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US disparities in affluence by household structure, 1959 to 2017

John Iceland1

Abstract

BACKGROUND
This study examines trends in affluence ‒ as indicated by high household income ‒ by
household structure over the 1959 to 2017 period. I contrast the experiences of married-
couple households, whose share of all households declined substantially over time, with
those of single-parent households, cohabiting couples, individuals living alone, and
people living with nonrelatives.
METHODS
I use data from multiple censuses and the American Community Survey and logistic
regression.
RESULTS
Levels of absolute affluence rose substantially for all household types, reflecting rising
living standards. Married-couple households were the most likely to be affluent and
single-parent households were the least. Moreover, the affluence gap between married-
couple households and all others widened. Married couples fared better because they
experienced larger increases in wages and other important sources of income, such as
from investments and retirement.

CONCLUSIONS
The findings suggest that married-couple households benefit from a collective work
strategy and economies of scale that increase their likelihood of affluence. Positive
selectivity into marriage may also have increased over time.
CONTRIBUTION
This study provides timely new information on changing gaps in affluence by household
structure during a period of substantial change in household living arrangements and
economic well-being.

1 Pennsylvania State University, USA. Email: jdi10@psu.edu.
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1. Introduction

Household environments play an important role in shaping children’s early life
experiences and socioeconomic achievement later in life. People growing up in single-
parent families, for example, are less likely to finish high school and as a consequence
have lower earnings than children growing up in married-couple households (McLanahan
2004). Among the reasons for this are that married-couple households have higher
incomes and lower levels of poverty than single-parent households and other household
types (US Census Bureau 2017a). This finding is not surprising, as married-couple
households frequently have two earners to make ends meets and single parents often face
considerable challenges in balancing work and childcare (Edin and Lein 1997). However,
researchers also have challenged the extent to which single-parent households are
inevitably more likely to be poor, as the relative risk of poverty among single-parent
households versus married-couple households is smaller in many countries with stronger
income support programs than in the United States, where the “penalty” of living in a
single-parent family is relatively high (Brady, Finnigan, and Hübgen 2017). In addition,
some studies have found that the link between single parenthood and poverty has declined
over time, as single parents are more likely to work and less likely to be poor than in the
past (Baker 2015; Cancian and Reed 2009; US Census Bureau 2017a).

While there is a relatively extensive literature on the link between household
structure and poverty (Baker 2015; Thomas and Sawhill 2005; Amato and Maynard
2007), there has been very little documenting the connection between household structure
and affluence, the focus of this analysis. I define and measure affluence in terms of high
household income. I focus on affluence because affluent households have considerable
access to, and control of, many resources that advance their interests and help their
children get ahead, such as through the purchase of goods and services, like tutoring, for
their children. They also typically have greater access to job opportunities and internships
(sometimes unpaid and thus out of reach of lower-income families), community
amenities and safety, and public schools with enrichment programs and skilled teachers
(Reeves 2017). The affluent also have a disproportionate influence over US political
institutions and policy-making (Bowman 2020). The issue of disproportionate access and
influence has become all the more important during this period of growing income
inequality (McCall and Percheski 2010). It is important to note that the increase in income
inequality has been driven not so much by an increase in poverty as by growth in the
income of households at the top of the income distribution (Horowitz, Igielnik, and
Kochhar 2020; Iceland 2014: 89). The median household income has increased over the
past 50-plus years, from $47,938 in 1967 to $63,761 in 2017 (in constant 2019 dollars),
with most of this increase occurring from 1967 to 2000 (US Census Bureau 2019a). Much
of the increase in household income has been driven by an increase in women’s earnings
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over time, as men’s earnings, after an increase in the 1960s, have been relatively flat and
have even declined since the late 1970s (Reeves, Pulliam, and Schobert 2019; US Census
Bureau 2019b).

While married-couple households are undoubtedly over-represented among the
affluent population, the fact that poverty rates among single-parent families have gone
down over time could mean that they are also more likely to be affluent than in the past.
It is also important to consider the well-being of households other than married-couple
and female-headed ones. These include other family households ‒ such as single-parent
male-headed households, cohabiting couples, and nonfamily households, which include
people living with housemates or individuals living alone. The number of people living
in nonfamily households in particular has risen substantially over time (US Census
Bureau 2017b). This in part is a function of the second demographic transition that has
unfolded in the United States and other developed countries ‒ and increasingly worldwide
‒ over the past several decades. This refers to the decline in traditional two-parent
families and the growth in more diverse living arrangements (Lesthaeghe 2010).

This study contributes to the existing literature on household structure and economic
well-being in several ways. First, as noted above, relatively little is known about the
correlation between household structure and affluence. In addition, this study compares
not just married-couple and female-headed households, but also levels of affluence
among people living in other household living arrangements, which is important because
of the significant shifts in living arrangements noted above. I examine eight types of
households: married couples, single female-headed households with children, single
male-headed households with children, cohabiting couples, other families, women living
alone, men living alone, and people living with nonrelatives. Finally, this study looks at
the role of the proximate determinants of affluence, including the number of hours
worked among all household members, wages, and income from a variety of sources.

I investigate this issue using data from the 1960 to 2000 decennial censuses and
2010 and 2017 American Community Surveys (ACS). I document patterns and trends in
affluence and then use logistic regressions to examine the magnitude of the association
between household structure and affluence. In short, the principal aim of this study is to
arrive at a better understanding of how patterns of affluence have varied across different
types of households in the United States over the last sixty years.

2. Background

There has been a substantial shift in household living arrangements in the United States
and in developed countries around the world over the past several decades. Many of these
changes have been attributed to the second demographic transition, which has included,
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among other developments, a rising age at marriage, a decline in fertility, and an increase
in divorce, cohabitation, same-sex unions, and nonmarital childbearing (Lesthaeghe
1995, 2010). There are a number of explanations for these trends, including increasing
individualism, rising standards of living that allow people to realize individual
preferences, the strengthening of the safety net which does the same, birth control that
permits greater control of fertility, the increasing (absolute and relative) economic status
of women that likewise expands women’s opportunities outside of marriage, and greater
family investments in children that raises the costs of having children (Lesthaeghe 1995;
2010; Cherlin 2009; Becker 1981).

As a result of these processes, relatively fewer people live in the traditional married-
couple household today than in the past. By contrast, a greater proportion of people are
living in single-parent and especially nonfamily households. For example, in 1960 nearly
74% of households in the United States were headed by a married couple, compared to
about 11% with other family living arrangements (such as single-parent families or
siblings living together) and another 15% that were nonfamily households. By 2017 just
under half (49%) of households were headed by a married couple, another 17% were
other-family households, and just over a third were nonfamily households (US Census
Bureau 2017b). A significant percentage of people in recent cohorts are staying single,
or to a lesser degree cycling in and out of cohabiting relationships (Zhang and Ang 2020).

Many studies have documented differences in income and poverty across household
types. In 2017 the poverty rate for married-couple families was 4.7%, considerably lower
than the poverty rate for female-headed families with children (35.1%) and individuals
not living with any relatives (20.8%) (US Census Bureau 2018a, 2018b). Similarly, the
median income of married-couple households in 2017 was $80,663, considerably higher
than the median income for female-headed households ($45,128) and nonfamily
households ($38,122) (US Census Bureau 2018c).

Iceland (2019), focusing on racial disparities in poverty and affluence from 1959 to
2015, documents the increase in affluence in the United States across all racial and ethnic
groups, though with substantial disparities across groups, and especially between whites
and Asians on the one hand and blacks and Hispanics on the other. Household structure
is included as a covariate in that analysis, with three categories for married-couple
household, female-headed household, and other household types. Married couples are
more likely to be affluent than the other types. This study goes beyond that one with a
more detailed focus on differences in affluence by household structure, how they changed
over time, and by including consideration of a broader array of household types.
Yavorsky and coauthors (2019) document higher household incomes of married men and
women compared to single married men and women, including in the top 1% of the
income distribution, though they do not look at other household types or trends over time.
Other studies indicate that married couples also have higher levels of wealth than
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cohabiting couples and those who are single (Addo and Ricketts 2019; Hao 1996). In one
of the few studies focusing on affluence, Hirschl, Altobelli, and Rank (2003), using data
from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and a threshold of affluence equal to 10 times
the poverty line, find that people who are married are considerably more likely to
experience affluence than those who are not. These studies do not look at additional
household types or changes in affluence over time.

3. Explanations for disparities in socioeconomic well-being by
household type

Income and poverty vary across household types for several reasons. For one, households
often have different numbers of people working in the paid labor force. Married-couple
households are more likely to have two people drawing wages than single-parent
households, which often have just one adult present, or people living alone. In contrast
to other household types, including many nonfamily households, married-couple
households often can devise a division of labor that maximizes their income (Waite and
Gallagher 2000; Hirschl, Altobelli, and Rank 2003; Hao 1996). Married-couple
households also benefit from economies of scale as compared to people living alone
(Citro and Michael 1995; Hao 1996). These factors facilitate wealth accumulation over
the life course and can result in higher Social Security benefits, pensions, retirement
income, and interest income (Waite 1995; Britt-Lutter and Dorius 2018; Lupton and
Smith 2003; Kapelle and Lersch 2020). Married couples may also have greater income
from these sources than cohabiting couples because their longevity allows them to benefit
more from the processes above (Hao 1996).

By contrast, single parents may also work fewer hours than a parent in a two-parent
household or a people in other household types, because single parents often face the
challenge of supporting a family on one income and running a household alone, often
with modest levels of support (Edin and Lein 1997). Single-parent households might also
have higher levels of poverty than nonfamily households because the former face the
challenge of supporting children, who at the same time raise the financial needs of such
units (Cancian and Reed 2009).

People living in different types of households might differ in other observable ways
that are correlated with income, poverty, and affluence. Single parents, and especially
female-headed householders, have on average lower levels of education than married-
couple parents, and this significantly contributes to their lower earnings (McLanahan
2004; Wildsmith, Manlove, and Cook 2018; Härkönen 2018). Among nonfamily
households we might see a mix of such characteristics, as some people living in
nonfamily households are relatively young people living with housemates, while others
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are single elderly people. Men living alone may be more likely to be affluent than women
living alone because men typically have higher lifetime earnings for a variety of factors,
including more years of full-time work and discrimination against women in the labor
market (Blau and Kahn 2017). In short, because people in different household living
arrangements differ across a variety of characteristics associated with income, it is
important to control for, and examine, their mediating effects.

Married-couple households might also have better socioeconomic outcomes because
of factors not always captured in survey data, and this is a potential limitation of this
study. One issue is that the causal connection between household structure and income
might go in both directions. Specifically, individuals might wait to get married until they
have achieved a level of financial security and stability (Cherlin 2009; Smock and
Greenland 2010). Among characteristics not captured in survey data, people who marry
tend to have better physical and mental health and this could affect earnings (South 1991;
Waite 1995). Women who become single parents are more likely to have grown up in a
lower-income single-parent family themselves, so there is the possibility of the
intergenerational transmission of low socioeconomic status ‒ such as both through fewer
parental resources and parental support (McLanahan and Percheski 2008; Lerman, Price,
and Wilcox 2017). Nevertheless, research has indicated that the association between
household structure and socioeconomic status is at least in part, and perhaps in large part,
causal (McLanahan 2004; Waite 1995; Waite and Gallagher 2000; Hao 1996).

Previous research indicates that the relationship between household composition
and income and/or poverty may have weakened over time (Cancian and Reed 2009;
Martin 2006; Daly and Valletta 2006; Baker 2015). The poverty rate among female-
headed families has declined, mainly because of very substantial increases in single
mothers’ employment. The greatest rise in employment among such mothers occurred in
the 1990s, coinciding with changing welfare policies that made it more difficult to receive
benefits without working. The employment rate of never-married mothers, who were the
most likely to have little education or job experience and long stays on welfare, rose from
43% in 1992 to 65% in 1999 (Cancian and Reed 2000, 2009). Since then, labor force
participation rates of mothers with children have plateaued or declined slightly (US
Bureau of Labor Statistics 2018).

As noted above, one result of broad demographic changes is that a growing
proportion of the middle class consists of people living alone (Marsh et al. 2007). The
current analysis will shed light on whether there are differences in affluence even among
this population. For example, we may observe lower levels of affluence among single-
female households than single-male households – though perhaps greater increases in
affluence among the former than the latter over time, given the differences in trends in
wages by gender described above. I also examine the likelihood of affluence among the
relatively small number of households that include nonrelatives living together. The
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extent to which these households share income is not entirely clear (this likely varies
across such households), but at the very least they benefit from economies of scale by
paying less for some goods ‒ particularly housing ‒ than if they were living alone (Iceland
2000).

Much of the literature on household structure and socioeconomic status (SES) has
focused on poverty as the outcome of interest. However, the association between
household composition and affluence may not simply mirror that between household
composition and poverty. For one, single-parent families are more likely to receive public
assistance, such as in the form of cash welfare and supplemental security income, that is
designed to reduce economic hardship and poverty among families that qualify for such
benefits (Ben-Shalom, Moffitt, and Scholz 2011). While these means-tested programs
may help ameliorate poverty, they presumably do little to boost affluence. Thus, we might
expect the gap in affluence across household types to be larger than the gap in poverty.
Nevertheless, we might still see a narrowing of the gap in affluence by household type
because single parents are more likely to work than in the past (Cancian and Reed 2009).

This study contributes to the existing literature on household structure and economic
well-being in a few ways. First, there are comparatively fewer studies on the link between
household structure and affluence ‒ and especially the change in the association over time
‒ than those linking such structure with poverty. Second, this study compares not just
married-couple and female-headed households (or married-couple and cohabiting ones),
but also levels of affluence among people in a full range of household living arrangements
(eight in all), which is important because of the growing diversity in living arrangements.
Finally, while studies have documented that the rise in employment of single mothers has
contributed to declines in poverty among these households, we know little about the
factors that might contribute to differences in the likelihood of affluence across household
types over time, and I examine a number of proximate factors including the number of
hours worked among all household members, wages, and income from a variety of
sources.

4. Data and methods

The data for these analyses come from the 1960 to 2000 decennial censuses and the 2010
and 2017 American Community Surveys (ACS), compiled and harmonized as part of the
Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS-USA) (Ruggles et al. 2015). The
analysis begins with the 1960 census (which collects information on respondents’
incomes in the previous calendar year), as 1959 marks the beginning of the official
poverty time series, and the measure of affluence is based on a multiple of the poverty
line. The poverty thresholds, originally devised by Social Security Administration
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researcher Mollie Orshanky in the 1960s, are based on the cost of a basic food plan
multiplied by three to account for other expenses. The thresholds are updated only for
inflation over time. The thresholds vary by family size and number of children. In 2017
the poverty threshold for a family with two parents and two children was $24,858.

The affluence measure uses these thresholds, though because of this study’s focus
on the likelihood of affluence across household types I use household, rather than family,
income and composition. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio
higher than five times the poverty threshold. Thus, for a household of two adults and two
children, the threshold for affluence was $124,290 in 2017. This threshold would place
these households at very close to the 80th percentile of household income in that year
($126,605) (US Census Bureau 2019c), which is close to Reeve’s (2017) definition of
the upper middle class. If a much higher threshold is chosen, only a very small percentage
of the population would be affluent in the early years of this study because of overall
increases in living standards. In additional analyses I used alternative measures of
affluence, including a relative measure based on twice the median household income in
a given year and another defining affluent households as those in the top decile of the
income distribution. While these produce different point estimates of affluence,
conclusions about trends in affluence by household type are similar across the measures.
I show and discuss the results when using a relative threshold in more detail in the
supplemental analyses section at the end of the results below.

Households are defined using eight categories: (1) married-couple households (with
and without children); (2) single female-headed households with children; (3) single
male-headed households with children; (4) cohabiting couples with and without children;
(5) other families (such as siblings living together); (6) a woman living alone; (7) a man
living alone; and (8) people living with nonrelatives, such as with housemates. The
IPUMS identifies cohabiting couples beginning in 1990. It is possible that some
cohabiting couples were counted as nonfamily households before 1990, but this is likely
a relatively minor issue because the percentage of all nonfamily households never
exceeded 4% over the period, and other estimates of the number of cohabiting couples
using other data indicate that the number of cohabiting households was relatively small
in 1980 and grew quickly thereafter (Casper and Cohen 2000), which also helps explain
why the issue has gained increasing prominence in data collection efforts since that time
period.

I explored using other coding schemes in the analysis, including fewer categories,
but this approach overlooks the different outcomes across a variety of household types,
as noted in the results below. I also conducted analyses with more household categories,
and specifically distinguishing between married couples, cohabiting couples, and single-
male headed and single-female headed families with and without children, given that
children substantially increase the threshold for affluence of a given unit while
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infrequently contributing income. These analyses are discussed in more detail in the
supplementary analyses section.

This study includes a number of control variables that are often used in analyses of
income and poverty because different groups may experience higher or lower levels of
affluence. For example, previous literature has indicated that those living in metropolitan
areas are more likely to report being affluent, and black households are less likely to do
so (Iceland 2019). I run models with and without controls to ensure that the association
between affluence and household composition is not wholly a function of the changing
demographic profile of the different household types. The control variables include:
race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic blacks, non-Hispanic Asians, non-
Hispanic of other races, and Hispanics), gender, age, age squared, education (less than
high school, high school only, some college, and Bachelor’s degree or more), household
size and number of children, nativity, region (Northeast, Midwest, South, and West), and
metropolitan status (living in metro or not). A detailed analysis by race and ethnicity is
beyond the scope of the current analysis. Nevertheless, I conducted separate multivariate
analyses by race/ethnicity and, generally speaking, increasing inequality between married
couples and other household types was observed across racial/ethnic groups, with some
variation, the results for whites and blacks in particular being similar. This topic deserves
an extended treatment in future work. I also ran models where I examine affluence for
specific householder age categories ‒ ages 35 to 44 and 45 to 54 ‒ to provide a more
refined examination by age – which is strongly associated with affluence – than simply
having controls for age. Results by age group do not change the general conclusions,
though they do provide additional nuance, and these findings are discussed in more detail
in the supplementary analyses section.

The final analysis examines the extent to which various proximate determinants vary
across household types, including household hours worked, number of workers (a worker
is defined as someone who worked at least 52 hours in the previous year), earnings,
average wage, and income from a variety of other sources, including interest/dividend/
rental (i.e., investment) income, retirement income, Social Security, cash welfare,
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and income from all other sources. Not all sources
were enumerated in all of the survey years, as is discussed below. Household hours
worked is measured as the number of hours worked in the labor force summed across
household members. Household wage is measured as total household earnings (from
salaries and self-employment) divided by the number of household hours worked.
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5. Results

Figure 1 shows the distribution of household types over the study period. We see large
declines in the percentage of households headed by a married-couple, from 75% in 1960
to just 48% in 2017. There were increases in all other household types, though no single
category had more than 15% in 2017. This is consistent with the literature on the second
demographic transition showing that households became more diverse over time
(Lesthaghe 2010). The percentage of female-headed households increased from 4% in
1960 to 7% in 1980 and then held steady. Male-headed households with children and
people living with nonrelatives increased but remained a small percentage of all
households (2% and 3% in 2017, respectively). The percentage of households with a
cohabiting couple, first identified in 1990, increased from 4% in that year to 6% in 2017.
The household types with the largest increases from 1960 to 2017 were women and men
living alone, from 8% to 15% and 5% to 13%, respectively.

Figure 1: Distribution of household types, 1960‒2017
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Figure 2 show trends in affluence, where the threshold for affluence is set at greater
than five times the official poverty line for a given household. The figure shows a
substantial increase in affluence among all household types from 1959 to 2017, indicative
of rising living standards (though all suffered a dip from 1999 to 2010 due to the Great
Recession in 2007‒2008). However, we see the highest levels of affluence, and greatest
absolute increases, among married-couple households. In 2017, 42.1% of married-couple
households had incomes greater than fives time the poverty line, up from just 8.5% in
1959.

Figure 2: Percentage affluent, by household structure and year: 1959‒2017

Note: Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.
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Single-parent families (both male- and female-headed) were the least likely to be
affluent, though both saw increases in affluence over time. Only 6.6% of female-headed
households and 15.1% of male-headed households were affluent in 2017, up from just
0.8% and 4.3%, respectively, in 1959. Cohabiting couples and people living with
nonrelatives had fairly similar rates of affluence, both well below that of married couples
but well above those of single-parent families. About 30% of each were affluent in 2017.

Table 1 shows results from logistic regression models predicting affluence by year,
first in models without controls and then in models with a full set of controls. Specifically,
Table 1 shows average marginal effects of being affluent relative to married couples (the
omitted category) for other household types. Results indicate that over the period all
household types were increasingly less likely to be affluent relative to married-couple
households. For example, in models without controls, the average marginal effects
predicting affluence for female-headed households relative to married-couple households
were ‒0.077, declining to ‒0.355 by 2017. This trend is apparent for all household types.
In models with controls, differences between married-couple households and other
family households are generally smaller, indicating that married-couple households have
other characteristics that are associated with affluence, such as higher levels of education.
Nevertheless, even with controls the differences between married-couple households and
other households are substantively large. In the case of female-headed families, for
example, the marginal effects in 2017 decline from ‒0.355 in models without controls to
‒0.301 in models with controls. However, the gap between married-couple households
and non-family households often increases with controls, suggesting that nonfamily
households have some characteristics associated with greater affluence. In additional
analysis (not shown), I find that family size and number of children are important: larger
families and those with children typically have a higher threshold to be considered
affluent.
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Table 1: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models
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Table 1: (Continued)
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Figure 3 illustrates differences in affluence across household types by showing
predicted probabilities of affluence in models with all of the controls (and the values of
those variables set at their means) over the 1959 to 2017 period. It shows that in 2017 all
household types had lower predicted probabilities of being affluent than married-couple
households, with absolute differences increasing over time. The predicted probability that
a married couple household was affluent was 0.38 in 2017, followed by 0.31 for
cohabiting couples, 0.24 for other family types, 0.21 for people living with non-relatives,
0.16 for male-headed households, 0.14 for men living alone, 0.11 for women living alone,
and 0.08 for female-headed households. The predicted probability of women living alone
being affluent was negligible in 1959 (0.01), but it rose over the period to 0.11 in 2017.
While the predicted probability of affluence for men living alone was higher than for
women living alone in all time periods, there was a narrowing of the gap from 1979 to
1999 in particular, a period when the gender wage gap also narrowed appreciably. Men
living alone saw considerable declines in their position vis-à-vis married-couple families
through the period, perhaps because of stagnant or declining wages of men, and
increasing labor force participation of women in married-couple families especially since
the 1970s (Goldin 2006). The patterns and trends in Figure 3 do not vary markedly from
those in Figure 1, suggesting that the inclusion of controls does not greatly change the
association between household structure and affluence. We do see that many of the gaps
between married-couple households and other family households are modestly smaller
with controls, as indicated in the results on marginal effects shown in Table 1.

Figure 3: Predicted probability of affluence by household type: 1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.
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Table 2 sheds light on patterns in Figure 3 by looking at how proximate determinants
of affluence vary across household types. One reason that the relative likelihood that
female-headed households were affluent did not decline by more than they did over the
period is the considerable increase in the number of hours worked in the labor market
among such households, from 1,359 in 1959 to 1,979 in 2017. In 1959, such households
on average had 0.8 workers (defined as the number of people who reported working on
average at least one hour per week during the past year), increasing to 1.2 by 2017. The
number of hours worked among married-couple households increased, but more
modestly, from 2,431 in 1959 to 2,976 in 2017. More generally, married couples are more
likely to be affluent than other households because they work more hours per week than
most household types and especially because they earn higher wages than all other types
‒ which translates into much higher total earnings. In 2017 they also had more
investment, retirement, and Social Security income than all other household types (with
the exception of other families having more Social Security). Female-headed households
had more cash welfare income than other households, but this dropped precipitously for
all groups after 1989, mainly due to welfare reform in 1996.
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Table 2: Income and hours worked by year and household type: 1959‒2017
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Table 2: (Continued)
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Table 2: (Continued)
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Cohabiting couples lost ground vis-à-vis married-couple households because their
wages were flat from 1989 to 2017 while they grew for married couples, and they
experienced smaller increases in income from other sources, such as Social Security,
retirement, and investment income. Various types of nonfamily households likewise lost
ground in the relative likelihood of affluence, for some, though not all, of the same
reasons. From 1989 to 2017 nonfamily households had slightly greater increases in
household hours worked (with the exception of men living alone, who experienced a
decline) than married-couple families, but smaller absolute increases in wages, and
smaller increases or declines in important sources of income such as investment,
retirement, and Social Security income.

6. Supplemental analyses

In this section I discuss results from four supplementary analyses. In the first, I use a
relative measure of affluence rather than the absolute measure used in the main analyses
above. Second, I use more detailed household categories, including various households
with and without children. Third, I examine results for householders within specific age
groups, including those 35‒44 and 45‒54. Finally, I show results with both the detailed
household categories and for the specific age groups in the previous two supplementary
analyses.

The relative measure of affluence I use is where the affluence threshold is equal to
twice the median household income in a given year. This mirrors a common measure of
relative poverty, where the threshold is set at half of median household income in a given
year (Iceland 2013). The threshold is adjusted for households of different sizes by using
an equivalence scale that is the square root of household size. Results using this measure
are show in Appendix Table A-1, and they are similar in many respects to those from the
main analysis (Table 1). Specifically, while married-couple households were more likely
to be affluent than a majority (though not all) of household types in 1959, they became
increasingly more likely to be affluent relative to all other household types over time even
when using the relative measure of affluence. Figure A-1 illustrates these findings with
predicted probabilities from full models where the values of all of the controls are set to
their means. The figure indicates that the predicted probability a married couple
household is affluent in 2017 was 0.18, which was double the probability in 1959 (0.09).
Unlike when using the absolute measure of affluence, most other households did not see
striking changes in their predicted probabilities of being affluent over time. For
cohabiting couples it increased from 0.12 in 1989 to 0.14 in 2017, and for women living
alone it rose from 0.04 in 1959 to 0.06 in 2017. For people living with nonrelatives and
other family types the predicted probabilities fell slightly. One would expect affluence to
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increase by more with an absolute measure of affluence than a relative one ‒ as indeed
we see in these analyses ‒ because thresholds for the latter increase as standards of living
increase, while they do not for the former measure.

Table A-2 and Figure A-2 show results when using the main absolute affluence
measure but with more detailed household types, and in particular married couples,
cohabiting couples, single-male headed and single-female headed families with and
without children, as well the nonfamily household types used in the main analysis.
Predicted probabilities shown in Figure A-2 indicate that the most affluent household
type is married couples without children (0.41 predicted probability of affluence),
followed by cohabiting couples without children (0.34) and married couples with children
(0.33). The next two household types are male- and female-headed households without
children, while the least likely to be affluent are female-headed households with children.
Clearly, children reduce the likelihood of affluence. This is at least in part due to the fact
that they raise a household’s threshold for affluence (thresholds are higher for larger
units, since the thresholds are equal to five time the poverty line, which also varies by
size) while typically not adding income to the unit’s resources. Notably, though, both
types of married couple household saw large increases in affluence relative to other
households. For example, while in 1990 the predicted probability that married couple
families with children and cohabiting couples without children were affluent was 0.19
and 0.30 respectively, by 2017 they were near parity.

While our models control for householder age, they may only do so imprecisely with
an age and age squared terms. Since age has a strong positive association with affluence,
I conducted additional analyses for two more-specific age groups, 35‒44 and 45‒54,
when households are approaching their prime income-earning years. Results for these
analyses are in Tables A-3 and A-4 and Figures A-3 and A-4. In Figure A-3, which shows
predicted probabilities for householders ages 35‒44, we see very similar patterns as were
shown in the main results, with married-couple households the most likely to be affluent
and greater growth in affluence among this household type. In Figure A-4, which shows
predicted probabilities for householders ages 45 to 54, we see the same general pattern,
but with higher probabilities of affluence among all groups, as might be expected.

Finally, Tables A-5 and A-6 and Figures A-5 and A-6 show results by householder
age and for detailed household types used in the previous two analyses. These generally
confirm previous patterns: higher levels of affluence for married-couple families,
especially those aged 45 to 55. In both these figures we see that married-couple families
with and without children are both more affluent by 2017 than all other family types.
Note that in Figure A-2, cohabiting-couple families without children were the second
most affluent household type, as they were slightly more affluent than married-couple
families without children. But in these figures with a finer-grained stratification by age
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of householder, we see that both kinds of married-couple household are more affluent
than other households.

7. Conclusion

This study examines trends in affluence ‒ as measured by high household income ‒ by
household structure over the nearly 60-year period between 1959 and 2017, using data
from multiple censuses and the American Community Survey. It builds on the existing
literature in several ways. First, I find an increase in affluence ‒ measured as having
incomes over five times the poverty line ‒ among all household types. This reflects
increases in standards of living over the 1959 to 2017 period, and especially before 2000.
While income inequality has grown continuously since the early 1970s, this has been
mainly a function not of an increase in the proportion of poor households, but rather of
an increase in the incomes of households at the top end of the distribution (Horowitz,
Igielnik, and Kochhar 2020; Iceland 2014: 89).

 Second, and more to the point of this study, results indicate that not only is affluence
more common among married-couple households than other households ‒ a finding
consistent with previous studies on income and poverty ‒ but that the gap in the likelihood
of affluence between married-couple households and other households grew over time.
This indicates that married-couple households have substantial advantages that increase
their probability of being affluent, such as having more adults available to work, being in
a better position to meet the challenge of working and caring for children, devising a
division of labor that maximizes household income, and saving and investing their money
for retirement, which is facilitated by higher earnings and by benefits that accrue from
having economies of scale (Waite 1995; Waite and Gallagher 2000; Hirschl, Altobelli,
and Rank 2003; Citro and Michael 1995; Lupton and Smith 2003; Hao 1996).

While cohabiting couples and unrelated people living together benefit from
economies of scale, they are less likely to be affluent than married-couple households,
perhaps because they do not engage in a division of labor that maximizes household
income as well as household savings over time (Addo and Ricketts 2019; Hao 1996).
While there might be some positive selection on well-being of couples into marriage
versus cohabitation, marriage still provides benefits that cohabitation does not, though
the magnitude of the effect can vary across contexts and there continues to be some debate
and mixed findings on this issue in the literature (Soons and Kalmijn 2009; Vespa and
Painter 2011; Musick and Bumpass 2012; Smock, Manning, and Porter 2005). The
findings of the current study are generally consistent with Hao’s (1996) assertion that
married couples are more likely to engage in collective work and saving strategies that
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enhance the household’s future economic well-being than cohabiting couples, who, on
average, may not be as committed to a long-term relationship as married couples.

Single-person households, which became much more common over the period, have
relatively low rates of affluence. Among such households we find, as expected, higher
levels of affluence among single-male households than single-female ones. Nevertheless,
consistent with general trends in wages and earnings among men and women ‒ where
men’s wages have stagnated or declined since the 1970s while women’s have increased
substantially (Reeves, Pulliam, and Schobert 2019; US Census Bureau 2019b) ‒ I find a
greater growth in the gap between married-couple households and single-male
households than single-female ones.

More generally, given disparities in affluence across household types, and the
advantages of married-couple households described above, the pronounced shift from
married-couple households to nonfamily ones may have inhibited the growth of affluence
among US households over the 1959 to 2017 period. Conversely, however, it is
reasonable to posit that rising living standards and growing affluence over the past several
decades ‒ and indeed the last two centuries ‒ have allowed individuals to exercise greater
choice in their living arrangements. In other words, growing affluence facilitated the
second demographic transition. As demographer Ron Lesthaeghe argues (2010: 218),
“The second demographic transition, on the other hand, is founded on the rise of the
higher-order needs as defined by Maslow (1954). Once the basic material preoccupations,
particularly long-term financial security, are satisfied through welfare state provisions,
more existential and expressive needs become articulated. These are centered on self-
actualization in formulating goals, individual autonomy in choosing means, and
recognition by others for their realization. These features emerge in a variety of domains,
and this is why the SDT [second demographic transition] can be linked to a wide variety
of empirical indicators of ideational change.”

One limitation of this study is that married-couple households might have better
socioeconomic outcomes than other household types because of factors not captured in
survey data. The main issue is that the causal connection between household structure
and SES might go in both directions, as individuals might wait to get married until they
have achieved a level of financial security and stability (Cherlin 2009; Smock and
Greenland 2010). However, past research indicates that the association between
household structure and socioeconomic status is at least in part, and perhaps in large part,
causal (McLanahan 2004; McLanahan, Tach, and Schneider 2013; Waite 1995; Waite
and Gallagher 2000; Hao 1996). Nevertheless, the findings suggest that selectivity into
marriage may have increased over time, as marriage rates are higher, for example, among
whites and Asians than blacks and Hispanics and among those with higher levels of
education (Raley, Sweeney, and Wondra 2015; McLanahan 2004).
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Thus, we are likely to see a continuation of the strong association between household
structure and affluence in the future, even as the percentage of households who are most
likely to be affluent declines over time. Furthermore, the retreat from marriage over the
past several decades likely reflects the growth in personal autonomy, and the ability to
achieve it in an affluent society, though with a corresponding decline in a social
institution ‒ marriage ‒ that enhances affluence.
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Appendix

Table A-1: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models,
using a relative measure of affluence where the threshold is twice the
median household income

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.124 [–0.125, –0.123] –0.060 [–0.062, –0.059] –0.131 [–0.132, –0.129] –0.060 [–0.063, –0.056]
Male-headed –0.056 [–0.060, –0.052] –0.016 [–0.019, –0.013] –0.077 [–0.083, –0.071] –0.030 [–0.035, –0.025]
Cohabiting couple
Other family 0.007 [0.005, 0.009] 0.018 [0.015, 0.020] –0.018 [–0.022, –0.014] 0.004 [–0.000, 0.009]
Woman living alone –0.077 [–0.078, –0.076] –0.049 [–0.051, –0.048] –0.088 [–0.090, –0.086] –0.049 [–0.052, –0.046]
Man living alone 0.025 [0.023, 0.027] –0.013 [–0.015, –0.012] 0.024 [0.021, 0.028] –0.019 [–0.022, –0.016]
People with nonrelatives 0.074 [0.072, 0.078] 0.056 [0.052, 0.060] 0.045 [0.038, 0.051] 0.028 [0.022, 0.034]
All controls included X X
N 2,642,347 2,642,347 634,464 634,464

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.147 [–0.148, –0.146] –0.088 [–0.090, –0.085] –0.178 [–0.180, –0.177] –0.109 [–0.111, –0.107]
Male-headed –0.089 [–0.094, –0.084] –0.043 [–0.048, –0.038] –0.128 [–0.133, –0.122] –0.071 [–0.076, –0.066]
Cohabiting couple –0.038 [–0.042, –0.033] –0.007 [–0.011, –0.003]
Other family –0.053 [–0.056, –0.050] –0.030 [–0.033, –0.026] –0.082 [–0.085, –0.079] –0.047 [–0.050, –0.044]
Woman living alone –0.107 [–0.109, –0.106] –0.075 [–0.078, –0.073] –0.114 [–0.116, –0.112] –0.085 [–0.187, –0.082]
Man living alone 0.011 [0.008, 0.014] –0.022 [–0.025, –0.019] –0.010 [–0.013, –0.007] –0.043 [–0.046, –0.041]
People with nonrelatives 0.007 [0.003, 0.011] –0.001 [–0.005, 0.004] –0.005 [–0.011, 0.000] –0.024 [–0.029, –0.020]
All controls included X X
N 804,615 804,615 918,709 918,709
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Table A-1: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.189 [–0.191, –0.187] –0.119 [–0.121, –0.117] –0.221 [–0.223, –0.220] –0.138 [–0.140, –0.136]
Male-headed –0.142 [–0.147, –0.137] –0.081 [–0.086, –0.077] –0.176 [–0.181, –0.171] –0.108 [–0.112, –0.103]
Cohabiting couple –0.057 [–0.061, –0.054] –0.014 [–0.017, –0.009] –0.095 [–0.098, –0.091] –0.042 [–0.045, –0.039]
Other family –0.107 [–0.110, –0.104] –0.062 [–0.065, –0.059] –0.143 [–0.146, –0.140] –0.085 [–0.088, –0.082]
Woman living alone –0.115 [–0.117, –0.113] –0.094 [–0.096, –0.091] –0.138 [–0.140, –0.136] –0.107 [–0.109, –0.104]
Man living alone –0.050 [–0.053, –0.047] –0.068 [–0.071, –0.066] –0.076 [–0.079, –0.074] –0.085 [–0.088, –0.082]
People with nonrelatives –0.040 [–0.045, –0.035] –0.039 [–0.043, –0.035] –0.095 [–0.100, –0.090] –0.075 [–0.079, –0.071]
All controls included X X
N 1,054,775 1,054,775 1,203,777 1,203,777

2017
Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.226 [–0.228, –0.224] –0.144 [–0.146, –0.141]
Male-headed –0.174 [–0.180, –0.169] –0.105 [–0.110, –0.100]
Cohabiting couple –0.093 [–0.096, –0.089] –0.038 [–0.041, –0.035]
Other family –0.151 [–0.154, –0.148] –0.087 [–0.090, –0.084]
Woman living alone –0.152 [–0.154, –0.150] –0.114 [–0.116, –0.111]
Man living alone –0.100 [–0.103, –0.098] –0.090 [–0.093, –0.088]
People with nonrelatives –0.092 [–0.097, –0.087] –0.068 [–0.073, –0.064]
All controls included X
N 1,243,840 1,243,840

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status
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Figure A-1: Predicted probability of relative affluence by household type:
1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as household income greater than twice the national median household income.
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Table A-2: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models:
With detailed household categories

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.105 [–0.106, –0.104] –0.045 [–0.046, –0.044] –0.185 [–0.188, –0.183] –0.107 [–0.110, –0.103]
Female-headed family
with children –0.141 [–0.142, –0.140] –0.060 [–0.061, –0.058] –0.272 [–0.274, –0.269] –0.161 [–0.167, –0.156]
Female-headed family
without children –0.071 [–0.073, –0.069] 0.004 [–0.005, 0.009] –0.129 [–0.135, –0.124] –0.047 [–0.060, – 0.035]
Male-headed family with
children –0.106 [–0.109, –0.103] –0.042 [–0.044, –0.040] –0.208 [–0.215, –0.201] –0.117 [–0.123, –0.110]
Male-headed family
without children –0.022 [–0.025, –0.018] –0.002 [–0.004, –0.000] –0.045 [–0.054, –0.036] –0.014 [–0.022, –0.006]
Cohabiting couple with
children
Cohabiting couple without
children
Woman living alone –0.118 [–0.120, –0.117] –0.051 [–0.053, –0.049] –0.225 [–0.228, –0.222] –0.146 [–0.152, –0.140]
Man living alone –0.066 [–0.067, –0.064] –0.039 [–0.041, –0.038] –0.109 [–0.113, –0.105] –0.102 [–0.106, –0.098]
People with nonrelatives 0.001 [–0.002, 0.004] 0.027 [0.023, 0.031] –0.046 [–0.053, –0.038] –0.031 [–0.040, –0.021]
All controls included X X
N 2,642,347 2,642,347 634,464 634,464

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.208 [–0.210, –0.205] –0.144 [–0.148, –0.141] –0.206 [–0.209, –0.203] –0.142 [–0.146, –0.137]
Female-headed family
with children –0.336 [–0.338, –0.333] –0.247 [–0.251, –0.243] –0.388 [–0.390, –0.385] –0.298 [–0.302, –0.294]
Female-headed family
without children –0.184 [–0.189, –0.179] –0.120 [–0.127, – 0.113] –0.210 [–0.215, –0.205] –0.144 [–0.151, –0.137]
Male-headed family with
children –0.239 [–0.246, –0.232] –0.168 [–0.175, –0.160] –0.292 [–0.300, –0.285] –0.219 [–0.227, –0.211]
Male-headed family
without children –0.060 [–0.069, –0.051] –0.011 [–0.021, –0.001] –0.111 [–0.120, –0.103] –0.061 [–0.071, –0.051]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.321 [–0.327, –0.315] –0.182 [–0.192, –0.173]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.035 [–0.043, –0.027] –0.037 [–0.045, –0.028]
Woman living alone –0.278 [–0.280, –0.275] –0.221 [–0.225, –0.217] –0.291 [–0.294, –0.288] –0.253 [–0.258, –0.249]
Man living alone –0.126 [–0.130, –0.123] –0.139 [–0.143, –0.135] –0.162 [–0.166, –0.158] –0.193 [–0.198, –0.189]
People with nonrelatives –0.088 [–0.094, –0.083] –0.085 [–0.091, –0.078] –0.094 [–0.101, –0.087] –0.118 [–0.125, –0.110]
All controls included X X
N 804,615 804,615 918,709 918,709
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Table A-2: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.206 [–0.209, –0.204] –0.106 [–0.110, –0.101] –0.171 [–0.174, –0.168] –0.074 [–0.078, –0.069]
Female-headed family
with children –0.424 [–0.427, –0.422] –0.320 [–0.324, –0.316] –0.400 [–0.403, –0.398] –0.294 [–0.298, –0.291]
Female-headed family
without children –0.240 [–0.245, –0.235] –0.143 [–0.150, –0.136] –0.257 [–0.261, –0.252] –0.167 [–0.172, –0.161]
Male-headed family with
children –0.336 [–0.342, –0.329] –0.243 [–0.250, –0.235] –0.323 [–0.329, –0.317] –0.235 [–0.242, –0.228]
Male-headed family
without children –0.159 [–0.167, –0.151] –0.071 [–0.081, –0.062] –0.196 [–0.203, –0.188] –0.121 [–0.129, –0.113]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.361 [–0.366, –0.356] –0.184 [–0.192, –0.176] –0.355 [–0.360, –0.350] –0.182 [–0.190, –0.174]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.051 [–0.058, –0.044] –0.030 [–0.038, –0.023] –0.089 [–0.095, –0.083] –0.070 [–0.076, –0.064]
Woman living alone –0.308 [–0.311, –0.305] –0.277 [–0.281, –0.273] –0.289 [–0.292, –0.287] –0.258 [–0.261, –0.254]
Man living alone –0.215 [–0.219, –0.212] –0.237 [–0.240, –0.233] –0.217 [–0.221, –0.214] –0.231 [–0.235, –0.228]
People with nonrelatives –0.138 [–0.145, –0.132] –0.130 [–0.137, –0.123] –0.191 [–0.197, –0.185] –0.179 [–0.185, –0.172]
All controls included X X
N 1,054,775 1,054,775 1,203,777 1,203,777

2017
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.156 [–0.159, –0.153] –0.074 [–0.079, –0.069]
Female-headed family
with children –0.420 [–0.423, –0.418] –0.330 [–0.334, –0.325]
Female-headed family
without children –0.265 [–0.269, –0.260] –0.179 [–0.185, –0.173]
Male-headed family with
children –0.335 [–0.342, –0.328] –0.253 [–0.261, –0.246]
Male-headed family
without children –0.203 [–0.210, –0.195] –0.120 [–0.129, –0.111]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.359 [–0.364, –0.353] –0.195 [–0.204, –0.187]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.083 [–0.089, –0.077] –0.061 [–0.068, –0.055]
Woman living alone –0.309 [–0.311, –0.306] –0.290 [–0.294, –0.286]
Man living alone –0.240 [–0.243, –0.236] –0.251 [–0.255, –0.247]
People with nonrelatives –0.182 [–0.188, –0.175] –0.177 [–0.184, –0.170]
All controls included X
N 1,243,840 1,243,840

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status
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Figure A-2: Predicted probability of affluence by detailed household type:
1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.
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Table A-3: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models:
Householders ages 35 to 44

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.062 [–0.063, –0.061] –0.024 [–0.025, –0.022] –0.127 [–0.130, –0.123] –0.065 [–0.071, –0.059]
Male-headed –0.024 [–0.029, –0.018] –0.010 [–0.013, –0.007] –0.053 [–0.066, –0.040] –0.031 [–0.040, –0.023]
Cohabiting couple
Other family 0.030 [0.025, 0.035] –0.007 [–0.009, –0.005] 0.071 [0.055, 0.087] –0.027 [–0.034, –0.019]
Woman living alone –0.033 [–0.036, –0.031] –0.024 [–0.026, –0.023] –0.018 [–0.030, –0.007] –0.065 [–0.070, –0.059]
Man living alone 0.071 [0.066, 0.077] –0.015 [–0.016, –0.014] 0.193 [0.180, 0.207] –0.043 [–0.048, –0.039]
People with
nonrelatives 0.181 [0.169, 0.194] 0.028 [0.022 0.033] 0.296 [0.266, 0.326] –0.001 [–0.014, 0.012]
All controls included X X
N 584,011 584,011 116,740 116,740

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.194 [–0.198, –0.190] –0.173 [–0.179, –0.168] –0.262 [–0.266, –0.258] –0.265 [–0.271, –0.258]
Male-headed –0.061 [–0.075, –0.047] –0.081 [–0.094, –0.069] –0.147 [–0.160, –0.133] –0.166 [–0.181, –0.152]
Cohabiting couple 0.034 [0.022, 0.047] –0.056 [–0.069, –0.043]
Other family 0.017 [0.002, 0.032] –0.100 [–0.110, –0.090] –0.060 [–0.072, –0.048] –0.164 [–0.175, –0.153]
Woman living alone –0.030 [–0.040, –0.019] –0.168 [–0.174, –0.162] –0.021 [–0.031, –0.012] –0.244 [–0.252, –0.237]
Man living alone 0.194 [0.184, 0.204] –0.099 [–0.107, –0.092] 0.056 [0.048, 0.065] –0.205 [–0.212, –0.197]
People with
nonrelatives 0.249 [0.230, 0.267] –0.076 [–0.087, –0.064] 0.167 [0.148, 0.185] –0.144 [–0.159, –0.130]
All controls included X X
N 139,731 139,731 201,319 201,319
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Table A-3: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.282 [–0.286, –0.278] –0.281 [–0.287, –0.274] –0.279 [–0.284, –0.275] –0.254 [–0.261, –0.248]
Male-headed –0.196 [–0.207, –0.186] –0.207 [–0.218, –0.195] –0.205 [–0.216, –0.194] –0.201 [–0.212, –0.190]
Cohabiting couple –0.007 [–0.016, 0.003] –0.060 [–0.071, –0.050] –0.063 [–0.072, –0.054] –0.084 [–0.094, –0.074]
Other family –0.082 [–0.094, –0.070] –0.172 [–0.183, –0.161] –0.137 [–0.149, –0.125] –0.179 [–0.190, –0.169]
Woman living alone –0.050 [–0.058, –0.042] –0.264 [–0.271, –0.257] –0.041 [–0.051, –0.031] –0.229 [–0.236, –0.221]
Man living alone –0.016 [–0.023, –0.010] –0.236 [–0.243, –0.229] –0.021 [–0.030, –0.012] –0.208 [–0.215, –0.200]
People with
nonrelatives 0.130 [0.114, 0.147] –0.134 [–0.149, –0.119] 0.023 [0.002, 0.043] –0.166 [–0.180, –0.151]
All controls included X X
N 235,469 235,469 199,822 199,822

2017
Household structure
(married couple is
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.318 [–0.323, –0.313] –0.290 [–0.298, –0.283]
Male-headed –0.236 [–0.249, –0.224] –0.223 [–0.238, –0.208]
Cohabiting couple –0.094 [–0.104, –0.084] –0.099 [–0.110, –0.088]
Other family –0.158 [–0.172, –0.145] –0.205 [–0.218, –0.192]
Woman living alone –0.082 [–0.092, –0.071] –0.268 [–0.277, –0.260]
Man living alone –0.062 [–0.072, –0.053] –0.238 [–0.247, –0.228]
People with
nonrelatives 0.029 [0.006, 0.051] –0.175 [–0.193, –0.157]
All controls included X
N 186,455 186,455

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status
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Table A-4: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models:
Householders ages 45‒54

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.114 [–0.116, –0.113] –0.059 [–0.062, –0.057] –0.236 [–0.241, –0.231] –0.163 [–0.175, –0.152]
Male-headed –0.063 [–0.070, –0.057] –0.027 [–0.033, –0.022] –0.150 [–0.166, –0.135] –0.108 [–0.123, –0.092]
Cohabiting couple
Other family –0.027 [–0.031, –0.023] –0.020 [–0.023, –0.016] –0.059 [–0.070, –0.135] –0.066 [–0.081, –0.051]
Woman living alone –0.082 [–0.084, –0.080] –0.059 [–0.062, –0.057] –0.165 [–0.172, –0.157] –0.174 [–0.183, –0.165]
Man living alone –0.022 [–0.026, –0.018] –0.050 [–0.052, –0.049] –0.011 [–0.023, 0.001] –0.141 [–0.148, –0.134]
People with
nonrelatives 0.034 [0.025, 0.044] –0.013 [–0.019, –0.007] 0.056 [0.031, 0.082] –0.072 [–0.092, –0.052]
All controls included X X
N 537,828 537,828 123,033 123,033

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.329 [–0.334, –0.323] –0.294 [–0.304, –0.284] –0.402 [–0.409, –0.395] –0.395 [–0.406, –0.383]
Male-headed –0.178 [–0.197, –0.159] –0.180 [–0.200, –0.159] –0.261 [–0.281, –0.241] –0.286 [–0.309, –0.264]
Cohabiting couple –0.053 [–0.072, –0.035] –0.067 [–0.089, –0.045]
Other family –0.134 [–0.144, –0.123] –0.164 [–0.178, –0.150] –0.195 [–0.205, –0.186] –0.241 [–0.256, –0.226]
Woman living alone –0.225 [–0.233, –0.217] –0.294 [–0.303, –0.286] –0.249 [–0.258, –0.240] –0.384 [–0.394, –0.374]
Man living alone –0.011 [–0.022, –0.000] –0.212 [–0.222, –0.203] –0.072 [–0.082, –0.061] –0.301 [–0.312, –0.289]
People with
nonrelatives –0.018 [–0.039, 0.003] –0.201 [–0.217, –0.185] –0.033 [–0.057, –0.010] –0.267 [–0.288, –0.246]
All controls included X X
N 125,281 125,281 145,116 145,116
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Table A-4: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.392 [–0.399, –0.386] –0.390 [–0.401, –0.379] –0.351 [–0.357, –0.345] –0.360 [–0.368, –0.352]
Male-headed –0.278 [–0.293, –0.263] –0.293 [–0.312, –0.275] –0.270 [–0.283, –0.257] –0.296 [–0.310, –0.282]
Cohabiting couple –0.073 [–0.085, –0.060] –0.097 [–0.112, –0.083] –0.117 [–0.127, –0.107] –0.140 [–0.152, –0.128]
Other family –0.204 [–0.213, –0.195] –0.234 [–0.246, –0.221] –0.232 [–0.240, –0.224] –0.265 [–0.275, –0.256]
Woman living alone –0.224 [–0.231, –0.217] –0.387 [–0.397, –0.378] –0.213 [–0.220, –0.206] –0.351 [–0.358, –0.344]
Man living alone –0.161 [–0.168, –0.154] –0.363 [–0.371, –0.354] –0.166 [–0.173, –0.159] –0.325 [–0.332, –0.317]
People with
nonrelatives –0.063 [–0.081, –0.046] –0.252 [–0.270, –0.233] –0.145 [–0.162, –0.128] –0.283 [–0.298, –0.268]
All controls included X X
N 214,778 214,778 255,178 255,178

2017
Household structure
(married couple
omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Female-headed –0.371 [–0.378, –0.364] –0.398 [–0.406, –0.389]
Male-headed –0.267 [–0.282, –0.259] –0.307 [–0.323, –0.291]
Cohabiting couple –0.120 [–0.132, –0.109] –0.126 [–0.140, –0.113]
Other family –0.247 [–0.256, –0.238] –0.277 [–0.288, –0.265]
Woman living alone –0.245 [–0.253, –0.237] –0.395 [–0.403, –0.387]
Man living alone –0.185 [–0.193, –0.177] –0.349 [–0.359, –0.340]
People with
nonrelatives –0.174 [–0.193, –0.156] –0.321 [–0.338, –0.304]
All controls included X
N 255,562 255,562

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status
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Figure A-3: Predicted probability of affluence by household type with
householders age 35‒44: 1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.

Figure A-4: Predicted probability of affluence by household type with
householders age 45‒54: 1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.
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Table A-5: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models:
With detailed household categories and householders ages 35 to 44

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.152 [–0.155, –0.148] –0.048 [–0.050, –0.045] –0.305 [–0.315, –0.296] –0.089 [–0.099, –0.079]
Female-headed family with
children –0.193 [–0.197, –0.190] –0.065 [–0.069, –0.061] –0.398 [–0.408, –0.388] –0.144 [–0.158, –0.129]
Female-headed family
without children –0.137 [–0.144, –0.131] –0.033 [–0.041, –0.025] –0.257 [–0.278, –0.236] –0.086 [–0.114, –0.058]
Male-headed family with
children –0.155 [–0.161, –0.149] –0.049 [–0.053, –0.044] –0.324 [–0.340, –0.308] –0.105 [–0.118, –0.091]
Male-headed family
without children –0.058 [–0.067, –0.049] –0.033 [–0.037, –0.030] –0.129 [–0.157, –0.101] –0.081 [–0.095, –0.068]
Cohabiting couple with
children
Cohabiting couple without
children
Woman living alone –0.165 [–0.169, –0.161] –0.061 [–0.065, –0.057] –0.290 [–0.304, –0.275] –0.135 [–0.151, –0.119]
Man living alone –0.060 [–0.066, –0.054] –0.043 [–0.046, –0.041] –0.078 [–0.094, –0.062] –0.101 [–0.110, –0.091]
People with nonrelatives 0.050 [0.037, 0.063] 0.033 [0.022, 0.044] 0.025 [–0.007, 0.056] –0.037 [–0.060, –0.013]
All controls included X X
N 584,011 584,011 116,740 116,740

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.349 [–0.358, –0.340] –0.114 [–0.126, –0.102] –0.321 [–0.329, –0.314] –0.087 [–0.099, –0.076]
Female-headed family with
children –0.498 [–0.507, –0.489] –0.277 [–0.289, –0.265] –0.525 [–0.532, –0.517] –0.333 [–0.344, –0.322]
Female-headed family
without children –0.351 [–0.369, –0.333] –0.223 [–0.238, –0.208] –0.364 [–0.379, –0.348] –0.245 [–0.260, –0.229]
Male-headed family with
children –0.364 [–0.381, –0.348] –0.172 [–0.189, –0.155] –0.409 [–0.424, –0.395] –0.230 [–0.247, –0.213]
Male-headed family
without children –0.172 [–0.200, –0.143] –0.117 [–0.139, –0.096] –0.239 [–0.262, –0.215] –0.171 [–0.192, –0.150]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.410 [–0.425, –0.396] –0.144 [–0.165, –0.123]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.050 [–0.069, –0.030] –0.085 [–0.104, –0.066]
Woman living alone –0.333 [–0.346, –0.320] –0.265 [–0.277, –0.253] –0.284 [–0.295, –0.272] –0.303 [–0.314, –0.292]
Man living alone –0.109 [–0.122, –0.096] –0.168 [–0.180, –0.156] –0.206 [–0.217, –0.196] –0.255 [–0.266, –0.244]
People with nonrelatives –0.055 [–0.075, 0.035] –0.144 [–0.160, –0.128] –0.096 [–0.116, –0.076] –0.188 [–0.205, –0.171]
All controls included X X
N 139,731 139,731 201,319 201,319
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Table A-5: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.280 [–0.287, –0.273] –0.078 [–0.089, –0.066] –0.223 [–0.232, –0.213] –0.031 [–0.043, –0.018]
Female-headed family with
children –0.512 [–0.519, –0.505] –0.341 [–0.351, –0.330] –0.465 [–0.474, –0.456] –0.279 [–0.291, –0.267]
Female-headed family
without children –0.362 [–0.377, –0.346] –0.255 [–0.270, –0.240] –0.366 [–0.381, –0.350] –0.229 [–0.243, –0.214]
Male-headed family with
children –0.426 [–0.438, –0.415] –0.263 [–0.277, –0.249] –0.391 [–0.404, –0.377] –0.223 [–0.238, –0.208]
Male-headed family without
children –0.237 [–0.257, –0.216] –0.165 [–0.185, –0.145] –0.254 [–0.277, –0.231] –0.149 [–0.169, –0.128]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.403 [–0.414, –0.391] –0.160 [–0.176, –0.143] –0.380 [–0.392, –0.368] –0.134 [–0.151, –0.116]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.046 [–0.061, –0.030] –0.066 [–0.082, –0.050] –0.067 [–0.084, –0.049] –0.076 [–0.092, –0.060]
Woman living alone –0.280 [–0.290, –0.270] –0.315 [–0.325, –0.304] –0.227 [–0.239, –0.214] –0.249 [–0.260, –0.238]
Man living alone –0.246 [–0.256, –0.237] –0.279 [–0.289, –0.269] –0.207 [–0.218, –0.195] –0.225 [–0.236, –0.214]
People with nonrelatives –0.100 [–0.117, –0.082] –0.169 [–0.186, –0.152] –0.163 [–0.185, –0.141] –0.182 [–0.199, -0.165]
All controls included X X
N 235,469 235,469 199,822 199,822

2017
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.219 [–0.229, –0.209] 0.000 [–0.014, 0.015]
Female-headed family with
children –0.500 [–0.510, –0.490] –0.291 [–0.305, –0.278]
Female-headed family
without children –0.383 [–0.401, –0.366] –0.233 [–0.250, –0.216]
Male-headed family with
children –0.419 [–0.434, –0.403] –0.222 [–0.240, –0.203]
Male-headed family
without children –0.277 [–0.302, –0.252] –0.159 [–0.183, –0.136]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.405 [–0.418, –0.392] –0.124 [–0.142, –0.105]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.077 [–0.095, –0.058] –0.071 [–0.089, –0.054]
Woman living alone –0.264 [–0.278, –0.250] –0.269 [–0.281, –0.256]
Man living alone –0.245 [–0.258, –0.232] –0.236 [–0.249, –0.223]
People with nonrelatives –0.154 [–0.177, –0.130] –0.173 [–0.193, –0.153]
All controls included X
N 186,455 186,455

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status.
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Table A–6: Average marginal effects from affluence logistic regression models:
With detailed household categories and householders ages 45 to 54

1959 1969
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.122 [–0.124, –0.120] –0.057 [–0.060, –0.054] –0.241 [–0.247, –0.235] –0.150 [–0.159, –0.141]
Female-headed family
with children –0.188 [–0.190, –0.186] –0.101 [–0.106, –0.097] –0.380 [–0.387, –0.373] –0.266 [–0.287, –0.245]
Female-headed family
without children –0.120 [–0.124, –0.116] –0.062 [–0.072, –0.052] –0.238 [–0.251, –0.226] –0.161 [–0.201, –0.121]
Male-headed family with
children –0.137 [–0.144, –0.130] –0.066 [–0.071, –0.060] –0.294 [–0.310, –0.278] –0.201 [–0.219, –0.184]
Male-headed family
without children –0.058 [–0.066, –0.050] –0.037 [–0.042, –0.032] –0.122 [–0.143, –0.100] –0.114 [–0.133, –0.094]
Cohabiting couple with
children
Cohabiting couple without
children
Woman living alone –0.156 [–0.159, –0.153] –0.096 [–0.102, –0.091] –0.309 [–0.317, –0.300] –0.258 [–0.280, –0.237]
Man living alone –0.096 [–0.100, –0.091] –0.077 [–0.080, –0.074] –0.155 [–0.167, –0.143] –0.198 [–0.209, –0.188]
People with nonrelatives –0.039 [–0.049, –0.030] –0.035 [–0.046, –0.025] –0.088 [–0.114, –0.062] –0.119 [–0.152, –0.086]
All controls included X X
N 537,828 537,828 123,033 123,033

1979 1989
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.279 [–0.285, –0.273] –0.212 [–0.221, –0.203] –0.247 [–0.254, –0.240] –0.207 [–0.217, –0.197]
Female-headed family
with children –0.478 [–0.485, –0.472] –0.420 [–0.430, –0.409] –0.513 [–0.521, –0.506] –0.482 [–0.493, –0.470]
Female-headed family
without children –0.340 [–0.351, –0.329] –0.322 [–0.338, –0.305] –0.342 [–0.354, –0.331] –0.339 [–0.357, –0.322]
Male-headed family with
children –0.327 [–0.347, –0.308] –0.292 [–0.312, –0.271] –0.372 [–0.393, –0.352] –0.371 [–0.393, –0.349]
Male-headed family
without children –0.122 [–0.145, –0.099] –0.129 [–0.153, –0.106] –0.192 [–0.214, –0.171] –0.224 [–0.248, –0.200]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.375 [–0.402, –0.349] –0.270 [–0.308, –0.232]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.067 [–0.090, –0.044] –0.084 [–0.111, –0.057]
Woman living alone –0.375 [–0.383, –0.366] –0.396 [–0.407, –0.385] –0.361 [–0.370, –0.351] –0.438 [–0.450, –0.426]
Man living alone –0.161 [–0.172, –0.149] –0.263 [–0.275, –0.250] –0.183 [–0.194, –0.172] –0.327 [–0.340, –0.313]
People with nonrelatives –0.167 [–0.189, –0.146] –0.265 [–0.285, –0.245] –0.145 [–0.169, –0.121] –0.292 [–0.317, –0.267]
All controls included X X
N 125,281 125,281 145,116 145,116
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Table A-6: (Continued)
1999 2010

Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.219 [–0.225, –0.214] –0.158 [–0.167, –0.148] –0.148 [–0.154, –0.142] –0.113 [–0.122, –0.103]
Female-headed family
with children –0.499 [–0.506, –0.492] –0.462 [–0.473, –0.451] –0.425 [–0.432, –0.419] –0.408 [–0.416, –0.399]
Female-headed family
without children –0.342 [–0.352, –0.331] –0.311 [–0.327, –0.296] –0.330 [–0.339, –0.321] –0.324 [–0.335, –0.313]
Male-headed family with
children –0.385 [–0.400, –0.370] –0.365 [–0.383, –0.347] –0.345 [–0.358, –0.331] –0.344 [–0.358, –0.330]
Male-headed family
without children –0.232 [–0.250, –0.214] –0.229 [–0.249, –0.208] –0.250 [–0.265, –0.235] –0.256 [–0.273, –0.239]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.381 [–0.400, –0.362] –0.256 [–0.282, –0.230] –0.330 [–0.346, –0.314] –0.228 [–0.250, –0.205]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.095 [–0.110, –0.079] –0.109 [–0.127, –0.092] –0.129 [–0.142, –0.116] –0.157 [–0.172, –0.143]
Woman living alone –0.332 [–0.339, –0.324] –0.421 [–0.431, –0.410] –0.288 [–0.295, –0.280] –0.379 [–0.387, –0.371]
Man living alone –0.268 [–0.276, –0.260] –0.387 [–0.397, –0.378] –0.240 [–0.248, –0.233] –0.347 [–0.356, –0.339]
People with nonrelatives –0.170 [–0.188, –0.153] –0.264 [–0.284, –0.244] –0.219 [–0.237, –0.202] –0.302 [–0.318, –0.285]
All controls included X X
N 214,778 214,778 255,178 255,178

2017
Household structure
(married couple without
children omitted category)

ME 95% Conf.
Interval ME 95% Conf.

Interval

Married couple with
children –0.134 [–0.141, –0.128] –0.098 [–0.108, –0.088]
Female-headed family
with children –0.443 [–0.451, –0.435] –0.445 [–0.455, –0.435]
Female-headed family
without children –0.346 [–0.356, –0.335] –0.344 [–0.357, –0.331]
Male-headed family with
children –0.340 [–0.355, –0.325] –0.353 [–0.370, –0.337]
Male-headed family
without children –0.257 [–0.275, –0.240] –0.240 [–0.261, –0.219]
Cohabiting couple with
children –0.327 [–0.345, –0.310] –0.226 [–0.249, –0.202]
Cohabiting couple without
children –0.121 [–0.136, –0.106] –0.133 [–0.150, –0.116]
Woman living alone –0.317 [–0.326, –0.309] –0.424 [–0.433, –0.415]
Man living alone –0.258 [–0.267, –0.249] –0.370 [–0.381, –0.360]
People with nonrelatives –0.247 [–0.266, –0.228] –0.341 [–0.360, –0.323]
All controls included X
N 225,562 225,562

Note: Models with controls include the following householder characteristics: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of
children, nativity, region, and metropolitan status.
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Figure A-5: Predicted probability of affluence by detailed household type and
householder ages 35‒44: 1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.

Figure A-6: Predicted probability of affluence by detailed household type and
householder ages 45‒54: 1959‒2017

Note: Models include controls for householder: age, gender, race, education, family size, number of children, nativity, region, and
metropolitan status. Affluence is defined as a household income-to-poverty ratio higher than five times the poverty threshold.
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