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The structure of American society has undergone rapid and pervasive

. 2 cef € ‘ 4
changes during the 20th century, and few institutions Have changed more “than “'“&zaq
' / - B L.
-the. family. This paper £ocuses on changes in particular dimensions of family e
. € N :-7, }
structure -as- they are. descggbed by sociodemographic indicators suchﬁﬁs the
I . = = s . L

. amounr -of timing -of family formation dnd childbearing, household size and

..

' - = S e

living arrAngements, marital stability, ané}the labor force status~of married
women, ln addition, changes in the family structure of urban and rural areas.
. " - ¥
will be hompared. I will be shown that these aspects Bf family structure d

v =

are,interrelated and cannot be diSCubSLd as discrete topics in isolation from

.

.

one another. : ‘ CoL - '
. .- - blowdown in Marriage and Childbearing
’ I

. Y

Ecpnomic, political, and social conditions of the past 40 years have béen’

Er

accompanied by mafked fluctuations in_many aspects of marriage and the family. .
. 0 <
For -example,. the economic gloom of the Great Depressiou occurred simultane-

1 L . =

ously withzetremely low rates of marriage and childbearing o« o o “.a rear
I ) ra . -
record 9 percent of adult women during this period never married. The -
Ao o 2
marriage rate began to rise early in world War 11, declined somewhat during

-~

- the War, and then increased substantially from l946 through the mid-l950 e,

- 2

period of relative stability in economic and political affairs. During the

P‘%\l

. h‘}f .\

fifties, couples entered marriages af the youngest ages on record (average for,

males, 22.5 years, females, 20.1 years), and all but 4 percent of those at the

height of the ¢hildbearing period eventually married (Glick, l975),

N ' , ; . B -
» * N -

) i . AN ' : ) " .
Y . “ ~ . 3 . : LT T ,
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iof the‘Depression. In l975,the average age at marriage (males,—23.5 years,

N

females 21 I years) was nearly a year higher than in the mid-1950's, and the

proportion of women who remained single until they were 20 to 24 years. old

increased by one-third above the 28 perLent siugle at these ages in 1960 fl:

(Figure lk;(U S. Bureau of “the Census, 197J) This recent, downturn in,

marriage is -associated with current economlc conditions, but more importantly, )

it is connected with sociocultural changes in our attitudes regarding the

A i i Loy Ty

—part - of one s adult life. The determinants and consequences -of these 1ssues

x

'marital;disruption, labor foice participation—among women;,agd—the rise of’the;

« - -
1 =

‘,primary individual—-dre discussed in later sections of this -paper, but first, %h”E

‘few comments on the impllcations of the downturn in marriage for the level

»

_The family is part of the inst1tutional Jgructure through wh1ch a society
.. A .
replaces its population, It is the* unit in which reproouctlon is authorized
* ‘ =
sand expected, and consequently, changes in the marriage rate and/or the«age at

Wik
X

first marriage may affect a society s levél of fertility. Hence, there 1is

. - )
PR

»

little—question that‘recenttdeclines in the mgrriage rate'for young womeﬁ;in‘ i

.the,United States have contributed to our low level of current'fertil&ty."ln—

»

e gtlotthi o 4

1976 the ‘birthrate fell to its lowest recorded level, 14.7 births per 1, 000

i

;population, a decline of 20 percent from its level of 18.4 births per l, 000

I

popﬁlation just 5 years'before in 1970 (U.S. Natiomal Center fpr Health

Statistics, 1976). This low birthrate Is reflected in the growth of, American

- “
.

+»



f ,'.,\ L
vpopulation ‘between 1975 and,1976, 0.66 percent, one of the lowesr$ra56u~of”‘

* . e o

- any yea“ gince the Depression of the 1930's, However; the potential

‘for gro h -currently exists.‘ The number of persons in the'prime childbearing
ages is now quite large (a legacy of the post-War baby boom), and recent

surveyszof birth. expectations indicate that young women still intend 0 have
B . _ , e . T S
at least ‘two births each (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976). Hence, if th€$§1;

- . R . . 5

. 7@persgn§:§ctualize their preferences, we can expect the growth rate of the

population o accelerate somewhat in the near future. . E

f . - 1 . v
- - v

Upturn in Divorce : 2
- . N '3 .
Accompanying the recent downturn in marriage has been a continuation of

. the longterm trend of increased divorce (Figure 2). The number of divorces

-

per l 000 women under 45 years of age in the, United States increased by two—

thirds between the mid-1950's and 1970. Moreover, for the last 30 yearsb thé
proportion -of women whose first marriage’Ended in divorce by a given period

E
.of life ‘has gone up con51stently. For. example, the percent divorced by their

early 30" s'has more than doubled from 6.3 percent in 1950 to- 15.8 percent in~

'197D. Moreover, it has been estimaLcd LhaL between 25 and 29. percent of the

/ .
. women ‘now in their late 20's will end Lhelr first.marriage in divorce some-= _

time during their life. This.compafes withsonly 12 percént for women=now in

: .their late 60's (Glick nnd Norton, '1973).

The rising level of divorcc in our oo«lcty has been a cause for substan—"

.-
tial‘Canern. [t is one oE the statistlces mosL often cited by thosé who fgar,

> .e o
' a breakdown in the American family. However, this beliefl is not shared by
numerous;observers of family trends, many of’whom believe that divorce is an
appropriate method of resolving a poor marriage. Indeed, this latter.position“

[ .

tends to.be shared by large segments of our population. Consider‘tbe case of‘

€

thoseeinrpublic life. NolL many years ago, the stigma attached to divorce was
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:a;heaii Iiability'for candidates. for public office. Today, the stigma appears

. =
'to have diminished, a fdct that tends to be supported by the marital histories

A » .
of many:of our highest level officials. -

’ ﬁhatffactors are aséociated'with’the upturn in divorcé? _All other

» e ‘&? : I3

>

. : L
i What isfit~about )oung marriages that make then so Susceptible to

L

divorce? To begin with, a significant number of early marriages are precipi-

-

stability of early marriages is not due simply to their association with 1ow

education or. premarital pregnancy. Young age at marriage, in- and of itself
. \—

has;;f;independent effect. on divorce. To the extent that role patterns are

//tentative in the late teehs and tend to stabili e with increasing'age,:pgstwl
P . -
marriage divergence in the spouses’ %xpectations may be more’likelyvfor young

marriages (Bumpass and Sweet, 1973).
4

1

‘3}kmngamy/\the similarity between spouses in’ significant social character-

5 -

- 4

istics, ‘has also been shown to affect the probability ot divorce. Higher

d

"instability was found for coupﬂes divergent in age or reltgion, whilgquJg,

f\ 3 ac,i,,v‘?;% QH PR ARy
extreme differences In tducaétgg were associated/g}¢n ~rital disruption.— The
B . . ;‘-s"‘ ::&.4%4

LT
:grcater'probability of success Eor bgﬁygumous marriage is usually attributed
- ’c’-ba}"

to the greater likl‘hood o5f¢alue consensus between spouses in basic lrfe

‘”"‘a_

351 m’*‘z -

o éﬁgﬂﬁass and Sweet, 1973).

. . -,
A T - : :
N

In addition, recent increasés in divorce appear-to be associated wit

A

numbef;of societal conditions: (a)’the large number of men.who lived apart




portunities for womén Liberalized divorce laws have also been pcinted to

- . i .

~this explanation (Schoen et al., 1975).

—.ET

=Y

Racial Differences;in‘Marital'Stability'

The Moynihan Report generated interest in the family structure of blacks

in the United States. Moynihan;argued'that among blacks; particularly among;

_those at lower socioeconomic levels, there was a trend away from family . AC

ability (U S. Department of Labor, .1965). However, recent research,by %

Farley—and Hermalin (1971) demonstraLés that, "Contrary to images which are ;

3?majority of black children live with both parents.» T

i

o However, this is not to suggest that there are no racial differences in !
;idicatorgéof marital stability. The data indicate that in eyery—case, a,

i = < ' T / .-
‘higher proportion of whites than blacks are in the status indicative of family

m e .
Y

étabilityf ’Moreover, among blacks, thcrc has béen an increase‘in the propor; ]

-

7 tion of women who head families and a decline in the proportion of children .

'Awho live with botn parents (U.S. Bureau of Lhc Census, 1974). lt should be

=

pointed out, however, that the effect of growing up‘in a°disrupted family is

r

'not'well understood at this time. A number of s%udies indicate that the

t

effects on "life chances" are minimal compared with other factors such as

. ~ ' ' .
discrimination in the labor market and the, poor quality of formal education.



'Since 1940 thé,labor forge

o the growing n\mh,r of,women in our labor supply.

4

;gthe rela;ighship hetween female labor fgrée participatlépt' d_the

: ﬁis-century'(Oppenheimér, 1973) In 1900, if the average woman workedr'r

'iring her llfetime, it was only for a brief -period befo e marriage an>
i

: 1g. By 1940 the rateA showed some changes in ‘the degree of labor

p attern of female employment. The 1950:Census showed a'sharp'increaEer:f' E
R ] .

. over. the 194p Census in work rates for women aged 35 and over--those ‘whose

i
-

ichildren; by and large, ‘had reached school age. 'Thip pdttern'pas—persisted—sg" o

T - - - - , - / -
:qhgtzby_l970 between 49 and 54 percent of women it the 35-39 year age groups,

1

‘were in. the labor force.’ v — .
".-c' ‘o . . i - -v-..

== . " 4
~

iq addition, labor force participation of yeungérf.ﬁarried wemeh? those

»with preschool children, has: increased as wel]. In 1950 work for marr d
i

Awomen (husband present) in the 20—34 year age group was a rare dggg;rence,

\50 percent.

By 1970 work rates for women in these age groups approached 40 to

Vdrk'lg pecqming an’impore;nt end contlnping part‘of wbmen?g‘liveAr not\j

beque'ihey marry and s€arﬁ tearing children. _ ?
'ﬁﬁat:factors‘are assoelated_with'the probability that women ll partici—

./

_pate in “e labor force? Recent studies indicate that the probabll‘fy of



x .
et

wifelslﬁork is increased by~£amily economic pressure (as indéxed by husband'sr ) g

income) and'by wife's level of empl%yability and earnings potential (as

5
T,
indexed by ‘educational attainmentzgnd/or prior work exparience) (Morgan et al.,

1962 an

" In addition, family composition ‘has also been shown to affect labor force

participation of married women. Forféxample. Sw-et (1970) demonstrated that ;ﬁ

- .r

§iheon o

7j employment status is associated with thn number and .ages of children and with -
. # .

~~tbe‘§re§ence of other adults (besides the parents) in the»hougehold. He
- L 3 : ot L .-

-
-

expléiﬁéfthatffamily status constrains the employment of womgn'in'the_ . fii
follomiégiwaysf (a) the'glder th2 youngest -child, the lower,thésprobahility

. that'a?moiher will regardiher employment as—an"inappropriate;activity; (b)”the;:;i ;
1 . s

younger ‘the youngest chfld and the more children there are, the more houa@work
. e : / . o
that needs to be performed (bofh routine housewo*k and mothering"), and S

(c) the younger the youngest child, the. greater the difficulty in arranging ) s

/
satisfactory child care and the greater the probability that child care will{

be expensive and reduce the net econqmit benefit from employment. Ihe

presence--of another adult (especially a relative) in the»hougehold is 1;3g19;'

tormézerate.the inﬁibltlng,effects of child status on mother'sfwork‘hy )

faciliﬁating‘relinhle and inexpensive child ‘care arrangements and hylhelping,
' 7’ . ¥ ' ; * + . ; ) ¢
with household maintenance. _ :

oA .,
£ .

~ Thus, although there has begn a mu&ked decrease over Lime in lhe inhib-
¢ = i . . N
iting effects of, small ‘children on mother's t work activity, the number and,ages

L]

of children are still of extreme importance. Moreover, numerous studies'show'
- PRV

'that family size expectations are tied to expectations for careers andvother

-
kY

nonfamily-orientcd activities. Women who pldn to hold paid employment plan to L

have smaller families ‘than women who hnve no planq to enter the labor foxce

. B




)

(Wajgeiépd Stolzenberg, 1976). Female labor force participation is an imoor-

taﬁt‘igggg,.in‘and of itself, but it is also important because it is both. a

. - . . . : | .
.determinant and consequence of other aspects of family structure such as age

il

\\\\\\T\\\ ) Decline in Household Size

~ ~

+ One-of the most dramatic occurrences in American demographic history has
\.
\

been the decline in average household size . . . from 5.8% {sons in l790 to

2 89 persons in 1976 (figure 4) . What factors account for this decline? b
‘

et} o

Demographic 3hanges ip fertillty and mortality have had a maj r impact. For

.

'example, declines in- fertility reduced the number of very large household

" . units. while declines 1n mortality' enlarged the number of very small units by

4

incfeasing\the time—couples urvive after their children have established their

own: households (the so—called "empty ntst" stage 'In the family life cycle)

As a result of ‘these demographic processes, the proportion of small householdsa .

RY -

(two to four persons) increased contrnuousLy from 1790 to 1950 from one“third

- -

,to over;twoéthirds of~all households. However, in 1950 the number of four- .
e . ‘e .

persons ‘hoyseholds was still much greater than the proportion with only one

< R i . :

menb er. ’ . . .

The;continued fall.in,houseLbld size since 1950 is attributable to the
growth oﬁ_very small households (one to two persons). .One-person house~- '

~
holds’grew from 4 ? percent of all uniLs in 1900 to 19.6 percent in 19757

(U s Bureau of the Lcnsus, 1976). Are domographic forces the main deter—

minantsvbehind recent declines in household slze as they were in declines

through 1950? For example, has the increasce in primary individuals (ona- L,

prrSON : nouseholus) come at the oldest ages, s one\would predict from knowledge

of the:aging of the population which hasg characterized recent times? For males*
Q ~ ., A ) ' % ) }

10|
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‘the énswer s no. The total number of male primary individuals tripled

e

between 1950 and 1974 while the number o[ young (20~ 34 years of age) primary

indivigpal//increased more "than e}ghtfold Clearly, increases in lJving alone
s — -
for men have come at an early stage in the lif° cycle and are. associated with

- -

-moving out of the parental home to college dormitories, military barracks, and

T

most dramatically, to bachelor quarters.

In contrast, the.aglng of the population and the differentialiinﬂmortal-:‘$ -

.

\\ T et ' D < -
ity, which tends to favor older women over men, has been a key factor in

! 1
s > bl i

. - . s -
,enlarging the number nf women, who live aJone. Of the 4.6 million. increase in.

female primary 1ndivihua1s, between 19,0 and 1974, 63 percent, or nearly 3

[ RN

million women, ‘were: aged 55 74 Jears (kobrin, 1976) “'5 -

; AN :

. > »

The- data rev1ewed\above.suggest that the decline In household-size
- . i =

v

*

’ . f} \- PR ‘ \ 3 i~ - ) ) gor I . ‘
-‘hdd a'§ignificant impact on the family as a social unit. The’ great increase
1 Ad . . ’

in persons 1iving separately from families and "the concentration of theée' T

° .
t‘ i , T

i

. people at the youngest and oldegt stages of the adult life cycle imdicate that

7family megbership has Qecome muc ]ess contjnuous over the life cycle. if A

.. 3 . - . -
current trends continue, we Jnay see the "Lime when perhaps less than a majority

..‘\ ,

7of adults will be living in familles (73 5 percent livcd in families in 1970).

As Kobrln (1976) poin.s out, this

ange must neccssarlly‘affect tne relation~
- oA ' - ! .

. - ‘{' “e’ .
ships between gencrations and ii;e cyele paLterns of interaction generally.
. ' ) T
- ) . .
. . . .
Rural—Urban Comparisons .-
'4

As earlypas 1958, Alvin Bertrand tommented that " ... the rural family °* .

has qqickencd its tempo o. accept;pce of change, and the .indications are
) \ . R . [}

- Y * .
., that it will be more like the urban family in the [uture." “Hé went on to
) &3 ¢ VT * - - : .

\ s - o, -~
add that it was lmpossible to distingush‘differeug'trends in rural and

S ———— =
= . \ - . 3
- - @ _ . %

L

1 . e -2
- _ i . ®
. = - -7 -
> - -~




urbain family changes.‘ / _’ ) e

Ihg data‘bresented in_Table'l how a comparatlve profile oi family char—,;

R 5 s A

acteiistics in rural amd urban areas‘from”i950 to 1970. Théy ‘allow us tQ

¥

ascertain for selected indicators, whether Bertrand s expectations viere -
- LA | st

l N

accurate i e., whether rural+urban dif fereuces 1n:family structure have dimin—

.
" y -

iahed . and’mhether the direction of thange ih family structure has been 81m~

N 12

_i;a;’;ngrural and urban!areas. These data-indicate a‘persistence of urhgn&

. P ~ 4 « . LR SN

oL . . N LN - o= E IR
&urgL@digferences in family struCCure. Ruralzgeople continue to marry»earlier:

- 5t N o S
than tneir urban counterparts, have more children, and. live xn 1arger house—

< xA,a - .

hLluS. Labor force participation continuec to be lower among’ rural nomen, and
. A\

b5
> . . %‘ 7‘—7 s

) 3‘smaller prbpurtion of rurdl marrlages end in divorce., - {
3 L . / '{

=

- - . L [, A .
A v 1{

v .
effected rural families as well. Regardless of residence, the age of marriag,

1y

» . .

has 1ncreased, Gurrent fertility has declined, household size has diminiShed;r

the divorce rate has increased, and the- labor force parti 'pat;on,rate-of

T

womenfhas grown. As a consequence, urban-rural differences in family struc- .

%

\ture;have either diminished or remained constant during the 20 years studied.
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Rural America has undergone important demographic changes which have direct

implicationa'for the rural family. For example, the recent turnaround in

the relative rate of population growth between metropoiitan and nonmetro-
N .t . 4

politan -areas has affected the size and composition of the nonmetropolitan

hy
/

\populations After‘two-thirds of a century of uninterrupted'transfer of
population, activities, and economic reqources from smallér “to larger places,
populatignrahd employment are enjoying_renewed—vitality in nonmatropolitan

areas. Between l970 and l974 noghetropoltcau counties grew in pdﬁulation

by‘S 6 percent, compared Wlth onlx 3.4 perceant in metropolitan areas"‘

v

(Beale, l977). -The effect of tﬁls renewed growth on age composition 18

-~ g

~ =

especially important. ‘As we have -scen (in earlier sections of thig paper,

.

age is a prime factor in family formatlon dnd Lhildbearing, household size

“'u - "» -

~ - ¥

.

’ and livingfarrangements and-marital dLssolution.

-]

If migration raLes by age had LonLinued £rom che 1960 s inte the © 707 s,';

nonmetropol*tanﬂareas would have experienced 31gnificant 1osses at the young
famiLy ages (20-29 yeais), and only sllghL gains among | children and older
14}

adults, »ﬂowever, he young ages (5 14 yonrs) and midalc Eamily ages 35 4&

yearu) showed large unnvarOpOlLtan Kalbus avel 1905 70 expcgtations. ,blm-

Llarly. thv letileLnl age categonv (65f years) qhuwvd machd gaan Ln non-

~ “ . R

meLropalthn areaq (Figure 5) (LULches and Broun, 1977)

- e

To the extent ;hdL Lhcse ‘recent, trends‘are indicative of the future, we
kS - s - . .
can expect growth, ia the nonmgtropolit..n population at the ages where family
formation and childbearing are most likely, and at the retirement ages.

These are:prdcial age groups berause youny' families and the elderly need and.,

. -
“« . <
2

~ e

demand varldus gobds\and services that are not always-avallable in suffi-

- ~ L - - N
7 - . - -

* cient quantity in- rural ‘commdnitics. ‘

*




':? fami ies, require additional housing units, child care services, and

s

educational programs while the elderly may need income maintaince, trans-

;o ;_;:~c\N%:-A”
.?portationy/and various\community, healtn, and social services.
Oneiof the basic factors which has contributed,to the renewal of
) T \ /, . \

7€population growth in nonmetropolitan areas has been the decentralization
' :;:of employment opportunities. Between 1970 and 1974, the civilian labor-
v'force grew by 17 percent in nonmetropolitan areas (3 9 million) compared_

e

7ﬁ7yithwonly,10.percent.in metropolitan areas (6. 3 million) (U.S. Bureau;oﬁ

Vflhe Census, 1975). /;bis contrasts sharply with .the 1960's when the labor

]

- - _ * i

. - . - S ‘ N -
. force grew bx;abput 22 percent in metropolitan areas, but only by about 1l
S / . - : .

- =

o .

percentin;;oxmetropo;itan‘areas‘(Hines et al., 1975). Recent increases in .
- oy : RS

the nonme:

politan labor force arelaue to the growth of the working age

) population, but more importantly to incrcased labor force participation among

-~

‘women (from 30.3 perccnt in 1960 to 42.8 pcrccnt in/l974)

.

As pointed out ear ter, female labor force'participation is an important

issue 1n and of itsplfu but_ it is also important because it .is both a deter—

- \ 4

ginant and a consequence of other aspects of family structure such as age at

f

-marriage, divorce, and“fertility. Thus, the recent increase in labor force

i3

[-4

@ﬁrticipation among rural wcmen has direct implications for the rural family.;"

\ f )

Our Jprevious discussion pointed out'that work has become an important

and coutinuing parL of women's lives, not 1ust before they marry and start

~

raiaing.chlldren. Figure 6 demonstrates that this is true for both rural

-and urban ngen. In 1970, the rate of labor force participation among rural

!

2

;womenjgia not fall below 40 perce7£ at any age between 20 and 59; and the

¥

. R - b . | - ) .
a B
- . .
. -
.




pattern of high participation rates before and a ter childbearing, was char-
‘acteristic of both urbgg and rural residence categories. 1/
What kind of jobs are rural women obtaining? Data from the Census of

. . ; L

Population defmonstrate that rural women have increased in. almost every # -

£

occnpation and indistry category of employment. They made especially large

\

,gains in professional, technical and clerical white collar pursuits, and in

operative and service blue collar jobs. Ruralvwomen also made'large pérr

[

fcentage gains in skilled crafts posltions, but the base of employment in\l950

in. this category was rather small so percentagc gains tend to exaggerate

actual,growth (Figure 7). Regarding the 1ndustrial structure of employ—l

k4]

"
3

(,ment, rural women made large gains in manufacturing, transportatlon and

‘“cqmmunication, retail trade, and profeSbional services. Large percentage
. A
:gaine were also reglstered ‘4in wholesale Lrade, finance insurance and real—

e . . . . , ~
estate, business and repair serv1ces, and public adm1nistration, but or 9’

_ End

- / -
e again, these gains were calculated on a small employment base “in 1950.

=
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(Figure 8. N g B

- - _ o

In urban areas, the occupational pattern of growth in female employ- ~, ~— It

N = o . R o . .
ment closely matched that of their rural counterparts. lHowever, urbai . )

3 I

- .‘,‘J ! st .- e ' -
women made somewhat stronger gains in salces positions and substantially
) A ‘

"smaller gains In operative jobs. Similarly, urban women experienced far

»

smaller rates of growth In manufacluring and several other categories of

o b . . ]
indnstrial Jjobs—-transportation, wholesale trade, finance. Regardless of E
resideutial location, then, growth of fcmale employment was characterlsclc

of almd%t all categorles of jobs.

roewy . 1

s

o -

l/ /However, regardless of fesidence, the dominant pattern for racial minority
women is ‘to work conthuously through the family life circle, wﬁile white

women ‘tend to withdrew from the laboit force during Lheir twenties -and return .
- to- it when their children reach school age. !
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T ‘Sociodemographic indicators have been used to describe changes in the
. . S . . ) .
strudture and function of the Americadn family during the 20th century.

Pl

- . . % -
Ihese—changesmhave been pefvasive, far reaching, and intexrelated with -one

another. Decline in the marriage rate, for example, ie a Basicideterminant‘“
o£ lower fertility, which/in turn, is associated with women's Jabor force

. / =

. ;fgotiVity, the recent npturn in divo.ce and.the declire 1i,ﬁhe size of the

r

~Ameriganrhousehold§ Moreoﬁer, it was shown that these changes characterize*

3 .
- = " ¢

both urban and rural areas.//?

P

e

.

T TE one inference can be drawn from these bociodemog*aphic indicators»,it‘

ie that family roles and patterns of family interaction have been: mo\ified

- .

,substantially during recent decades. Non(amilial act1v1t1es appear to. be of -

- - [T .
4 o -,

:gfeatér importance than in the past‘ the proportion of the life cycle spent
' . \ .

*outeide of a family unit has 1ncreased significantly, child care is

’

increasingly the tesponsibility of third parties and the husband—wife

by

«

relationghip has become more egalitarian. "Yet, with all this change, there

A

.appears to berpermanence. Most people cventually marry, and most children
. e i
. ) t
-are_born and raised in husband-wife familtes. Indead, viabllity of the °
. -+

amily is gven suggesLed in statistlcs on dLVOlLE. According to Lhe latest .

f

informqtion availahlt, about four out of every (ive of those who pbtain a

=

divorce will eventually remarrx (u.s. BHLPdu of the Lensus, l972) Thus,'

’ Lhe demogruphic data prcscnted in this paper do not suggest a brbakd%yn of

\ ~

the Amgrican family but, rather, significan’ modifications in i@s structure

P

~and function in contemporary soclety. N




‘Table 1: Profile of Household and Family Ch_a.raQ-Ceristics‘

e ‘by Urban - ‘Rural Residence, 1950-1970. _ -
H a -
i N = . Year
. . 19505 - 196v
, - ™ Urban F36.0 30.9 ’
R © . Rural : 24.0 21.3°
- . - : «;5 ) ;[
11d-Women ‘Ratio 1/ ool ! - ) R
ST, Urban °  }  490.5 L 653.9
R Rural 7119 - _ 1834 - T,
T ~ Urban ©oa978 <7 - 2436
P Rural . . 2981 N 3127 .
ergons:-per housgehold E_ 2
Vs ~ " .Urban 3.2 ¢ L. 3.2
-, Rural : 3.7 3.6+
fPEEZ-DiV@rced . . f . . ]
_ ) Urbap, 2.6 2.9
ST : Rural - X 1:4 1.6
emale Labor Force Participhtion 3/
RN . Urban R T 37.3
R . Rurals - 20.0 - 27.3 .
— E - /. ) - =

DS

l/ Population lcss than 5 yrs. diylded by WOmeu 20-44 yrs x L000.
-2/ Ch dren ever .born per lOOO ever -married women 35-44 yrs,

~

:Source‘ u S. Census of Population 1950 1960 1970: PC (1) - 1, U.S. Summary.
) , o
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Frovse 1. <Single Women in.the Population uy Age: 1960-1975
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TABLE 5 - EXPECTEU AND ACTUSL MET M]GR/?TIO 8Y AGE FOP ME
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