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Introduction

 The changing structure of American families can only be tracked if data are available to

document the changes that are occurring.  To more accurately reflect cohabitation and children’s

coresidence with their parents, the Census Bureau improved the way it collects information about

two important family concepts in the Current Population Survey (CPS).  The first improvement

concerns the identification of unmarried partners.  Beginning with the 2007 data collection of the

CPS, a direct question was added to the CPS asking whether unmarried adults were living with a

boyfriend, girlfriend or partner.  The second improvement concerns the identification of the 

number and type of parents in the household.  A second parent “pointer”-- which indicates the

presence of the person’s parent in the household--was added to identify whether a child is living

with both their father and their mother.  In addition, the type of relationship between the child

and parent, whether biological, step, or adoptive was also obtained as a basic part of the

interview. 

Since 1996, the CPS has collected information about unmarried partners of the

householder via the relationship to householder item.  In the demographics section of the

interview, respondents are asked to identify the relationship of each household member to the

householder–someone who owns or rents the property.  One of the response categories for this
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question is “unmarried partner.”  In 1996, there were an estimated 2.9 million opposite sex

unmarried partner households, or 2.9 percent of all households, and in 2006, there were an

estimated 5.0 million unmarried partner households, or 4.4 percent of all households.   The new1

direct question was added to identify couples in the household in which neither partner is the

householder.    

Unmarried couples often have children present in the household.  In 1996, an estimated

43 percent of the unmarried partner households included children under 18, while in 2006, 39

percent contained children under 18.  This is a concern to policy makers since research shows

that children living with married parents fare better on average than those with cohabiting

parents.   The ability to track children living with two unmarried parents is important to building2

an understanding of how their characteristics might differ from families with two married

parents.  Previously in the CPS, children with two unmarried parents were tabulated under single

parent families, so the addition of a second parent pointer adds accuracy to the measurement of

http://www.census.gov/population/socdemo/hh-fam/uc1.xls
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supposed to report foster children in the relationship to householder rather than by using the
parent pointers.  Edited data do not show foster children via the parent pointers and type, but only
in the relationship to householder item.
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coresidence of children and their parents.  It also allows a better idea of economic resources

potentially available for children. 

The further addition of questions asking the type of relationship between children and

their parents (biological, step or adopted), now make it possible to see coresidential step family

relationships.   While previously the CPS could be used to identify which children lived with two3

married parents, beginning in 2007, the CPS can now be used to provide estimates of children

living with a stepparent, step sibling, or half-sibling.  Given the level of divorce and remarriage,

significant numbers of children and adults live in blended families.  Estimates from the Survey of

Income and Program Participation (SIPP) show that about 17 percent of children live in a

blended family.   The availability of estimates of blended families from a nationally4

representative data source collected monthly may assist policy makers in a better understanding

of changes occurring in American families.  

Objectives

The main objectives of this working paper are twofold: 

1. To inform users of the availability in CPS data of the following new items.

A. a cohabitation pointer based on a direct question; and 

B. two parent pointers and the type of relationship with each parent, whether
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 biological, step or adoptive.

2. To evaluate the new CPS estimates by comparing them with those from other

nationally representative surveys.   

This paper uses the March Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) 2007 data

collection of CPS, which is normally used to produce the Families and Living Arrangements

detailed tables released on the Census Bureau’s website.  The detailed tables include information

on children’s living arrangements as well as characteristics of unmarried couples.

Addition of a Direct Cohabitation Question to CPS

Since 1996, the CPS has included a category on the relationship to householder question

for “unmarried partner.”  This method only captures information about unmarried couples where

one is the householder (person who owns or rents the dwelling).  In 2007, a new question was

asked in the CPS of adults who were not living with a spouse, and were  living with an adult

nonrelative–“Does [respondent] have a boyfriend/girlfriend or partner in the household?”  The

new question seeks to capture couples that do not include the householder, in addition to those

who identified themselves as the unmarried partner of the householder.  The direct question may

also capture some partners of the householder who were reported as some relationship other than

“unmarried partner” in the relationship to householder item, for example, “roommate” or

“nonrelative.” 

Before placing the direct cohabitation question on the CPS survey, the Census Bureau

conducted a test survey. The Questionnaire Design Experimental Research Survey (QDERS) is a
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methodological survey conducted by the Census Bureau that is used to develop and test 

questions.  Several methods of capturing whether adults were cohabiting were tested, and the

most effective way to do this was determined to be the direct question to adults who were living

with at least one nonrelative and did not report being married and living with a spouse.  This line

of questioning in the test survey captured an additional 17 percent of adults who were cohabiting,

compared with simply having a category of “unmarried partner” on the relationship to

householder question.  These results from the QDERS survey provide a benchmark for the gains

we might expect in the number of cohabiting couples with the addition of the direct cohabitation

question to CPS.  

Table 1 shows ASEC 2007, SIPP 2004 Wave 2, and ACS 2006 data, comparing estimates

of opposite sex unmarried couples traditionally captured through the relationship to householder

item in each survey along with estimates of couples captured through the direct cohabitation

question in ASEC 2007 and through the Household Relationship Topical Module in SIPP 2004. 

The second interview of the SIPP 2004 longitudinal panel contained a Household Relationship

Topical Module, which collected information about how each household member was related to

every other household member.  This matrix allows the detection of all cohabiting couples within

the household, even those in which neither member is the householder.  

The direct question in ASEC 2007 captured proportionately more of these non-

householder couples than did the Household Relationship Topical Module in SIPP 2004.  Results

in Table 1 show that ASEC 2007 captured an additional 1.1 million cohabiting couples, 21

percent over the traditional method of household relationship identification alone, which yielded

5.2 million unmarried partner households.  This increase was composed of about 380,000
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previously unidentified couples (other than those containing the householder) plus 690,000 who

reported cohabiting with the householder although not identifying themselves as an unmarried

partner in the relationship to householder item (see Table 2).  The SIPP topical module resulted

in an additional 357,000 cohabiting couples, 7 percent over the 5.1 million captured using the

relationship to householder item.  Of course, the SIPP data collection took place in June through

September of 2004, while the ASEC collection was in March of 2007, so that some of the

difference could be due to change in the composition of unmarried couples over these three

years, as well as the fact that the information about unmarried partners was collected in different

ways.  

The estimates from the three surveys of opposite-sex unmarried partner households do

not differ statistically, at about 5.2 million households.  The new direct cohabitation question in

CPS represents an improvement over the household relationship topical module method of

measuring additional cohabiting couples.  The improvement compared with SIPP is mainly due

to the couples in which one is the householder, but the other partner is not reported as the

unmarried partner of the householder.  In the ASEC, these couples represent an additional 13

percent over the couples where the householder is reported to have an unmarried partner

(690,000/5.2 million), while in SIPP these couples represent only an additional 3 percent over the

couples including the householder and unmarried partner (145,000/5.1 million).   While there are5

not a larger number of these additional couples compared with the overall estimate of unmarried

partner households, they comprise the majority of the additional couples identified using the
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direct cohabitation question in CPS.  

There are several other nationally representative surveys that collect information about

cohabitation.  The National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), conducted by the National Center

for Health Statistics collects a relationship history, as well as how the respondent is related to

every other household member, but the sample is limited to the population age 15 to 44, whereas

CPS includes all ages. The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) includes a direct

question “Are you currently living as a partner with someone?”  But like the NSFG, the survey

does not cover all adults.  NLSY follows a particular cohort over time.  So it is difficult to

compare estimates of cohabiting couples from these surveys with the ASEC estimates.  

Table 2 compares the characteristics of cohabiting couples in the ASEC 2007 who are

reported in the relationship to householder item as the householder and their unmarried partner,

with couples who are captured with the new direct cohabitation question.  This permits us to see

whether the additional couples identified with the direct question differ significantly from those

captured by the relationship to householder item.  

In the text, I will refer to the two groups of couples as follows.  Couples identified in the

relationship to householder item, and labeled “unmarried partner households” in Table 2, will be

referred to as “householder couples.”  One of the partners is the householder, and the other was

reported as the unmarried partner of the householder.  The “additional couples” include those

identified using the direct cohabitation question.  Most of these couples include a householder

(64.5 percent), but the partner identified via the direct cohabitation question was not reported as

the unmarried partner of the householder on the relationship to householder item.  Respondents

who reported someone in the household as the unmarried partner of the householder on the
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relationship to householder item were not asked the direct cohabitation question.  The direct

question was asked of adults who were not married spouse present, and who had at least one

adult nonrelative in the household.  So, respondents may have reported the partner of the

householder as an other nonrelative in the relationship to householder question, but when asked

directly, reported the person as the cohabiting partner of the householder. 

Table 2 shows that the men and women in householder couples tend to be older than

those in the additional couples identified using the direct cohabitation question.  While 17

percent of the men in householder couples were age 15 to 24, 27 percent of those in additional

couples were in this youngest age group.  Similarly for women, 25 percent of those in

householder couples were age 15 to 24, while 39 percent of those in additional couples were in

this age group.  A higher percentage of the additional couples were either within one year of each

other in age, 28.9 percent compared with 26.1 percent of householder couples, or the man was 2

to 4 years older than the woman, 28.5 percent compared with 23.5 percent for householder

couples.  

The race distribution for the couples shows that a higher percentage of the additional

couples were both Hispanic (13.0 percent compared with 10.1 percent), or both Other non-

Hispanic (4.2 percent compared with 2.6 percent) than householder couples.  Additional couples

were also less likely to be composed of two Black non-Hispanic partners than householder

couples (7.9 percent compared with 10.0 percent).  

In keeping with the fact that the additional couples are younger than the householder

couples, they are also more likely to be never married.  Less than half (48.5 percent) of the

householder couples were comprised of two never married partners, while 57.9 percent of the



9

additional couples had two never married partners.  The younger age distribution of the

additional couples is also evident in their lower percentage who have any children present, 33.0

percent compared with 42.3 percent of householder couples.  Of those householder couples who

had children under 18 present (2.2 million), 49.5 percent had joint biological children present

(1.1 million).  

  The distribution of educational attainment is quite similar across the two groups of

couples.  Of the categories shown, the two groups of couples differed only in the percentage in

which the man had at least a bachelor’s degree, but the woman did not (8.1 percent of the

householder couples compared with 5.3 percent of the additional couples).  A lower percentage

of the additional couples are both employed, 55.2 percent compared with 62.2 percent of the

householder couples. 

Table 3 shows estimates of same sex unmarried couples from ASEC 2007, SIPP 2004,

and ACS 2006.  Each survey collected the data a little differently.  The ASEC data include

couples identified based on the direct cohabitation question, in which neither partner is the

“unmarried partner” of the householder in the relationship to householder item, as well as those

identified through the relationship to householder item.  The SIPP data include householder

couples as well as couples where neither is the householder, but who were identified using the

household relationship topical module.  The ACS estimate only includes couples in which one is

the householder and the other is reported as their unmarried partner in the relationship to

householder item.  The ACS data are collected both by mail, on paper, and through personal

interviews while the other two surveys are done by personal interview, mainly by phone.  
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Estimates of number of same-sex unmarried couples from the ASEC and the SIPP differ

statistically (436,000 and 347,000 respectively), but represent the same percentage, 6 percent, of

all unmarried couples in each survey.  These estimates are substantially lower than the ACS 2006

estimate of 780,000, or about 13 percent of all unmarried couples and the Census 2000

enumeration of 594,000 couples.  The CPS has historically had much lower estimates of same

sex unmarried couples than the ACS and the decennial census.  Perhaps since the CPS is

conducted mainly by phone interview, while the ACS and the decennial census are paper

questionnaires filled out by the respondent in their home and mailed back, the CPS respondents

may be less inclined to reveal the nature of their relationship with a partner.  

The CPS and the SIPP surveys are not reliable sources of estimates of same sex

unmarried couples or their characteristics because of their relatively smaller sample size than the

ACS, and because estimates of these couples are roughly half what we would expect based on the

ACS.  At the same time, it should be noted that the ASEC 2007 estimate of same sex couples--

436,000, or 6.5 percent of all unmarried couples, is an improvement over earlier CPS estimates. 

For example, the 2006 ASEC estimate:–237,000, or 4.5 percent of all unmarried couples is

significantly lower than the 2007 ASEC estimate. 

Addition of a second parent pointer, and type parent to CPS

Beginning in 2007, the CPS added a second parent pointer, as well as questions about the

type of relationship between parents and their children.  The SIPP has had these questions in

place since the 1996 panel.  The addition of a second parent pointer and type parent to the CPS 

allows for a detailed look at the number of parents with whom children live, and whether they are
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the children’s biological, step, or adoptive mother or father.  The SIPP and CPS are the only

Census Bureau surveys that allow such a detailed look at children’s living arrangements.

This section of the paper provides further detail about the data now available in the CPS,

as well as comparing the CPS estimates with earlier SIPP estimates.  A short discussion about the

reliability and use of state estimates in the CPS and the SIPP is also included. 

Since both surveys have a spouse pointer in addition to parent pointers, it is also possible

to identify the spouse of the parents living with the child.  Because of the new addition of a 

direct question on cohabitation in the 2007 CPS, it is also possible to see whether the children’s

parents are cohabiting, either with a second parent, or with someone else.  Although SIPP did not

have a direct cohabitation question, it did contain detailed household relationship information, so

it is possible to see whether children in that survey were living with a parent who was cohabiting,

even if neither the parent nor their partner was the householder.  These two surveys are the only

Census Bureau surveys from which it is possible to get estimates of children living with

unmarried parents who are cohabiting even when neither the parent nor their partner is the

householder.  Other nationally representative surveys which contain this level of detail about

children’s living arrangements are rare.  The National Health Interview Survey, conducted by the

National Center for Health Statistics, and the National Survey of American Families, conducted

by the Urban Institute are two examples.  

Estimates from ASEC 2007 of the percentage of children living with two, one or no

parents compare well with other nationally representative surveys that contain information about
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two coresident parents and the type of relationship between the child and parent.   The National6

Health Interview Survey 2006 shows 70.4 percent of children under 18 living with 2 parents, 

23.2 percent living with mother only, 3.4 percent with father only, and 2.9 percent living with no

parent.   Unlike in the SIPP and the ASEC, the NHIS counts children living with foster parents as7

living with parents, so we might expect the percentage of children living with no parents to be

lower in the NHIS.  The 2002 National Survey of American Families shows 71 percent of

children under 18 living with 2 parents, 25 percent living with 1 parent, and 4 percent living with

no parents.  8

Since both CPS and SIPP contain a state variable, it is possible to create state level tables

of children’s living arrangements.  This comparison will provide some insight into the reliability

of state level estimates from CPS and SIPP for children’s living arrangements by state.  

However, the reliability of the estimates requires some scrutiny, since the sample size is

relatively small.  

Table 4 shows the distribution of children by number of parents present, using the old and
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new methods of identifying parents in the household.  Previously, CPS had only one parent

pointer, so the only cases in which it was possible to determine the presence of a second parent

was when that parent was married to the person identified as the child’s parent.  Using this

method in the 2007 data, 67.8 percent of the children under 18 were living with two parents,

while 28.7 percent were living with one parent.  Using both parent pointers, and categorizing the

children as living with two parents as long as they pointed to both a mother and a father,

regardless of the marital status of those parents results in 70.7 percent of the children living with

two parents, and 25.8 percent living with one parent.  Overall, the new parent pointer questions

increase the number of children living with two parents by 2.2 million.  

Table 5 compares the new estimates from ASEC 2007 with the SIPP 2004 Wave 2

estimates for the number and type of parents with whom children lived.  SIPP 2004 shows 69.7

percent of children living with two parents, while ASEC shows 70.7 percent with two parents.  

These estimates are quite close, considering there are several years between the two data

collections and the ASEC universe is slightly different, since it excludes children who are either

the family reference person, or the spouse of a family reference person.  This is the universe

normally used for the table package produced from ASEC data, while the Living Arrangements

of Children reports produced from SIPP data include all children under 18.  Estimates of the

percentage of children living with one parent do not differ statistically between the two surveys

(26 percent), with 23 percent living with mother only, and 3 percent living with father only. 

ASEC 2007 data show a higher percentage of children living with their biological mother

and father, 63.3 percent compared with 60.8 percent from SIPP 2004, as well as a higher

percentage living with a married biological mother and father, 60.8 percent and 58.3 percent,
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respectively.  The percentage of children living with no parents differs statistically across the two

surveys, but the differences are small, 3.5 percent for ASEC and 3.9 percent for SIPP.  

Estimates of the percentage of children living with at least one biological parent do not

differ across the two surveys (about 94 percent).  While estimates of the percentage living with at

least one adoptive parent are statistically different, the differences are small.  When rounded,

about 2 percent of children under 18 live with at least one adoptive parent.  SIPP 2004 shows a

slightly higher percentage of children living with at least one stepparent, 7.6 percent compared

with 6.2 percent from ASEC.  A discussion of the source of differences in the estimates from

SIPP and ASEC appears later in this paper. 

Table 6 shows further detail for children living with unmarried parents–whether their

parents were cohabiting, and whether they were living with one or two parents.  The percentage

of children living with an unmarried parent does not differ between ASEC and SIPP and was

about 29 percent.  In each survey, about 3 percent lived with their unmarried mother and father,

or their unmarried father only.  An additional 23 percent lived with their unmarried mother only.  

As a percentage of the 21.2 million children living with an unmarried parent, ASEC data show

that 10 percent lived with two unmarried parents, 11 percent lived with their unmarried father

only, and the majority, 79 percent, lived with their unmarried mother only.

ASEC 2007 data shows 4.2 million children lived with a parent who had an unmarried

partner.  Forty-four percent of these children (1.9 million) lived with their biological mother and

father.  This latter estimate is one that could not be derived from CPS data prior to 2007; it is

only possible because of the addition of a second parent pointer, as well as the type of

relationship of the child to his or her mother and/or father.   
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State estimates using SIPP and ASEC data

Tables 7 and 8 show estimates from ASEC 2007 and SIPP 2004, of children by state and

the number of parents with whom they lived.  Table 7 shows the percentage of children who

lived with two parents, by state.  While the estimates of the percentage of children living with

two parents are quite close at the national level in the two surveys, more variation exists when

comparing the state estimates across surveys.  While it is possible to create state level estimates

from these surveys, the primary purpose of the SIPP and CPS is to provide national level

estimates, rather than to be representative at the state level, as is the case for American

Community Survey or the decennial census.  The margin of error reported in these tables gives

some idea of the error around these estimates.  However, estimates for some states may differ so

widely between the two surveys that the reliability of those estimates is in question.  For

example, the percentage of children in the District of Columbia who lived with two parents is

estimated at 11 percent using SIPP 2004 data, but ASEC data show an estimate of 40 percent. 

These estimates differ statistically.  Wyoming, another of the smallest areas, has an estimate of

89 percent from SIPP, but 76 percent from ASEC, and these estimates do not differ statistically. 

Despite these wide differences for several small areas, for the most part, the estimates from the

two surveys usually fall within the margin of error around the estimates.  Estimates of the

percentage of children living with two parents differed statistically between the two surveys for

the following areas: California, the District of Columbia, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, New

York, Utah and Virginia.  

Table 8 shows the percentage of children living with mother only, father only, or no

parents, by state, for the SIPP 2004 and the ASEC 2007 based on the total number of children in
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each state shown in Table 7.  As in Table 7, estimates for smaller areas diverged widely in some

cases when considering estimates of the percentage of children living with mother only.  Most of

the state estimates do not differ significantly across surveys, in part because the margins of error

around the estimates are relatively large.  Estimates of the percentage of children living with

mother only differed statistically between the two surveys for the following areas: California, the

District of Columbia, Kansas, Louisiana, Nebraska, New York, Utah and Wyoming.  Estimates

for small proportions of the population, such as the proportion of children living with father only

or with no parents are even riskier to compare across surveys at the state level, since the margins

of error are often fairly large.  

State estimates from either the SIPP or CPS can provide a general idea of the variation of

the characteristic across states, but should not be used to create ranking tables of states with the

highest percentage of children living with two parents.  The margins of error around the estimates

preclude a reliable determination of  which state is the “highest” or “lowest” on a particular

characteristic.  

Sources of difference between SIPP and CPS estimates

There are various differences between the SIPP and CPS that contribute to variation in

the estimates from the two surveys.  The CPS has a larger sample size–about 100,000 households

in the March ASEC data collection, compared with about 44,000 households in the SIPP 2004

panel.  The larger sample size lends greater reliability to the ASEC estimates, especially for small

subgroups of children, even though the SIPP is also a nationally representative survey.  

As noted earlier in the paper, the universe for the ASEC estimates shown in the tables
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here excludes children under 18 who are themselves a family reference person or the spouse of a

family reference person.  This is the universe which has always been used for the annual table

package produced using ASEC data, and that is why it has been used here.  The SIPP report on

living arrangements of children has not excluded these children previously, and so we show all

children under 18 for the SIPP estimates.  Only a small number of children are family reference

people, about 309,000 in the ASEC 2007 data, so this should not have a large effect on

differences between the two sets of estimates. 

The SIPP estimates are derived from the second interview of the panel.  As with any

longitudinal panel, there is some attrition over time.  So the respondents to the second interview

represent the nation somewhat less well than in the initial interview.  The weights are designed to

compensate for this attrition where possible.  

Although the design of the weights for the two surveys is similar, it is not exactly the

same, and it is possible that these differences might affect estimates of the distribution of

children across particular characteristics that are involved in the weighting scheme.  Weights for

both surveys are adjusted to represent age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin distributions for the

nation.  

Another source of differences in the estimates from the SIPP and the CPS is the way the

data were collected.  As mentioned previously, while the CPS has added a direct cohabitation

question in addition to the “unmarried partner” category of the relationship to householder item,

the SIPP captured additional cohabiting couples via the household relationship topical module. 

This supplement to the core SIPP interview asked for the relationship of each household member

to every other household member.  “Unmarried partner” was one of the categories on the
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expanded list of relationships from which the respondent could choose.  In contrast, the

cohabitation question in ASEC was asked during the demographics section at the beginning of

the interview, and was a direct question to adults not already recorded as the householder’s

unmarried partner and who were living with at least one adult nonrelative.  The number of

additional couples (1.1 million) obtained from the direct cohabitation question in the CPS

exceeded the additional couples (357,000) obtained from the household relationship topical

module in the SIPP.

The editing procedures do differ between the two surveys, although the basic logic used is

very similar.  However, the processing programs were constructed by different staff, and have

different histories, likely leading to some small differences in the way a small number of cases

are edited. 

One difference in the editing between these two particular data sets is an edit done in

SIPP 2004 to correct an instrument malfunction.  In SIPP, after a respondent reports that a

person’s mother is present in the household, the next question asks whether this is the person’s

biological, step, or adoptive mother.  If the respondent reports that this is the person’s

stepmother, they are asked a followup question.  The followup question asks whether the

stepmother is also this person’s adoptive mother.  The intention of this question was to collect

the incidence of adoptions by stepparents, since stepparents may sometimes adopt their

stepchildren, and the adoption would allow the stepparent increased legal rights with regard to

the child.  

The instrument was supposed to switch the reported type mom to adopted if a stepmother

was reported to also be the adoptive mother of the child.  Unfortunately, this question appears to
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have been misinterpreted by respondents, who may have construed it to mean they were in the

process of adopting the child, or that they had informally adopted the child.  Whatever the

reason, the estimates of the number of stepchildren who had been adopted by their stepparents

within the four-month reference period for the interview was greater than estimates of the

number of children adopted worldwide annually.   In order to edit these responses, children who9

were reported as stepchildren in the first interview were retained as the stepchild of that parent in

the second interview, regardless of the answer to this followup question in the second interview. 

The resulting 2004 estimates then became comparable with the 2001 SIPP estimates, and also

compared well with the ASEC estimates.  It is important to keep in mind that the editing of these

data does differ between the SIPP and the CPS, so it is not useful to focus on small differences

between estimates from the two surveys, especially regarding blended families.   

Finally, we might expect that there would be some real differences in the distribution of

children across these characteristics, since the ASEC data were collected in March of 2007, while

the SIPP 2004 data were collected in June through September of 2004.  There are few other

nationally representative data sets that could track changes in the coresidence of children and

parents during this time.  The last time the NSAF was fielded was 2002.  The NHIS, though

fielded each year, is rarely used for extensive analysis about children’s living arrangements, since

it is designed to provide estimates of the health status of the population.  
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Conclusion

The addition of a second parent pointer and type mom and dad to the CPS, as well as the

addition of a direct cohabitation question improve the ability of these data to reflect the living

situations of America’s families.  The estimates from ASEC 2007 data compare well with SIPP

2004 estimates, as well as with other nationally representative surveys.  While state level

estimates may be used to give a general idea of state variation in a particular characteristic, they

are not suitable to provide a detailed comparison among states, such as a ranking table.  CPS data

are widely used by researchers, and improvement in the measurement of family living

arrangements provides an opportunity for further study about the association between family

structure and child well-being.  


