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Iotroduetlon

The decade of the 1970e wl.tnessed au unu8ually rapld growth in the

nrnber of householde and a marked shtft ln household composition'

Between 1970 aud 1980,16.8 nlLlloa houeeholds were added to the

atoek, conpared wLth net addltloue of about 10.6 nllllon ln each of

the prevLous two deeadee. t{lth the 'arrival" of the baby-boon genera-

tlon into the prlne househoLd formation age grouPs' the strong grolrth

ln the nulber of householde was eatlrely expected; the large ewing ln

growth rates and ln the dletrlbutlon of household types, however' Irere

Dot. Thls paper thus ataLyzee the causes of the instabillty ln house-

hold growth over the past decade, eramlnes regional varLatlons in

these treude, aod provides alternatlve proJectloas of the number of

houeeholds that wtll ltkely forn Ln the 1980s.

Natlonal Trende: 1950-1980

Lt sas clear ln the late 1960s that the aglng of the baby-boon

generatlon (cohorts born between 1945 and t962) wouLd mean slgnlficant

grosth La the number of houeeholds. In the early 1970s, the U'S'

Bureau of the Ceogus estluated that between 1.3 and 1.4 nlllion nelt

hougeholde would forn over the decade, an lncrease of 30 to 40 Percent

over groyth la the prevloue 10 y"""".1 tlhat forecaetere fatled to

aotlclpate, hmever, g'a6 that the fractloo of unnarried adults who

bead tbetr own households would aleo rlse drarnatLcally. Wtren the

trend tward r181ng headshlp rate3 had become obvlous ln- 1975, the

Ceoeue Bureau lsaued a new set of proJeetlous, wlth the 'medlun"

assumptlons tuplying a grorth of about 1.5 ulllloo new houeeholde per
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year for the renalnder of the L97Oe.2 In :r.g7g, the

revLeed lte nedlun forecaet of household grgwth for

1.6-1.7 ulllioo anuuaUY.3

As Flgure I 111ustrate8, tf the treqd tosard rlelng headsttlp were

to perslat, household growth ln the 19804 sould thus surpass elteo that

la the 1970s. Indeed, soue forecasters have predicted an lnctease of

2.0 nllllon or Dore new houeeholds annually over the current decade'

But how justlfied are theee proJeetlons of houeehold for:rnatlon rates?

A good place to beglu anawering thl.e questloo ls to lden]cify the

growth ln four epeclflc houeehold tyPeE: those headed by married

couples, by lodlvlduale vho live alooe, by unmarrled women that con-

taln two or Eore people, and by unnarrled men that contaln ft least

one other uember. The statigtlcs ln Table 1 ehow that narried couples

headed aluoet 80 percent of all hougeholds ln 1950 and almost 65

percent of new householde added over the decade. Slnce 1960' powever'

the share of household growth that nerrled-couple heads accpunt for

has falleu precLpltouely: by the 1970s, the decade of largest total

houeehold growth ln hlgtory, narried couples headed only 28 pdrcent of

new households whlle sl.ugle Peraons headed 42 percent. Eusland-wife

householdo thus lacreaeed only 10.5 Percent

eingle-pereoa houeeholda grew at 63.5 perceut.

over the f970b, while

The dlstributLons of household tyPee ehown ln Flgure 2 reafflrn
-J g--

these treods. By 1980, marrled eouplee accouoted for only 60 Percent

of all householde, aad thelr share hae contlnued to fall rapldly' The

Censue Bureau nooethelesE proJecta a resurgeoce ln oarrLe[ couple

houeeholda durlng the 1980e, a clear break frou the trende of the I'ate

Burealu agaln

1960e and 1970e.



FIGURE 1

Annual Increase in Number of Households by Type:
1950-1980 Observed and 1980-1990 Projected
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TABI.E I

Ilouseholds by Type, 1950 to 1980

Number of Households Change Over Decade-co--iffi .

-.+- L6,796
IO0. 0

4 ,639,
27.6

7,O76
42.L

2,853
17 .0

2 2,229
3 13.3

Source: Census of Population and Households, 1950-1980, various tables. Because this
particul-ar breakdown of-households relles on sample censua data, itotal house-

.---- _191d counta are therefore_ slight1y dlffereut from the 100. percenJ co.:nt totlIs.,.
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TOTAL HOUSETTOLDS 42,394 53,024 63,638 80,434 10,630 I
Percent of Total 1O0.O 1O0.O 100.0 100.0 100-0

I'IARRIED COUPLE

HOUSEHOLDS 32,805 39 ,602 44,003 48,642 6,'197
Percent of Total 77.4 14.7 69.1 60.5 63.8

SINGI,E PERSON

HOUSEHOIDS 3,971 7.065 11,146 18,2:2 3,094
Percent of Total 9.4 I3.3 I7.5 22.7 29-O

^hrtqnUrn&ta f Lr.l'Ur.r
HOUSEHOLD HEADS 3.428 4 ,z]-g 5 ,469 8,32'-: 79I
Percent of Total 8.1 8.0 8.6 Io.3 7.4

qNTER MALE TIOUSE-

HOLD ttEADS 2.19L 2,L37 3,019 5,248 -51
Percent of Total 5.2 4.0 4.7 6.5 -0.1
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FIGIIRE 2

of Households
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Source: Census oi PopuLation and Households,
various tables.
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Not only have Earrled couple houeebolds decreaeed 1o nnnSer but

they have also dlnintehed 1o glze. In 1980, ouly 50 Perceot of a1L

narrled couplea had chlldren under the age of 18 llvlng wlth then

(down fron 56 percent 1o 1970), and theee fan{ltgs were only 90 Per-

cent of all houeeholde (coopared rlth alnost 39 Perceot ln 1970).

There are several reaeone vhy chlldren are dleappearlog fron nprrled-

couple houeeholds. Flrst, young eouples are waltl.og longer to have

chl.ldrea. Second, today'8 Seaeration of youog parents are]haviag

fewer chlldren: famlllee wlth one chlld are becomlng ever more colmon

whtle those rrlth more than three chlldren are lncreaslngly raqe' The

freedon of ehol.ce offered by modern birth eontrol uethodsr together

wlth a general shift toward lese chlld-orlented llfeetyles, ne$s that

romen born durLng the nld-1950s w111 bear a record-low aumber of chil-

dren. Ir ls llkely that 20 to 25 percent of theee cohorts wil] reoaln

chlldless and that another 25 to 30 PerceDt w111 have only o4e chtld

by the tine thelr chlldbeariag years have ended ln the 1990s.4

The thlrd factor contrlbutlng to the ehrlokage of averagE house-

hold alze ls that the parents of the baby-boom generatlon are lncreas-

tugly iu the *enpty nest" stage of the l|fe cycle. Slnce mo$t enpty

nest houeeholds cootain no oore than tro adulte, the looger guch

households aurvlve, the Dore they reduce the average etze of all

narrled-couple households. It 18 notesorthy that chlldrea arel preeent

for lees and leee of the l1fe course of marrled-couple houbeholda'

rith both the Pre-Pareqt atrd eaPty aeet perlods represeutlEg Sore aod

nore of the total yearB a couple llvee together.
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Flaally, houeehold size la general has shrunk aa more adults

cboose to llve alone. Of the 30 nl.lllon uet growth I'n totaL popula-

tlon over the rge of 15 thl.s paet decade, more than 60 Perceat were.

uoatteched ladlvtduals; never-narrled adults accounted for 40 percent!

dlvorced/separated/spouse abeent for 15 percent, and wldows for 5

percent. In 1970, a total of 19.8 percent of unmarrled Persons over

the age of 15 llved aloae; by 1980, the fraction of unattached adults

rho bead slagle-pereon households roae to 24.4 percent'

The rige ln the nuober of unnarried adulte llvlng aloue ls clear

tn both Fl.gure 3, whlch ehows the trend {n the percent llvlng alone by

aex and oarital status between 1970 aud 1980, and Fl.gure 4, which

coupareE the nuobers of slngl.e-pereon households tn 1980 with those in

aLl other houeehold types by age group. llore unmarried women overaLl

llve alone thao do unmarrled men sinply because a hlgher fractlon of

yomen fall lnto the category wlth the highest rate of solo llvLng'

1..€.s wldows. In all other marl.tal categor|es, a hlgher fraction of

men ll.ve alone prtnartly because wonen are rnore ltkely to have chil-

drea ln thelr households. Since they are younger and tend elther to

llve rtth parents ot rooilmatea, never-trarrled lnillviduals are the

leaet llkeLy of the unattached group to lLve alone.

The longer teru trend ln headshlp rates €rmotrg unmarried men and

nxtnen le docrrmented la Table 2. Befote 1950, headshlp rates grew onLy

among the youuS; after 1950, however, rates for both young and oLd

lndlvlduals ro8e. Although a break aPPearB ln the growth of headehip

rateg anong older unnarrled men betseen 1970 and 1980, lt ehould be

aoted that thlg group represeuts a very snall fractloa of the total

unrmarrled populatloa.
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FIGURE 4

Unmarried Individuals by Age, Sex,
and Household Status, 1980

Not heading a household
Household head with others
Single-person household
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TABLE 2

Proportiog of Unmarried Adults

Heading Their own Households, 1940:1980

19 40 19 50 1960 1970

l

lg8 0 **Age and Sex

Males

20-24
25-29
3o-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-7 4

75+

F emales

20-24
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
55-7 4

75+

.0325*

.077 4

.r438

.2495

.3804

.4750

.5050

.4249

.0427 *

.LL92

.2418

.4307

.5546

.5593

.5202

.4085

.04r7*

.0951

.1576

.2564

.37 40

.4492

.4834

.4136

.07 27 *

.L772

.2936

.4355

.5493

.5542

.5242

.4056

.0598 .L22L

.1631 .3262

.2459 .4078

.3354 .4928

.4452 .592r

.5137 .6503

.5477 .6659

.458r .5550

.L237 .20L7

.3011 .4933

.4283 .5001

.545L .6712

.6150 .7158

.6262 .7361

.5083 .7233

.4668 .5530

. r968

.432s

. s]f 48

.6057

.5q97

.6+08

.6S53

.6324

.26s4

.s985

.7881

.8041

.8!-2s

.8p7s

.8923

.6540

**

Source: Calculated from data contained in Census
varisus tables I L940 to L970i and 1980 Curren
trMarital Status and Living Arrangementsr" P-
"Household and Family Characteristicsr" P-20'

Includes heads under age of 20.

Based on estimates of resident unmarried
adjusted Current Population Survey data
population.

populdtion from
on houdetrol-d

ulation,
atr-on Survey,
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It te clear fron the Censue Bureau projectlone referred to earlier

that forecastlog trends ln the number of houeeholds lnvolvee predlct-

tng the total ounber of peop!,e lq each ege group ellglble to forn

householdg; ho)rt the8e lodlvlduale sort themeelves luto broad eate-

gorl.ee by narltel statuE and chlldren ever boro (whteh are known to

correlate htghly wlth propeaeities to for:n lndependent households);

aod the probabllltles of forning lndependent households, 1.e', head-

ehlp ratea. Ioaccurate proJectloos thus lnply mletakes ln calculating

total populatloo, populatton compoeitl.on, and/or headshlp rates'

lloet household proJectlons nade durl.og the 1970s erred in alL

three Bf€8s. Total proJected populatLon levele I'ere generally too low

because of hlgher than expected foretgn tnntgratLon (both documented

aad undocnmeuted), lower tha0 expected rates of nortallty aoong the

elderly, and hlgher than expected heatlshlp rates among unmarrl-ed

lndlvlduals. Predlctlons of populatlon compositlon were also lncor-

rect because of lower narrlage rates and belos-replacement levels of

chlldbearlng.

It is a mlstake to a8sume that the pattern of change durlng the

1970s w111 autooatlcally contlnue Lnto the 1980s and beyond' there is

good reaeoE to expect, for exampLe, that headshlp rates among un$ar-

rled adulte of all agee w1.11 stoP LncreasLng and nay even declLne in

tbe future. Ilurlng the 1980s, adulta la thelr nid- to late-20s rePre-

seot the t811 end of the baby-boon generatloa. Slnce thelr oLder

al.blLngs have already moved out, thoee who delay marrLage w111 1tkeLy

ftnd lt eaeler to remaLo Ln thelr parenter houeg becauee of the avall-

abtllty of surplua Bpaee. For thoee ln the leadlng edge of the baby

boon ln the late 1970e aad early 1980e, the opposLte was true: the



L2

preaence of Eauy youBger brothera and slEters created PressPre to

leave the parental hone aB aoon aa poeslble. Throughout the reqalnder

of thls cetrturT, the relatl.ve abaeoce of youag chlldreo and the larger

houelng unite occupled by erpty Dest householda Day eocourage an

lscrease in two-generatlonal houeeholda lade up of both youag

and thel.r parents, and the ulddl,raged and the elderly.

adults

nl.1-

that

If

across

The latest Census Bureau proJectlone of between 1.6 and 1i7

lLon new houeeholdg per year for the decade of the 1980e assu+€

headehlp Levele u111 lncreage at the eaoe rate3 ae ln the 1970e.

the sceuarLo of tyo-geueratl.onal houeeholde actually occurs' hpwever'

the censua proJectloos of oew houeeholde w111 be too hlgh. Before

uaking ftnal Judguent on these predtctloue, though, lt ie usfful to

examine dlfferencee 1o recent treods Ln houeehold growth

regJ.one of the country'

Reelonal Components of Eoueehold Growth: f970-1980

Ilhen focusing on reglonal rather thao aatlonal trendsrl lt ls

Lmportaot to recognLze that tro naJor factors Lnfluence adult popula-

tloo growth and therefore the total nunber of potential hdusehold

heads ln a partlcular age group. The flrst ls the slmple aglng of the

populatloo already llvlag 1o the reglon, 1.e., the ege etructure

factor, aod the second le the chaoge Ln the atze of differentl cohorte

because of aet nlgratloal 1.€., the nl.gratloo factor.5 The agg etruc-

ture factor captures the lmpactg of the baby-boon aod baby-hlrst gen-

eratlona uovi.ng lato the household fornatlon stage, aB weltr aE of

greatet longevLty saong the elderly. The nlgratton factor ie PartLcu-
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larly luportant ln reglonal aaalysla becauee much of the varlabtLlty

La growth ie due to populatlon ehifte.

Eavl.ng detcrnined changes 1o a regloors populatlon base, how the

populatl.oo arralgeo ltself by narltal etatug and presence of chlldren

ctroogly loflucnces hougehold fornatlon, ae do the levele and trends

ln the houeehold headehlp rates of dlfferent faolly nuclei. Unfor-

tunately, the Ceoeue Bureau has oot yet publlshed the data that woul-d

allow ao e8tl&rte of how fantly conposl.tl.oD and headshlp factors con-

trlbuted to houeehol.d trends ln the 1970e. Maklng use of data that

are avallable, thle analysis therefore comblnes the effects of fantly

conposltion aad headshtp changes lnto one broad category called the

houeehold formatloa factor, rrhlch ls the chaage ln number of house-

holds Bot accounted for by the age structure and mlgratLon factors.

For the U.S. aa a nhole ln the 1970e, the age atrueture factor

aceounted for almoet 63 percent of the total lnereaee ln householde'

wlth olgratlon accounting for 17 percent and hlgher ratee of househol-d

fornatloo 20 percent. The age structure factor Ls Bo lmportant both

becauae of the lncrease ln the young adult populatlon Ln the household

fornatlon ages and because of the deLayed -departure'of the e1der1y.6

The nl.gratlon fector ie signl.flcant becauee of a slzable increase over

the decade Ln the nrmber of ulgrants from abroad as well as the redis-

tributlou of unnarrled adulte from reglone of relatively 1ow levele of

iadepeadeot houeehold foroatloo (the North and East) to reglons of

relatlvely hlgh levele of houeehold formatlon (the West).

The overall coatrLbutLou of the household fornatl.on factor oasks

the oppocLte but nearly equal effects of changee 1n marl.tal: atatus and

ln beadshlp t'8te8. The 1980 cenBua reported aa increase of L2.2
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ullllou slngle adulta over the age of 15 above 1970 levela, but only

4.6 ullllon nore adulte ln the dlvorced/eeparated/apouae absent cate-

gory. Becauee the baby-boom generatlon cootrlbuted more to the hever-

'narrLed group (the unnarrlede elth the loreat headehlp ratea) tfran to

the dlvorced group, the net effect on the total strmber of houeeholds

eas therefore negatlve. The decltoing proportlooe of lndtvldoalis .rr.t

narried helped reduce the total nurnber of houeeholde because never-

uarrled meu and womeo ln thelr early 20s nore often llve ln houdeholds

wlth three or more adulta, lncludlng parente or roomateE. Young

marrled-couple householda, tn contrast, uaually contatn onlY two

adults. By etayLng elagle, theu, adulte forued fewer new hou$eholds
I

than lf they had narrted. Exercislag an oppoeite lofluence, rlsing

divorce ratea over the decade teaded to Lncreage headshlp raqes be-

cauee Darry pereons llve aloae lmedlately after seperatlng,. Utgtler

divorce rates, horrever, only partlally offeet the lnpact o[ more

people etaying elogle. 
]

Rlslag headship rates apoag aluost all age and oarital

groups lonetheleeg served to lncrease the total nuober of U.S.

holds over the 1970e. Slnce theee tso opposlng changee ln Farital

Btatus and headshlp rates are combl.oed Ln the household fofnatlon

factorr lt Ls lmportant to underacore that the groes chaogea are

considerably stronger thao the net chaugea ye are able to conpulte.

status

house-

The Age Structure Factor

Aa Flgure 5 llluetratee, there la

the natlonal ayerage 1o nnnber of ser

eluple aglng of the populatloa betweeu

age structure had the leagt inpact ln

llttle regLonal varl.atlpa from

housebolds attrtbutable to the

1970 and 1980. The ch[rnge la

the ltlddle Atlaotl.c etaltes and
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the uoEt 1o the Mouataia states. The naJor !t7 of thoge born $etween

1940 and 1960 (cohorte utro vere tn the prlne houeehold foroatlQa ages

ln the 1970e) thus renalned dlstrlbuted acroag regiona to fairlf cloee

proportloas to the ehare each reglon coutrl.buted to the orlstaaf birth

cohort.T The contrlbutlon of the age structure factor to th+ varl-

atlon Ln total populatlon te due to difference6 ln the relatlfe slze

of the baby boorn iu each reglon aod to the nlgratlon of chlldren (wtth

thelr pareote) a[d of those in the pre-houeehold fomatlo4 stage

(nostly studeote and thoee [n thelr early 20e) that occurred before

1970.

Ae meaeured by chlldreo ever boro per roman aged L5-44 lrr 1960'

Table 3 ehows thet the baby boom rae gnalleet 1o the Mlddl'e {tlantic

region (1.54 children Per sooan) and largeet I'n the llountalfl etates

(1.99 chLldren per wonan). Such hlstorlcal dlfferentlals ln fqrtlllty

have ao lmpact on household growth ratea becauee they affect ithe age

atructure of the populatloo. Those regtoae wlth hlgher fertlllty

level-s w111 eveotually have uore young adulte. Since there le a lag

of about 20 yeare before fertlllty ehlfts have thelr greatest Lnpact

on houeehold foroatlon, the 24.L Percent lncrease ln the arFnber of

chlldren ever born Per uoman durlog the 1950s dld not have a stgoifl-

cant lmpact untll Ehe 1970e.

Durl.ng the decade 1960-1970, the Dumber of chlldren e'rer born

deellaed by 8.3 percent, a decreage that 1111 reduce householid growth

lu the 1980e. The oaJor lnpact of the baby bust on oet aew $oueehold

fonuatl.on y111 uot cooe uatll the 1990a, hovever, shen the effects of

the 20.8 perceot overall decltae la chlldreu ever bora 'dUrlog the

1970e will appear 10 the elze of the youag adult populatloo.
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Table 3

Children Ever Born Per 1000 Women Age 15-44

1950, 1960, 1970 and 1980

Children Ever Born Rate of Change

1950 1960 1970 1980 1950-60 1950-7A 1970-80Census Divisions

Nm England

East North Central

West North Central

l{id Atlantic

Soutlt Atlantic

East South Central

l{est South Central

Mountain

Pacific

SOTAL U.S.

L,332 1,688

1r 380 L t79O

Lr448 L,897

1,181 L,542

I,445 1,731

L,675 lrglg

1,619 L,932

L,622 L,987

1r403 1 r860

L1468 It827

1r610 L,2rO

L,678 1,336

L,757 1,341

1,510 I ,2I2

L,597 L,2?5

L 1716 L ,422

1r733 r,448

L,769 I,42O

L,648 L t27L

L,675 L,326

26.7

29.7

31.1

30. 6

19. I

L4.6

19. 3

22.5

28.2

24.I

-4.6

-o. J

-7 .4

-2.I
11

-10. 6

-]n ?

-11. 0

-11.4

-8. 3

-24,8

-20,3

-23.7

-t9.7

-I7.t

-L6.4

-22e

-ru.o

Source: Census of Population and Households, 1950 to 1980, various tables.
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Sooewhat paradorlcally, the Etatee that 1111 experience ther least

effecte of the baby buet durlng the 1980e are ln reglone slth ltradt-

tlonally 1ow fertlllty, uaoely the ltlddle Atlantic and l{ew $ngland

states. Becauee the average chlldbearlng age of womeo 1o theeeietates

le older, the baby boom ended later (8nd therefore the baby buaf began

later) ln theee reglons than lu other parts of the country' iln the

1990s, hovever, the age structure ln the8e reglons 1111 ehlft pu8t aB

lt has throughout the reet of the aatloo.

The leeeon that le clear frou the data ln lable 3 te thati trends

ln fertiLlty predate trende ln the alze of the populatlon 1 lu the

houeehold fornatLon age groupa by about 20 years. Thls fact allows us

to look 20 years lnto the future to Judge the dlrectloo and 4pproxl-

oD t{ojected

For the couutry aB a uhole, the nlgratlon factor, l'€'1 forelgn

Lmlgratlou aod the net redletributloo of populatlon from I'iower to

hlgher headshtp regions, contrlbuted only 4.4 percent to net hfusehold

growth over the decade. Betreeu 1970 and 1980, the ProPorttoP of the

populattou over the age of 15 llvlug lu the four froetbelt d['visLons

(New England, East North ceotral, Weet North central, an4 l{tddle

Atlaotlc) fell frou 52.1 perceat of the total to 47.9 Perce+t' Be-

cauBe the sunbelt reglona, partlcularly the Paclfle, had hig\er head-

ahlp rafes for unattached tndlvtduale, thls ehtft contrib'uted to a net

lncreaee Ln householde for t'he natloo.

For lndlvidual reglone, hwever, populatlon redlatrtbutipn had

uuch strooger lupact on'the totel ouober of householde. Ae Flgure

mate strength of treods lu the age Etructure factor

household grosth.

The Mlgratlon Factor

a

5
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lllustrated, nigration accouoted for a substantlal galn ln new houee-

holde in the eunbelt and a loss 1o the frostbelt. For the Uountaln

States, the nlgratl.on factor lnduced almoet as much of the loerease ln.

bousehold growth as the age structure and household fornatLon factors

coubined. The East North ceotral and lttddle Atlantl.c dlvl.sioae suf-

fered loeaeg of householde totallng over 1.4 nllllon, or as much as

the gata ln uen households experienced ln the South Atlantlc regl'oa.

Not ooly does the nLgratlon factor vary across reglons, but it

aleo varl.es over tlme. During the 1950s, for example, the East North

Central aad l,tlddle Atlantlc divl.slons galned uew houeeholds through

rdgratlooi by the 1970e, though, thle trend had reversed ltself'

These changes cuggest that the nain aource of errors ln forecastlng

the oumber of householde for eubnatlooal areas over ooe or two decades

ie lu aBsumptLoos about mlgratlon

Ifheu aualyzLng changlog numbers of households at the state level'

the degree of varlablllty Ln the mlgratlon fector lncreases stlll fur-

ther. Even withln reg|ons, some states gain whll'e others loee house-

holds. The uLgratlon factor durl.ng the 1970s for New England as a

whole, for example, Lnduced a modest decllne of 1.31000 !n the total

nuober of houaeholds. wlthln the regloo, however, New llanpshire

galaed 47rO0O households from the nl.gratlon factor whlLe Massachusetts

lost 651000. Ia the South Atlantlc tegLon, the Distrlct of Colunbla

lost 611000 hougeholde due to ml.gratLon (23 Percent of lte L97O

total), rblle Florlda galned 1.1 nlLllon (alnoet 50 Pereent of its

1970 total). Although ulgration effecte have generally beea secondary

to age atructure effect8 iu aceountltrg for chaoge ln the total number
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of houeeholde, aotable ercePtlous erlst

Appeadl: A).

The Eougehold Fornatlon Fector

Llke the age structure factor, the houeehold foruatlon facfor dld

Dot exhlblt nearly aa nuch reglonal varlatloo a8 the nigratlon factor

during the 1970e. Sl.nce stullar treads la fanlly fornatloo an[ head-

shlp over the decade aPply to all regioua, the household fonoatlon

factor produced a falrly uoiform pattern of household growth across

the country. The region that experlenced the eoalle8t average growth

la householde due to the houeehold fornatloo factor (the Paclfic) was

aleo the regl,on that experlenced the largeet tncreaee in the fractlon

of each age group that wa8 never narrled becauee of falllag darrlage

rates. Because the uarltal Btatus and headehlp couPoueuts of the

household fornatlon factor are both large and of oppoelte sigp, how-

ever, they deeerve separate dlscuBslon.

Trende ln marltal etatue. Betseen 1970 aod 1980, the total PoPu-

latlon over the age of 15 lncreased by 20 percent. If narrlage rates

rernaiaed at 1970 levels, both the never narrled and the cdrrently

uarrled populatl.ons would have grora by approxloately thls sane atllount

becauee of the changlng populatloa baee. Ag Table 4 lndicatee' hos-

eyer, tbe number of aever narrled lodivlduala lncreaeed by 36 percent

over the decade while the nuuber of thoee currently narried l{creaeed

by only 13 percent. Thla shlft occurred becauae ferer peopLe choBe to

parry and thoee that did, larrLed et older ages. Thoee reglonf of the

country that lost eorc of thelr baby-boo cohort through nigrafton had

the loweet grofth lo both never aod curreotly rarrled lndLvtdpala due

to a shift Ln the populatloa b88e. Thoge areaa that galned nlSraote--

1o alnost evelT regl$o (eee
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especlally the South AtlantLc, l{ou1taln' aud Paclf|c'teglons--Eot only

e:perleoced a greater thao average lncreaee lo the absolute aunber of

[everDarrl'edabuta18oah1gherthanaverage1ncrease1athe@

of the populatl.on renalnlng elogle.

Ln coublaatlou, then, the thlftlag popul.atlon base and changing

narriage rateg ln reglone recelvlng migrants oeant a groltth In the

Dever uarrled populatlon at rates far above the Datlotral- average'

$trereas the ornber of Dever uarrted adulte rose 36 percent over the

decade lu the Datl.or aa a whole, thls population grouP grew by 45

percent ln the south Atlaotlc region, 64 Percent I'n the Mountaln

reglon, auit 52 percent Ln the Paclfic regLon. Even the three regions

wlth the least change ln the fractlon slngle (the rnore rural and more

tradltlonal lfeet North central, East South central, aud l{est south

Central states) sti1l experienced slgniflcant overalL growth ln the

slze of the never nbrrleil populatLon because of the shift ln the poPu-

latloo base.

The largest lncrease ln a particular narltal category ltas among

the foruerly uarrled, 1.e., those who are dlvorced, l-egally separated,

or have an absent spouse. For the U'S' as a whole, a 44 percent in-

crease occurred ln the nr:mber of the fornerly narried, with changes ln

the populatloa baee and Ln narrlage dlstrlbutlon rate6 each accounting

for about half of the total growth. Wtrlle the frostbelt reglons dls-

played the greetest lacreaee ln the share foruerly marrled, the sun-

belt reglons (Ytth the exceptloa of the UountaLn states) experienced

the least lacrease. Although lt ls not iomedlately aPParent why rates

of'rarltal dlssolutloo thould epllt along thls geographic llne, lt I's

llkely that narltal dtrseolutl.oa ls Jue.t another lndl'cator of the
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ecotronie atre66 that rag exPerlenced tn the 19704 ln the NoFth

Eagt. The Mouotain states could provlde the excePtlon that prQves

rule becauae Bo nrrch of thelr economlc growth hae beea of the boon

buet variety.

aod

the

aad

The nunber of wldowed ladlvlduale, the flnal oarltal statUs cate-

gory deflned 1o Table 4, alao rose oyer the 1970s. The tharP decllne

!.n nortallty rates nodlfled the effeeta of the chaoge Ln pofulatlon

base to yleld oodeet overall lncreaees ln the rldowed PoPlrlatloa'

Thoee regioue that recelved elderly nigrants ahowed the largegt galns

-ln llfe expectancy, probably becauee the retlreEent nlgratlo$ stream

was heavlly represeuted by relatlvely healthy oarrled couplesi It is

poesLble, though, that retlrement migratl.oo ltself nay have be[eficial

lmpacts on health aad loagevlty because of luprovemeots 1lI cl$ate and

psychologlcal sell-belng .

As loterestLng ae trende Ln oarltal statug are ln thelr ogn right,

the prlnclpal focus here ls oo hor they affect the ounber o[ house-

holds belng forued. Evea wlthout data oo regLonal headshlp lates, Lt

Le clear frorn both Flgure 5 aud Table 4 that the Posltl've Erend I'n

headshlp rat,es over the 1970e muet have been strong ln order to more

than cancel out the negatlve effecte of trends ln marltal stiatus and

fertllity. In addltlon, theae data lnply thst cooglderable $arlatlon

ia headehlp rates exleta betueen the froetbelt aod eunbelt iregl'ooe'

and that the lmpact of thls varlatloa le io the oppoalte dlrdctloo of

the reglonal variatloo ln narltal atatua. To yleld the snall reglooal

varlatiou 1o the cooblaed hougehold for:uatloo factor dep[.eted ln

FLgure 5, the froetbelt gtate8 nuet have eaPerieoced greater lgcreeses
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ia headshlp rates to coupeosate for thelr greater grortth ln unnarried

hougeholds.

Trends ln hcadehlp. The data preseoted Lu Table 5 dlvlde the

household populatlonS lnto four uarl.tal Btatue categorles: never

narrled, narrled couples, wl.dows, and aLl those prevl.ously married

except rldowe. Ouce agaln, alJ. groups of unmarried lndlvlduals dis-

pLay an increase ln headahl.p rates. By 1980, the rates for prevlously

oarrted lndlvldualg appear to have stablllzed near 80 Percent, aud

betreeo 80 and 90 percent for wldons. EeadehLp rates auong the never

marrted populatlon are etill welL belor thoee characterlstlc of other

unattached adulte. It ehouLd be noted that because TabLe 5 ls based

upon the populatlon Liv!.ag Ln househoLds, lt does not measure well the

headshlp rates among unoarrled adults below age 25 (and particularly

those belon age 20) because the fractions of these age grouPs split

betweeu the houcehold and non-household populations has varied con-

elderably over time. Sample eurvey data are lneufficient to examine

slml.lar trends 1o headshlp on a reglonal basls and, as stated earlier,

delay la the release of 1980 ceneua data have forestalled our efforts

to nake regtonal couparlsoos.

Future Grmth ln Numbers of EoueehoLds

Eoldlng coD8tant trende ln mlgratLou, narltal status, and head-

shlp, aD Gstluated 63 percent of the lncreage ln the nrrmber of U.S.

bouseholds over the 19704 lrrae due to the alnple aglog of the popula-

tlon. thle factor s111 alEo be the domloatrt force ls houeehold treods

for the [art tro decades: eB Flgure 6 lllustratea, the nnber of

young adults ln the prlne houeehold formatlon ages of 25-34 wll-L
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TABIJ 5

Headship Rates by Age and l.larital Status: 1960, 1970r_1975 and 1980

1960 1970 L975 1980 1960 1e70 leE

Currently Married Couples Never Married l{en and TlomenAge Group

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

4s-49

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69

70-74

1.5-I9

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49.

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69

7O-74

.8356

.9467

.9760

.9841

.9884

.9908

.9902

.9905

.9892

.9832

.9772

.9695

.8590

.9616

.9860

.9925

.9946

.9958

.9954

.9947

.9928

.9909

.9873

.9847

.8975

.9701

.9839

.9936

.9931

.9956

.9939

.9957

.99L7

.9925

.9886

.984I

.8964

.9610

.9836

.9893

.9952

.9948

.9964

.9935

.9953

.9910

.9873

.9906

. 0064

.0885

.1954

.2662

.3194

.3657

.4293

.4534

.5101

.5606

.6015

.5913

.0103

.L592

.3397

.3931

.4L52

.4468

.4964

. s316

.5970

.6257

.5501

.6559

.0I69

.1948

.4369

.5003

.53I0

.5297

.5492

.5372

.57?2

.6267

.7088

.6890

Widors Previously Married Men a4d Wornen

.2953

.4494

.7L37

.7996

.79L7

.8r34

.8089

.79L9

.7575

.7L20

.7019

.655r

.3395

.7L32

.8136

.8486

.8942

.8936

.8836

.8602

.8411

.8168

.797e

.77LL

.u1,,

.94L7

.8954

.902I

.9280

.9295

.9085

.4769

.8765

.8550

.8303

.4355

.8140

.8616

.9216

.9184

.9042

.8823

.8691

.9061

.8590

.8589

.8630

.0939

.2763

.4556

.5554

.6309

.6543

.6758

.6804

.6803

.6774

.6575

.652L

.1408

.3873

.5961

. ?ots

.73I3

.7531

.7652

.752L

.7619

.7609

.7594

.7537

.2L97

.5389

.7067

.8062

.8266

.8534

.422L

.8061

.8309

.8147

.8541

.8079

Source; Joint Center tabulations

1980

.oL74

.2LL6

.4425

.5726

.5789

.5831

.5735

.6004

.5920

.6490

.725L

.7735

.220L

.5476

.6865

.7700

.8358

.8362

.8526

.8405

.8463

.8404

.8418

.8576
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lacrease by about 7.0 ullllon durlng the 1980e (eooelderably lbee than

the 12.1 oillloa growth lo thie age grouP 1o the prevloue decqde), and

then begltr to decll.ne as the baby-bust geaeratlon replacee the baby-

boom cohorts. After aore tban e quarter-century of growth Ln the

number of young adults, populatlon decll.ne ln the 25-34 age giouP wlll

Lntroduce a Dew deuographlc dynanlc to the houeehold fonnatlpn equa-

tlon ln the 1990e.

Accurate proJectlon of the aunber, tIP€, and coupoeltion Of house-

holds requlree a -rlodow oa the future- wlth respect to growdh of the

total. population, changee io narltal status and fanlly com$osltion'

and ratee of household headshlp. Errors ln predlctlng trendd Ln each

of these three varlables could cancel each other to yleld a t$tal pro-

Jectlon that ls more accurate thao the component forecasts; alterna-

tively, two forecaste may reach the aame total nunber of hpuseholds

but tnply a very dlfferent mlxture of houeeholde by age ar[d fanily

composltLon.

Our window on the

clfic eategorles of actual and potential houeehold heads,

nuclel.- Earli.er research hae denooetrated that the beet vay of

predlctlng the future behav|or of a partlcular fantly nuclerlre (e.g.,

dLvorced wouen aged 25-29 stth tro chlldren) ls to follow th[s house-

hold category over tlne as lt agee.lo For every ftve-year .!" groop,

our analyels enploys 16 auch categorles broken down by eexf marltal

status, aod presence of chlldreo uoder the age of 15:

o llarrled couplee rlth oo chlldren
o llarrled couples wl.th one chlld
o Marrl.ed couples rlth tro or three chlldren
o Marrl.ed couples wtth four or Eore chlldren
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o Nevcr Darrled rnaleB
o Previously narrled nal,es rl.th no childrea
o Previoualy oarrled nalee wl.th chlldren
o Never uarrled feoalee slth tro chlldren
o Never uarrled fenalee wlth chlldren
o Dlvorced, separated, narried/epouse absent

wlth no chlldren
o Dlvorced, separated, narrled/spouee absent

slth one chtld
o Dlvorced, separated, marrled/spouse absent

with trc or three chlldren
o Dl.vorced, separated, marrled/epouse absent

slth four or more chlldren
o Wldored fenalee sl.th no chlldren
o llldowed fenalee wlth one chtld
o llldmed fenales wlth two or more chlldren.

females

fenales

females

females

This typology of fanilles and lndlviduals corresponds to neither

the cenaus deftatttoo of households nor of fanllies and prinary in-

dlvliluals; lt ls deslgned lnetbad to account for all adult lndlviduals

and eouples who could potenttalLy fotm (head) a separate househoLd

rlthout ehanglng thelr oarltal status, even tf the Person is presently

llvlag rlth other adulta aad not heading a household. Defined ln this

yay, fonllies and lndlvlduals conetltute the populatlon of potentlal

household heade or fanlly nuclel. Every househoLd (except a negLigi-

ble nuuber havi.og no uembera over age 14) lncludes at least one such

fantl.y or lndlvl.dual. It shoul-d also be noted that every member of

the houaehold populatl.on belongs to one and onLy one famlly nucleus'

Together wlth Table 1, TabLe 6 lodtcates that narried couples

conatltuted 51.6 percent of the farntlyl nuclel arld 74.7 pereent of a1L

houeeholds la 1950. By 1970, the proportion of narrLed couple nuclei

fell to 46.9 percent, whlle thelr ehare of total householde dropped to

69.1 perceat. Betweea 1970 aod 1980' the fractioo of nar:l'ed couple

nuclel decreaeed stlll further aB the baby-boo,n geoeratl'oo ewelled the

ranke af, 20-34 year olde aad ae age at narrlage contiaued to rise'
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TA3LE 5

Types of Famil-y Nuclei (Potentlal Household Heads)
ln 1960, 1970, and 1980, and Projected for 1990

Eousehold Type

Marrled Couplea
No Chlldren under 15 present
Children under 15 present

Other ltale Head
Never Married
Prevl.ously l,tarrled

No Chtldren under 15 present
Chlldren under 15 Present

Other Fernale Head
Never l{arrled

No Children under 15 present
Children under 15 Present

Divorced/Separated
No Chil.dren under 15 present
Chlldren under 15 Present

Wldowed
No Chlldren under 15 present
Chlldren under 15 Present

Total

Joint Center calculations.

23.L7,
28. 5

15.0

5.4
0.4

1970

23.O"1
23.9

16. 5

5.3
0.6

22.6%
18.9

L9.2

6.O
0.5

L2.5
o.2

3.2
2.O

8.9
0.8

100.0

14.3
0.5

3.9
2.4

8.9
0.8

100. I

15. 7

1.0

4.5
3.2

8.1
0.4

100. 0

L7 .7

6.9
0.7

14.3
1.0

5.1
3,9

9.0
0.5
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The oagnltude of the ehift away fron the traditlooal narried-

couple houeehold ulth chlldren ls far greater than can be explalaed by

the changlng dletrlbutlon of fanlly nuclei: the degree to which.

unnarrled fanlly auclel becooe lndependeot households ls a much more

crltlcal factor. Aeeunptlous that marriage aad fertlltty Patterns

w111 place the baby-boom cohorts Lnto fanlly nucleus categorles with

hlgher headshlp rateB--aod aesr:mptions about further locreases Ln

household formatioo rates anoag fanlly nuclei with Lower headship

rates--can thus lead to overestl.mates of the proJeeted nurnber of total

boueeholds and shifts lu the share of households each family nucleus

type represents. Io the Gensus Bureauts househoLd forecasts, for

erample, assumptlons about hlgh marriage rates and above-replacement

ferttllty Levela Eerved to dlstrlbute mueh of the population into high

household headshlp categories. Assuming that the significant increase

lu headshlp rates among uoa-famiLy nucLei would continue also con-

trlbtrted to htgh projectlons of household growth.

It ls questl.ooable whether llkely trends Ln narltal status and

headehlp rates 1111 offset the negatl.ve effects on househol-d fonnation

of the changlng age structure. By the nid-1980s, the baby-boon gener-

atl.oa w111 have nade lte contrlbutlon to the stock of aew househoLds.

The delayed narrlages of baby-boon cohorts now ln thelr late 20s and

30s have, ln fact, begUn to reduee the ngmber of househol.ds: once

headshlp rates anong the unoarrled exceed 50 Percent' marriage neces-

earl.ly tupliee that two exletlog householale comblne to forcm one' In-

creaae6 ln the ntnber of houeeholds because of seParatlon and divorce,

however, wll} help to offeet these mergers. Over the next decade, the

let effect of trends Ln narrlage, dl.vorce and renarrlage amoag the
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baby-boon geoeratlon y111 therefore be to 3tabl1ize the nr4ter of

houeeholds theY form.

The tall esd of the baby-boou and the tralllng baby-buat genera-.

tions wlLl not be able to offeet the negat,lve lupact oD uutsber of

houeeholds brought about by their ahrinklug cohort eLze, eepecfally lf

they adopt the late Earrlage Patteros of thelr older slbltnqs' our

proJectlons suggest that the ProPortlon narried .roong cohorts f'n thelr

20e and early 30e w111 contlnue to decllne durlng the oext decade;

those who do Darry urtll have fewer chLldren than ever beforer Taken

together, these treods should lead to slos growth 1o the ur|nber of

householde unleee the growlog ProPortlons of unattached adults exhiblt

stgolflcaotly htgher headehlP ratee thsn the baby-booo generation'

Two Eoueehold Growth Scenarlos

Based oD our proJectlone of total populatlon and of rhe dlstribu-

tLon of fanlly ouclei, the houeehold forecest8 presented ln Table 7

llluetrate the lnpllcatlons of aesumlng alternative headshl'p ratt"'11

If household formation rates cootlnue to grow aB they dld ln qhe early

1970s, for example, the stock of houaeholds would lncrease by 2 nil-

11oo per year; usLag the rates experlenced durlng the late {970e' ln

cotrtrast, lmpliea that householde rmuld only lncreaee by 1'5 uLllion

per year. Accordlog to the slor growth eceoarLo (Late 1970s)' the

gradual replaeeneat of the baby-boon by the baby-buet geoe{atlon of

youDg adulte la the saoe houeehold foruatlon agee has the Effect of

deereaelog the otnber of houeeholde headed by those under 2f' Under

the rapLd grorth scetrarlo (Early 1970e), horever, the pr-oJected 1o-

crease 1o headehlp ratea betreea 1980 aad 1985 Dore than couoter-

balanceg the rate of decllne ln populatl.on aged L5-24.
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Table g htghllghts the dlffereocea ln headshlp rates that rould

characterlze the 1980s uader the tro eceoarloa' It ehould be empha-

slzed that we coaElder the rates of houeehold for:nattoo exPerl{nced in

the earl,y 1970e (2.0 nllllon oet addltloos per year) entlrely outside

the raoge of posslblllty for the 1980e. Indeed, houeehold fgrnatlon

rates Day even drop to 1.2 to 1.3 nilllon Per year lf more urlmaillsd

Lodivl.duale delay leavlng their pareutal honee aod theo double up ln

houeeholds. In our Judgoent, strong econon'{c recovery ntght odly push

the average aonual rate of houeehold fornatlon over the dec4de lnto

the 1.6 nllLloo range because of the greeter attractlveness of llvtng

wlth parents or roomates ln the lucreaelngly underutlllzed $tock of

slngle-fanlly housee.

Projectioos of Eousehol'de by Reglon

Untll we Procegs 1980 Ceusus Publlc Use tapee, lt ls not feaslble

to uae the fanlly uuclel cohort aethod to proJect regloaal gfowth tn

the number of houeeholde. lle do know, however, that the reglonal

varlatlon in aggregate headshlp rates over the 1970s ls Sot very

large: New Englandfs aggregate headshlp rates are about thred percent

lower thaa the U.S. 8l'€tage at one end of the range, and the Uountaln

aod Paclflc reglooa are betreen tPo and four Perceot htghet at the

other end.

ln narltal Btatua and ln headshlp ratee lc to uarltal atatue aod

age categorles, thlg varlatioo di8aDDears lthe! Deraotre of all ages aad

sarltal categorlea are coublaed. Wtry thls le true le ooL

clear.

atr together
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TABLE 8

Projected Headship Rates by Age, u.s. Total 1970, 1980, 1985 and 1990

Projections Using L97O-75 Cohort Trajectories ("Early '70s lrsnq{)-

<25
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+

<25
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+

.L892

.4856

.5083

.5140

.5227

.5285

.5469

.4849

.L892

.4856

.5083

.5140

.5227

.5285

.5469

.4849

.2020

. 5113

.5407

.5434

.5460

.5530

.5796

.5652

. zvzv

. 5113

.5407

.5434

.5460
E, q, ?n

.5796

.5652

.2044

.5037

.5352

.5465

. 5540

.5586

.5820

.2094

.5140

.5391

.5490

.5611

.5645

.5908

.6039

L970 1980 1985 1990

.2403 .2632

.5294 .5659

.5504 .5674

.5565 .5677

.5595 .5740

.5630 .57L9

.5903 .6080

.5976 .620'7

Projections Using 1975-80 Cohort Trajectories (r'Late '70s Trendsrr)

Source: Joint Center projections.
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pattertrs aod headshlP rates

eomea ln each regl.oo' tt I'e
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thst occurred Lo the 1970e ln

of slngle, dlvorced aod sl'dosed

even Dore surPrlsLug that the

nlarrlage

feo and

r]eglonal

varlatlon in erude aggregate headahlp sas relatlvely stable ovqr time'

Ae Table 9 lndl.catee, ln oaly three regloos do the ratioe of lbserved

to expected houeehold growth uslng oatloaal headehlp ratee dlfffer by

greater thao one percent over the decade 1970-1980. Eeadshlp dates ln

the Ulddle Atlantlc reglon decllned bry about one percent reldtlve to

the natiooal average, decreaaed by about two Percent La the Paclfl'c

region, and lncreased by about one percent ln the UountaLn states.

Rates lu all other regious remal.ned approxlmately conatant qver the

decade. It aPPears that eepeclally tlght houslng rnrrkets ln the

larg$

thosq

nunber

ln the

JectLons by

tant steP lu

coDSuoPtloo.

Wlth theee quallflcatLoua 1o nlnd, Table

proJectLone of total houaeholde baged uPotr the

population forecaetg aod aeaud.ag the teo rates

ehlp used ln Table 8. Under the htgh grosth

Middle Atlantlc aad Paclfic reglons served to drive headshlp rates

dona, rhlle prosperlty ln the Uountal'u states attracted a

of mlgrantg who tended to llve more lndepeodently than

reglon ln 1970.

Stuce se do not ful1y uoderstand why thle etabtllty existBd over

the past decade, tt le dlfflcult to predlct the llkellhood that it

wLll cootlnue over the next. Even lf headehip rates were t0 renain

cooetant, we lack the data to dleaggregate reglonal househ$ld Pro-

aB€, sex, and narital status of head, rhtch ls ap lnpor-

llnking proJected hougehold denaod to Patterns of; housing

10 preeents reglooal

Jol.nt Ceoterlrs total

of lacreaee la head-

sceoarlo of the earlY
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TABLE 9

Ratio of Actual,/Hypothetical ttouseholds if

U.S. Headship Rates Held for Regional Populations

Census 'riivision l97O
Diff.

1980 1980-1970

NE

llA

ENC

wNc

SA

ESC

wsc

M

P

U.S. TOTAL

.97l-9

.9808

.9987

1.0196

.9892

.9862

L.0126

r.0232

1.0402

1.0000

.9686

.97 0L

1.0039

1.0191

.9902

.9926

r.0207

1.0334

1.0197

1. 0000

-.0033

-. 0107

.0052

-. 0005

.0010

.0064

.0081

.0102

-0. 0205

1. 0000

Source: Joint Center calculations.
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1970s, only two regioas fa11 to have a hlgher proJected uu$ber of

households; the ltrcrease ln houeeholde ln the t{lddle Atlantl'c region

falls frou about L.22 clllloo betreen 1970 and 1980 to abolrt 0'84

uLllloo between 1980 aad 1990, sh1le ngr; householde la the East North

Central reglon decllne from about. 2.26 u{lllon to 2.11 n1111oo' Under

the slow growth aceEarlo, theee tro reglons would galn new hodsehoLds

at ettl1 lower rate8, wlth the lttddle Atlantlc states Projegted to

have ooly 110rOO0 more householde ln 1990 than la 1980 and qhe Bast

North Central atates proJected to grow by only a llttle over a ntlllon

households. New England, the South Atlantlc aad the Paclflc reglons

also exhiblt snaller lncresses uader the slow groeth scenarlo fhan was

actually observed ln the perlod 1970-1980. Only the East Sotth Cen-

tral- aod }louataln reglooa ale proJected to exPerlence an f'ncreaee

under both eceaarl.oe over rhat occurred 1o the laet 10 year8. The

reglonal shares of total household growth' both observed lott Pro-

Jected, are given ln Table 11.

The near zeto Bet growth ln houeeholda lu the Mlddle Atlantlc

regl.on under the late 1970s acenarlo deservee further commeot' Three

factors comblne to reduce the nrlmber of houaeholde: out-mlgratlon;

delayed farntly formation amoDg youog adulte rho renaln; and lqwer than

average headehlp ratea amotrg the unnarrled populatlon. Our pQpulatt'on

proJectlons agaume a aet loea of about 7 nllllon Persons firon the

cohort that na6 aged 15-24 ln 1980. Such levela of outnigr4tlon are

coaelBteot g|lth a oatlooal economlc groeth sceDarlo thaf I ts uore

optl.ul8tlc than the erperleace of the fl.ret third of the 19$0s' wtth

greater proBPerl.ty, nore Digratrts sould llkely eeek employue4t Ln the

south aad west yhere .uer oPPorturttles are proJected tg be the
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Table 11

Share of Total Household Growth by Region:

1960-1970 and 1970-1980 Observed and 1980-1990

Projec_ted under Two Growth Scenarios

197 0-19 I 0 1980-19 9o I 19 80-1 g02Region

NE

I\IA

ENC

wNc

SA

ESC

wsc

I{

P

U.S. TOTAL

I950-1970

5. 0s

13.9

16. 0

4.7

20.7

5.5

9.8

5.2

19.0

100.0

4 .22

7.3

13.5

6.2

22 .0

6.9

13. 9

8.8

17 .4

I00.0

4.72

4.1

10. 4

7.4

18, 8

9.6

17.2

r0.2

17. 5

r00. 0

4.5F

0.7

8.0

7 .31

Ie. 4l

10. 6

r3. 9

1l_. 7

r8. 9

00. 0i

Source: Table IC.

1. Early 1970s

2. Late 1970s

high growth scenario.

Iow growth scenario.
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greatest. If, on the other hand, we experlence dinlnlghed rates of

noblllty becauee of a lacklueter economy, a growlng ProPortlon of

youog adults ln the ltlddle Atlantlc regLon wtLl ltkely renaln ln their

parental houeeholde because of Job lusecurl.ty and the htgh cost of

housl.ng. Although ecouomlc recegeion Eay thus keep more of the baby-

boom geoeratloo ln the Mlddle Atlautic Btates, headshlp rates would

probably be loycr thaa our proJectlon aaeumes and the aet effect on

houeehold fornatlon would be modest at best.

Ia the flnal aoalysls, lt nay be that the sinpllfted aesunptlons

uEed as a basis to proJect reglonal ehares of total household grolrth

are aot valtd for the Middle Atlantl.c states. For exampLe, high

levele of outulgration nlght release enough Pressure otr the housing

market to allow for hlgher ratee of houeehold fornatlon than the

statlc uodeL assuneg. Alternatlvely, lower rates of outnigratLon

olght tncrease the deuand for new housing, whlch, tf supplled, could

llkewlse lead to stable rather than decllning headehlp rates' I'lhen

the approprlate analysle of 1980 censuB data are completed' the cal-cu-

latlon of cohort headshlp trends for aeParate types of fanlly nuclei

ln each reglon wtll help resolve thls anbigulty.
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1. Current Populatl.on RePgrtq r

Untted StateE" Serles P-25, No.

2. Current PopulatLou RePorta'
hold r-

3. Current Populatlon RePorta'
trofa

NOTES

'Deuographle . ProJectlone
476.

-ProJectLoos of the Nurber
Serlea P-25, No. 607.

'ProJectloog of tbe Nrrnber
Serlee P-25, No. 805.

fCr the

of

of

Eouge-

Houge-

4. see George S. ll,asnlck, -The coatluulty of Birth ExpectatloFs Data

slth Eletorlcal Trends ln Cohort Parlty DletrLbutioas: Iupl-lbatlons
tILll g-9sv!-ve-

for Fertlllty ln the 1980sr' lu Gerry Eenderehot aod Paul I Placek
(eds. ) , Pre!l-q! Ferttll aphlc Studlei-e! Birth
tlons (Lexlugton, l'lA: D.C. ,1
5. Thls llne of analyale sas suggeated ln a paper by t|lllLam Ll\Ioneo,
-The Demographlc Factor ln Boueing for the Balance of thle Celnturyr"
ln Hlchael A. Goldberg aod George tJ. Gerr (eds.), Nort4 Aber{qan

Eousing tlarkets lnto the Tqery - 
(Canbridg.p' ltA:

thls' se flrst calcu-
Iare an expected pJpufation by age and eex for each reglon fpr 1980

under the assunptioo that nei nlgratton for each state rras zlero for
the enttre 1970-1980 decade. That ts, the only lJ8y that we allowed

the populatloo to chauge lu each state ras through the effectC of the

"or.rirlr"hlp 
of the population already llvlng ln the state ln 1970'

Thie hypothetlcal 19-80 populatiou was then dletrlbuted by- narltal
srarua accordlng to ths igZO Etate dletrlbutloa. Ftoall|zr 1970

Btate, aB€r aexr- narltal etatue epeclflc headahlP ratee t:t"- applted
ln order to calculate the hypothetlcal number of householBs that
would be preeeot ln 1980 tf everythlag were held constant lat L97O

levels except the aglng of the populatl.on. The dlfference between

the actuaf igZO number of houeeholds and thle hypothetlcal f{gure ls
the chaage attrlbuted to the age atructure factor' I

Xertl the actual 1980 popuiatlou by age and eex ln each state was

used aloog wlth the 1970 uarltal statu8 dlatrlbutlons aod headshtp
rates to calculate another hypothetlcal number of householdg' Thls
tlme, the dlffereoce between thle oe!' hypothetl'cal number and the

trypoitrettcal srnber calculated uoder the zero nlgratloo assumption 18

tire change due to the ul.gratlou factor. Finally, by-addlng Eogether
the chaages due to the age structure and nlgratlor facfors hod sub-

tractlDg thls total from actual observed changee in aumber tnd type
of houeeholda Ln each etate betseen 1970 aad 1980' the result ls the

change not erplal.aed by age stnrcture or nlgratloo. This resldualguaauSc us sy^r
etraoge Faue to the conblned effecte of changlng- oarltal- eqatue and

cnanEtng headahlp rate8, or what we have called the household forna-
tlom factor.

6. Other approachee have conblaed
factors into a -populatlon chaoge'

the age structure aad 4igratl'oa
factor, and then Partl.tlotred the
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populatlon change effect lato a "populatl.on growth" factor (efunpLe

lacreaee lo the nr.nber of people over the age of 15) and a "popula-
tlon coapoeltlon' factor (espeeially, ehtft ln the age dietrlbutton).
Accordlag to thls aethodology, both the populatl.oo growth aad popula-
tlon composltloo factore contala the lufluence of the sinple aging of
the populatlon already La place and of nlgratlon. Our alm is to
sepaiate the componeats of denographlc chaoge that are largel.y
Ladependent of ecoaomic factors (age Btructure effecte) from those
that depend nore cloeely on the ecooomlc cllnate operatlng durlng the
perLod of change (utgratlon effects aad household for:natlon effects).

7. Bere we are not referrlag to lndlvlduale sho are stlll resl.ding
la thelr region of blrth, but to the ratio of the size of the cohort
ln reeLdence relatlve to the 81ze of the cohort of blrth. To a large
extent, those who nove out of each regl.on are replaced by others who

are the ssDe age.

8. Becau6e Table 5 mlres both census (1960 aod 1970) and Annual
Eouslog Survey data (1975 and 1980), the forner based uPon ao enumer-
atlon of the entlre resident popul-atlon and the latter based on a

eample of the household populatlon oo1y, the cal-culatl-on lncludes
oaty ttrat portloa of the census data represeotl.ng persons llviag in
houeeholds. Llnlting data to the household populatLon only when

calculatlag headshlp rates hae the effect of ral'slng the rates be-
eauae [uoeretora are uaaffected but denoml'natora are sEall.

9. George Uaenlck and MarY Jo Bane,
1990 (Bogtoo: Auburn Eouse Publtshlag

10. John Pttkl.u and George Maenlck, "Projectlons of Housing Consump-

t1onl.ntheU.S.,1980to2o00'byaCohort}1ethod,..!g@
survey studJ.eal No. 9' June 1980. For the uatlon as a whoLe, we have

ind:erta-6:E-e analysle of cohort behavlor wlth respect to populatioa
grosth, marltal 3tatug, family s|ze, headship, aad houslng eonsumption
by toLtowlng the ag|ng of 16 fantly nucleus eategorles defin_e_d by eex,
uarltal etalus, and tanffy gize over the period since World War II'

11. These ner proJectloo series differ from earlier Jolnt Center
forecasts Ln two lfa]g. Flret, the Berles usl.ng the headshLp trends of
the 1960-1970 pertod (Serles 2-B(R)) have been dropped and replaced by
the serles repreBenttag household forrnatl.oo trends from the 1975-80
perlod. Second, the Jgnp-off polnt for the aew proJections ls the
iggO ceaau3 populatloo- dJta, transformed loto households uslag 1980

Annual Eouelng Survey headshlp rateg. The earlier Jolnt Center

forecasts are found 1o Joho 
-pttktn and George Masnlck, "Lioking

ProJectloae of Eoueeholds wlth Eouglng Coneuroptlons Ao Exploration of
Alteraatlve Serieer' report prepared for Offlce of Pollcy Development
and Research, Depaitt oi of EouJfng and Urban Developmeot, June 1981'

The Natlonrs FamiLies: 1960-
c
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