were divided roughly equally among care in the child’s home (by a
relative or nonrelative), care in another home (by a relative or nonrelative), and care in an
organized child care facility. Since comparable data were first collected in 1986, the trend shows
a relatively constant proportion of children receiving care in their own homes, relatively fewer
children receiving care in another home, and relatively more children receiving care in an
organized facility. The percent of monthly income spent on child care by those purchasing this
service rose from 6.3 percent to 7.3 percent between 1986 and 1993."

B. Changes in the Time and Place of Work

The effect of parents’ market work time on children also depends on when and where it is
performed. While data on flexible schedules, shift work, paid work done in the home, and

''The earliest comprehensive data collection by the Bureau of the Census on families’
child care arrangements was in 1977. The earliest data which are compatible with the most
recent data are from fall 1986. We use the 1986 data for consistency.

15
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alternative work arrangements are less readily available than data on traditional market work, the
1991 and 1997 May supplements to the CPS collected data that give us an overview of these
non-traditional work arrangements.

1. Flexible Schedules

The conflict between hours of market work and hours required for housework and child
care is intensified when the timing of market work is beyond the parent’s control. Flexible work
arrangements (defined as allowing workers to vary the time they begin or end work) are an
increasingly popular approach to decreasing the tension between work and family. In 1997
percent of full-time wage and salary workers had flexible work schedules. This was up sharply
from 15 percent in 1991, the most recent prior year when data was collected. The variations by
gender and age of children were small. Men were slightly more likely to have flexible schedules
than were women (29 percent versus 26 percent). Parents of children under age 18 were slightly
more likely to have flexible schedules than were those without children under age 18 (29 percent
versus 27 percent), while 30 percent of parents of children under age 6 had flexible schedules.

2. Shift Work

Shift work may enable parents to share child care more easily by working different shifts.
If shift work is to ease the task of combining paid work and child care, however, the choice of
shifts must be voluntary. For those workers who cannot determine their own schedules, the
combination of shift work and work in the home is a potential source of stress and expense. In
1997, 83 percent of full-time wage and salary workers were on regular daytime schedules. Of
those who were not, 4.6 percent were on evening shifts, 3.9 percent were on employer-arranged
irregular schedules, 3.5 percent were on night shifts, and 2.9 percent were on rotating shifts.
These non-standard working hours may make it difficult both to find time to spend with children
when they are awake and not in school and to arrange for child care while working.

3. Paid Work Performed in the Home

In 1997, 3.3 percent of all wage and salary workers were doing work at home for pay, up
from 1.9 percent in 1991. An additional ten percent of all wage and salary workers in 1997 were
doing work at home without receiving extra pay for it. (Nearly 9 out of 10 wage and salary
workers who were paid for work at home were in “white-collar” occupations.) While married
persons with a spouse present were more likely to do paid work at home than were single
persons, married parents were no more likely to do paid work at home than were married persons
without children. Single parents, however, particularly single mothers, had much higher work-
at-home rates than single workers without children.

4. Alternative Work Arrangements
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The nature of a worker’s contract with the employer affects not only the hours he or she
works in the market and the wages and benefits earned, but also the duration of the job, the
worker’s sense of job security, and the ability to coordinate work weeks with children’s school
schedules by working part-year. In 1997 6.7 percent of all employees were independent
contractors, 1.6 percent were on-call workers, 1.0 percent worked for temporary help agencies,
and 0.6 percent worked for contract firms.

5. Multiple Job Holding

Multiple job-holding, or "moonlighting," increased significantly during the 1980s, and
then leveled off at the beginning of the 1990s. This increase, like the increase in hours overall,
was generally driven by women. As women increased their multiple job-holding rate, the rate
declined for men.

. In 1996, over 6 percent of all employed men and women aged 20 to 54 held
multiple jobs.
. Over half of multiple job-holders worked one full-time and one or more part-time

jobs, while about one fifth worked multiple part-time jobs, one fifth reported that
their hours varied, and only 3 percent worked more than one full-time job.

. Men who held multiple jobs in 1996 worked an average of 52 hours per week,
while women with multiple jobs averaged 43 hours per week.

. Many multiple job-holders were highly educated professionals, not necessarily
driven to multiple job-holding by financial need.

C. Policies that address these issues

The enormous changes in the ways American families function create new opportunities,
but also present new challenges to government policy. This Administration has helped families
better balance work and family life by its policies in four major areas:
[**We need a sentence about each of these items -- have requested Tom Freedman's input.]
1. Easing parents’ “time bind”:

Family and Medical Leave

Child care

[*Administration proposals (see ERP chapter). funding for child care tax credit for
individuals, and employer day care.]
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Elder care

Flextime

2. Improving incomes of families that are struggling: the less educated and single parents,

whose incomes are still lower than in 1969:
Earned Income Tax Credits
Minimum wage increase

Welfare-to-work and employer tax credits for hiring welfare recipients, which help
people work and raise their incomes by their own efforts.

Child support enforcement, which provides income for single parents and may
encourage more ongoing involvement of non-custodial parents with their children.

Steady economic growth, which creates jobs, reduces unemployment, and raises wages
for all workers, especially the less skilled who are most affected when jobs are
scarce.

3. Enabling parents to choose their family size and spacing of children -- so they can devote

sufficient time to each one.

Family planning services -- contraception; access to abortion as an option of last resort.

4. Encouraging two-parent families to form and stay together in a supportive relationship

VI

Child support enforcement
Eligibility rules for Medicaid and other programs

Domestic violence services for perpetrators as well as victims

Conclusion

A massive shift of women’s time from the home to the labor market has occurred in the

last generation. For most families, increasing incomes have accompanied mothers’ increasing
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paid employment. Families today also have fewer children than in the past. As a result, despite
the increase in parents’ hours of market work, there is little indication that time spent with_
children has declined. These developments have created a host of changes in how families
function. In particular, new arrangements for child care have been adopted and housework takes

less time. These developments have created new opportunities, especially for women, but have
also raised new challenges. In response to the challenges, the Clinton Administration’s policy
reforms since 1993 have helped parents better balance family and market work.

Furthermore, women’s increased earning power may have other long-term positive
effects. It may increase their decision-making leverage within the family, which in turn may
increase resourccﬁ)ent on children. Moreover, as women gain more (and more continuous)
market work experience, their eaming potential also increases. Young women, expecting to
spend more time in the labor market, increasingly prepare themselves for higher-paying non-
traditional careers. These developments all work to increase the long-term economic security of
women and their families. '
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