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ABSTRACT 

The rates of transition between pairs of 1 8 types of house­
holds during the period 1974 -77 are investigated for the 
women of the Norwegian Fertility Survey 1 977. 
More than BO% of the women live in the 7 types of households 
called the main sequence of households because of its 
relation to a typical life co urs e . The 7 types are single, 
cohabitation and married without chi l dren, and married with 
1, 2, 3 or 4+ children. For these households number of 
children affects the rates more than age. The 11 types o ut­
side the main sequence are single parent households, cohabi ­
tation households with chi ldr en and households with more than 
2 adult persons. Multi-adult households recruit only from 
cohab ita tion households and seems to be a type o f ho usehold 
on the increase. But the main thrust of the p r ocess of house ­
hold formation going on bet ween 1974 and 1977 supports the 
t r aditiona l fam il y and the reproduction of the population to 
such a degree one has to question the impact of non-response 
in the data. 

x)This is a r ev ised version of a paper pre s ented to the 
VII Nordic Demographic Symposium in Paimio, Finland, 
13.-16. Jun e 19B 4 . We appreciate the comments of the 
participants of the Symposium as well as the comments 
of Jan Erik Kristiansen to an early draft of this paper 
and Gunhild Hagestad's to the last. 
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Introduction. 

The distinction between a family and a house h old is 

not always kept in mind while discussin g changin g life-styles 

and the future of the family. For most purposes,it does 

not matter. The majority of households will be a single 

family according to a commonsense definition of the word. 

And even by the producers of statistics,most of these will 

be counted as families. But there remains a few cases 

where the ho u sehold consists of more than one family as 

counted by the Census. 

And some say that these cases are not so few and that 

their number i s increasing. In ot her words: t h e number 

of unwe d couples living like "a f amily" is increasing. 

But is the number of unwed couples increasing as rapi d ly 

as the publ i c debate seems to indicate? And how are such 

couples behaving compared to"ordinary"couples? From the 

ordinary statistics no def i nite answer is poss i ble. 

Investigations have indicated that during the 70 1 s the 

number of unwed couples living together seemed to be 

increasing rapidly (Brunborg 1979), and they seemed to be 

h a ving fewer children and to be considerably less stable 

than ordinary marriages (Noack and 0stby 19B1 ).But how rapidly 

were they increasing? And how much less stable were t h ey? 

From a metho d o l ogica l point of view maybe the easiest way 

to answer such questions is to study households instead of 

families. 

By focusing on households and defining suitable categories 

of households we shall be able to compare the rates of 

change for different types of families as well as for 

different types of households. 
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Comparing for e xample th e s tability of hous e h o l d s wi t h 

unw e d c oupl e s to households with marrie d coup les c ontr o l ling 

for number of childr e n , we find no large differe nc es i f 

stability is de fined a s no chan ge in num ber o f a dult 

persons in th e househol d s . But unw ed c o hab it a ti on c l e ar ly 

entails l e ss c hildr e n . Controllin g also f or a ge t he p ic tu r e 

is mu c h the sam e f o r c oup le s without ch il d r e n. But f o r 

each age group too few women we re livin g in co habitati on 

households with c hil d ren to make comparison p ossibl e . 

If we instead look at instability defined as the probability 

of becoming a single parent , we see that for married couples 

the number of children seems to have no effect . But in 

cohabitation households the probability of becoming a 

single parent is perhaps ten times greater for those living 

in households with one or more children compared to t hose 

living without children . Women from cohabitation households 

without children have the same probability of becoming 

single parents as married women without children . 

pattern is the same for all age groups . 

The Data. 

This 

These conclusion s are based on data from the Norwegian 

Fertility Survey of 1977 (Noack & 0stby 19B1, Pedersen 19B2) 

as made ava i lable to us by the Norwegian Social Science 

Data Services. 1 ) In October - November 1977 information were 

collected from 4137 women aged 1B-44 years on their life 

history as far as it might be relevant to their fertility . 

This included i nformation on the state of their curren t 

household as well as a history of their births, ma r riages , 

cohabitations and deaths of children and husba n ds . From , 

these data we r e constructed the state of the household 

they were living in three years earlier , in December 1974 , 

1 )Neither the Norwegian Social Science Data Services nor 
the Central Bureau of Statistics bears any responsibility 
for the present analysis of these data and the c onclusions 
presentec! . 



4 

and hence were able to make a table showing how many women 

ha d lived in each possible comb ination of type of house ­

ho ld in 1974 and in 1 977. The period 74-77 was chosen as 

a comprom ise between the need to have enough events of the 

more rare types and the ideal of a shortest possible period 

of observation. 

Du e to missing data on some questions, 20 women had to be 

excluded from the analysis. The 8 women reporting livin g 

with children -in-l aw in their household and th e 14 women. 

living with grand - children may have got a wrong household type. 

But lacking an easy way to chec k it and considering 

they are very few, we decided to disregard any errors and 

keep them in the analysis. We then had 4117 obse rvation s. 

The Typology of Households. 

Th e typo l ogy of ho u seho l ds was deve lop ed by Bugge ( 1 9B4) in 

order to utilize census data to predict changes in household 

structure. It is based on number of adult persons, number 

of children and number of fam i lies. Family is defined as 

in the Family Statistics from The Central Bureau of Stat i­

stics. It means either a single person or a marr i ed couple 

with or witho ut children. Having the number of adu l ts 

vary from 1 -5+, the number of child ren from 0 - 4+ and the 

number of fami l ies fr om 1-2+ and exc l uding impossible corn-

binations, we get 30 types of househo l ds. Several o f the cells 

were, howev er, close to empty. Comb ini ng types to incre ase 

the number of observations within each ty pe to 30 or more, 

reduced the number of household types to 18. The complete 

distributio n on different types of households i n 1974 and 

1977 i s presented in table 1. We sha ll study t his table 

closely. 
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But first a word on labels. In table 1 the types of house­

holds are labeled like 101 or 202 or 4+1 +2+ . The first 

digit tells the number of adult persons in the household, 

the next digit the number of children and the last digit 

the number of families. The label 202 therefore means 2 

adult oe r sons living together in a household without 

children and without being married. This, of course, is 

not quite the same as a paperless marri age. But most of 

them obviously are since 6.1% of t he women are living in 

househo ld s with 2 adult persons and 2 families while 5.03 

of them answer yes to a direct question of living in a 

paperless marriage. We shall throughout the paper call 

households with 2 adults and 2 families cohabitation house ­

holds and compare them with married households where 2 

adults are living in 1 family. The pluss sign added to 

some digits tells that there may for some households be more 

persons or chi ldr en or families than the digit before the 

"+" indicates . 
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Table 1. 

' 0 0 ---. 
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Rates of transition between 1974 and 1977 for 

different types of households. Data from the 

Norwegian Fertility Survey, 1977 (Bugge 1984, 

Appendix 8, table 83) . 
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1 974 

SINGLES 
NO CHI LDREN 

COHABITATION 
Nr'\HILDREN 
M), , lEO 
NO CHILD REN 

MARRIED 

1 CHILD 

MARRIED 
2 CHI LDREN 

MARR I ED 
3 CHILDRE N 

MARRIED 
4+ CHI LDR EN 

OTH ER 
TY PES 
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The Mai nstr eam Househol ds . 

A close r sc rut iny of table 1 s how s t hat most of the women 

(84.2%) initially (i n 1974) were liv i ng in 7 types o f 

hous e hol ds : three hou sehold types withou t ch i ~dren 

(single pe r sons, coh a bita ti on and ma rri ed ho useholds) and 

the fou r t ype s of married hou s eholds wi th chi l d ren (1, 2, 3, 

o r L1 + chi l d ren ) . 

In 1 977 82.9% of t hem we re living in such hous e holds. Th e 

slight decline i s ca used by a decline of s in gle person 

hous ehol ds to be expec ted from women in thi s age group 

grown 3 years old e r. Table 2 presents th e rates o f tran ­

sition am on g th ese t ypes of households as well as out of 

t he m to o t her types and into t hem f r om other types. 

Tabl e 2. Rates of transition betwe e n ma jor types of house ­

ho l ds. 

1 977 

NO CHI LDR EN MARRIED OTHER 

SIN GLES COHAB I - MARRIED 1 2 3 4+ TY PES 
T ATIOI~ CH CH CH CH 

. 39 . 1 2 .24 .20 .02 . 03 

. 08 .42 .12 .18 . 02 . 18 

.0 3 . 01 .44 .43 .08 . 0 1 

.57 . 38 . 02 . 03 

. 8 5 . 12 .03 

. 91 .06 .03 

. 9 7 . 03 

.03 .06 . 01 . 01 . 89 

Sourc e : Table 1 



The diagonal of the table shows how many p e r cent of the 

women lived in exactly th e same type of household in 1977 
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as in 1971i. Most of the changes are due to the arrival of 

c hildren. As number of children increases, the households 

are more and more stable. The main life pattern is for 

single women to marry and hav e one child. Most of them 

g o on to the s e cond child a s we ll, but only about 12% go on 

to the third child and half of these go on to the fourth or 

beyond. 

The households which in table 2 are called "other" types, 

cons ist of those having one adult with one or more children, 

those with three or more adults and cohabitation households 

with children. None of these 11 types of households has 

more than 3% of the observations. 

The typology of households u~ed in table 2 is in some respects 

also a typology of the life course of t h e majority .of women or 

families. As women grow older they move from one househo l d 

type to another. To illustrate the force of the main 

sequence and the close connection between the household 

typology and a typology of life courses one may reconstruct 

tab l e 2 from a ge specif i c tables. Making a table similar 

to table 1 for all age groups except those 18-19 in 1977, 

and taking the largest age group for each type of household 

in 1 974, we get table 3. 

(The selected group is the largest in terms of number of 

obse rv ations as well as in terms of proportions of the age 

group; only for those married with 3 children is the age 

group li0 - 41i, 0.3% larger than the one selected even though 

it has 20 observations less). 

·-
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SINGLES 
NO CHILDREN 

COHABITATION 
NO CHI LDREN 

MARRIED 
NO CHILDREN 

MARR I ED 
1 CHI LD 

MARRIED 
2 CHIL DREN 

MARRIED 
3 CHIL DREN 

MARRIED 
4+ CHILDREN 

Table 3. Rates of transiti on between th e major typ es of 

households for the major a ge group of e a c h 

hou s eh o ld ty p e. 

AGE 
If~ 

1977 

20 - 2 4 

2 0 - 2 4 

2 5 - 2 9 

2 5 - 2 9 

30-34 

35 - 39 

40 - 44 

1 9 77 

NO CHIL DREN MARRIED 

SING LE S COH ABI - ~ AR RlE~ 1 CH 
TAT[ O ~J 

. 32 . 1 4 . 2 7 .22 

.D4 . 38 . 1 3 . 1 8 

. D1 . 32 . 57 

. 42 

2 CCI 

. 02 

. 01 

• 1 0 

.53 

. 79 

3 CH 4+C H N 

346 

85 

1 44 

.04 2 51 

. 1 7 31 5 

.89 .06 129 

. 9 7 75 

Sou r ce: The Norweg i an Ferti l ity Su rvey, 1977 

Of the 3798 women with age 20 to 44, 1 345 or 35% ar e included 

i n the table above. The diff e rences between this tab l e and 

t able 2 are rat her small. The largest is actually not 

shown. It is t h e rate o f out f l ow f rom cohabitation house -

holds without c h ildren to " ot her types " of households. For 

the age group 2D - 24 this ra t e is as high as 27%. 

But agin g , obviously, must affect some of the probabilities 

of changing from one type of ho usehold to another. 

Age - depe ndent fertility rates usua l ly are l argest for ages 

between 23 - 26 (Berge 19B1) and from about the age of 3D they 

start to drop rapidly. For the age g roups utilized here ~ne 

must expect the probability of having the f irst c hild or 

another child to be increasing f or ag e gro ups up to 25-29 

then decreasing. 



Table 4. Probability of a first child or an o t he r c hild 

during a three years period according to house ­

hold status and a0e of women. 

First child 

SINGLES 
.\I D CHILDREN 

COHABITATION 
NO CHILDREN 

MARRIED 
rrn CHILDREN 

Another child 

MARRIED 
1 CHILO 

f''IARRIED 
2 CHI LDREN 

MARRIED 
3 CHILDREN 

A e 1977 

20 - 24 25-29 30 - 34 35 - 39 40 - 44 

. 2 7 .28 

. 34 . 3 7 

.66 .67 

• 38 • 57 

.03 • 21 

• 1 6 

.OS 

• 31 

( 1 3) 

• 37 

. 52 

. 1 7 

• 11 

.05 
( 21 ) 

.26 

( 1 9) 

. 1 6 

. 08 

. 06 

.DB 
( 12) 

.03 

.04 

. 02 

. 03 

(xx) indicates number of observations if it is less than 

30. 

Source: The Norwegian Ferti lity Survey, 1977. 
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From table 4 is it seen that transitions between househo ld­

types caused by the arrival of children are affected by f 
aging as expected. 

It is also seen that parity is more important t han age for 

decreasing the probability of having another child. 

The force of the main sequence of households is thus largely 

a product of parity and aging. The interesting behavioural 

problems are represented by thos e not having children or 

those le aving the main sequence. 
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Unmarried cohabitation 

It has been. concluded that cohabitation without mar riag E 

has been incr ea sing rapidly during the ?D ' s replacing the 

early marriaq~s of th e 60 1 s (Lian 19 81, Bjoru og Skrede 1 ~82). 

But what happens to those enter in g into this kind of hous E ­

hold? 

From table 2 it is seen that of those living in a householj 

with two unmarried adult persons and no chi l dre n i 1974, 8~ 

were in single pe rson households in 1 977 and 32~ were married . 

The fact making cohabitation di f ferent from marriage seems 

to be the fai rel y large rate of outflow from the main 

sequence, the 18 % l eaving for othe r types of households co m­

pared to the 1- 3% le aving from the rest of · the majo r ty pe s o f 

hous eholds. 

From ta b le 4 it is seen that childless women in cohab itati on 

households are sl i ghtly more likely to get children than single 

woman up to the age of 30. But bot h are c l e a rly much below 

t h e married women witho u t child ren . From the age o f 30 women 

in cohabita tion households may be ha ving children mo re like 

the mar r ied women wi th out chi ldren, but too few observat ions 

makes a conclusion impossible. 

To investigat e mor e cl o sely how age and type o f household 

a ffects the behaviour of women wi thou t childrP.n we look at 

table 5. 
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~ 
SINGLES 
NO CHILDREN 

COHABITATION 
NO CH IL DREN 

MARRIED 
ND CHILDREN 

Table 5. Rates of transition from types of households 

without childre n according to age. 

~ 
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NO CHILDREN MARRIED OTHER 

Age in 1977 

2 0 - 2 4 

2 5 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 39 

4D - 44 

20 - 2 4 

2 5 - 2 9 

30-34 

35 - 39 

40 - 44 

2 0 - 2 4 

2 5 -29 

30 - 34 

35 - 39 

40 - 44 

SINGLES COHABI - MARRIED 1 2 3+ 
TATIDN CH CH CH 

. 32 . 1 4 . 2 7 .22 . 02 

.38 .09 . 2 5 .24 

. 62 .11 .22 .05 

. 90 .D5 .05 

. 92 .08 

.04 .38 . 1 3 . 18 . 0 1 

.08 . 37 . 1 5 .24 . D3 

.08 .38 . 1 5 .23 . DB 

.50 .50 

1. 00 

.09 . 02 . 2 3 .4S . 1 7 

. 0 1 . 32 . 57 . 1 0 

.04 . 59 .33 . 02 

.05 .69 . 2 1 .05 

.03 .D3 . 91 .03 

Source: The Norwegian Ferti li ty Survey, 19 77 . 

.03 

.04 

. 2 7 

. 1 3 

.08 

.D4 

.02 

N 

(''' 
-.i 

3 7 

21 

1 2 

85 

60 

1 3 

fi 

2 

47 

144 

54 

1 9 

31 

Table 5 seems to indicate that age has two kinds of impacts. T~o 

fir st is a biological o~e working through fertility and show1 i 

a s a gradual increase in the probability of remaining childless. 

The second is a social and show ing as a clear difference between 

those being above 30 - 34 yea r s compared to those being below. 

At least for singles and married those being above 34 have 

a marked incre a se i n the probability of remaining in the same 

type of household. Th ere are too few co habitati o n households 

with women above 34 to conclude anyth i ng. For those being 

below 3 4, age does not seem to have a n y impa~t on their behaviour 

except th at the probability of leaving fo r the "other" types 

of househ olds is larger the youger t he woman is. 
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Mu lt i-p erson Households . 

In tab l e 6 rates of transition among h o u se holds with th r ee o r 

more adults ar e presente d. All non - zero transition rates i nto 

or out of thes e households are in cl u ded. The most interestin g 

observat ion is per hap s that these hou se hold s recruit o nly f ro m 

co habi ta t ion households (2 ad ul ts/2 famil y house h olds) and 

those leaving multi - person househo l ds end u p in cohabitat ion 

ho u seholds. 

I f most of the 3+ adu lt s ho u s e holds consist of an ordina r y 

family wit h a closly related person adde d, like g rand - parents, 

o n e would expe c t that upon th e death or movement to an ol d 

age in st i tution of the oldest member, the res t of the house ­

hold wo u ld enter one of the married categories of h ouse holds. 

Howeve r , th ese k inds o f changes i n ho useholds were not 

reco r ded. Only l os s of hu s band and children wer e recorded 

for the women. The stabil ity of the larger households which 

seem s so spectacular, i s t he r efore overestimated. This, on 

the other ha nd, suggests that the rates of change from two 

person co habitation ho u seholds to three or mo r e adults and 

from three or more adults to two pe r son cohabitation i n volves 

col l ectives of some ki n d . 

This i s also s u pported b y t he l arger rates of transition fo r 

the yo ung er wom en o f the cohabitation households (tab l e 5). 

Since the ra t e of transition into multi - perso n households are 

2 o r 3 times l a rger than th e rates of trans i t i on out of them, 

co ll ect ive s may be a kind of lif e - style on the increase. 



1974 

COHABITATION 
NO CHILDREN 

COHABITA TIO N 
1 CH ILD 

COHABITA TI ON 
2+ CHILDREN 

3 ADULTS 
NO CHILDREN 

3 ADULTS 
1 CHILD 

3 ADULTS 
2 CHILDREN 

3 ADULTS 
3+ CHILDREN 

4+ ADIJL TS 
NO CHILDREN 

4+ ADULTS 
1+ CHILDREN 

1 4 

The 1 8% of wome n li v i ng in cohabitation househo l ds without 

child r en and changing t h is t o a hou seho ld with mo r e adu l t~ 

may be enteri n g upon a lifecourse different f r om the ma in 

sequence describ ed above in havin Q more a dults and less 

children in t h e household. 

Tabl e 6. Rates of transition between different t ypes of 

households wi th th re e or more adul ts and betwee n ., 
t hese typ es and other t ypes o f households. ' '-1...-" 

1 977 

COHABITATION 3 ADU LT S 

0 1 2+ 0 1 2 
CH CH CH CH CH CH 

.07 .05 

. 02 

.02 . 35 . 2 B .04 

.75 . 2 5 

. 02 • 91 

. 02 

. 05 

. 01 . 03 

So ur ce: Tabl e 1. 

Sing l e Parent Households. 

3+ 
CH 

.DB 

.9B 

4+ ADULTS 

0 1 + 
CH CH 

• 29 . 02 

. 51 .44 

.96 

.. 
t 

From 1974 to 19B2 the number of single parent households with 

c hil d ren under 20 increased from 65 . 904 to 

9B.934 (Fam i ly Statistic s 1 974, Statistical Yea rb ook 19 B3) . 

Based on t h e nu mbe r of fa milies th ese years th e number of 

s ingle p are nt families increased from 4.1% to 5.7%. The 

proportion of single women with children increased from 3.4% 

to 5. 0%. 
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1974 

SINGLE 
1 CHILD 

SING LE 
2 CHILDREN 

SINGLE 
3+ CH ILD REN 

SINGL E 

1 5 

Not all these families live in single family ho us eholds, but a 

lar qe pr ouortion do . And fiqures or e s e nteci Pl s~1Ll h 0 rP (Liar 

1 9 8 1) seem to suggest that the number of women choosing to 

live alon e with their children i ~ increasin g. But how do 

they become single with c hildren , and onc e single will they 

remain so? Investigations indicate the state of being s i n g l e 

with children may not be a particularly stable status 

(Stang 1983) . Table 7 presents rates of t r ansition in to 

and out of different types of single parent households. 

Table 7 . Rates of transition between households with single 

mothers and between these and other types of 

households . 

1977 

SINGLE SINGLE SINGLE COHABIT MARRIED COHABIT MARRIED MARRIED 
1 CH 2 CH 3+C .H 1 CH 1 CH 2+CH 2 CH 3+CH 

. 66 . 12 • 1 3 . 01 .08 

. 62 . 03 .D B . 21 . OB 

. B4 • 1 3 . 03 

NO CHILDREN . 01 

COHABITATION··· 
N0 ..C HILDREN · . 02 

M .. 'IIED 
NO CHILDREN . 01 

COHABITATION 
1 CHILD 

MARRIED 
1 CHILD 

COHABITATION 
2+ CHILDREN 

MAR RIED 

• 1 5 

. 02 

. 02 

. 12 

2 CHILDREN .02 

MARRIED 

.0 7 

3+ CHILDREN .02 

Source: Tabl e 1 . 
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If we by stabl e mean being in the oame type of ho useh o l d 

b oth in 1974 and in 1977, about two thirds of the single 

p er son households are stable. Thi s is 8bout 30% below the 

stability of married hou seh olds with children. But of the 

30% un s table single parent households two thirds CJD on to 

live in marr ied households and the res t go into cohabitation 

hous eh olds. 

The recruitment into the state of livin CJ i n a single parent 

ho u sehold is more varied. For married women or women with -

out chi ldren the chance of ending up in a single parent 

household is 2% or less. For women living in cohabitation 

households the chance is almost 20%. Cohabitation households 

with children are more likely to split up than married 

househo l ds with children. But number of children seems to 

have no effect. Neither seems the arriva l of another child 

to be important as witnessed by the low transition rates into 

s ingl e parent households from households with one child less. 

It i s the presence or absence of children which makes the 

difference in cohabitation households, and then perhaps i t is 

the effect of the long term wear and tear in a situation where 

exit is an easy way of dodging the everyday problems of a 

househo l d. 

If this is the cas e one might expect rates of transition out 

o f cohabitation households with children to increase rapidl ) 

with age. From table B we see that this seems to be the 

case. But the number of o bservations in each ag e group is 

rather small. In other ways age does n ot seem to have much 

impac t on the proba bil i ty of becoming single parent. 
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Table 8. Rates of tra n sition into si n gle parent househol j s 

according to type of househo ld at the start and 

age of woman. 

AGE 1 9 77 

1 974 2 0 - 2 4 2 5-2 9 30 - 34 35-39 40 - 44 

SINGLE 
NO CHI LDREN . D1 . 01 . DO .DO .OD 

( 21 ) 

SING LE 
1 + CHILDREN .63 .45 . 59 . 74 • 95 

( 2 7) ( 1 9) 

COHABITATION 
NO CHILDREN . 02 . 02 .DO . DO .OD 

( 1 3) ( 6) ( 2) 

MARRIED 
NO CHILDREN .02 .OD . 02 .OD .OD 

( 1 9) 

MARRIED 
1 CHIL O . 04 • 0 1 .0 4 .DO . 05 

CQ H qBIT~TION 

1 +CHI LDREN .D6 . 1 D • 2 9 . 1 6 .33 

( 16) ( 2 1 ) ( 2 4) ( 1 9) ( 12) 

MARRIED 
2+ CHILDREN • 00 . 02 . 03 • 03 . 02 

(xx) indicates number of ob s ervations if it is le s s than 3D . 

So ur ce: The Norwegian Fertility Survey, 1 977. 

If we again l ook at t a ble 7 it is seen t hat the rates of 

trans iti on from single paren t households to married ho use -

ho ld s are much l arger than the rates of t r ansition from 

married househ o l ds to s ingle par e n t househol ds. Without a 

fresh supply from those being sing le without chi ld re n and 

those l iv ing in cohabitation households, the nu mbe r of single 

per so n s l iving with chi l dre n would sta~t to decline. 
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The P roc e ss of Ho us e hold Formation. 

Table 1 presents rates of transitio n between types of house -

hold s at two point s in timo. The l ongterm implications of 

these rates are found by multiplying the transition matrix 

by it s elf for as many ti me p e ri ods a s we wa nt to con s ider. 

Taking the tenth power o f th e matrix g i ves the rates of 

transit i on betwee n types of households in 1974 and 2 0 04 if 

the rates o f tra n sition can be assumed to remain the same 

throug h ou t thi s period. Of cou r se they will be changing, 

but that is not the point. The que st i on we want to as k is 

whether the process of household formation going on between 

1 974 and 1977 is such that if it were to go o n i t would 

mean the "de ath of the family" as some might want to put it. 

As table 9 shows the answer to that questio n is no . If any ­

th i ng may be concluded it i s that the family will be strenght ­

ened. 

Table 9 presents the tenth p ower o f the t ra nsit i o n ma trix 

of tab le 2. And the longterm implications ar e perhaps best 

seen by l ooking at the kind of households those being s ingl e 

or without children i n 1974 will be livin g i n thir ty years 

l ate r. 

We see t hat the fina l d i stribution of t h ose being wi thout 

child r en in 1974 is more or l ess th e same regardless of 

thei r household type at the o u tset. From 75 to 80% are 

married with chil dren. 

types" of households. 

The re s t are in one of the "other 

I 

i 
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1 
I 

1 9 74 

SINGLES 
~ · ~, CHI LDREN 

~<1 ABITATION 
NO CH I LDREN 

MARRIED 
NO CHILDREN 

MARRIED 
1 CHILD 

r~ARRIE D 

2 CHILDREN 

MARRIED 
3 CHILD REN 

~lARRIED 

4+ CHILDREN 

OTHER 

1 9 

Tabl e 9. Rates of tran sition over a 30 year period . 

2 0011 

NO CHI LDREN r'1ARRIED 

S il~CLE S COHABIT i''IARRIED 1 2 3 4+ OTHER 
[H [H [H [_ ,U 

.03 . 36 . 33 . O'l .n 

. 03 . 34 . 30 .09 . 2 4 

. 02 • 34 . 37 .11 . 1 7 

. D1 • 2 8 . 39 . 1 4 . 1 7 

• 01 .22 .4 0 . 1 9 . 1 7 

. 01 .06 • 38 • 38 • 1 7 

. 01 .06 • 0 3 . 73 . 1 7 

• 03 . 2 6 . 2 3 . 1 2 . 36 

So ur ce: Table 2. 

From tab l e 1 we find that the households categorized as 
11 ot h er 11 types in table 2 in 1971 were distributed 

according to n um ber of chi ld ren as follows: 

No. o f children 0 2 3+ SUM 

No. of ho u seholds BO 335 1 74 11 7 706 

% of 11 other 11 

households 11 47 2 5· 1 7 100 

And if the "other" ty p es of households in 2004 may be assumed 

to be distributed according to number of children in the same 

· way they were in 1977 , we get something like the foliowinq 

distribution of households according to n umber of children 

in 2004: 

No. of chi ld re n 

% of househo l ds 

0 

2 12 

2 

41 

3 

26 

4+ 

9 
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Thi s means that as much as 98% of the women being withou t 

children in 1974 may be expected to have had at lea s t one 

ch ild 30 years later. This is not quite believable. One 

cannot but won de r what effect the non-r esp onse in t he data 

co llect ion mig h t have had . 

The distr ibut ion of women over household s according to number 

of children implies further a total fertility rat e of 2.38. 

In 19 74 the period total fertility rate was approximately 2.1, 

falling to 1 .8 in 1977. But the fa mily buil ding process 

going on between 1974 and 1977 would seem to indi cate a total 

number of children well above replacement level. 

Again the que s tion of the effect of non - response comes to 

mind. More unmarried than married women refused to par ti­

cipate in the interview. An d it seems likely that they 

would increase t he number of childle ss women also in the 

long run . 

But even so it may be concluded that the process of house ­

hold formation as it is observed in the Norwegian Fertility 

Survey supports the mainstream family types and the repro­

duct i on of th e population. 

It may also be sugges ted that the Norwegian Fertility Survey 

is somew hat biased towards the mainstream middle-class 

family bu ildin g process. 

If future tre n ds starts in smal l numbers and deviant 

behaviou r,our abil ity to detect them would be better if 

more care went into the st udy of non-re sponse in such 

surv eys as the Norweg ia n Fertility Survey. 

I 
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