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v | '4"\ ‘PREF’ACE .
Section 823 of the Educat1on Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380) ,
. requires a thbrough study of the manner in which the pe
relative mea‘re of.poverty for use in the finargial o
-, , assistance program, authorized.by Title I of the Elementary
" and Secondary -Education Act of 1965 may be more - accurately
T and currently developed , i 4 .

That financial assistance program is admm:,stered by the Comm1ss1oner
Education, through the Off1ce of Education, Department of He th, Edu-
cat1on, and Welfare. An 1 rtant featpre is the use 6f a fopmula pre-

- scribed by Section 103, 0 ementary and Secondary.Edugation Act for

- the annual. d1str1but1on of Federal funds to school distrjct: A.signifi-

" cant factor .in the formula is the number of school-ag i

.'poor families within each school district. " The. mea ure of poverty which
 is used, and which is the subject of the study mapdated by Séction 823, .

is the Federal government's official statisticaldefinition of poverty

(also known as the. Orshansky, OMB, "Gensus Bur u, or' Social Secur1ty pov-

erty lines). . V4

~Other work related to poverty meges)u{ement has been called for in re-.

cent legislative acts. In the Comprehénsive Employment and Training Act,

the Secretary of Labor is'ditected {o develop and maintain comprehensive

- household budget data at differeny/levels of living, including a "level

of adequacy." 'Any such review of the level of adequacy; must necessarily

be closely related to measures/f poverty. The Housing and- Community De-

velog‘r@txﬂct of 1974 gives - e Secretary of HUD authority *to adjust the -
poverty measure to refgect Yocal variations in the cost of living. The }
Conference .Report. accom ing it directs the. Secretary to develop or ob-
tain data with respect the "extent of pove‘\R by metropolitap-areas

" and to submit’ such da to the Congress as par of a March 31, X977,

“‘report.

’ v

Because of th _ broad scope of the subJect matte'r, coverage of the
study of the measdre\of poverty mandated by Sectlon 823 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 was extended to include 1mp11cat10ns of the study find-
“ings for the poVerty-related programs of all affected Federal departments
*.and agencies./ The.Title I program of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

* tion Act wa gj.ge‘h ‘the most: detalled treatment,. to meet the legislatively- ,
mandated. s 1f1cat1 ns -for. the study as well ‘as to serve as a primary
‘' *example .o appl1¢a‘t1on of the congepts of: poverty measurement to Federal-
programs,* The - -findings. of the study are published in'a report entitled,
tThe Measure of Poverty." .An 1mportant obJect1ve of the study was full
d1scuss1on and documentation of the major elements of currently applied
and potent1a11y usable poverty measures. - Material containin fﬁ% essential
" supportjing documentatmn for the study was assembled as technical papers.
These have been./written to stand alone as conplete technical treatments

of spec1f1c subJects, : .
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‘ The study was performed under the direct guidance of a Poverty -
 Studies Task Force .of the  Subcommittee.on the Education of the Disadvan-
. taged, an‘i Minorities, Federal Inter-Agency Committee on Edgcation. Tech-
nical papers were prepared at the request of, under the direction of, and
subject to review by the Task Force members. Some papers, are primarily
" the work of one or two persons;. these are attributed to their authors.
.*, Others result from the collective input of Task Force members or advisors
and no spec1f1c attrl.butlon is glven except to the Task Force as a whole.
.The following l1st1ngs show members of the Poverty Studies®Task
Force by appropriate Federal departments and agenc1es, and the titles and
authors of the téchnical papers. ) _ ’

'This report contains Technical Paper XV1I, The Sens1t1v1t¥ of the In-
.cidence of Poverty to Different Measures of Incomé -School-Aged Children
and Familjes. This paper was produced for the ‘Poverty Studies Task Force
by. Richard D. Coe, Greg J. Duncan, F. Thomas:Juster, and James N. Morgan

" at the Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research Tbe Un1ver51tx .

o£ Michigan. . '

o

\f the Incidence of

1
To obtain copies of the report, \“The Sensxt1v1ty .
hildren and. Fami=-

- 'Poverty to Different Measures of Income: School-Aged

. lies » or any of the technical papers, Please write to:
' Office of the A351stant Secretary for Planning and Evaluat1on
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare _

200 Independende Avenue, S.W. .

Roonr 443D - South Portal Bu1.ldmg -

'Washmgton, D. C. 20201 . S . ' ' (
X ,3 .. \ .
2 R
oy .
- \ - .
. 3 "' -
1] v
’ .
! % ' N - >
¢ ,/‘ R ' .
./ . . .
- |
; ,'/ '
fo
! o ] L -
// B /
/ / * .
' / ) /”
. . /
N _ )
i / ' “lo
: ."/’ / hd 'Q’ / .
4 L3 ‘ [N . s // .
© = v ;
J ’
ool / o .
. . B TN
‘ - . . - { N
g ..vi i >, ’ :

R ST



* Eedea:a.l Intexﬁ'agemy Committee on Educdum
. Sub‘caunxttee on Edwat:&on for the Dlsadvantaged and Minorities - L

v Co Poxm'!s’mmﬁs'msxmmz.* -
. . Chairman
" ' . o Betth S. ney
o . o . Office of r.he,,Aui:?:ft Secretary

S . i for Planning and Evaluation - ,
: - Depattmcnt of Hgalth Education, and Welfare o

Co-Chaiman for Bdutation ..
- . 'Abdul Khan

" S Otfice of the Assistant Secretary for Education ° -
N '“ -, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare - : 1
bR Y
. David Arhaudo .. .+ EvaJacobs * .
: Social and Reliabilitation Servives Bureau of Labor Statigtics .
Dcpa;gmt ct Health, Bducation, and Welfare 'Deparu;nnt of Labar o
. . Ridprd’a ¥ 1emmer : ‘ Jare Lamgmann -~ r
! . .- Office of t.l'pe Assjistant Secretary ' Office of the Assistant Secremy
’ ’ for -Policy Development and Research for Human Development . : .
Department of - Houaing and Urban Development Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
. . s . .
Genevieve 0. Dane . . . Daniel Lavine '
Office of Education v Bureau of the Census *
, Depuuﬁan?: of Health sducation, and Welfare Department of Commarce -
<" william Dorfman , Nelson McClung =~ = e a
National Center for Educational Statistics = Office of Tax Analysis i -
Dﬁparr.mnt of Health, Educatiqa, ‘and Welfate Dephrtment of. the Treasury
-« Alan L. Ginsburg June O'Neil ., ~ ° -
" Office of the Assistant Secretary . Council of-Economic Advigors - S ’
for. Planning and Evaluation oo -
. Depprtment of Health, Education, and w!lfare Mollii{e Orshansky ., .
. . Social Security Adninisttation
‘.. - George E. Hall A . Department of Health, Bducation. and Welfare *
Social Statistics Branch . :
n Office of Management and Budget - - Isrgel Putnam
) N . : ity Services’ Administration -
' Stephen Hiemstra . . . ™~ o
. _ Pood and Nutriticn Service : rt. L. Rizek o ) :
. Department of Agniculture. . .* -+ Agricultural Research Service ., = °
. . ) : : . Depactment of Agriculture
. -
+ Paul T. Hill LI Gooloo Wunderlich
Natianal Instftute for Bducatibn Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health
) Deparipnmt ok Health, Education, and Welfaré Department Of Health, 'Education, and Welfare
. AR |} .
, . . 3 . »
- < : ' Staff Director
, . - Gedkge . Grob
. . f . : Office of the Assistant Secretary - Y
Lo < ‘ , for Plahning and Evaluation . L '“
. : ' ) Julie Jervey Mitchell | - . .«

B3

. o N Researgh Assistant
' Office of the Assistant Secretary . .
for Plgnning and Evaluation

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

- Relative.Measure of 'Pover_ty

Doclimentat ion of Backqvound Information
- and pationale for CUrrent Foverty Matrix

Adninistrative and begislative Usages of
"Low Ircome," arid

the Terms "Poverty,”

. Other Related Terms

A Review Of ‘the Definition and

' Measurement of Poverty e

B}xreau of Labor Statistics Fa.mily
Budgem Program

The Consumer’Price Index N

- . ~
rs

‘Wealth and the Accountmg Period in

the Mealurement of Means o

In-kind ‘Incomé&dand” the Measurement of :

Poverty . X ‘o

THe 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure
Survey ' a

s

. Inventory Qf Federal Data Bases Related

to,the Measuremént of POverty '
(A) Non—Census Data Bases- .
(B) Census Data Bases R

Effect of Using a Poverty Definition

Based on Household Income ‘

" Update ofthe Orshansky Index

Fbod Plans for Poverty Measurement.
s -

§

Relative Poverty I p

W N )
Analytic Support for dost-of-Living

Differentials in the Poverty Thresholds

Implicatiohs of Alternative Measures

of Poverty on Title I of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act’

The Sensitivity of the Incidence of
Poverty to Different Measures of
Incomé: 1~age Children and
Fanulies .

Character istics of LOw-Income

_Populations Under Alternative
Poyerty Definitions

.l i _""i '{t‘.-
> . ' N g

'I‘EIZHNICAL PAPERS

Mollf! OrShanaky R
‘socia)l” Security Administration

) Poverty Studies Task Force

with assistant:‘e from Ellen Kraus .

Rl
Urban Systams Research
ar_\d‘sngineer,tng', Inc,

Mark Sherwood ,
Bureau of Labor Statistics

.

Jill.King * ' .
Mathemt-ica, IHC .

Y
.Nelgon McClung and Eugene Steuerle’

'S Department of the 'rreasury

Janicex Peskin v F
Health, Education, and Welfare

Jill Ring IR
Mathematica, Inc. *

Connie Citro, Mathematica, Inc,
Bureau of the Census

Jack McNeil Doug Sater, Arno winard
Bureau of the Census

Mollie Orshansky
Social Security Adninistration

. Betty Petérkin ~
Department of AgricultL re

.Jack m:.l
Bureau of the Cengus
“ o 8. )
' Staniey Stephenson
Health, Education, and Welfare
,Thomas Carlin oy /
‘Department of Agriculture

Abdul Khan.and Herman Miller
+Health *Education, and Welfare

-

Survey Research Center | <
University Qf Michigan -

Lawrence Bfown -
Health $Education, and Welfare

N,



. .
‘. Ld / -
o T,
‘ - X

TABLE OF CONTENTS - - L

v ?‘ C i ’ . .s;,Page

\

Pl

Pﬁ - o.ooo-oo-oooooooooo-ooooooo-oooooooo-.-o-‘o-ooi oo‘.oo;oo v

* my gI‘JDIES TAsK mRCB ..-o:ooooooooooooo..ooooooo--.o_ogoo Vii

4 poverty and Fam1ly Character istics

. LY .
'IECHNICAL PAPERS eedsnesedetonneersecscescscccssctscsntonsnete Viii.

¥ : . . . . .
TABIIE OF CCNI'ENTS ........--é..t..:..........‘.-.....(“‘.~...._.: lx

IIISTQPTABIES 000000-0..00-00000-....oo.oo.ooo. 0000.00-0.;-0 Xil

\

"IECHNICAL PAPER XVII - THE SENSITIVITY OF ’I'HE INCIDENCE ,t

- OF POVERTY TO DIFFERENT MEASURES OF INCOME: SCHCX)L— .

mEDqu[DmNAND FMILIES ....'.l...,.-..........l......... 1

mcr000000“.:000-00000\10‘5‘0-000.o:o0.0,00(10‘0.0000000000000000. 1 '

\
-

Imc«[‘ION AND‘SUWRX OF RESULTS‘.&O..I,..,-....-00:0-0.0-.-.‘--‘ 4‘

’Int\[.QdUC.tion 0oooo..oooo-oo.‘...‘..ooooolo..o-00.00000.000000. 4

.mfinitions of Poverty ‘..........l..‘.......l.........‘....I . 4‘

ngedure.‘---00--..;vo‘\oootooo-o‘.oo’o;o--..i*_oloo‘oo-.lo‘.-‘ooo- 4
. : ' > 2 TRt

Ne

RESU].tS o’oo-00-oo...’ooloooo.o....o0.050.‘\.-0.-.'0000‘00.‘0o.‘oo- 5

'I‘HE SBNSITIV‘ITY OF THE - INCIDENCE OF POVER‘I'Y AMONG ‘SCHOOL~
AGEDCHIIDRENTODIFE‘ERENT MEASURESOF INCOME ‘eevecenccccens 7

'Intrwuctlon ..l...ll.l.l....w......‘.....V.‘..ﬂ.‘.l., L ] ’7
Correlatlons Between the Different Measures of Income .9
.Income ‘and Family Characteristics ..p........:.........;. 9

PR

meInCidehce Of Povel’.'ty 0-o-olo;o.o‘oo‘o-g..-.ooooooo.mooo-"o- ' ;10..‘

cessgececsssenccaioes 12

4

gUbnatlongl Areas o'o-oo 00.00.0.. oo-ooooooooo-oooou.oo 13



*  THE SENSITIVITY OF THE INCIDENCE OF povmryemonc : _
FA“KF‘IES O DIFFEREN'I' MEASURES os‘ INCOME X, veeeeencrecnssios 15

Intrwuctlon .....O‘O..................@..o.........-..‘l 15 ’

Correlations Between: the Different'Me‘asbres of Income ... -15

_ Y
Income ‘and Family Characteristics ..ecececceccccsccecsess 16
3 . : - .
: The Incidence of Poverty \.. N
° k Pove[ty and Famin Cha[acte[istics oo e ; seecnsee 0’0 e o0 .’. q‘o o e 20-

hd : M . . . ' ) s _,i'

DATA BASE AND SAMPLE SIZE veiuveeeeessesnsesnsosssnsssasnsasass 22

-

. Gmy ........I................'...............‘.‘.v...'...'...,.'.......".. 23
: ’ C . S ) peota b

mnmwcxmnoma,;?j‘ 28

TMLESI.- nII'.........-.-».....F.......\‘Q..................‘....;. 30‘“

N

- -
) “
w .
- 4
e — U — ———— 4 > [
M L3
‘ L4 7
o ys . Ce
‘ . . .




—ae

TABLE

. TABLE

TABLE 10.

LA £ )

Poverty for All

LIST OF TABLES

) ’ _ S ‘ Page

Corfelation Coefficients of Various Meaéures of Income
and’ Poverty For All School-Aged Children .........c..cveee 31

Distribution of School-Aged Children By 1971 Income I
and Five-Year Average Income I, By Selected Demographlc |

‘Groups .....‘............................................. 32

Distribution of:School-Aged Children by 1971 Income/Needs
Ratios For Different Definitions of Income and by )
ectd m‘mramlc Gro‘ 000 000000000000 0000000000000 34

‘D1str1but1on of School—Aged Ctuldren by Flve—Year Average

Income/Needs Ratios (For Incomes I and III), By Selected
mramlc Groups ...A..............;................... 35

Adjusted Explanatory Power (Beta ) of Selected Demo~-

graphic Variables, For Different Measures of .Income

and Income/Needs (For Families Weighted by Number of
Schwl—Agw Children) ..‘........‘..........."...........'...‘ 37
icients of Different Standards of . -, o

Correldtion Coef
hwl—Aga Chlldren ................';.. 38

. Unadju,sted and Ad]usted Proportions of Schoel-Aged: Chil-

dren in Poverty, By Selected Demographic Categories, For '

. Different Definitions of Income (Ad]usted by Regre sion . '

051ng°Categor1cal Pred1ctors) c4sseececsesseietietiisonns 39

Proportion of Disabled School-Aged Chl.ldren in Pwerty
For ‘Different Definitions of :[ncome cessssessssssassenses . 41

D1str1.but1on of School—Aged Children by the Number of .
Years Income Was Less than Needs (For Incomes I and III)

By Demographic Groups
Adjusted Explanatory Power (Beta ) of Selected Demo-

........’.......................... 42

- graphic Variables, For Whether School-Aged Children Are

in Poverty, Defmed by lef rent Measures’ of Income “".94 '

Comparatlve Class1f1ca ionsfof School—Aged Ch11dren in
Poverty For Different Refi 't1ons of Income .oceeeesesens 45

Subnational Correlations‘ Between DM&nt Measures of
Poverty (For 16 Urban-Region GIOUPS) ccseccesscscsecsssses - 46
-1 0 ” . . ) ' ) -



- C - - . Co t n '.9229
_"’I‘ABLE_13. Correlatxon Coefficients Betwéen D1fferent Measures of
Income and, Poverty, All Fam1l1es ceeeestetcscressscssesss 47

4
TSBLE} 14. Level of Association (Eta ) of Varipus bemographic’ Van- '
o ~ ables with Different Measures of Income, All F_amilies 484 -
TABLE 15.. Level of ‘Association (Eta‘) of Various Demographic Vari-
A : ablés with Differént Measures of Income/Needs and Num- .
\ M ) ’ bel’.' Of Yeal’.’s n vael’.'ty, All Fmilles ooooﬁoooooooooo;ooo 49

TABLE 16, """ Distributi of-Selected Demographic .Groups By 1971
. .. Income/Needs Ratids, For Incomes I and v, All Families ee 50
TABLE 17. Distribution of Selected Demographic Groups by F1ve- T
< e Year Average Income/Needs Ratios, For Incomes I and V,
'. All Fa"‘nles .................../‘...........‘....‘..‘l....... ’ 51
. . 7 . . o v 4 -
TABLE 18. Adjusted Explanatory Power (Beta )} of Selected Demo-
) . graphic Variables, For Different Measures of Income R
. . K mlncalemei(ml Fanllles) ....b....‘..............‘ 53

TABLE 19. Measures of A iation (Cramér's V and Tau B) Between
' Selected Demograpmc Variables and Various Measurés .
' of merty ...‘.........q........‘....................... 54
- TABLE 20, Percentage of Various Demograph1c Groups Which Were 1n .
Poverty, For Various Measures of P?erty, All Famllxes s 55
TABLE 2). st;:nbutlon of Selected Demographic Groups by Number
‘ of Years Income Was Less Than Needs, . For Incomes I and °
V, All lelles oooo-o-.opo.ooooooo--oooloooo’--ooow-ooo “'59"

e

TABLE 223 Adjusted Explanatory Power . (Beta ) of.Selected Demo- :
graphic Variables, For wmther Families Are in Poverty, {
Defmed by D1fferent Measures of Income R L TR 61

. . . B C e




 TECHNICAL PAPER XVII
t
ITIVITY OF THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY TO DIFFERENT MEASURES
OF INCOME: SCHOOL-AGED CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

ABSTRACT . ‘

Hhis study is a two—part analysis aimed at determlnlng what dlffer-
ences occur in the incidence of poverty when different deflnitions of in-
come are employed and when the time frame of analysis is changed. The -
first part of the analysis concentrates on school-gged children, while
the second part studies families: The study is based on data from the

. Survey Research Center's. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, for the years
' 1968~1972. For.the analyses of school~aged children, -all children in
2he panel between the ages of 5 and 18 (inclusive) in the spring of 1972
were counted, resulting in a sdmple of 5,834 children. This definition
of school-aged children differs slightly from that employed by the Buréau
-of Census, which defines a school-aged child as between the .ages of 5 and
17 (inclusive). For the family' analysis those families in 1972 which in-
Cluded a male head from 1968, a female head from 1968, or the wife of ‘a '
male head in 1968 were counted. In effect, splitoff families forfed by
children leaving the original family were excluded from the analysis. |
This was necessary because f1ve-year measures of poverty are difficult ‘to
apply to new families. The result was a sample size of 4,010 families.
Because of this selective filtering, the sample for the fam11y analysis
i8 not a representative cross section of the entire population since
it undercounts families ‘with young heads. " .

- In general, adJustments to annual famlly money income to ‘account for
certaln-costs of receiving ‘income (namely, the payment of Federal .individ-
dual income taxes and Social Security taxes},and for certain nonmoney ¢
ponents of ‘income (food stamps, free housing and food, and the imputed

" rent of home owners) result in little change in the rank ordering in eco-
nomic' status of families and children. This is so desbite the progressive
nature of the Federal individual income-tax. However, substantial changes
occur in the incidence of poverty. Fewer families and children are poor
when the adjustments are made. Elderly families benefit from their large
amounts of imputed rent, while food stamps lift a significant number of

:children out ‘of poverty. The results show that the incidence of poverty

- i8 higher for children than for families, by all measures. This is be-
‘cause families with more children are disproportionately poor, independent
of race, and disproportionately. black, a group which is more l1kely to be
poor indepehdent of family 51ze.' o .

o Although adjustments to annual money 1ncome can change a fam1ly s

economic position, espécially-in moving it out’ of* the poverty classifi-
cation, the time period covered appears to be a more influential factor.
Overall, the incidence of five-year poverty as opposed to one-year pov-
erty- is lower for both families and ch1ldren - by about 18 percent for




eveli morée substantial chianges are discovered. For example, 34 percent of
“the. children .whp were poor when income was measured on-an annual basis
were not poor when money income was measured-over.a five-year period. .. - .
the other hand, 20 percent of the children who. weie poer.by the
rger-run measure were not poor by the annual. measire. These changes

are not distributed.evenly across all demographic groups. Children in :
black families and in familieg with poorly-educated Heads, who are dis- -
“proportionately poor by the annual. measure, are even worse off when'a .. -
.f£ive-year.measure. is.used, while whites and the better-educated, who are . .- -
‘felatively unaffected by poverty in the .short run; are even better off. - . -

<in the.long run. As a result of this, both race and education are more -

7 power ful ‘determinants -of long-run poverty.than of short-run poverty, with
... race being“especially influential for children.. One group.of families

¥ . .who were disproportionately poer in the short ruh, but ‘benefited somewhat ..
" ".by .a longer time horizon weré families with female heads. - Although un- _ °
married-and with young children and thus more prone to poverty in a . -

.. . particular year, female heads are less likely sto remain poor. for. longer .

©-- il A .ctude assessment of the -effects of chariging the measure of poverty

. “on-‘the relative number counted as poor in different subnational areas.was

dttempted. The results are inconclusive. The correlations between dif- -

. M¥erent measures for 16 region—by-city size. areas ‘appear sufficiently high’
jto indicate that the allocation-of funds 'would probably not be signifi'-_-

antly affected by examining -submational, areas. However, still -smaller

% areas might différ more in their relative mix’ of -large families versus" -

.. other poor or single families, or in-the amount. of instability of income -

from year to year, éotha_t;,:'tbi?%—ten;tative ¢onclusion should be interpre-

; ‘ted cautiously. = . . v o o |
"~ - The policy inlplicat:’idrf$ of the reé'ultﬁgfbf ‘tHis\study can be sum- .
B " 'marized as follows: L ST 2 R e -

. 1.. Viewing poverty ober‘a.longer time horizon worsens the position
-of ‘black families and families with poorly-educated heads, while im--: .
proving the -position of white families, families with better—educated s
: heads, and female-headed families. This result has special significance - a
for the Title I program. While the differeritial effects of extending the
tige period of analysis may not'be eritical in determining the allocation .°
- of emergency help.enabling families to eat or pay rent, they may be of
great importance ‘in providing funds for programs girected‘at offsetting .
the effects of ‘persistent poverty, such as.cogperiSating for an inade-.

boﬂ‘*‘groups. But, when these net figures are examined in éfgate::‘détail,-;- RIS

!+ .quate hofme ‘environment through extra help’in school. R

R 2, Food stamps have a substantial effect on the incidénce of poverty -

. “among school-aged children, enabling 15.7 percent of the children who were .; |

. poor after other adjustments were made to family money income to move above -

" " the poverty line. This is especially important in regard to the allocation
of Title I program funds, which are specifically aimed at this group.

13
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. individual income tax.. - Subtracting Federal taxes from family money in-

-

o

3. In determmmg the rank order in the: econom1c status’ of- fam111es,
. Pederal: taxes have little effect, despite the progréssive nature of the . |,
come tesults in a slight increase in the incidence of poverty, with the
:g:,;zl,;'effect bemg umfo_@y distributed across var ious: demographlc groups

I S Adding asset income 1in- thé form of mputed rental 1ncome to

" home owners significantly improves the. -economic position of the elderly.

- Howeéver , ‘some care must be .taken in interpreting this result. Many of ..
.- the elderly are overhoused, and,the large imputed rental income does not
help buy - food or med1ca1 care w{uch may be needed 1nmed1ate1y.

5. A brlef. exammation of-. subnatloﬁal areas produced 1noonc1uslve

.results,; Further. research is needed to indicate whether the use of dif-

... ferent. measures of poverty: ‘would -have much effect on the relative numbers
-of poor m small geographlc areas. I R
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY. OF RESULTS
. _When considering the‘allocation of funds to geographical areas; Or
‘the improvement of eligibility rules for income maintenance or other sub—
sidized programs, or even the assessment of trends in ecoriomic well-being j
‘‘for subgroups or subareas, it is appropriate to reexamine periog
definition and’ measurement of poverty. Even if it i's impossib
the most precise or ‘sophisticated definition in practice; it useful to -
. know how well the simpler and more available measures relate/to the more
expanded-measures one might consider. J ; ' S

INTRODUCTION ~ -~ .+

... Thei‘congtuence among Various measures can.be assesséd in several

.ways. TFirst, one.can lqok_at!thejsimple-correlétions 2tween the measures

. for; individuals and for families. These correlations will show how well '

' one can predict the level of economic well-being (or whether in poverty)
% - of an individual or family for one .measure if one knows the level (or whe-
. .. ther in poverty) for some other measure. .A«secondj%ay is to see whether

" the relationship between poverty-and other variables,,particularly'thosé

" reflecting policy options cr easily ascertainaph miemographic character-

. ‘istics such as age, sex, and race, depends on f verty is Qefinéd}
-Third, one can test the sensitivity for differght geographic areas, of
models that use information concerning the pr portion of the same subgroup -
classified as poor by another definition. If various poverty definitions

 apply differently across demographic grdups{iand geographic areas vary .

" widely ‘in-demographic composition, subarea estimates of the'number of poor

fmight_be badly gistorted by using an inadequate definition of;pove;ty.

' DEFINITION OF BOVERTY - . - A | ’
. . When the Federal government first bégan in 196§ to dfganize a con—
certed attack on poverty in the United States, the official .poverty

. threshold was established as total annual money income below $3000 for a.
-.family and below $1500 for unrelated individuals. It has been argued
that major improvements to this’definition could come from: ‘1) relating

income to an estimate of need/based more fully on family size and age-sex
‘composition, . 2) adding nonmoney components of income o money income,
and subtracting certain cost’s of receiving income, and 3) lengthening
the time period over‘WhiCh/ﬁncomé is measured to longer than one _year.
In 1965 the Bureau of Census began to publish data based on an improved
poverty definition which/related income to an estimate of need based on
family size and age-sey’ composition. . g ' o

) . Y

PROCEDURE.

1/ .4 ) : r
VN '
RIS I ) .. S v .
. i A = . . .
This study analyzes the effett of incorporating other adjustﬁ%nt§.to
.~ the measure of income used to determine the economic ‘status and the inci- -
> dence of poverty of bdth families and school- ged children, Certain non-
‘money components of income, such as the amount saved on food stamps and

+
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ial. Secur1t taxes, are subtracted. The
i for C ar period 1971 and. for the

ar - perlod 1967-1971 'n 8rdet .to didcover what d1fferences re’sult
‘en _thenmg the time '. rizon. - 0 ,

4

' insights. On an.annual basis,
tween the ' different definitions

o y " income.:ig: used a" the 1ncome asure are also relatively better .
loff whe ad]ustments are made. to money - ncome to -arrive at an improved.
_estimate of economic: well-belng. Conversely, families which are rela=
* -tively worse off by the most 'basic definition are also relatively worse

. off ‘when 0 expanded measure is used, with. the exception of elderly fami-

: lies which geénerally have large amounts of mputed rent as a result of.

;ownmg eir homes. As would be expected, given the high correlations be-

- ‘tween alternative. definitions, demographlc characteristics exhibit ‘the ,
same degree of associat ioh’ with ‘the various measures, with the educatlonal. ‘
level of the head of the fam11y havmg the strongest assoc1at10n. o

LR Adjustments to the 1ncome -measuré are much more mportant to an

- analysi$ of the incidence. of .poverty than to an analysis of income levels..

‘The ‘most notable change is that many fewer ‘families and school 5 chil-= :

.-dren"are: in poverty after the adjustments are: made:” Poor peop: : sthIl'

relatlvely worse off compared te other [families ‘after adJustmg y in= 7 -

‘come, but the position of many ig 1mproved enough to.move them over the - .

.unchanging poverty threshold. :Thus, approxlmately -29 percent of’ all. fam -

ilies and school-aged children who were in poverty in 1971 accordlng to

- the official- poverty defJ,n;tlon were not in poverty under a broader defi- .

..nition of  income, with fodd stamps having a significant effect on. the sta-
tus of children. It was also’ found that when schdol—aged ch11dren were

~ analyzed, the mc1dence of poverty was greater for all income measures,
indicating that poverty isca more pervasive phenomenon among ‘individuals

. than among families. Families with more children are more likely to be )

" poor, thus increasing the’ 1nc1dence of. poverty among ch11dren. More im—:

+- portantly, families with. large numbers of children are more likely to be

" black, and blacks are more -likely to: be poor. . These -two factors result
in race being a ‘much more powerful mfl'uence in determining the annual

. poverty status of school—aged ch11dren than of all fam111es.

PR

: Wh11e the costs of receiving income and the nonmoney components of

- income can change a family's economic position, especially in moving it
out of poverty, the effect of changing, the measurement period is mach
more crucial. ' The correlations across all families and all children are
-still high between theé annual measures and the five-year measures, but
are lower ‘than the correlations among the annual measures themselves.
Howe er , the pr1nc;pal effect of time shows up in assessmg the 1nc1dence




.
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. - . . ' . : " { .
of poverty.‘ Overall, a longer tune hor1zon reduces the incidence of pov-

... erty —— by 17 percent:for thildren and 19.3 percent for families. But

7., ‘these net figures hide even more substantial changes” in the position of
‘..._?_fam:.lles and- children. Thirty-four percent of the school—aged children
.~ who were ‘poor by the. ‘official annual "définition of poverty were not poor

" - “'when family money income was averaged over five'years. On the other.: hand,

.'20.4 percent .of the childrén who were r by the longer-run measures

' were not ‘poor by the annual measure. . These changes were:not distributed
- evenly across all demograph:l.c groups. Children in black families and.in

families with poorly-educated heads, who were d1sproportlonate],y poor by
"the annual measure, were even worse off when a five-year measure was. -

_used. .These groups, if they were ‘able to escape poverty, oould do so-

- only tenporarlly._ On the other hand, white families and families with
- better, educated heads, two groups which were relat1ve1y ‘unaffected by -
4[poVerty in the short rug, were even better off in‘the long run. A“longer
" time horizon also 1mproved the situation of families.with unmarYied fe-

" male heads, although this group- was -still dlsproportlonately poor ‘in

‘both ‘the. ‘short and long run. As a result. of: these differenfial effects

of chang:.ng the -measur t perlod, both race ‘and educatlon are. more :
. powerful determinants of hong-run poverty'than of short—run poverty, :
‘4_"__wh11e sex-mantal status s relatlvely less unportant. :

o As mentloned earl:.er, 1t is also of mterest to determme 1f the .

- relatlonshlp between ‘the various measures of income found ‘for the nation:
-.as_a whole hold when' smaller geograph1ca1 areas are analyzed. One way

- to test this is to estimate the proportion poor unde-r -one definition of

o ‘income from knowledge concerning the proportion poot under a différent:
. “definition of income. In order for the results .to dlffer, the alterna—
+ tive definition must make more difference to some 'demographic groups than

- to others, and the distributions of these groups 'must‘also vary widely-.
" from one area to another . Given the complex and clustered nature of the

sample initially and the skewed" distribution by county resulting from geo— -

graphical mobility over. tipe, the smallest areas that were appropriake to
analyze the: relatlonshlp betweén the various measures were'16 subareas
which combined region and size of largest city in the 'local area.’ The re—
sults are mixed. For the annual measures the estimates for the nation as’
. a whole and for the 16 subareas did not differ to any degree. However,

~ “there is some indication ‘that if a f1ve-year measure of total famlly in-
. come were obtained, one could better estimate the proportion:poor.under a

[

": more comprehensive five-year measure for smaller geograph1ca1~areas than .

. -for the nation as-a whole. This could be a result of the power of the
race variable in determining long—run poverty, combined with the fact that
., the distribution of black fam111es is concentrated in large metropolitan
- areas and in the rural South. AL _

Lo
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THE SENSI'I‘IVITY OF THE INCIDENCE QF POVERI‘Y AMQ‘JG SCH(X)Ir-AﬁED
_ CHILDREN TO. DIFFERENT AEA; S OF IN(DME B
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In atteuptlng to determme the extent of poverty among the populat1on .
fhe definition of poverty ig €rucial. "Such’ definitions consist of two parts
e a definition of - income and a definition of needs. In 1964 Mollie Orshansky
of the Social Security Administration, with assistance from'the Bureau of the
Census, ‘developed ‘the definition of poverty which was adopted in‘'1969 by the
" Qffice -of Management and Budget as the official Federal poverty measure.
Total annual family money income_was selected as the measure of income,
~and -as.a definition of needs a standard based on the "Econony F Plan""
developed by the Department of Agrlculture was selected. . (At 19751 dyear
.prices, an approximation of this standard would be $1800 plus $800 pe
sod, or $5000 for a family of four.) Total annual family money income 1is the '
. Sum of all money income, including both pub11c and psivate transfer, income,
rece1ved by ‘all members of the family unit in a given year. If the measure
,is less than the minimum needs: standard of the family for' a given year, .
the fam.ly (and all 1nd1viduals in the fam:.ly) are c1ass1f1ed as poor. '

is

e Bot the 1ncome~measure and the needs standard enployed i'n the official
Federal definition have been the subject of criticism. The' needs standard’
has been criticized. as being based on a diet which is not nutr1t1ona11y .
adequate when followed regularly -(and which requ1res an unrealistic degree
of expertise in food management in order to meet minimum nutritional levels.
“even if . the .requisite mopey. is available) and from not adequately’ accountmg
for the d1fferent1al impaet.of - inflation across different sectors of the
ecorpmy -The  iricome measufe is def1c1ent, some’ say, because it fails t

: account for nonmoney income that certain families enjoy, such as rent-free
hHousing provided as part of a . A family with; low mondy income may be -

" able comfortably to meet its minimim needs if rt ‘does not have to pay- for. -
its housing, but may still be classified as poo;J by the offici®fl definition
-of poverty. On the other hand,. the official:income. defdnition is a grossé,
~rather: than'a net, measure as it ‘fails .to account for certain’ costs that
~individuals incur .in rece1v1ng their money income, such as -taxes,” ¢hild:
care ‘Costs; -and commuting costs. ' A family may earn an adequate amount of
income to cover basic needs, but if a portion of that income must go to

' pay Federal, state, and local taxes, the family may not actually. be able
to.meet those needs. The official definition, however, wBuld not count
the family as poor. S : S

car

The annual measure of income used under the dfficial definition has also

-

been criticized as an maccurate determinant of a fam11y S “tr‘ue" etonomic -
status. Over a person's lifetime he can expect to average a part1cu1ar
level of mcome ‘each year. However, in any given year, the person's

actual . ‘incomé may deviate quite substant1ally from his normal level of .
“ificome. Part of these deviations can ke accounted for by lifercycle ef-
fects on' mcome ' Young people, for: exanple, may‘lexpenence a J.ow 1eve1
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of annual 1ncome as they obtaih their" education or acqu1re experlence on
thelr jobs,. but often can expect much higher income in the future. The
. reverse pattern in income levels is‘generallg}true for elderly people. In
short, annual income is not suff1c1ent1y broad to differentiate among in-
. dividuals situated at various stages of the_ life cycle. e deviations 1n
the normal level of income can 'also be: the result of pure random fluctua- .

tions in annual income because of temporary unenployment, illness, or ex— - -

traordinary business losses or gains. In order to captute| the|life-cycle
‘effects and the random fluctuations to arrive at an. accurate determina-
" tion of-a family's normal economlc -status, the time horizoh wo ld have to
> extended over a longer perlod than a 51ngle year.

While thls is an 1nterest1ng theoret1ca1 issue, its eal .i
arises in attempting to allocate funds for government pr rams aimed at

helping the needy.. What areas should be helped, which individuals should - =

qua11fy? Clearly the anewer depends on what kind of problem the program -
'is aimed at alleviating.” In allocat1ng emergency help en li g families

to‘eat and pay rent, a, short~run measure of income would be re approprl-
ate, but if the program is directed toward offsetting the effects of per-

-sistent poverty, for example by compensating for an inadequate- home envi-
ronment through extra help at school, a longer—run)neas eo 1ncome may
be more su1tab1e. ’ : oo ' Lo

ThlS study concentrates on the effect of 1ncorpor t1ng SOme aspects
of ‘these various criticisms of the official income measure /in determining
the’ 1nc1dence of poverty'among school-aged ch1ldren. different mea-
.sures of income were calculated. Income-I was total family money income.
=~ a measure equ1valent to that used by. the Bureau of/ Census. Income.II
was then formed by subtracting from family. money incgme ohe particular -
- cost of earning intome — Federal.individual income axes — and adding on

"certain: nonmoney conponents -of 1ncome — the value ¢f free housing re- -

¢eived either as part of a job or: from fr1ends or relatjves, and the net -

imputed rent enjoyed by home owners. Another nonmoney _omponent of in-
come — the. annunt saved on food ‘stamps by the family -+~ was thén added to

Income II to form Income III. ' These measures were all/ calculated for the ﬁ

one-year. perxod 1971. Then, irr order to anaiyze the effects of extending.

the time span’ over which'’income is measured;; both In s I and III were
veraged over the-five-year period 1967-1971... To determine the economic

. status of the survey individuals, these five measurgs weré related to a

needs standard which was virtually equlvalent to that used by the Bureau

of Census. Those schodl—aged children in familie /with’ income less than .

needs for thedifferent time periods’ were.-defined/as in poverty under the -
) various measures. Finally, to focus on the pers'stence of poverty -among
‘ school—aged ‘children, the years in which incomeé was less than needs wére '

counted,’ for-both Income I and Income III. (For a detailed description of
the needs standard and the dlfferentwmﬁasures df income as well as a de-

scr1pt10n of the other var1ab1es used in the analysis, see the Glossary.)
VA . S / . ' .
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT MEASURES OF INCOME
The f1rst quest1on, then, is what d1fference do these various mea-
.sures make in ascerta1n1ng e relative economic status of school-a .
children? An overview is pro ovided by ‘the correlations betwee ese dif-
“ferent measures, as given in le 1. "As can be seen,‘khe'correlat1ons
. between the gar1ous measures o annual 1n ome are/qu1te krigh — greater -
than .98 fogll definitions o dicating that better than. _
. 96 peroent of the variance ‘in one mea re ‘can be explained by différences .
“in another meashre."The,correlatlon between flve-year average Income I
and flve—year ayerage Income III js likewise in excess of .98. The rela-
t;onsh1p between apnual. income and the annual income/needs ratio is not:
as. strong as that between the annual measures of income, with the correla—
tion coefficients dropping to Between,:85 and. .89. This reinforces the\
off1c1a11y-he1d position that income? is not the sole determinant of eco- .
nxmlc well—belng — family size is also crucial. The importance of t1me
tetm1n1ng economlc status is indicfed by the furthef*ﬂrop in the!
coef 1cients when ahnual income is compared with the five-year measures -
of income/needs. In general, however, the high values of the corrélatign:
' coefficients for Income I, Income II and Income III when measured alone,\
.when related to needs, and when calculated for an annual or a five-year - .
‘time period, 1nd1cate that” few differences ar1§e as a result of the dif- - _,
ferent definitions of income in determ1n1n@fthe relat1ve economic status -
of the ent1re _population of schdol—aged children. This conclusion is fur-
“ther confirmed by Tables 2-4'which give the distribution of school-aged
ch1ldren by these various measures. No significant differences are appar-
rent when the different definitions of income are used. -However, it is’
interesting to-note from Tables 3 and 4 that average level of the: Income '
'III/Needs ratios are lower than the average level of the Income- I/Needs
ratios, implying that for school~aged- chlldren, the amount of Federal in—
‘come taxes taken out of gross famlly money income exceeds the amount of
nonmoney income; on ‘the averdde.* As will be seen, this result does not
hold for families of school-aged children who are in- poverty, reflect1ng
the progress1ve nature of the Federal 1nd1v1dua1 income. tax. -

.
”

"'INC‘X)MEAND'FAMILYCHARAC‘I'ERIS'I?ICS . T

. What“denngraﬁhiC'cgaracteristics are mo$t important in explaining the
different levels of these measures for school-aged children? ' Because some
important demographic characteristics are interrelated, it is important
(and often difficult) to géparate the independent influence of each of the
characteristics. ,For example, age of -the head and the educational attain-
ment of the headf) may both be important determinants of a family's ‘relative -
economic status — families with poorly educated heads and with elderly
heads are-both more likely to have a lower level of economic well-be1ng.
'elderly heads tend. to have. less education, thus resulting in -
nomic status, and age itself may be of little independent - impor- -
e independent power (as indicated by Beta ) of a selected set of
ic variables in explaining differences-in the levels of these




' variqus measures for families with school-aged cpildren is shown in
- Table 5. (For an explanation of Beta , see the methodological note.)
. can be seen, the educational level of the head is by far ‘the dominant d

" - The race variable is particularly ;nteresting',- Its effect on one—year *~
" money. income’ is extremely low; it .Is slightly more powerful in explaining .
" differences in five-year average money.income, but still ranks low in im- .
" "portance compared to the other demographic variables. However, when fam-
.~ ily-size’'is taken into actount in determining income/needs, the relative
' (and absolute) importance Of race increases. This increase is especially °
.marked when a five-year time perspective is taken. This is the result of . -
‘a' two~fold process. Black families have a higher number of school-aged--
" .. children, on the average, than white families. '

| THE INCIDENGE OF FOVERTY = -

+ in the labor market. The effect of educ3tion is even more pronounced in
.- -the longer run measures than in the annual measures, indicating that even .

. ~,

.[v

terminant, as'might be expected given the powerful influénce.of educa ion.

highly éducated people may experience temporary slups, and vice-versa.

b .

Black families comprise..

©10.4 percent of the families (Table 16), put 15.2 perce'nt.of all. school-. _
. aged children are in black families. White families, on the other hand, |

account for 86.9 percent of the families, ‘but only 80.1 percent of the .. - "
school-aged cHiildren. This average higher nufber of childfen would -sys—-" ‘*

tematically give_ black families a higher need standard than white families. - }
~ Moreover, \black families with school-aged children have\consistently. lower -

incomes than white families. This shows up in the power of the race vari- -
able.in explaining the number of y@ars in poverty. It is the most powerful
variable, even outranking education., These two factors result in race ¢
being a more powerful E)r'efgiic;or of income/needs than of income, and a more

‘powerful predictor of long-run measures ‘than” of annual measures. - -~ '
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.. The discussion so far has examined the relationship of ‘the different . {

' measures of ‘income to the.determination of the ‘economic status of all

school-aged thildren: Although a large degree of uniformity was found in  ~

employing the different definitions of incomejacross the entire ppp\:latiori
. of school-aged children, it is possible that significant differences oc— C
. cur at the lower end Qf the income distributrion which are being swamped - R

by a great degree of s{milarity at the higher end of .the income-distribu=

" tion.’ "?cause of this, it is important to analyze separately the effect
.of the dif ’

ferent measures of income on the count and composition of "

" school-aged children in povarty. And as shown by Table 6y the income

-measure does make a difference in determining whether a sGhool-aged ‘child

is in payerty.. Some children who are in poverty by one measure of ‘income

are ndt ‘in poverty when another measure is used, as indicated by the cor-

relation coefficients of less than 1.00 between the different measures of S
poverty. (A correlation coefficient of 1.00 would mean that all children .

- who were in poverty by one definitjon would be in poverty by another def-
. inition; and.all children whe were not in poverty by one definitgon would: '

not-bein. poverty by another definition:) This result is not surprising, :
especially when comparing the different a_nnual measures of income. Addixg\g .

L ' J . . 10. | . 4, ; .
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the anbunt saved on food stanps to farnlly income, for. exanple, should 11ft
" ‘some .¢hildren above. the poverty, line. The lower corretations'between the -
unnual measures and the ¢ ve-yé'a;s measures suggest that time may have a
 more significant effect. o cbangmg the poverty status of school—aged
- ctuldren than any of the adJustments to the annual measures of income.
% L
These tentative copclusions can be exam1n§d in greater deta11 with
the help of Table-7, ch gives the .unadjusted and adjusted proportions
"+of ‘school~-aged ch11dren in poverty for different demographic groups and
~for.different measures/of income. The unadjusted proportions are the per-
cent of children in the particular demographic group who were in poverty '
+using a particular definitjon- of .income. The adjusted proportlons iso- -
- labte -the’ influence of a particular demographic characteristic in order to -
- ‘give a better idea of the- pure effect of that characterlstlc, a process’
" similar_to that described in attenptmg to. determine what demograph1c . v
..characteristits were most important in explau:ring differences -in the eco~
n&nlc \stdtus.of s;hool—aged children. An illustratiop, of how this adjust—
“ment works-may-be helpful.. Table 7 shows that 39.6 percent: of%hildren in:
™ black famx.hes were in poverty using Income I.as' the uwme measure,’ ang _
~ 46.8 percent of children in fahilies with a head-who had: less than flve..
a gtades of education were likewise in poverty. These two groups are un- ",
doubtedly interrelated — mary’ black:families are. ‘also poorly educated.
- The adjusted ptOport1ons account for th;.s mterre],at:onshm and isolate
.- the. pure effect of the r variable by assuming:that black families
- have the same distributién of educatiénal attainment of the head, as non-
'L ‘black’ fam:.lles, and then estmatmg the proportion of black school—aged
+ children who would be In poverty even if the heads of black familjies had
. the same educational attainment as the heads of- nonblack familie§.. F
 this est1mate, then, it can-be conclpded that the. ‘low education of
*heads of ‘black families is not the sole reason that, black: school*aged’
' chlldren suffer from a disproporticnately high- incidence of poverty -_
Some ‘other factor (such as racial discrimination’in the labor market, VR
. lower quality of education . for the same years of schoollng, etc.) 1s o
) exert;a.ng a strong 1nf1uence. oL . .

N

)PA

. ; Several pomts are 111ustrated by Table 7 concernmg the 1nc1dence~

= of poverty among school—aged children. - Under” the most basic mcome Jnea-

. sure — total family money income (Income I) —- 12.7 percent of “all . .
school-aged children were in families ch were in poverty ih 1971, with
‘the incidence disproportionately high %chndren in black families, in . .
.'families with an unmarried female head d in families with a poorly edu- .
cated or a:disabled head. When Federal income taxes were' subtracted from
money income and certain nonmoney income compon?ts were, added in to form
Income II, the percent of children in poverty falls'to ‘10w7 percent:— a -

- 16 percent reduction. Thus, unlike the entire populat1on of families :

- with school—aged ch11dren, for families of children in poverty the amount
of nonmoney income exceeds the amount of Federal individual income taxes
(on the average); illustrating theé progress1ve nature of the Federal in-
come tax system. When another nonmqney component of income -- the net
value of food stanps — is added to Income II _the percent of school—aged
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chlldren in poverty falls by 15. 7 percent, /<so/9—01 percent of all chlldren. .
‘ This beneficial effect of food stamps appears to be concentrated on thoge - \
groups which have the highest incidence of poverty — blacks, the poorly R
- educated, the disabled, ‘and the female-headed famllles. S . :
. When a five-year time perspectlve is taken, -the overall 1réldence of
poverty among schooli-aged childrer\falls, both when Income I and Incowme III
‘were used. However, this decrease not evenly dlstrlbuted across the
various demographic groups. ~ Children‘in blapk fafmilies and 1n families |
o with a poorly educated head, two groups which were most -heav1ly h1t by pov-
: ‘when measured on an annual basis, were even harder hit. when the time '
ho L.zon was lengthened. For 'example, 46.8 percent of the children in fami- .
1i¢s headed by a person with'less than five grades of education were in .
poverty ‘when Income I was measured om an annual basis, while 52.7 percent ‘ /—
were in poverty when Income I was measured orr-a five-year basis. On the ‘
other hand, 8.3 percent of the: children in families headed by a pergon: = |
.. - with twelve'grades of education were r when Income I was measured in .0 T
1971, but this figure fell to 5.9 pe ant when a five-year measure wag” - - ...
F used..‘,'lhe results are equally striking when the one-year and five-yearr . .
- figures for blacks and whites are compared.. Looking at ‘the one-year ang,
f1ve~year measures ‘of Income I, the percent: -of black children in poverty
fell somewhat less in-terms of absolute percentage points (1.7, compared
to 2.9 for whites) and much less in terfs of percentage’ reductmn (4.3
percent, compared to 38.2 percent for whites). TheSe results are dramat-
ically reinforced by Table 9, which shows the distribution of school-aged
* children by the number of years in poverty. With Income I'as the income
{- measure, over one-flfth of the black chlldren (21 9 percent) were in pov-,
~ erty all five years, while only 1.3 percent of the whitegchildren were.
Viewéd in another light, only 38.4 percént of the black &ildren were able
to avoid poverty.in eac%of the five years, while 85.4 percent of the
-white chﬂdren were out of povernty in each of the’ fweyears.

. : ’

L

Whlle v1ewmg poverty over avlonger time per1od worsens the pos1t10n .
- . of blacks(and the poorly educated, it does improve somewhat' therpzrsl1t1on
of one groyup of. children who wdre disproportionately poor on an ual
basis — children in families with an unmarried female head, the propor- -
tion. poor under Income I falling from .347 on an annual basis to .286 on
a five-year basis. This drop probably resulted from some of the unmarried .
female heads in 1971 being married at some time in the prev1ous years, and .
thus hav1hg a higher ifAcome in those: years. That h1gher income would be
. .included in the f1ve-year average income, thus improving the longér run .
“position of children in these families relative to their annual p051t1on.

. .
4\,\ L

. . \
POVERI’Y AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS -

, In attempt1ng dlscover whlch famlly characterlst(cé are most’ 1m-
portant: 0 explaining why school-aged children are in poverty, the re= /.
sults discussed above are further strengthened, as seen in Table 10.,
On, an annual basis,. race and sex-marital status of ‘the head of the family

y
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__,Btand out gs ‘the most powerful pred1ctors of poverty for school—aged ch11- -
dren, with education of the head also important.. When a five-year measure .
- of poverty is used, sex-marital status loses some of its relative and abso-
lute power, while both race and education increase in explanatdry power.
.In other words, race and education are more powerful variables in determin-
ing the long-rup poverty status of school-aged children than they &re in
detemming the short-run status, a result which follows from the discus-
- gioh. of “the d1fferent1a1 effects.of lengthening the time period on the in-
cidence of poverty among certain subgroups of the population. Primarily
because of the 1ncreased¢power of these twp vanables,, the overall’power
_of all the variables is: greater in explaining long-run poverty" than short-
".run poverty, as Seep by the higher, R for the long-run meaéures. Referrmg
" back to Table 5, it can be seen that race and-education are even more pow-

. erful in explainmg the number ‘of years in poverty for school-aged chil- - -
dren, w1th race once again bemg the smgle most mportant factor.., .

. From the -above dlscussmn two pomts emerge._ 1) in determmmg
T relat1ve econom1c sStatus of the entire population of-school-aged chjld
S - 1se when d1ffesent income meakures are utlllzed, owever,‘

r point can be seen directly from Table 11.  This table

t of children in poverty by one definition- of incomeé who,

- were pot in povdrty by. a different definition of in . For example,
illudtrating a point made earlier, 15 7 percent of the children who were
- poor when Income II was used as the income measure were not poor when food
stamps were added to form Income III. The results for annual income mea-
sures compared with five-year income measurges are particularly interesting,
for they show -a larde amount of change in the poverty status of school- -
aged children. Of the 12.7 percent of the children who were in poverty by .
the most basic income measure — annual Income I — 47.5 percent were not
in poverty by the broadest measure of income — five-year average In-—
come III. 'This amounts to 6.0 percent of all school-aged children being
differently classified as in poverty er not But the change works both
ways. Of the 8.5 percent of the children who were in poverty by the broad-
est measure, 21.2 percent (equal to 1.8 percent of all school-aged . .
.children) were not in poverty when annual Income Lwas used as the income
measure. . These classification differences . illustrate the importance of se-
t"?:tmg the appropriate defjnition of poverty in attenptmg to determine

e incidence of poverty among school-aged gh;ldren. :

 SUBNATIONAL AREAS - « i L BN
. " The above results indicate that across. the national population of
school-aged ‘children some difficulties would arise in attempting to esti-
mate the proportion of school-aged children in poverty by ope definition
of income if it were known what proportion were in poverty by another def-
inition. Because the Bureau of Census gathers extensive data for-only .
one-of the income measures (Income I), o1t is 1m';'>ortant to attempt to -
L ST
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p.inpoint the estimatmn problems in going to an expanded defmltlon of -

« income. It is possible that estimation problems stem primarily from dif- -
“ferences across gubhational areas. For instance, it is conceivable that
-* ./1f the proportion poor under .Income I were known for each county in the

" United States, the proportion poor under another measure of ihcome could
" more aocurately be predicted than the results for the nation as a whole
" indicate. 'In an attempt to get, some idea how likely this is, the sample.
" of school-age_d children was grouped into 16 subareas based on region of
co‘.\ntry a&nd the sizeé of the largest c1ty in' the, local atea (generally,
The proportions of children in these subareas who were in
poverty under the dlfferent measures of income were then correlated. The
results are, shown in Tablé 12, and ‘'a comparison with Table 6 provides
mixed support for™the fdea- that for subnational areas it may be possible,
" to better estimate the proportions’poor under broader measures -than that -
enployed by the Bureau of Census. - ,

Although the flgures in the two tables are not exactly comparable
due to the downward bias introduced in Table 6 by the use of the 8-1 _
whether-in-poverty variable, it seems clear from the near equ1v.lence of

- the correlations between the annual measures for the two tableg that. no ‘
accuracy is gained in predicting the proportion poor under alternative an-
mial measures of poverty if one lo'okS at subnational geographical areas
rather than the nation as a whole. However, the longer run measure of In-

*.-come I"correlates very highly with the longer run me sure. of Income III
for smaller geographical areas (r =,.983). For subn3dtional areas, more

/ that the nation as a whole, the differences in;, income concepts are appar=
ently factors that affect familieg with chlldr‘en*ﬁ.n one year or another,
but not so continuously that they reduce thé correlations over longer
periods. This holds out some hope that._ if informatiaon on the official
measures were collected for subnatlonif'éteas over a longer time period,
the proportions poor under more expanded defmltlons of mcome could be
more accurately estimated.
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“THE swsrrxvrrv OF THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY AMONG'FAMILIES
~ TO DIFFERENT MEASURES OF INCOME - T

- The previous section discussed .the sensitivity of the relative eco-
nomic status and the incidence of poverty of school-aged children. Fam—
ilies with no school-aged children were excluded fromn the anatysis; the
families not excluded were weighted by the number of school-aged ®hildren
in the family. This- -section.examines the sensitivity of the relative eco—

-, nomic status and the ‘incidence of poverty of all families," indépendent of

¥ the number of schdbl-aged children in the family. . In discussing-the gen-

- eral findings, specid] attention will be diven to significant sun1lant1es
and differences from the results found for »school-aged ch11dren. .

, Before beginnmg, the differences in income measures used in the

. éamily analysis and those used in the children ana1y§1s should be noted.
Total family money income —-- Income I -— was used ‘in both analyses.. In
the ‘family analysis, both Federal individual income taxes and Federal °

. ‘Social Security taxes were subtracted from Income I to form Income IV.

., There is no comparable income measure in the school-aged children anal-

/ ysis. To form Income V, the same nonmoney income components were "added
to Income IV as were included, in "Incomes II and III used in the c¢hildren
analys1s. As a result,. the only difference between Income- III and Income
V is that Sqoial Security taxes wepe subtracted from Income V and not In-
come III. Because the results of, fm1lzmaly51s indicat® that the

. effect of Social Security taxes is vintually uniform across the. popula-

. tion, comparisons between the results for Income III in the schooI-aged

© childrep analysis .and the results for Income. V in the family analysis
should isolate the effect of changing the unit of analysis. ‘It should
also be noted that the same time 1ntervals and the same needs standard

,. were used in both analyses.

e .

" CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE DIFFERE’NI‘ MEASURES OF‘INCO'ME

. The first questmn, then, is what' d1fferences occur from usmg ‘the .
different measures of income in determining the relative economic status
of the survey families? The correlations between the different measures
of annual income are extremely high, as shown in Table 13 ~~ the coeff1—
cients drop somewhat, but*still remain quite high, when the annual ‘iricome
-measures are correlated with the five-year measures — ranging around .92.
The different f1ve—year measures are all highly correlated — .99 or above..
When annual income is compared to an annual income/needs ratio the correla~
tions drop noticeably — to around .83. These lower coefficients indicate -
the importance of family size in determining the relative economic status
of families —— families with the same money income can have widely differ—~
ing income/needs ratios due to difference in family size. When annual in-
- come is related to five~year income/needs ratios, the correlations drop
| 26 . .
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"7‘e§en further. The relationshipﬁis stronger between annual inéomé/heeds

" -and five-year incomé/needs, but.the fact that the relative economic posi=: =’
tion of families can change greatly over time is still apparent. There ap- .

. pears to be little d}fference in whether Incomes.I, IV, or V are used in
..~ forming either the arinual income/needs measures or the five-year in-

' come/needs measures, for the correlations between these measures for a .
given time period are all very high — .98 or greater. Thus, while it ap~
pears that family size and the -income measyrement -period have substantial
for certain costs of earning income and for certain nonmoney income com—
ponents of .income has little overall effect on the relative economic ‘status
of families. o

" A comparison between Table 1 and Table 13 will show whether. any sig—-
nificant differences arise in these correlations if families are weighted
by the number of schéol-aged children in the family. There appear to ber-
.none. The one-year and five-year ingcome measures are somewhat more highly
. correlated with the one-year and five-year income/needs measures in the
. analysis of children than in the family analysis. This probably results
. from the decreased variance in family size due to the eliminatien of all
' families without school-aged childrefi in the children analysis. The cor-
‘relations between the different income and income/needs measures and the
number of years in poverty measures are also slightly higher for families

with school-aged children than for all families, indicating that the pover- "

'ty status of families with school-aged children may be more stable than
-7 that of all families. Overall, however, the results are notably similar. '

soA :
TEREFSTICS

v

* INCOME AND FAMILY CHARA

- . Another clue to the relation between the various measures of economic
. status is provided by the strength of association of the measures with var-
- ious demographic variables, as shown in Tables 14 and 15.  In general,
~ there is a large degree of uniformity across the various measures of in-
' come, income/needs; and the number of years income is less than needs. The
- labor force status-and education variables of both the head and the wife
are the most important explanatory variables; for virtually-all of the mea-
sures. Since education and occupation are jointly- the prime determinants -
of labor earnings, the major component of most families' income, the re- -
sults are hardly surprising. These variables are less strongly associated
‘with income/needs. than with income alone, indicating that they are less in-
© ‘fluential in determining family size than the level of income. It should

" be noted that results for the variables relating to the -wife should be,

effects on the relative economic status of families, adjusting money income

interpreted with care, for they measure a combination of effects. For exam:

ple,. the. apparent power of the wife's education in accounting for differ-

ences in all of the measures is a combination of the effects of educatiom

in the job market, of the selective mating patteins of the sexes and of. ... -
- the mere presence of a wife. One catégory for this variable is "no wife,"
. and- this captures both the effect of the lower incomes of female-headed
families' (partially due to the lower wages received by women workers) and

‘A
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‘lthe effect of the generally ldwer 1ncomes of famlies with no possibillty
- of a ‘second income earner. -

-

Although there is an overall high level of‘uniformity across the var—
.ious measures, there are some meaningful differences. Education of the

. -head:is more strongly associated with the longer-run measures than with
' _’the annual méhsures, 1ndicating the importance of education in determining °
“ a family's normal - economic status.\Of perhaps greater interest are .the
. different 1
" -measures.

_ls of association of the race variable.with the different

: has an extremely lov; association with annual income mea-
“gures. Its relative explanatory power increases when annual income is ad-
justed for £Amily size, and becomes even more powerful when thé time span

. is length , ranking just behind the edygation and labor force status

‘variables. This would suggest that race plays a significant role in deter-

mining a.family's long-run economic status. This point is further evi-

ut-.. ~denced by the association between race and the number of years in poverty, -

.- indicating that race is hlghly assoc1ated with the persistence of poverty
anbng families. - . . ’ .

e Whlle these levels of association prov1de valuable- 1nformat10n in de-
Jmming what. factors influence a family's relative economic status, they
.teénd to incorporate the effects of more' than one variable, thus making it

-difficult to-ascertain the independent. effect of a particular demographic . . - )

variable, unencumber by the 1nfluence of other variables. The explana- f
tory power of a selected subset of varlables, adjusted for - the effects of -
ther demographic factors, are presented in Table 18. In order to allow
‘for: conparablllty with the results found in the school—aged children analy-
815, the income measures used were those used in the analysis of children.
"'As would be expectred from previous results, education of the head of the
- family is the dominant factor in éxplaining differences-in .all of the mea-

sures, both short-run and long-run, with the. long-run explanatory power

“being ‘somewhat greater. The sex-marital status of the head is crucial in
.-determining the level of money income of ‘the fa;n1ly, 1llustrat1ng the ef-
‘'fect.of having a second income earner available’"in the family. But when
income is adjusted for family size the relative importance of this vari-

E’ “able decreases — the significancé of having a second income earner is

probably neutralized to a degree as a result of these families being largk-v
_er and, thus,"&: vmg greater needs. Age of the head is a cons1stently '

. ‘powerful .variable in explaining dlfferences in the level of 1ncorge and in-- -

oome/needs, demnstratmg the life-cycle effects of both income and family
! size. However, age is the least important variable in explaining differ--
"ences in the number of years in poverty. Apparently, wheni-other factors

such as education-and disability are taken into account, poverty is like-

ly to-be equally per51stent acrpss all age groups. The changing power of
" the race variable is also of" mportance. Race is the least mportant
variable  in- explammg differences in the level of income and -

- moome/needs, both  in the short and long run. - - However, . in explammg dif-
- ferences in the&-pgxsistence of poverty, rac,e’Efécomes ome of the most im-
po:tant, explanatory’ var1ables. Thls would indicate that after taking

. other éactors into acqount race may not beé critical in determmmg the
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_ of white school-aged children were in poverty..

N:hg life=cycle effect of income.
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. level of the different measures, but it is crucial in determining the sta-

bility of those measures. A similar pattern of change in relative explan-

. ‘atory importance is exhibited by the disability variable.’ .

Comparing the results 'in’Table 18 with those presented in Table:5
provides some interesting insights into the differences in determining the
economic status of schoolwaged childrten and the economic status,of all
families. - While education of the head maintains its dominant position in

B explaining differences in’ all ‘of the measures except the number of years

in poverty, race is'a much more dominant factor in explaining’ differences

in the level of income/needs, especially five-year average income/needs,
for families with school-aged children than for ,aleamilies; What this

 says in effect is that while five-year income/needs\ratios are roughly '
- -equally distributedgacross’white and black families (after: taking' account

' of other”factors) when all families are-observed, when families without

- school-aged children are eliminated from the analysis and the remaining .

families are weighted by the Aumber of school-aged’childrén in the family,
the distribution of income/neéds ratios pecomes’ much less.evenly distrib-

. uted:across black and white families. is is probably the result of two. f\) J
- factors: 1) a proportionately larger number of poor white families being ‘ :

éliminated from the analysis: than poor black families (for example, older

" families, which are disproportionately poor, are also disproportionately

white); and 2) larger families, which are both disproportionately poor

~ and disproportionately black, being counted more heavily in the school-

ed children analysis. This result is also indicated by a comparison of

"7 the: bopulation of the two racial -groups in poverty. in the two analyses
"7"(frém Tables 7 and 20). , When five-year average Income’l is used as-the j

)f

£

income measure, 24.9 perceht of all black families are in poverty,.while
37.9 percent of black school-aged children were ‘in poverty. Conversely, -
5.0 percent of all white families were in poverty, ‘whi]_.gvonly_ 4.7 percent

_ Ariother important difference between the results'in Table 18 and
those in Table 5 is the effect of the age variable. In explaining dif-

. fergnces in’ income/needs ratios for all families, age is the second most Fd

erful variable. However, it is the least powerful variable in ex-3% % |

laining differences in income/needs ratios for families with {s,cp_ggl_—aged
.children. This result is easily understandable. In the school-gged chil-
~dren analysis the life-cycle effects of family size have been virtually

eliniinatf_-d by the exclusion of most elderly families, and along’with it
i ] - ‘ :r‘é“’ N . -

THE INCIDENCE OF P e R A
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. _‘. . .V “"5. . - .. . - . . ,.
Thus far attention has been focis >d' on determining the re.iative eco— -
nomic status of families across ‘the.whole range of values for the various

. ‘measures. In general, a high degree+df:uniformity has been observed for
. the different measures of income and the different ‘time periods:: - Ehe. is—
sue .now:.is' whether the use of these “diffBrent concepts resu'l_ts_-'._ip"'*ény
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2 'aignificant differences in the incidence of, poverty among the entire pop—
~ulation and within different. @ubgroups of "the population. Table 20 pro- -
»f vides the answer. Using thé most. basig.income measure — total annual
: family money: income (Income I) —- 8.8 percent of the survey families were "
. in poverty in 1971. As expected, blacks, the elderly, unmarried females,

‘the uneducated, and the disabled were )especially disadvantaged. When Fed- .

f’}- eral taxes were subtracted from money ¥income (Income IV), the proportion
.. of -famjlies poor increased to 9.2 perceht, an increase that appears to.be
uniformly distributed across all subgroyps of the population. When non-
money " income components were added to woney income, the effect 'of sub-

" tracting Pederal taxes was swanmped. .overall -incidence of poverty fell

,to 6.3, percent,. Virtyally all-sobgroups of, , thg population shared in this

‘their mostly’ mortgage—free ‘homes.  (The ‘same result.cin be seen for .fa

ers; although cauytion, Ts required because of the.small nunber pf ;

- garm families ih, the.-sample.. However, this result is reinforced' by the
reduction in the proportion of families in poverty which resided in coun-

'ties dn-which the largest city ,a population of less than 10,000.)

The . roportﬂon of female-headed™amilies falling into poverty is also sig-

“~ nificantly reduced when nonmoney -components of income are included in the
.'income measure, a result probably caused by two different effects: first, -
many ‘female-headed families are older widows who have large amounts of im

". pyted rent; second, many ‘families with younger \female heads often have e
. -children and, consequently, are mdre likely to receive substdntial amounts T

Qf food stamps which could 11ft them above the poverty line.

: I.aengthenmg the timé horizon also has a substant1a1 effect on the
b\rerall incidence of . poverty ‘among the' survey faml,hes'. When five-year .
average mbney income is used 1nstead of : annual money income,- the proporv-
_tion o£ families in poverty ‘decreases by 19.3 percent. The decrea’se is
. ‘somewhat -less (15.9 percent) when Income V is used as the income measgure,
indicatmg the greater stability of imputed rent as a component of mcome
‘.When the most basic income measure (annual Income I) is compared to the :

. most comprehensive income measure: (five-year average Income V), the re~-
sults are dramatic — the: overall 1nc1dence of pover\ty was reduced by a
full 40 percent. . , .

) It was observed jin the 'school-aged ch11dren analys1s that certain
‘subgroups of the lation (namely blacks and the poorly educ&ted) who .
suffered a’ hlgh ipcfidence of poverty when measured on an annual basis
. were,actually o a relatively worse pos1t1on when the time period was
lengthened This result*alse appears in Table 20.: For ‘example, using In-

j.i'-"cm V as the income medsure, when-the time horizon was extended, the per-
cent of white families poor fell from'4. S,percent to 3.0 percent. For
mks, however, the petcent actually increased -— from 20.4 percent to
23 .0 percent. Thus, whites are not only less 11ke1y to bepoor than - .
- blacks, but if poor are more likely to be only temporarily pong . Sim11ar
- results -occurred for families headed by individuals with less than f1ve
grades“bf educat1on. (This group overlaps $o a degree w1th black

- o ] ' _,19
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; ; ,Withi‘elderly families experiencing a marked decreasé in pov- - §
?. erty, due: ily to ‘their generallx I’a_rge anounts. of- mputed rent (rom
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families, t:hus some similarij:y is to be expected ) Wh11e race and educa?'

" tion are no doubt inportant determinants of long-run poverty, it is possi-
" ble that the increases in the proport1ons poor of these groups when the <

food:stamp program. With the 1970, liberalization of the food stamp ell
gibility requirements, many poor families myst have received larger amo
of food stamp benefits in 1971 than in the first three years of the five-
year income measures. If.the food stamp program had not been expanded,
it 1is posgsible that as many of . the black-and the. poorly educated families

time span is lengthened is due somewhat to the recent expansion of the,
ants

o would-hayé teen poor in 1971 ad dver the entire five-year per:fod. The fact

that the f)'roportion of black families in poverty did not increase in the . ik

long run when just money income was used lendb some support to this expla~ = .. 0,0 .

nation. However, for the poorly educated, the proportion poor increased = . ::i7"

when the time horizon was extended even when food stamps were not con- B

sniered. : . . . _ i “
It is of 1nterest +t0 note that the incidence of poverty is$ higher

among, 'schooldged children . than among .all families; as.a compar ison. of,

“ Table; 20 and Table 7 reveadls. . For: exanple, 818 percent ofall- famll'ies '.

were in ‘poverty in.1971 under ‘Income 1) while 12.7

- aged ‘children were in poverty under:the same measure. ig a result of

]

. the: Household." Furthermore, large families are d1spr6port1ona
i and black families as d1sproport1onately poor. o 0

. ] : . —‘ B ’ .b.“" ‘..- ‘ s ) 'l !
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two factors. Families with more children are more likely to in poverty
as a consequence of their higher need standard. These an be. een from -

the: figures in Table 20 for the variable "Numbér of . Ch 1dren A 0-17 in - L
black,- Lo

POVERI'Y AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS TN : R R 2 »
Bar11er, demograptuc factors th,ch were most mpbrtant -in explammq SR

differences in the level of the various measures across all levels of the -, v

dieasures were examined. Are. these factors equally important in- deternumng

whether a family is in ‘poverty or not? The answer ‘can be found, by, conparmg .

Table'22 with Table 18. - Education of the head remains the most powerful

‘variable in. eiplammg whether a family is in poverty on an annual basis, L
.and is even more powerful in éxplaining long>~run poverty.. . Age of head,

which was relat1vely very powerful in explammg differences in the’ 1evel

- of the var;.ous income/needs . meaSures, is the least powerful variable in -

predicting whether a family is in poverty.- As mentioned earlier, once

'-'::,other factors are taken.into accourit, it appears that the 'incidence of vy
poverty is evenly ‘distributed across all age: groups.. This result js.a bit

puzzling, given the relatively high incidence of poverty-among older fam-" o
ilies. A probable explanation is that the d1sab1l1ty of the head variable

is capturing much of the power of the age variable in explaining why fam-

ilies are in poverty, but not in explaining the level of the- income/needs
ratios. Once disabilities are taken into account, older people are mQre

-likely tp haVe lower moome/needs ratios than ‘middle-agéd: people; but not

so low as to fall-into poverty. It is only: when a disability is added to

- the age handicap that older families are l1kely‘ to fall into poverty.
N . ". ", . N | ﬂ . - . ) ‘ . ‘ '»



'mua, it resulted ‘that qisability of the’ head is'a relatively powerful pre—'
(- dictor of poverty, but mot of the level of the income/needs, while the re-
" 'smrse is true for age. A check of the age distribution of disabled heads

. adds further . .support ‘to this possibility. Of the disabled heads, 44.7 per—-

.".’cent were over the age of 64, while 48.9 percent'of the heads over the age .,
C ot 64 were disabled: (These figures illustrate the problems which arise
" when people are asked directly whether they are disabled. The question was

o meant to concentrate on dxsab,ilitles which limited the labor force, partici-~ .,'< "':*("

patipq .0f-the respondent. - Ttus' ‘disabilities of individuals over the age of’
FWere meant for the mpst: pa}‘t to be excluded, for these. people would gen-

“.the question.was less than successful in achlqving this Ob]ectlve. .

" The results for the race and sex-marital status vanables conflrm ear-
lier conclusions. While race is a relatively (and surpnsingly) low pre-
. dictor of annual’ poverty, its absolute and relative power increases when a
. -five~year average income measure is used and when the number of years in
- poverty are coupted. In short, race is strongly associated .with the per- .
~ sistence of poverty. ‘Sex-marital status, on the other hand, is agbetter
v ,predq,{ctor of annual poverty than Jlonger-rumpoverty, md-icating the mpor— '

“tance ‘8F £amily conpositlon chantge id the: econom{c,status of: famil:.es over
a per-lod of tune RO o

" When these results for -all fam111es are compared to the results ob-

. ‘tained in attempting to explain whether school-aged children are in pov-
---ertyy, the race variable again prov1des the most slgniflcant dlfference, as .

«..Shown.by a oonparlsom of .Table. 22 with Table.l0. :Race alone is relatively '

,‘~‘;uninportant in predict,lng whether families are in- poverty on an.annual .

j'~'5asis, t it is of .crucial "impottance in determmlpg ‘whether school-agéd

«,-children are in pOVerty on,an annual,basis. And while race is an important

."-“explanator.y variablé of. whether fam;he,s are in poverty in the long run,

- its relative dnd absoluie impoxstance is even more ‘Significant  in’explaining.

-" 'whether. schbol-aged children-are:in poverty.. The results.support earlier -
-.conclusions — black families, which are dlsproportlonately poor to begm

- with, have more school-aged children on-the average than white families, .- %
-~ thus resultlng in an even dlsproportmnately larger percentage of black

) ch:.ldren in poverty an white chlldren. ‘

,;dreri and ‘th 1ts fér.familjes is e dlsai‘nhty of head, an impor-
- tant -explanatory variable for famJ.he ,» is.n6t as ‘power ful in predicting*

‘., .whether "school-aged children afé in poverty. . This is du;_- partially to the
‘- fact that disabled heads have: fewer schopl-aged children on the aver ;_./'
-~ If it is true that in the fam1ly analyéls the dlsablllty variable: is.ja

. 'turing to & large degree the effect of o0ld age in predicting povérty, the
difference in the explanatory power of the dlsablllty variable ‘in the two

- -analyses is even more understandable. There is. little explanatory power of
.. the age variable to be captured by the disabiljty variable in the school- ..
¥ "aged children analysis, smce few school-aged children are in elderly fam-

-+ ilies,

".g'
T
¥
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" erally not be active in ‘the“Yabor market, even if- hea.lthy. It appears that .

" The other po" t to note in compar1 the réesults’ for school-aged ch11— L
;j ‘Z‘.
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3 . DATA BASE AND SAMPLE SIZE >

" ‘This study is based on data from the Survey Research Center's (SRC)
" Panel Study of Income Dynamics for the years 1968 to 1972. 1/ In 1968,
4,802 families, approximately one-third selected from low-income families
_inferviewed for the Survey of Economic Opportunity and the remainder from
& gtoss-section sample of families in the United' States, were interviewed
i by . 'Each year thereafter these families were reinterviewed, as well
“i%as splitoff families from the original 1968 families. In 1972 there were T
5,060 families in the panel. Different weights were assigned to these -, '~ ..
families in order ‘to make the panel as a whole ,-_jé‘;\"'f:ep:eéehta&ivé’-_cros& §0 ey
.4 'section of' families 'in the United States." PR R , -
: N et e by T I
" *For the scheol-aged children.ahalysis, ga_blé‘s" 1-12), all children in
"+ the panel between the’ ages of 5-18 ‘(inclusi )vip the spring of 1972 were
. counted, resulting in a sample of §,834 indiyiduals. This definitjon of
school-aged children differs somewhat -from that employeed by the Bureau off
Censuﬁé which defines a school-aged ghild lasbetwee?\,the ages of 5-17
(inclusivel. . . " T . 4 . |
A o e . - - / *. ) .
T "!Fol_r't;'he family analyd.s (Tables 13-22) only those families id 1972 -~ .. .
.-+, which ipcluded a male head from'1968, a female head from 1968, or the wife
“of a male head.in. 1968 were: counted, In effect, splitoff families -formed - ‘o

’ [P

e L

3

" by.children leaving the:original famil 2 were excluded: from the analysis.
‘ this resulted.in a sample size of 4,010 families. Because of this sele¢=:
". tive filtering, the sample for the family gnalysis is not a representative

. »Cross gection of the enti:ﬁé%@bpulgtion, asa(i’t undercounts families with

- young heads. e ' . >
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-‘ 'AMJNT SAVED ON F(X)D AT VDRK/SCHwL. The value of fréé' als received at -
" -work or- school, or the amount of savings if meals were obtained at . redu
. ,cost. This value is based on the response to a direct question asked

during the interview. In 1968, the questJ.on was asked coﬁcernlng only the

vaIUe of food receJ.ved at work , . ,

‘ ﬂw eote

m:unr ‘SAVED ON' FOOD STAMPS: ‘The difference. btheen ‘the amount. fam111es L
"paid for food stahps gnd the. dollar value of food they could buy with:

-l

\ .,C,ITY SIZE"'TI:\E sizeVof the lar; est city .in the, prJ.mary sanphng unit in ; \
which the family. resides. *A prigiry sampling, unit, ig genérally an .. .7 -
individual county, m-more rur reas it includes a ‘¢l er. of counties~. g
S T I SR AT ' s
' DISHBILITIES° : '_ ; ‘L e R T

.. { . L ] "
,A. DISABILITY OF.HEAD: Whether the head reported a physical or nervous
- condition which limited the kind’ or amount of work he could do. This
; is in regponse to a direct question asked the respondents. In addition,
-in1968 'ang 1972 the" respondents jwere asked the additional guestion,
"How much s it limit your work?“ Respondents who replied ‘that they o e
“had-a disablllty, but”whose.answer to the second.questjion irflicated that e
--¢1t put no limitation on sheir work, were not considered to have'a '~~~ - o N
dlsabllity These individuals composed 1.4 percent of the total sanple '
.~ .in 1968 and 1.2 percent in 1972. Such ‘a screening procedure was not avail--
able” for 1969-1971. _ .

%0 the. school-aged children ana1y51s, dlfferent flgu;:es are shown for the
percentage of .school-aged children in-a famlly with a disabled head. In - g;g :
les 2 and 3,.14.8opercent Bf the childfen werq-shown.§g be in:families ' .
“With a disabled head. InTable 7 the figure was 11.5 percent. This re= ' . ¢
' ,sulted from coding. prJ.orJ.ty in the computer set-up, which placed ch1ldgen T
who were in a family which had both the head and angther (nonschool-aged P E
. chijd) family menmber disabled.in the category “Otheal?amuy Member Dis- - :
-abled."” The differenceé in the figures-indicates the.3.3 percent of the :
children were in families which had bagh a dlsabled head and. a disabled . i ..
_ other meitber oF the family. . ‘‘fag "L . ,
, L ‘ T
' B. OTHER FAMILY MEMBER DISABLED: .Whether a nonschool—aged ch11d menber N
. of the. famlly other than head could not work or attend school or required
~.extra care. This is in, .response to. a direct 'question asked the head in

1972, _ )

°C. . SCHOOL~AGED CHIID OX: OF SEHOOL BECAUSE OF DISABILITY: Whether & - - ...
‘ ‘school—aged child cduld n t attend school because:of .poor health. It I

- ~is ih response to a direct quesbion asked the head in 1974. It'does mot ' A
. “sinclude children who were institutionglized. ~As shown in Tablé 8, 0.3 3 pTA
.. percent of -all school—aged children w&e in such a p051t10n. When N PR

. -priority coding was used to obtaJ.n the results for Table 7 and 10, ng, S
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children appeared in.this category. This indicates’that all the children oy
so disabled were in familiés which had either a disabled head or anpther N

\ nonSchool—aged child menber of the famlly d1sabled.

"D SCHOOLPAGED~CHILD REQUIRING EXERA CARE BECAUSE OF DISABILITY' Whether
- school—aged child required a.lot‘of extra éare because of poox health,
" but still was able to.attend schdol. This is in reésponse to a direct
- questidn asked.the head ini1972. As shown 1n Table 8, 2;1:-percent of all
school—~aged children required such care. eg\;lority cod;ng ‘was used, .
.only 1.4 perceqt of the children weére class1f1 in ‘this category (Table 7),
‘ icating that ;0,7 percent of the children were disabled and were in:a
ily with ‘either a. dlsabled head and/or a d1sabled other famlly member. .
‘other family member’, - . : oo \ L

é D (AP Jq' .': o ‘W \ ‘

. 'EDUCATION OF bEAD The number of grades of .school the head .of ‘the' family B ;

umt finighed. A" direct, question:was;asked during-the interview. 'Bhe e

ss than five grades"” category inclades’ tespohdents who answered
between 0-5 gradgs- and those who cpuld:not reador write or had trouble A
... reading or writing. The "6 to 11 grades" category includes respondefits -
. who answered between 6-11 grades and those who didn't know, but mentioned
at they could read or write.. The "12 grades plus additional tra1n1ng"°‘
' ry includes respondents who replied 12 grades or finished high
1. and received addltlonal non-academic training or went on to

sge but received no. degree § . The "not ascertamed" category includes

' EDUCATION OF WIFE: The number of grades of school the wife of the head of -

. ‘the family unit finished. This was the response’'to a direct question asked
of thé heads .The categories ate the same as those for the.education of
head variable, except that the respondents who didn't know were included . -

~ in the "no wife" category. This accounts for the dlfference in the per-

. cent of families with no w,{fe reported under the "occupation of wife" .» ‘
variabte and reported.under ;the "educat;on of w1fe" var1able (325 percent -,

;&mp&red to 33.2 percent) , g

»
o

A f. -

FAMILY couposn'lon CHANGE . | e

A. ONE-YEAR The change in the head or wife of the household betweerf 1971

~ and 1972." The ?samé head and wife" category includes those. households,which
~had no change in fanuly members or who had a change in members other than
- head and/or wife. "It includes those households with no wife in 1971 and -
no change in head in 197 »head same, but-change in wife" c4 egbr :
* includes those households in which the head was the same in 1972 aS, in 1971,

~ but either the” wife had left or died or the head had a new wife. 'me "female
'who was head in 1971 Atill in household but.new head" category includes those
households which had § female head in 1971 who either married during the year :

r whoge -husband was. iMstitutionalized in 1971 and returned to the household .

(and thus became head) ‘m 1972, T o . .

B. FIVE—YEAR . The change i the head or wife of the household between “1968

'—»_ and 1972. ’I'he"'same head and w1fe" catgory includes married couples 1n 1968

. . . Ve
L] . 4

respondents who' didn't know. - s . » : e :.. ® ”

4
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together for the entire five years. The "same head, male, with
‘... no wife fon entire five years" category includes male heads of the house-
' hold whd wdre single, widowed, divorced, or separated in 1968 and remained
' that way. for the entire five years. The "same head, female, with no husband
for entire five years* category includes female heads of the household who
_were sihgle, widowed, divorced, or separated in 1968 and remained that way
‘for the entire five years. The “Single male head in 1968 who subsequently
married” category includes male heads who were single, widowed, divorced,
or separated in 1968 and who married in some year between 1969 apd 1972. ,
" The vast majority of these were married to the same woman in 1972 -- 70 . . . ...,
. out of 73 for a count taken on -the entire panel. The "married male head '
\1:1 1968 whoke wife left/died and male was single in 1972" category in-

cludes male heads who were together with their wives in 1968 and the - / S

:' wﬁe deft or ‘died in the next fivé years and the male had not- remarried.
,{ 72. ‘:I‘hgoe married male heads in 1968 who had remarried ‘by:-1972. com-
 the "martied male head in 1968 whose wife left/died and male was j ,
1eq 1n'19%2" dategory. '*Female who'had husBand at any time dux;j,gg
five years, ‘head in 1972" category includes two distinct groups. Oné is~
whfemal:es | were'together with their hus%d H? 68 and we¥ subsequently
or.’

DT

from théfr husbands {either by or. persona}. reasons)
7«rand we heads of the household in 1972. The othBr emales who
‘'were eéither single, widowed, divorced, or separated ?68, subsequently: -
man'ied, then separated from their husbands, and thus were heads of the
housefiold in 1972. The "female who was bnce head of household, still in
household. in 1972, but no longer head™: category_is also composed of two ‘
. distinct groups. 'One is females who were heads in 1968 and subsequently -
... married and remained married in 1972, or whose husbands returned to the
_ - household by 1972. The other-is females who were married .and living with
~ their husbands in 1968, were, subsequently separated from theu' hdspands,
- and then remarned by 197; v , i ~

u‘; FAMILY FEDERE&_LNDIVIDUAITIML‘OME TAXES The sum of the estlmted Federal
ind1v1dua1 income taxes paid by the husband and wife and those paid by
uother members of the household. The eéstimates were based on taxable 1ncome
and number of exenptmns (taking acount of those over 65 or blind), using
tables for single, married and head.of househtld which 1ncorporate the
¢ average deductions frcm‘Stausucs of Income. .

. IMPUTED RENr TO HOME OWNERS : Est:1mated value of the: return on equ1ty for
« 'home’ owners. . This estimate equalled six percent of net equity in owned homes. s
- Net equity was estimated- by subtractmg from the value of the house the remain-
. :lng lhortgage pr1nc1pa1 , , .
DUJME I: Total fam:l.ly money 1ncome. Essentxally, ﬂl.s is the sum of labor
money income, asset money income and transfer money "income, both public and
private, for;all family members. This is virtually equivalent to thé Census
. Bureau's defimtmn of 1n¢ome T : . S
-INCOME II: Total family money income (Income I) minus Federal individual
+ income taxes plus ‘1) imputed rent to home Guners, 2) rent value of free
: housing, and 3)“ amount saved on food at k/schooi N ' _

25 -
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. income taxes and Sgﬁﬁal Security taxes.

e

‘ INCOME III: Income 1I plus the amount saved on food stamps.

INCOME IV¢ Total family money income (Income I) minus- Federal 1nd1v1dual

X

INOOME V: Income IV plus 1) 1mputed rental income ‘to home owpers,’ 2) rent
value -of free, housing, 3) amount saved on.food stamps, and 4) amount saved. .
on food at wprk/school -Income V'and- Income III are identical except for
the fact, tﬁat Social Secur1ty taxes have been subtracted from Income V and

- _not-from Income III. | . L

'INCOME/NEEDS&RATIO- The relevant income measure d1v1ded by the needs standard

‘- :Por the fivezyear measUres, f1ve-year average income was d1v1ded by five-year

aver e needs. R . o ' .
g LRy .~ . *

LABOR FORCE ST%IUS AND OCCUPATION OF HEAD The categor1es are mostly sel}

,-.explanatory However, the occupations listed include heads who were actgally

working in 1972 and those who were temporaril laid"off. As-a result,
loyed" category does not include %Eose e were temporarily laidYoff,

lafieous™ category includes, among others, heads who were in the armed forces.

NEEDS STANDARD: An estimati of the amount of 1ncome needed in. order for a
fam1ly to escape poverty, a

. It is based on the economy food budget developed by the Department of Agri-

culture. (This is equal to .8 of the low-cost food budget, which was used ,

--as the basis for creating the SRC needs standard variable.) In effect, it

v,

takes into account differencés in fam1ly size and the age-sex composition
of. the family unit. It has been adjusted upward annually to take account .
of inflation. 'In addition, the needs-standard for farmers has been set
at 85 percent of the standard for non-farmers, the equ1valence figure used
by the Census Bureau. With these adjustments, the needs standard used in
this study, and-the resultant poverty threshold levels, should be a very
.close approx1mat1on to. the poverty thEeshold levels enployed'by the Census
Bureau. . :

OCCUPATION OF WIFE: The occupational categories used for .the "labor force
status and occupation of head" variable have been collapsed for the "occupa-

. tion of wife" variable, due to the small number of observations available -for

some of the occupational categorres. The "skilled.white collar" category in-.

. ~cludes profess1onal and_techn1cal workers, managers amd officials, and self-
employed businesswomen.  The."skilled blue collar" category includes craftsmen,
foremen, "and operatives. The ."unskilled blue; collar" category includes un-

.. skilled laborers, serv1ce workers, and farmers, as well as the miscellaneous
N - group. e . .

REGIONAL—URBAN‘AREA This is a var1able which combines the four _regions of
the nation (Norwgeast, North Céentraly+South, and West) with four ranges of
the 'size of the largest city in the county where the family resides (500,000

re, 100,000-499,999, 25,000~99,999, ‘and 24,999 or less). The. result is
16 raph1cal subareas in wh1ch fam1l1es and ch1ldren reside.’

¢ 37

but.'ather other unemployed heads who'were looking for a new job. . The "miscel-

defined by the official poverty definition. o

.
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RENT VALUE OF FREE HOUSING: The rental, value of free housing supplied either
by friends or relatives or as part.of a job. This figure.was obtained pri-
marily from the answer to a direct question, "How much would it rent for if

© it were ren ::i:‘ o L ' : : '

et . M
. "SCHOOL~AGED CHILDREN: A school-aged child in 1971 was defin
2g of .5 and 18 in the spring of 1972. This differs slightl
of Census' definition of scheol-aged children for a particular year, whk
' child between the agesof 5 and 17 in the spring of.the ‘following year.

SEX-MARITAL STATUS OF HEAD: The composite variable was created in an attempt
 to isolate some of the interdependent effects of the “"sex of head" variable
* ‘and the "marital status of head" variable. The "unmarried female" category
_ includes female heads who were single, widowed, divorced, or separated in
1972, The "unmarried male" category imcludes male heads who were single,
. widowed, diyorced, or separated in 1972. The remaining families composed the
 “"married couple" category. - . , T

.SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES: An estimate of the amount of Social Security taxes
“paid by all family members. Four separate tax payments were estimated for
- each year — for non-self-employed heads, self-enployed heads, wives, and

--other income earners. Eor non-self-employed heads; the unt of Social

' Securitystaxes paid each year was estimated by multiplying the appropriate
yearly tax rate by the variable "head's total labor income," and setting the
appropriate ceiling oni the amount of the tax. For self-employed heads an
estimate of the Social Security tax Qase (net business income) was required, .

“since the capital and labor components of income to the head from his own
business are separated in the panel data.  This estimate was made by sub-

. .tracting from the taxable income of head and wife the wife's labor income,
the head's income from rent, interest and dividends, and the wife's income
from assets. To this base the appropriate tax rate (and ceiling) for self-

- employed persons was applied. In estimating the tax paid by wives, the

" assumption was made that all wives were not self-employed. The appropriate
tax raté (and ceiling) was then applied to the variable "wife's money in-

. come from work."” For other income receivers in the family unit, all were
‘ assuméd to be not self-employed. - Because no distinction was made in the .,
‘data’between the taxable .labor income and the taxable asset income of _
other income receivers, the entire taxable income gf others in the family
unit was assumed to be subject to the Social -Security tax. As a result,
the amount of Social Security taxes paid by ethers in: the family unit was

" estimated by applying the appropriaté tax rate for non-self-employed /
persons to the variable "taxable income of others in family unit." Fur-
thermore, the maximum amount of taxes paid by others was assumed to be the

. maximum amount paid by one person in a year. B
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| METHODOLOGICAL NOTE * - _
REGRESSION WITH CATEGORICAL PREDICTORS

P

A'major goal of the social scientist is the explanation of individual

- variations. in socioecohomic condition. Statistically, the explanation takes -
.. .the form of estimating the portion of the original variation in a dependent

» . variable which can be attributed to the variation of an explanatory or prex
-dictor variable. For example, if we are interested in the variation of
wages, we might suppose that part of this variation is associated’with vari-
ation in the job experience of the wage earner, If, for a particular sample,
the original variance in wages was ten, and the variance remaining after tak-
.ing account of the variation in experience (by least-squares regression) were
‘eigh€,’ the percentage of the variation explained by experience is 20 percent

.(10+8)/10 x 100. ¢ - | o :

- The particular name applied to this fraction depends on the nature of

~ 'the predictor. variable and on the complexity of the analysis. In the exanple
-abobe, the 20 percent-would be termed "R-squared" because the explanatory var-

~ lable was continuous and the analysis was simple. If we had used race, a cat-
egorical variablé, instead of job experience and found (via analysis of variance)

- that the variance of wage was reduced from ten to seven, the Eta-squared of -
race in explaining wage would be 30 percent. The major reason for distinguish-
ing between R-square8 and Eta-squared is not that their interpretations differ,

but ‘rather that the statistical techniques used to estimate them differ.

. :When more complex analysis is performed, the need for additional measures

" of explanatory power arises, Suppose in the above analysis that we wished to
use not only race as an explanatory variable of wage, but also the variable of
whether or not the. wage earner finished high school. If we computed the Eta-
- squared for each of these variables, we might find that the race variable

- &ccounted for 30 percent of the variation in wages, and high school completion
~accounted for 20 percent. The total portion of the variance explained by our
‘multivariate analysis, however, would bt be 50 percent, but something less,
perhaps .only 40 percent. The reason for this is ‘that race and the_completion

. .of high school are interrelated. Proportionately fewer blacks finish school
than whites. Hence, the variance gxplained by race and high school education

'~ overlap, and the whole is less than the sum of the parts. The Eta-squared for

- _race incorporates both the explanatory power of race and some of the power of
education. In order to determine the unique power of race in explaining the
variation in wages, we. need a statistic which adjusts for the interrelation
of race and education. Beta-squared is such a statistic: - It measures the ex—

- explanatory power of a predictor after the effects of all other included pre-

~ -dictors which are related with it are taken into account. If a predictor were
.ot related to any other predictor included in the analysis, then its Beta-.
‘squared would equal its Eta-squared. o '

- 'The analogue to Beta-gquared when continuous variables are employed is the.
~ ®normalized regression codfficient," or - . .

28




°l 8

the number of standard units that y changes when x is changed by one standard
deviation. Both beta measures are approximations of what is’ generally regarded
" as the true marginal effect of a predictor, namely its partial R-squared with
the.dependent variable, The two will be identical when the correlation of the
dependent variable with the other predictors is as high as the correlation of
_ the predictor in question with the other predictors. If the latter is large,
beta will exaggerate the marginal power of the predictor. . .

For interpreting the results of'categorical—predictor multiple regression
(sometimes called dummy-variable regression), all the reader needs to ‘remember
is that Eta-squared measures the explanatory power of a single classification
set of subclasses, while Beta-squared measures the net power of that set in
multivariate context. ' ' .

For those concerned with the loss of explanatory power in using a few
categories or classes instead of a numerical predictor, it should be pointed
out that even if the relationship were truly linear, the fraction of explana-

" tory power still available using k classes instead of an infinite set of num—
bers is only (1- 2). With five subgroups of roughly equal size, one still
has 96 percent as much potential explanatory power and with seven groups, 98

~ percent.~ \In addition, if the relationship is nonlinear, one usually explains
and learns more with categorical predictars. 2/ _

where the dependent variable is a dichotonly —— poor or not poor — then
gthe use of ordinary multiple regression is in potential trouble from hetero- -
scedasticity which may make significapce tests nonconservative, and from pos—
sible predictions beyond the range of 0-1.:- With porportions that are not -
extreme (near to zero of 100 percent) and with substantial sample sizes, how-
ever, neither of these is a major problem and the use of probit or logit
analysis is unnecessary. ‘ C

In any case, the usual tests of significance are not only not crucial in °
this analysis, but run_into difficulty because the usual stratification-and .
clustering of the sample areé doubly compounded by differential sampling frac-
tions (oversampling the poor) and by analysis of -individual children of school
age who are clustered in families. The "design effect" departures of sampling
* variances from simple random, can be substantial. Fortunately, with substant-
ial samples almdgt anything large enough to be relevant for public policy is
also.likely to be statistically significant. ' "

(
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], 'I‘his study is documented in Morgan, James N. ’ A Pannel Stu@ of

.'Income Dynamics; Study Design, Procedures, Available Data, 1968-1972.
-2 Vols., Ann Arbor: Inst_1tute _for So¢1a1 Research, The Un1Ver51ty of .
' ) ' ) | ,:".4 T . —

’ '__.mdugan, 1972, e T T
L 2. For afurther decussmn, see Algner Goldberger, and Kalton,
""On the. Explanatory Power of Dummy Variable Regressmn," Internatmnal . _ _

";"‘:'Economlc Review, Vol. 16, No. 2, June 1975 L Lo
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Table 2.' DJ.strJ.butJ.on of School—Aged Children by 1971 Income I ahd Flve-Year

AverageIncareI bySelectedDerographJ.chups e
. v
] Petcmtage of - .. : : : .
S ) .- R 'I Lo . . ? . %
' Demographic ' Sdml-hqsi Unadjusted Adjusted®  0- 2500- 5000- 7500- 10,000- 12,500~ 15,000
Group o Children __~Hean Mean ©2499 4999 7499 9999 ' 12,499 14,999 Or More Total
! “TOTAL POPULATION - 100.0% - o - : o . . g
LT I97E Income T - : $13,677 - 1.9 9.5 "12.0 14.0 ~'14.4 Y 12,6 - 35.6 100.0%
- ‘AvefageInccme I T - o 12,911 -, 1.1 8.1 12.6 17.6 . 17.9°  1l2.1 30.5 100.0
"‘Race of Head . : P o N . . -
TWhite 80.1 L v ‘ ' : P .
1971 Income I 14,708 -{;-,941 19 6.6 10,0 13.0 4.9 13.8 40.7- 100.0" -
:Average Incame I 13,994 /314 0.2 4.7 10.1 16.4 19.2 13.6 . 35.8 100.0
. 15.2 .
1971 Incame I 8,455 12,005 6.4 25.1  20.1 18.8 10.2 6.9 12.6 10040
Average Income I ' : 7,731 10,854 6.1 26.0 23.8 18.2 11.6 6.7 7.5 100.0
Other *. . .. 4.7 } :
2. 1971 Income I. ' ) 13,083 L 14, 335 2.9 8.9 19.2 157 19.2. 1ll.3 22.8 100.0
.. Average Income I 11,298 ¥12,439 0.3 84 -19.1 365 15.7 5.8 14.3. "'100.0
. , » .
of Head® . : . . .
. 2.0 ; N o . : .
1971 .Theome I 5,723 , 7,720 17.8° 26.8 25.§ 2.0 7.9 2.1 0.0 100.0
. ‘Average ‘Incame I 8,441 10,185 1.5 21.5 17.4 3§11  16.2 5.7 3.6 . 100.0
=t 25-44 . 64.8 i _ v )
1971 Income I " 13,174 +12,920 1.2 8.8 13.2. 15.1 14.8 13.8 33.0 100.0
Average Income I ; 12,512 12,279 0.3, 6.7 13.6° 19.6 19.6 - 13.4 26.7 100.0
'45-64'» © 31,7 ‘ : } . 7
1971 Income I o 15,451 15,593 2.3 8. .8.4 1.8 14.3 11.2 44.0 100.0
Average Income I . 14,261 . 14,382 1.9 89 10.3 .13.1 1:4.9° , 10.5 40.5 100.0
v, 65 ar More ) .4 oo, ¢ .
1971 Income I v 8,381 13,227 . 4.8 49.9 16.6 5.9 3.4 4.8 14.7 100.0
Average Income I 7,392 12,125 17.2 37.4 : 16.6 6.0~ 3.4 0.0 19.4  100.0
Education of Head ¢
5 Grades or Less 5.88 ’ . .
. 1971 Income I . 7,706 6.5 26.9 24.8 18.3 10.1 7.5 5.7 100.0%
Average Incqme'I . 6,821 7.9 35.4 .25.6° 18.2 3.9 f2.1 6.9% 100.0
6-11 Grades 35.2 ) S o
- 1971 Income I .. . 10,631 3.2 14.6 14.7 20.2 17.7 10.1 19.5° 100.0
Average Income I ' 9,995 - 1.6 12.5° 17.5 25.2  20.6 8.2 14.5 100.0
Grades 20.3 . - . . . ~
1971 Income I o 12,731 13,077 . 0.9 9.0 13.1 12385 14.3 | 17.7 = 32.5 10Q.0
Average Income I .., 12,0927 "12,322 0.4 5.6 11.4 18.4 22.1 17.5 24.6 100.0
' 12 Grades Plus L - o
Additional Training 22.6 } :
© 1 1971 Income I , © - 15,541 15,063 . 0.8 2.4 . 10.0 10.8 15.0 1s. 45.3  100.0
. . Average Incame I %, 14,788 14,261 6.0 1.5 8.9 13.6 18.2 19.7, 38.1  100.Q
ge Degree or oo T o . PV « .
- 1444 w7 > L ’ oo
. 1971 Income I “t 22,432 . 20,663 0.2 1.0° 05 3.2 6.8 10.3 . 77.9 100.0
.. ° " Average Income I 21,180 19,679 . 0.0 0.8 4.5 3.3 9.8 7.6 78.1 100.0
Not Ascertained 1.6 :
1971 Income I 9,587 12,163 0.2 19.4 23.0 24.1 15.3 0.0 18.0  100.0
Averages Income I . 8,981 11,179 0.0 7.5 357 25.1 19.8 2.6 9.3 100.
. L, . ? . P
v Sex-Marjtal Status ., . oo - ‘
Married Covple / 83 * : 4 ,
1971 Imcome I ° e 14,977 14,593 1.0 5.4 8.5 13.5 _16.4 14.07  41.2 100.0
, Averagl Income I . _ 13,953 13,586, 0.6 4.4 9.6 '17.1  19.7 13.5 35.0 100.0
* Unmarried Female ~ .15.5 ' . N : : -
4 1971 Incoms I S+ 7,18 9,072 6.1 31.0° -31.0 15.3 3.8 5.5 7.4 . 100.0
: Average Income 'L - % 7,635 9,445 © 3.9 27.6 28.5 19.9 7.4 ‘4.8 8.0 100.0
Unmarried Male = 1.5 ’ . -
- '1971 Income I . - 8,886 10,581 7.2 19.0 8.8 28.2 13.0 12.0 11.8  100.0
Average Incame I : 9,820 11,345 0.0 12.6 15.4 22.5 22.3 13.7 13.6  100.0
’ V]
. % S
N ’
. P4 1 o 32
Y B
- : -~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. Table.2. - (Continued) ' N
a ] 1&!0:1\1&090 of R N B )
Demographic  °  School-Aged Unadjusted Adjusted*  0- 2500~ 5000- 7500~ 10,000~ 12,500~ 15,000 <
Growp o Children Mean - _ Mean 2499 4999 - 7499 - 9999 12,499 14,999 Or More Total. -
C 213 _ .
1971 Income T & 15,198 - 0.9 .61, 10.9 13.0 14.3 . 13.5 41.3  100.0%
_Incame, I : 14,3510 ¢ — _0.1 4.5 9.0 19.6 = 18.0 11.4 37.5  100.0
.~ North Central 9.4 : e R
© 1971 Inccee T 14,660 - — 1.2 - 7.2 9.3 12.7 131 15.3 ~ 41.2  100.0
" Average Incame . | ~ 13,835 - 0.1 4.7 :10.5 15.3 18.9 16.1 34.4  100.0
1971 Thoome I 11,359 - -— 4.2 15.6 15.1 18.5- 1®%6 . 9.9 . 23.1 100.0..
‘Average Income I , 10,626° ., — | 3.8 16.3 179 21.0 135 7.4 20.2 100.0
West 16.8 > e . - ..
1971 Income I, . 13,142 - 1.1 9.7 13.7 107 12.9 10.9 35.9  100.0
3 Averagé Income I S 12,563 - ‘0.1 7.3 . 141 13.2  22.7  14.0 28.7 100.0
‘ Disibility of Head /@ - . '
v —n{ﬁm—m ty 85.2 : . oo
1971 Income I : . 14,347 — .13 7.2 -11.3 12,8 15.2 14.0- 38.3 100.0
< Average Incare I - : 13,522 - -— - 0.6 5.9 11.4 16.8 19.0 13.6 32.7 100.0-
, ‘Disability 14.8 . : Ty - e .
. 197 Income I . ¢ 9,821 — 5.5 23.0 16.2 21.0 9.7 4.7 19.9  100.0 -
“ ' ‘Average Income I _ 9,399 - 3.8 21.1 19.6 22.2 1..2 3.9 18.2 100.0
* pdjusted by Regression Using Categoticrl Predictors . .
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“Table 4. Distribution of School-Aged Children by Five-Year Average Inccme/‘Needs

e Ratios (For Ihcomes I and III), by Selected Demographic Groups

’ o T . Percentage Pive-!w Average Income/Five-Year Average Needs Ratio
of All i 2.00
. School-Age Unadjusted Adjusted* .00- .50~ .75~ 1.00- 1.25- 1.50- 1.75- . or
mg‘m Children Mean Mean .49 .74 .99 1,24 1.49 1.7 1.74  More
TOTAL POPULATION - 100.0% e . .
2 - TIncmel 2.76 - 1.6 2.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 7.4 8.0. ¢6l.8
-Incame I11 , 2.61 - 0.7 2.5 5.2 6.9 7.9 7.2 9.2  60.4
Race.of Head : » \ .
white . . 80.1 ’ . :
Income I. . T 3.03 - 2.90 0.1 1.1 © 3.5 3.9 5.4 7.4 8.4 70.2
.Income III ‘ : 2.86 - 2.74 0.0 0.6 2.4 4.6 6.7 7.1 9.9  68.7
Black ©15.2 .
Income I 1.53 2.16 10.1 .2 16,5 13.8 10.1 5.9 5.8  26.5
Incone III : 1.51 2,04 4.8 2.7 17.2  14.0. 13.7 * 6.4 6.6  24.7
_Q;btr . 4.7
Income I . 2,12 . 2.32 0.0 1.3 18.4 19.9 6.5 11.8 8.5  33.6
Inccme III 1.93 2.11 0.0 1.3 15.6 22.5 10.0 10.5 6.7  33.4
Age of Head . . S ' ’
nder 25 2.0 : T /
"~ Income I 2.00 s 2,32 2.5 5.1 5.3 7.9 14.0  16.6 7.0  41.6
Incave I1I 1.93 2.21 0.5 4.8 5.5 10.8 16.4 11.0 8.1  43.0
25-44 64.8 . B
> Income I 2.78 2.72 097 1.6 ' 55 6.3 6.6 7.8 7.4 64.0
Incame III 2.61 2.56 - 0.2 1.3 4.9 6.3 8.7 7.5 8.8  62.3
45-64 31.7 . e
Income I . 2.82 .2.87 2.4 4.0 7.8 5.4 4.7 6.4 9.2 60.1
Incame III d 2.68 -2.72 1.2 4.2 5.8° 7.4 5.5 6.6 10.4  58.9
. V4 .
65 or More : 1.4 . [ . .
Incame I - 1.57 . 2.70 19.0 15.9 5.7 13.6 11.3 0.1 8.6  25.8
Incame III 1.63 2.64 12.6 14.9 7.9 12.0 13.4 2.5 7.7 28.9
\} . .
* Education of Head
3 Grades or Less 5.8
Income I . 1.22 1.63 9.5 19.3 23.9 20. 4.7 5.0 5.3 11.9
Incame III . 1.25 1.63 5.4 19.6 22.1, 24.5 6.8 5.2 4.6 11.8
. 6-11 Grades 35.2
. Income I . 2.03 2.16 2.9 3.7 8.2 9.2 1.6 13.1 10.6  40.8
. .Incame III 1.97 - 2.09 1.2 3.4 6. 10.6 4.6 12.4 11.8  39.2
" 12 Grades 20.3
Income I 2.71 2.73 0.3 0.8 4.8 3.3 5.1 8.3 7.3 470.1
Incame III . 2.59 2.60 0.0 0.6 3.5 3.8 6.1 8.3 8.3  69.5
12 Grades Plus '
Additional Training 22.6
Income I . .27 3.10 0.0- 0.1 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.9 7.7 80.7
Incame III . 3.06 2.91 0.0° 0.1 2.3 2.9 - 3.3 3.0 9.6 .78.7
~ College Degree,
or More 14.4 '
Incame 1 4.56 4.28 0.0 0.0 0.0 1:.0° 0.0 0.3 2.5 .1
Incane III 4.11 3.86 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.3 3.9 . 94.7
Not Ascertained 1.6 .
Income I 1.9 2,31 0.0 0.9 22.6 * 15.3 6.9 , 7.7 2l.4  25.1
Incame III . 1.84 2,21 0.0 0.2.19.4 8.7 22.3 6.2 22.6 20.5
N]
. Sex-Marital Status .
. Married Couple 83.0 .
Incame I . oy 2,95 2486 1.1 1.5 4.3 4.8 5.5 7.4 7.7 617
——— Income III 2.77 2.69 0.5 1.6 3.3 .3 7.3 7.0 8.9 -66.0
Urmarried Female  15.5 . ,
Income I 1.78 2.21 4.2 8.6 15.8 13.2 9.3 7.8 10.0  31.1
Incame IIT 1.77 2.15 2.0 . 6.5 159 4.0 10.4 8.9 1ll.6  30.7
Unmarried Male 1.5 ‘ .
Incame I 2,38 2.83 5.0 5.2 13.9 5.8 13.1 2.1 2.5  52.5
Incame II1 2.31 2.67 1.4 8.5 1.0 18.0 14.0 2.2 2.6  52.3
0
35 5¢%
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100.0%
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0,
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0%
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.9
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
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100.0
100.0
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: - - Table 4. (Continued)
a Pércentaqe gt : ’ Five-Year Average Income/Five-Year Average Needs Ratio
All .00
. School-Age Unadjusted Adjusted* .00- .50- ..75~ 1.00- 1.25- 1.50- 1.75- or
Demographic Group Children Mean Mean .49 .74 .99 1.24 1.49 1.74- 1.99 HMore | TOTAL
ion ) o * \
Nor theast 27.3
Incame 1 . 2.99 — 0.0 0.3 5.9 6.0 6.7 *17.0 7.1 67.1 '100.0%
. _mcane 111 r . 2.83 - 0.0 0.2 4.1 7.3 8.0 6.6 .B8.0 65.7 100.0
North Central “-29.4 : .
Income 1 ’ 2.89 -_ 0.0 1.4 4.3 3.3 7.2 7.9 9.4 66.4 100.0
Income I11 2.73 -_ .0 0.5 3.6 4.0 7.6 7.4 11.9 65.1° 100.0
South 26.5 )
Income 1 2.36 — 6.2 7.7 6.2 9.6 5.7 7.9 7.3 49.4 100.0¢ .
‘lr\cme 111 - 2,23 - 2.8 B.5 6.9 8.6 9.7 . 7.4 8.9 47.2 100.0
1 o .
wWest » 16.8 ’ ' R .
Incame I 2.80 — 0.0 0.7 10.0 6.0 4.2 6.4 8.0 64.7 100.0
Incame 111 2.63 -_ 0.0 0.2 7.4 8.5 5.8 7.3 7.0 64.1 100.0
Number of Years Head o . N ' \
L. Had Disability . )
Zero 68.9° : ) T
. Income 1 3.06 - 0.7 1.1 3.0 3.8 4.6 7.2, 8.8.70.7 100.0
Income III 2,86 - 0.4 0.9 2.8 . 4.1 5.8 6.8 10.5 68.8 100.0
. One ' 11.4 . .
. Incane 1 . 2.42 — 1.3 3.7 J.l 6.7 7.0 8.1 6.0 58.8 100.0
v Incane II1, d ’ 2.31 . - 0.9’ 3.2 8.4 6.5 8.9 7.3 7.1 57.6 100.0
5
Two 6.5 . . =
Incame I 2.06v e 1.6 3.2 14.3 12.2 14.7 9.3 3.4 41.2 100.0
. Incame 111 2.01 - 1.2 3.4 85 1.6 21.7 9.1 6.1 38.4 100.0
Three 4.3 s :
Incame 1 - 2.09 - 12.4 3.6 11.6 14.7 7.1 5.1 40.3 100.0
Incame 1 2.03 - 4.8 8.5 12.9 13.7 9.9 44 4.0 41.9 100
Four T4 : ‘ -t
Incame 1 2.14 - 3.8 7.6 20.8 6.6 8.7 9.8 _10.5 32.3° 100.0-
Incame III J A 2.09 — 1.3 4.5 18.1 12.8 8.7 12.8 9.2 32.6 100.0
» . ,
Five ' 4.6 ) Y a . .
Incame 1 1.31 — . 4.2 ’17 2 ,18.0 22.8 12.4 5.5 7.5 12.5 100.0
Incame III 4 . 1,39 — 1.2 16.3 10.9 29 14.2 7.3 5.5 “f.’ 100.0

. 3 .
1 L

* Adjusted by Regression Using Categorical Pgedictgis

.Jé.p - /\-
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" Table S Mjasted Explanatory Power (Beta?) of Selected Darograpmc Variables,
For DJ.fferent Meagures of Inoome and Income/Needs (For Famllles

A

191
Income: 1

_ ‘Heighted by Nlllber of School-Mged Children) %

“Pive-Yeor

hvetage
Income [

T

Income 1/
Needu

9

Incone 11/

Heeda

B
Incone

lll/Needs

Pive-Tear

Average

Income J/

‘Necds

" Hve-Tear

Average
Income

. Less Than
'1IU/Needs

L[]

).

Nuhber of
Years

Numbet ﬁf
Yeats
Income 1

Needs - Needs

Income 111
lesa Than-

Demographic
Variable

P A d———  —— S—— it

Education
of tiead 144 (1)

Race , 006 (6)
Sex-Yar{tal
Status of ‘
Head 053 (2)
Regioﬁ-CLty R

Stze 033 (3)

+ Family Dis-
- btlitdes. 011 (5)

Age of

ol 08

%, 361

o

L)

)

038 kl)‘

}034 (3)

010, (6)

)

A=, 384

148 (1)
015 ()

021 ()

53 (1)

025 (3)

L

NN

a0

L4 (5)

010 (6)

- ple, 308

016 (5)

14 (6)

Rl 345

Beta Rank Bets? Rank

153 (1)

00

021 (4)

a o

a5 ).

01 (6)

R, 340

A1 (1)

025 kl)

0L ()

023 (3)

)

! .

003 (6)

re,351

?
Beta Rank

186 (1)
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a0

0 (5)

004 (6)
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06 00
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Table 6. Correlatlon Coeff1c1ents of D1fferent Standards of Poverty
' For Al School-Aged Children 4

o o .Fiﬁe-Year - Number Number
117) S U1 S )  hverage of Years - of Years
Income I ' Income II Income III - Income 1II 'Income I  ..Income III
" less Than Less Than  Less Than ~Less Than Leys Than less Than
Needs ~_Needs  _ Veeds . Needs , Needs Needs _
190 theome I, . S, S : |
 Less Than Needs. == 906 B2 604 ‘..182  W18
1971 Tncone 1 |
. Less Than Needs . 910 617 /136 4
) . 1971 Income III - '
_ Iy
- Flve-Year Average |
Income I . R
less Than Needs - | f' - 876 47 854,
FiverYear‘Averége‘ "
Income 111 - ‘
Less Than Needs ¥ -- 821 853
Number of Year§ ,
Income [ S
Less Than Needs ot 958
Number of Years
~ Income III
Less Than.Needs -
L 4



ekl 7, Unausted and Adjusted Proortins of Scool-ked Children I Bverty,

Vo by Selected Demographic Categories, for Different Definitions of Income
' v . (Adjusted by Regression Using Categorical Predictors) -
. , . , ‘ o y . . . ’
' r g . o Plve-Your Pvg-Yoar
. et , “Avarage Income I Averag¥incone LI
o, Lt © Percentage 1971 Income I 1971 Income 11 191 Tncome {11 Less Than Five-  Less Thon Plve- .
o © of Al _Less Than Neads  _lens Than Needs  loss Thap Noeds  fuar Avorage Needs Year verage Needs
Vemagraphic School-Aged U U= ¢ - Un~ Un-
Category  Children  adjusted Mluated adjuted Adjusted adiusted Adjunted Mputad Adjusted odjusted Adjusted
1o, T A o T
o White 8o.1 D1 097 08 S04 060 04089 030 .08
I ' Black 152 %% 88 T0 - () 6 e e J8 289
: ' A “" Olhel' : "‘l’ ‘ ' ~'&2m - -lu 3 , -213 |181 .183 |161 ' 019, |13'|‘ . -168 " |118
/ Age of Hend i ' ' _ ‘ '
W Under 25 20 9,19 6140 L2 S | S & N 1 AN 1 T
w ' 25"6 , “la |!16 . -ln . 0098 - |113 1078 |0g0 0079‘ . '097 ) 0064 0079
45-64 7 JI 100 108 .09 09 086 Ji2 119 SHY 098
65 or Mors L4 N TR ) Jis 151 BV 1] 406 12 A0
3 ' © Huatloof S L .
' Head . ' : \ Y ‘
. SCradosor . \Q\ .
3 Less, B '-§.8J A6 6 A0 A4 ) oo W35
b1l Grades 2352 J90 188 J62 0 Ji I 4 DU L I )
12 Grades 201 08) 08 o am s s B 09 00 e
12 Groles Plug \
Addltlonal : ‘ ‘
Training 22,6 05 .00 00069 010088 om0
College Degres, ' ‘ L ‘
o orMore o4 006 081 000 M 000,060 000 5.071-';}' 000 .00
Not Ascer- : , o !
‘ ‘talned 1.4 205098 1% W09 086 .00 2B 10 A9
- Sux-Marital
" Stawes - .
Harrled Couple 8).0 08 092 J065 006 054 L08) 069,080 055,065
‘ Unmarelud a ¥l
W Rl BS .m,‘gv A28 282 2% M Q%
; Maerled Made' 1,3 At an o mse M I UL 163 .109.4 Q41
A . ' ' ‘ e
’ Y e A
' ."“““
> '




. LW ! s R
| / © . TadleTs (Continued) R
‘ ~ . - FiveYdr - Flve-Your
v | . ) FJ : cL ' Average Income T Average Income (I
‘ /o Porcéntage 1971 Income [ 1971 Income 1T 197) Income [11  Less Than Five-  Less Than Five.
of All less Than Needs  Lless Than Needs  Less Than Needs Year Averags Needs Year Average Neads
enographic Sehool-Aged  Une ol e U Un-
/ Category Ehildren - adjusted Adjusted adjusted Adjusted adjusted Adjusted adjusted Adjusted adjusted Adjusted
. I
Famlly [ S
Dsabliitins! , e
i School-Age (hild et . o
fequicing Extrs WA A , . !
. Gre LA 00 0 L0 068 .00 061 w090 08 oW 0l
. U ed Debled 1LS Mm% % a4 e a9 s e
B ' T Other Famlly ' " ! ‘
Heaber ’ K ‘ 43 o
o Dsabled 92 ue Ll (' N T R | Y 1 AT & s £t | B
! - So Dlsabilicies 78,0 085 .10 08 08 060 .01 064 .08 0850
v Raplon=City Size L ' ‘ .
) , Nottheast, . '
N : $00,000 o¢ . ‘ ‘ S oo .
o Hore 164 0,088 08000 0 0% 068 - L0837 061 00 080 7,
‘ v . Noreh Central, ‘
\/ 50,0008 |
' CMore 104 00 08 050 .08 Q% 0% 003 0680 083 058
A : South, 500,000 | ‘ ‘ ’ | ‘
o ‘ or Yote b4 8 10 A1 100 5.0 A7 018 2608

west, 500,000, |
, . or More 3TN TS § LS R § V! i) R T L% .0 063,025
T . Yorthetst, | o .
a 100,090+ | 5 .
: 89,99 - 49 08 104 08 .10 08 100 A1 A5 166
Norch Central, . N o L : S '
100,000=1 : T C w -
699.'999’¥ T N N I (1 082 088 J4 ).071 L0 066 01 061
4 South, 100,000+ : o
© 499,999 6.2 JI0 008 J16 08 A .08 Ji1 088 JA06 000
. West, 100,000+ . , |
409,099 a0 J 0% 078048 0 08 300000 0 088
vortheast, ! ‘ K ‘
25,000-99,999 4.5 J15 188 A5 L 180 08 000 008 000 ‘.056
North Gentral, ‘ . ' : ‘
25,000499,999 4,0 L4 1) 04110 06,006 00 .08 0 08
South, 25,000~ : '

“ ' 99,999 S0 206 1% J88 140 8 % QL A1 19
West, 25,000 ‘ . . o ‘
99,999 30 059 .09 089 - 098 059 W .000‘ 1) RN N 1
Yortheast, . ! ' '

CNMorlen LE 0900 08 0m A 0 09 000 08

Youth Central, - ' _ ‘
999 or Lesa T4 162 .2 A1 8 6110 086 182 0% 104

! South, 2,999 - .
' - or Lesy 10.5 1) I 45019 <06 (164 L) 15 T b
: ot %99 | |
60 o E or Lasg .4 AN 208 . 8 0 09 0 29 .08 900 0w
' ‘-’ ) . .
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{
l C HMeB hwmﬂmofMmesmmlchmwmnmenw et
' | o For Different Definitions of Income |
. k , | \
D> . | | N L,‘
S ., PveYesr Flve-Year
N o Percentage | Average  Average
of ALl 1971 Income I 1971 Income IT 1971 Income III . Income I  Income III
School-Aged  less Than ~  Less Than Less Than Less Than  lLess Than
; - Children  Needs Needs ~ Needs Needs Needs
" Out of-School | o o
. Becausepf - S
- Disabiltgx R o S .
b © (In 1971) R | SERE | LY %/ - ,351‘
N o Requires Extra
| Care Because | L o
of Disability = 2.} 090 08 083 093 066
e Disabtly %5 a8 .0 %0 W
Not Ascertained” 12 .0 009 07 0% °.0m
- TOTAL 100.02 A1 107 00 105 Pjﬁvagy
v | "115.
1 B .
! y ‘
( 'v\" .
b —
. ’ | i "/ ’ | ‘ . ' )
| []2\132 %R Mﬁﬁ \ o ; ‘ . . ;



Table 9. Distribution of School-Aged Children by the Number of Years
» Income was Less than Needs (For Incomes I and III) by

,,v . Demographic Groups .
oy Percentage
Lo ' “of All Average Number of
School-Aged Yeara in Poverty Number of Yaars Income Lesa_than Neads
h Group -_Children Unedjustad Adjustad Pive Your Three . Two 29‘ None TOTAL
TOTAL PoPULATION | - 100.0% ' :
Incoma . o . .63 - 4.6 3.4 3.5 4.5 1.5 76.3 100.0%
Income [II : .53 Yee ‘ ). 1 2.6 3.5 4.7 1.0 79.1 100.0
" Race of Head
L = Whnicze 80.1 :
Incone I . - ©.33 44 1.3 2.2 1.8 - .3.0 6.3  85.4 100.0
* lacome III - .25 .35 0.7 1.1 1.7. 3.2 5.5 87.8 100.0
Black 15.2 '
Income I 2.06 1.54 21.9 9.4 8.7 11.1 10.6 8.4 100.0
Income III > 1.84 1.3 16.4 9.7 10.4 10.1 1¥p.0 42,4, -100.0
Other 4.7 . ) .
. Income I : 1.20 .93 4.6 4.2 15.1 7.6 19.3 49.3 100.0
Income IIIX 1.08 .87 1.2 5.9 11.2 12.7 19.4 49.7 100.0
Age of Heed
Under 25 2.0 . :
Incoma I : 1.07 .90° 3.6 6.1 7.2 6.6 29.9 46.5 100.0°
Income III .95 u .79 .32 6.6 6.0 5.1 24.2 4.9 100.0
25-44 " 64.8 .
Incone I .52 .60 3.2 2.4 3.0 4.4 8.1 78.8 100.0
Income IIIX .41 .50 1.9 - 1.9 3.3 4.2 1.0 81.6 100.0
45-64 31.7 g
Incoma 1 77 .67 6.4 5.1', 4.0 4.1 4.7  75.7 100.0
Income III .65 - .87 4.6 3.5 " 3.9 5.3 5.6 77.2  100.0
63 or More 1% ‘ o s
Income I e 2.27 ¢ \95 30.5 4.9 5.2 13.6 12.4 33.4 100.0
. Incor= III 1.98 W76 24.1 11.3 0.0 9.1 12.8 ‘62.7 100.0
!&ucatton of Head ' LR . T
S Grades or Lass 5.8 : ] N
Income I 2.66 2.00 - 30.IY 9.3 15.4 10.1 11.9  23.2 100.0%
Income III 2.31 1,69 19.2  15.6 9.0 15.9 11.0 29.2. 100.0
6-11 Grades 35.2 Ca
Income I .92 : .72 6.2 4.8 4.9 7.9 11.5 64.9 100.0
Income III vy .79 .61 4.7 3.7 5.0 7.3 11.5 67.8 100.0
12 Grades . 20.)
Income I . .39 44 2.3 2.7 1.8 2.4 6.3 84.5 100.0
Income III . .29 I 13 " 1.6 0.7 2.5 3.0 4.6 87.6 100.0
32 Erades Plus
Addicional Training 22.6 >
* Income I .22 .45 0.9 1.2 1.5 1.2 5.5 89.6 100.0
Incoma III S .38 0.1 0.6 2.1 1.5 4.5  91.2 100.0
- College Degree, . .
or More- 14.4
Income I .04 .40 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.4 1.0 97.9 100.0
Incowa III " .02 .34 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 99.0 100.0
\ Not Ascertained 1.6 . --
{ : Income I : e 1.42 .86 2.3 18.1 4.6 18.1 8.0 48.9 100.0
i Incoma IIL > o 1.12 .65 0.7 - 7.4 15.0 8.0 17.9 51.0 100.0
Sex-tirrital Status .o
Married Couple 83.0 : .
Income I .43 .49 2.2 2.5 3.0 2.7 7.0 82.6 100.0
Income III .35 ’ .41 1.5 1.8 2.4 1.5 5.7 85.0 100.0
Unmarried Famale 15.5 .
Income I 1.68 1.38 16.7 7.2 6.2  13.3 10.1 46.5 109.0
Income III A 1.43 1.17 10.8 7.5 8.1 10.9 12.9 59.8 100.0
Unmarried Male ‘ 1.5 '
Incoma I o 1.42 1.05 10.2 13.1 1.4 12.7 8.7 $3.9 100.0
Income III ? ~1.19 ' .88 10.2 0.1 14.5 3.0 18.3 54.0 100.0
. . A 1 i )
6 o ' ' .
; .? -
~ ) 42 ‘ ,
O ' S : e B . g
ERIC | *
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Table 9, $ T tinued)
. ]
Per : A - ! .
N centage . »
of Al Average Number of
School-Aged Years in Poverty _ Number of Years Income Less than Necds »
Demographic Group Children  Unadjusted  Adjusted  Five  Four Thrée Tvo  _Ohe  None + TOTAL
ton 4 '
; WNortheaat. 2.3
‘ Income I -3 - 0.6 81.7 1Q0.0
& Income 11t . - -- 0.4 83.1 1000
HorthiContral 29.4
Income 1 .38 -- 1.8 83.4 100.0
Income I11 .29 -- 0.7 86.6 100.0¢
South ] 26.5 S
Income 1 1.13 -- 12.5 64.1 100.0
Income 17 - 1.0} - 9.6 66.4 100.0
" ‘West * 16.8 : .
v Incoms 1 . .68 - 38 3.9 6.2 $.4 ‘S 75.8 100.0
d Income LIl Cn! .52 - 1.6 2.5 5.5 5.2 s.6 .79.3. 100.0
Wumber of Years Head .- N
Had Disahility Vi, "
Zero e, 68,9
Incoze I -1 - 2.1 1.3 2.1 2.2 6.6 85.7 100.0
Income 111 .28 - 1.4 1.0 2.2 2.2 5.3 87.6 100.,0
One. 11.4
Income 1 .80 . - 1 8.4 4.7 4.8 8.1 4.8 72.7  100.0
Income TI1 71 - 4.5 3.9 2.6 10.1 3.4 75.6 100.0
Tvo 6.5 .y ’ .
Income I 1.14 - 4.6 9.3 " 8.0 10.0 9.9 58.2  100.0
Income LII ¢ B4 -- 4.2 1.7 8.7 9.7 Alo 64.7 100.0
[ .
Three 4.3 g
Income I 1.61 N 183 A7 A7 12,0 /12,3 4B.0  100.0
Income III 1.40 - 10.0  10.6 5.9  B8.2~-®13.9 32.3 100.0
Your : 4.3 . by f#ﬂ
, Income 1 1.30 -- 7.9 16,0 6.7 7.7, 109
Income 111 ) 1.33 - 6.8 9.0 11.9 "ﬂ!i@ 12.8
.1'\.,' s
Five a6 e
" Income I 2.1 -- 23.9 9.6 10.7 11.2..  18.2
- Incoma 111 1.89 - 13.7 11.2 8.1 15.1 21.0
by
*
t
\
4
-
~ '
-
: 65
.-
43 ' ’
O
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; Tab' 10, AdJucted Explanatory Power (Beta ) of Selected Demogrephic Var

"

iables, for Whether

~ School- Aged Children Are in Poverty, Deflned by Different Measures of Income-

4
Y

ol

ra
Measures of Poverty

¥

WﬂmmllMﬁmﬂIHthHI

Flve-Year Average
Income T Less

Five-Year Average
Income IIT Less

Than Five-Year _- Than Flve-Year

Demographic‘ kess Than Needs  LesdThin Needs * Less Than Needs Average Neads Average Needs
XU s | . | . e
fartables | Mt fak kel ded Rk Beta’  Rank ' Beta? Rk
Race R I S TR 1 R YR
Sex=Marital | \' -
Status 05 00 @ o ) .09 @)
Education of o d L
Head W0 Q) 0% @) G () L) 060 (2)
Region-City o B N
5120 00 (5) ~\\.019 5y, 015, (&) 00 () 0% ()
\ " r N, ' ‘ . ‘
Fanily R - R
Dlesbilities .0 (6) .05 . (A, .M o 0 () 0 )
Meofbead 02 6) 00 ) . (6 . (§) .0 ()
R e 259 Re g6 e Redls . e ils
.3%
" 67
g
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Table 11, Conpatative Classifications of School-Aged Children

“

oo (D)
‘ Percentage of All .

School-Aged Children

-+ Who Were in Poverty

- in Poverty for Different‘Definitions of Income | .

Percentage of Column (1] NOT Poor by Different Column I

Definitions of Income (Figures in Parentheses Are
Percentages Computed on the TOTAL Populatlon of School-

" Aged Children)

@ 0 gsa’ E o ®
1971 191 Flve-Year  Five-Year

| T byRow  Income “Income Income; Average o Average
Incone Definition - Definition of Income * -1 - II T .. Inconel ' Income I11
1 e T o A0 B2 Wb S
| - S B G (6.0)
1971 Tncone I 107 ;I'l’ 00 - 17 '  :32.7 s
‘ S ) N N ) I (%)
1971 Tncone I 90, 00, 00— T W
R, ‘ O N X RN 7 B %)
| ‘Flve-Year Average - | | , | ‘\ ‘
Income 10,5 2.4 b 4.2 - 20.2
Five-fear Average - | o S
‘Income III - 7 & 8.5 0.2 26,0 N2 13 -
| g O ) R V%) R P R ( B
N
| : ‘ . ‘w’i“:t’l!“‘: |
| ) l,si‘ |
| 69
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hble 12, SubnatlonaL COrrelatlons Between leferent Measures of Poverty

¢
. 191
. . Tncome I
. Heasutes of Less Than
* Poverty Needs *

L Tncone 1

Less Than Needs -

-
f

1971 Income I1 -

Less Than Needs

1971 Tncone 111

Less Than Needs

v Five-Year Avarage
Income I Lass
‘Than Needs

Pive-tear Average

>

Income III Lags -

Than Needs

Number of Yeare
" Income I Less
Than Needs -

MNusber of Years
Income III Lass
Than Needs

1M hversgs  hverspe

(Por 16 Urban-Reglon Gmups)

.. Sefear - Sfear

lncose I1 .Income II1 focowe I fneome 111 Momberof  Nusber of
Leas Than Lese Than - Losy Than  Less Than  Years Income I Years Income 111
Needs Needs Needs Needs _  Less Than Needs Less Than Needs
y < - a
905 .824" 853 9% 8 . .bee
S .
B LR | ' N
- W g6 M
v , ' o !
o DS | 9%
. ) b o
- ‘:. A ‘ 098’



‘. 1 .
' ¢
.} e
" Table 13, Correla Coefflclents Betieen Different lfeasures o‘ncme o
| andPoverty All Families P 7 #
i . haber  Nusber  Nusber
. 0f Yoars Of Youra Of Ymaer' |
. - : . Income Incoms  Tncoss
A riveetusr Mvevosr Mwetue] 00 100 0L |dverage Average dmecape| 1 v v
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Table 16. Distrjbution o ected Demographic Groups by\ 1971
v ‘ Incame Ratios, forNIncames I'and V, All Families -

‘ " 1971 Income/Noeds Ratios
J Percenfage X . 2.00
of Total .00~ . 23- .50- - .75- - 1.00- 1.25- 1.50- 1.75- or
Dém;raghic Group | Population .26 ah9- .74 .99 - 1.24 1.49 1.74 . 1.99 More TOTAL
. TOTAL_POPULATILON . 100.0Z . - ' o
- Income [ B 0.2 1.3 :2.6 4.7 4.7 5.7 4.9 5.3 70.7 1QQ.0x
Income AV N : 0.0 0.3 2.0 4.0 . 5.2 5.4 5.7 5.6 71.7 100.0
Race of Head . S~ . / W
Whice ’ 86.92
. iucm \I] 0.3 0.8 1.9 3.7 “ 4.0 5.1 4.6 - 4.8 74.8 100.0%
i} ncoae 0.0 0.2 1.2 3.1 4.1 4.6 5.5 5.2 76.0 100.0

Black 10.4

Iglome I : 0.2 4.9 8.8 11.7 10.2 9.4 7.1 8.1 39.7 100.0
con:. v 0.0 1.2 8.5 10.6 13.5 11.1 7.1 9.0 38.8 100.0

Other 2.7 - '

Income 6 0.0 “1.1 2.2 8.9 4.8 10.1 5.9 7.9 59.0 100.0
Income 0.0 0.8 2.0 8.5 8.1 8.2 8.4 " 5.9 58.2 100.0
Age of Head .

“Under 25 2.0 °

Income f] 0.0 0.2 0.3 3.8 9.7 8.4 4.3 6.1 67.0 100.0

‘ Income 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 8.1 13.4 5.0 , 6.3 66.1 100.0
. 25=44 39.1

Income I 0.3 ‘0.6 1.3 4.2 3.5 4.4 3.3 5.2 77.1 100.0

, Income Vv . 0.1 0.4 1.0 3.5 4.9 5.0 5.3 4.8 75.2 100.0

45-64 38.0/

Income I 0.2 1.7 2.1 3.5 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.4 76.6 100.0
Ingome V 0.0 0.5 1.9 3.5 3.6_ 4.3 4.7 5.5 \¢>76.0 100.0

65 or More 20.8 ) - ' ‘
fnccme VII 0.2 1.8 6.2 7.9 8.4 , " 11.0 9.4 6.9 '1100.0
ncome 0.0 0.0 4.2 6.3 8.4 7.6 8.6 7.2 57.6 100.0

> - "
Sex and Marital Status S # .
of llead \

Married Couple 67.9 . ) »
Income [ - : 0.1 0.8 1.2 3.2 2.9 4.3 3.6 4.9 78.9 100.5
Income v B . 0.0 0.3 1.0 2.3 3.7 4.2 5.1 4.8 78.6 100.0

Unmirried Female 23.8
fnceme T 0.5 2.8 6.3 8.7 8.3 8.2 7.3 6.6 51.3 100.0
Lucame V 0.0 0.7 4.6 8.5 8.5 7.4 7.5\ 7.7 55.0 100.0

Unmarried Male 8.3 - ]
lncore I 0.3 0.9 3.3 =..5.3 8.9 9.1 8.1 4.7 59.4 100.0

, Income V . . 0.0 , 0.0 2.5 5.3 8.2 9.6 5.8 6.2 62.4 100.0
Education of llead -

5 Grades or Less 6.7 i
Income 1 . 0.5 5.6 14.1 16.4 10.4 8.3 9.1 7.5 28.1 100.0
. Income V ) 0.0 0.8 11.4 15.1 16.9 10.0 8.4 7.8 29.5 10v.0

6=11 Grades 36.8 ’ '

. Income I 0.4 1.8 3.5 6.8 6.5 9.4 7.9 7.7 55.9 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.6 2.6 6.1 6.6 8.0 9.8 8.0 58.3 100.0

12 Grades - 17.9 . N
Income I to 0.4 1.3 3.0 3.9 3.6 2.9 4.4 80.4 100.0
Income V 0.2 0.2 0.9 2.3 4.0 4.4 3.6 4.6 79.8 100.0

12 Grades Pius Additional '

Training . 23.9
Income L~ g 0.0 0.6 0.4 1.6 ' 2.5 3.2 2.6 3.2 85.9 100.0
Income V 5-\ 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 2.9 3.2 2.7 3.7 86.0 100.0

"College Degrce, or More 13.5 ’ .
: Income I ' 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.8 1.3 1.4 1.6 92.9 100.0
Income v 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.4 1.0 1.7 1.3 2.2 93.3 100.0
~Not Ascertained . 1.2 .
Income I 0.0 0.0 4.1% 6.5 . 4.1 4.0 2.9 12.4 ,66.1 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 8.6 1.8 9.3 9.1 64.6 100.0
Disabilicy of Head . —_N .

No Disabilicy 77.2 . .

R . Income I . 0.2 0.5 1.3 2.9 3.1 4.6 4.1 4.6 78.8 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.2 0.8 2.5 3.6 4.3 5.0 4.9 78.7 100.0

Disability B . 22.8
Income [ 0.5 4.0 7.1 10.8 10.0 972" 7.5 7.5 43.4 100.0
Income V N 0.0 0.8 6.2 9.4 10.5 9.2 8.1 8.0 47.9 100.0
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of Selected Demographic Groups by Five-Year
Ratidi, for Incames I and Vv, All Families

. v Five-Year Average Income/Needs Ratios
: . 2.00
e
of Touf .00~ .25- +50- o75= 1.00- 1,25~ 1.50- 1.75~- or
_pemographic Group Population .26 .49 .74 .99° 1.2  l.9  L74 199 Mere IOTAL
- TOTAL POPULATION 100.0% :
Incume I. 0.0 0.6 2.4 4.0 . &2 5.1 5.1 5.5 72.8 100.0
& | Iocome V 0.0 0.2 1.5 3.6 4.6 5.3 5.9 6.3 72.5 100.0
Race of Head * ‘
White 86.92
Income I 0.1 0.3 1.6 3.0 3.3 4.4 4.8 5.3 77.2 100.0%
lacoms V 0.0 0.0 0.8 2.2 3.6 4.5 8.7 5.8 77.3 ° 100.0
Black 10.4 . u
. Ingome I 0.1 3.9 9.5 11.4 10.8 10.7 7.4 6.5 39.8 100.0
Incone V : 0.0 1.6 7.4 14.0 12.0 12.1 -~ 2.3 9.1 36.5 100.0
Other 2.7 T ’
Income I 0.0 0.0 0.8 8.2 8.5 4.9 8.8 9.2 59.5  100.0
- Income V - 0.0 a.0 0.8 9.4 8.6 5.0 9.0 11.6 55.7 100.0
Age of Head v
Under 25 T 2.0 \\ :
' Income I : 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.3 4.7 7.6 13.2 8.4 60.6 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4 6.3 8.9 16.3 15.8 48.2 100.0
25-44 . - 39.1 . '
Income I 0.0 0.4 0.8 , 2.6 3.1 3.6 4.5 5.7 79.4 100.0
Incoms V 0.0 0.1 0.6 2.6 3.7 4.8 5.7 6.5 76.1 100.0
45-64 : 38.0 .
Income I 0.1 0.6 2.0 3.9 2.9 3.7 4.8 4.9 77.0 100.0
155930 v . 0.0 , - 0.3 1.8 3.3 3.7 4.1 5.4 5.4 76.1 100.0
— 65 or More 20.8 : ' )‘ ’
~— Income I 0.2 1.2 6.4 . 6.7 8.8 10.1 6.3 6.3 $4.0 - 100.0
Income 0.0 0.2 2.7 6.0 8.1 8.2 6.4 6.9 61.6 100.0
Sex and Marita¥Y Status N . »
of Haad "J
Marricd Couple . «
Income 1 . 0.0 0.4 1. 2.3 2.7 3.6 7 4. 4.8 80.6  100.0
) Income V ) 0.0 0.2 0.8 2.0 “3,, 3.1 4.2 4.8 -5.8 79.2 100.0
Unmarried Female . 23.8 v
lngome I 0.3 1.2 6.0 8.1 8.2 7.7 7.1 7.1 54.2 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.3 3.2 7.8 8.4 8.0 8.6 7.4 56.4 100.0
Uonarried Male 8.3 :
Income I 0.0 0.9 2.6 6.3 5.3 9.4 5.6 - 6.9 62.9 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.7 6.5 ‘Ys 7.5 8.0  64.1  100.0
gucation of Head 7
5 Grades or Less 6.7
Income I : 0.5 2.7 15.5 18.1 12. 10.0 8.1 5.7 26.9 100.0
Income V 0.0 1.2 8.8 20.4 13.1 11.8 8.7 8.4 27.5 100.0
6-11 Grades 3.8 ' ' ' .
Income I 0.1 1.1 3.1 5.3 6.6 8.8 8.8 8.2 58.1 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.3 2.1 4,4 7.3 9.2 9.6 7.7 59.4 100.0
12 Grades . 17.9 s
Income I . 0.0 0 0.8 2.5 2.6 2.7 4.4 5.2 8l1.7 100.0
Income V 0.0 ' o 0‘ 0.6 1.3 3.1 3.7 4.5 6.2 80.7 100.0
12 Grades Plus Additional
Training 23.9
#  Incode I : 0.0 .2 0.3 1.1 L4 2.2 - 2.0 3.7 89.1  100.0
- Igecone vV . 0.0 .0 0.1 1.3 1.7 1.4 3.1 6.0, 86.5 100.0
College Degree. or More 13.5 - T
Income I ‘ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.5 95.5 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1, 0.6 0.6 0.9 2.6 95.3 100.0
__Not Ascertained 1.2 .
Income [ 0.0 0.0 0.1 9.9 . 3.5 3.8 1.9 11.4, 69.3 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.0 0.1 6.4 51 . 5.0 11.4™ 4.8 67.1 100.0
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Table 17. (Continued)* .

LAY
- - - Five-Year Average Income/Needs Ratfos o
Percentage : ) . - 2.00
of Total .00~ .25- .50- . .75+ 1.00- 1.25- 1.50-- 1.73- or
Demographic Group Population 225 49 .74 i 1.24  1.49  1.74  1.99  More TOTAL
Nusber of Years of - )
- Disability of Hcad s .
None 59.3 : < .
Income 1 -~ 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.2 2.0 " 29- 3.7 5.2 84.1 100.0
Income V 0.0 0.1 0.4 '"1.3 2.2 3.2 » 5.1 5.9 81.9 100.0
One ! 11.9 .
Income 1 0.0 0.3 1.4 3.4 3.2 3.2 5.2 5.1  '76.2 100.0
Income v : 0.0 0.3 0.6 3.3 3.6 4.8~ 4.5 5.3 77.7 100.0
Tvo . 6.8 ]
Income 1 = . 0.1 3.2 3.6 7.4 6.3 8.8 8.1 62.1 100.0
Income v 0.1 ¥, 1.6 3.5 7.4 7.4 7.2 8.7 64.0 100.0
Three . 5.6 . 6 . '
Income I 0.0 3.5 1.6 6.6 8.7 7.6 7.5 5.8° 8.6 100.0
Income V . 0.0 0.8 2.1 6.5 7.7 8.4 6.3 7.8  60.4 100.0
Four 7.6
Income 1 ﬂ,ﬁ 0.1 ° 1.2 6.7 12.0 7.6 9.0 u.g 3.7 46.0 100.0
Income V ¢ 0.0 0.2 3.3 8.3 11.8 7. 12. 8.6 47.6 100.0
Hle -8 * 14.2 6.4 31.5  100.0
Income 1 ) 0.8 1.6 11.8 15.7 13.0 14.2 _ 5.0 . . .
Income V CT 0.0 0.2 8.2 14.2 12,9 15.0 6.6 6.4 36.6 100.0
’ ; 4 .
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Table 21. Distribution of Selected Demographic Groups by Nunber - : ~;
of Years Income Was Less than Needs, for Incames : !
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