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Executive Summary

Maszive transfer programs, especially the soc¢ial security retirement

program and the related supplemental security income system, ve sharply
reduced the poverty levels of aged Americans. In 1353 the poverty rate

among persons §5+ was 57% greater than that of all persons in the U.5.
(35.2% versus 22.4%). Thirty vears later (198%) the rate was less than the
population average (12.4% versus 14.2%). The incidence of poverty is not
equal across the aging population, however. Citing a House Select Aging
subcommittee report, a subcommittee member reportedl, "Women are 70 percent

more likely to spend their retirement in poverty than men.® (Columbus

Dispatch, September 25, 1992) It is natural to ask how these women can be
helped. At the same time, the huge expenditures required to secure the cur-
rent reduction in poverty raises a second gquestion ¢f whether it is possible
to achieve the same geal more cheaply.

To confront either of these policy issues, it is important to know the
origins of poverty among retirement age women. Without an undegstanding of
the processes that lead to poverty among the aged, policy planners must rely
on increased direct cash trangfers to the aged, perhaps through an expanded
SS1 program, as the only poverty tool. 1s aged poverty primarily an exten-
sicn of a life long condition or is it the result cof negative wealth shocks

later in life such as a divorce or a husband’s disability or death? The

resclved outside a broader agreement on the appropriate distribution of in-
come. The second is a social insurance problem and is potentially
resolvable with changes in the design of the current social insurance sys-

tem.



The National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women provides a rich data
set for exploring this issue. Offering a quarter of a ce;nt:u;y of detailed
information on approximately 5000 female respondents 30 to 44 years of age
in the first year (1367}, the NLS panel provides a valuable opportunity to
explore family income dynamics from midlife to the eve of retirement for the
entire gample and into the retirement pericd for a substantial subset of the

sample. The analysis focuses on the 1967-19%89 period at which time the
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Major findings of the analysis include:

1) Over much of this time, poverty dynamics are guite stable.
Specifically an income model with a permanent component and a white
noise component "fits" the data rather well. This structure has the
implication that the entry into and exit from poverty are independent
of the interxvening time interval. The exit rate from poverty, for ex-
ample, will be the same over twenty years as over five. The exit and
entry rates are especially stable over time intervals exceeding five
years. Poverty entry and retention rates do appear to change with age,
however, increasing significantly as respondents approach retirement

age.

2) The overall level of poverty persistence is high. Three guarters of
all aged females in poverty come from families with low incomes (less
than twice the poverty threshold) in midlife. Forty percent come from
families that were in poverty themselves at midlife. The aged poor
pProblem is much more than a social insurance problem. Most also had
low incomes in midilife,.

3) The persistence‘ of poverty was especially high for black women. Two-
thirds of aged poor black women were alsc poor two decades hefore.
Ninety percent of the aged black poor had low incomes (less than twice
the poverty threshold) two decades before.

3) Despite the large fracticn of aged poor who were poor in midlife, the
social insurance problem is not inconseguential. Approximately one
quarter of the poor in 1589% had family incomes that were more than
twice the poverty level in 1967. The majority of these experienced a
marital disruption. Most intact families that reported a catastrophic
decline in income reéported the labor force withdrawal of the hushand.
Apparently private. and public insurance mechanigms failed to protect
women in these situatdions from major declines in economic status.
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5)

In the matched mother-daughter sample, the daughters were much better
off economically. They were only half as likely to be in poverty at
the same age as their mothers. Paralleling the lives of their mothers,
however, poor daughters were primarily drawn from families that were
themselves poor. Almost one half the peoor daughters had poor mothers,
almost 80 percent had low income mothers {less than twice the poverty

threshold) .
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I. Introduction

Massive transfer programs, especially the social security retirement
program and the related supplemental security income system, have sharply
reduced the poverty levels of aged Americans. In 1359 the poverty rate

among persons 65+ was 57% greater than that of all perscons in the U.S.
{35.2% versus 22.4%) .l Thirty wvears later (1989) the rate was less than

2 s .
the population average (12.4% versus 14.2%). The incidence of poverty is

not equal across the aging population, however. <Citing a House Select Aging

subcommittee report, a subcommittee member reported, "Women are 70 percent
more likely to spend their retirement in poverty than men.® {Columbus

Dispatch, September 25, 1992) It is nmatural to ask how these women can be
helped. &t the same time, the huge expenditures required to secure the cur-
rent reduction in poverty raises a second gquestion of whether it is possible
to achieve the same goal more cheaply.

To confront eicther of these policy issues, it is important to know the
origins of poverty among retirement age women. Without an understanding of
the processes that lead to poverty among the aged, policy planners must rely
on increased direct cash transfers to the aged, perhaps through an expanded
S8I program, as the only poverty tool. Even then the indirect consequences
of inecreased .SSI benefit levels on recipient behavior earijer in the life
cycle (erucial to moral hazard guestions) are unknowable without an under-
standing of the underlying socio-economic processes. Is aged poverty
primarily an extension of a life long céndition or is it the result of nega-
tive wealth shocks later in life such as a divorce or a husband’s disability

or death? The first possibility is a basic redistribution question and is




unlikely to be resolved outside a broader agreement on the appropriate dis-
tribution of inceome. The second is a social insurance problem and is
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surance system.

The National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women provides a rich data
set for exploring this issue. Offering a quarter of a century of detailed
information on approximately 5000 female respondents 30 to 44 years of age
in the first year (1967), the NLS panel provides a rich opportunity to ex-
pleore family income dynamics from midlife to the eve of retirement for the
entire sample and into the retirement period for a substantizal subset of the
sample. The analyses to follew will focus on the 1367-15%8% period at which
time the respondents were 52 to 66 years of age.

Beyond the value of tkhis information for the design of programs to
reduce aged poverty, the analysis contributes to the general discussion of
the persistence of poverty, an issue much in dispute. Duncan (1984), for
example, stresses the large flows of individuals inte and out of poverty
over a ten year periocd. As he summarizes his findings, "Only a little over
one-half of the individnals living in poverty in one year are found to be
poor 1in the next, and considerably less than one-half of those who ex-
berience poverty remain persistently poor over many years." [author’'s
italics] (p-.3) Conversely Bane and Ellwood (1986) are struck by the high
levels of poverty persistence, especially amonyg individuals who remain in
poverty for more than a year of two. As they conelude their study, "We
found that most of those who ever become poor will have only a short stay in
poverty. At the same time, the majority of people who are poor at a given

time will have very long spells of poverty before they escape." (p.21)



Knowing the proportiocn of each of these types in the poverty population
would be helpful to policy planrers for the same reason that an understand-
ing of the origins of aged female poverty is important--appropriate policy
measures are likely to be guite different for the ccecasionally poor and fer

the persistently poor. The Duncan study and the Bane and Ellwood study both
rely on the PSID; data from the NLS should provide important independent
evidence of the persistence of poverty.

Reflecting the objective of analyzing truly long term poverty
processes, ones that might strectch from midlife to retirement, the analysis
focuses on five year transitions over the twenty-two year pericd 1567-1989,
neglecting shorter term fluctuations in income status. In particular the
study measures poverty transitions over the years 1867-1972-1877-1382-1987-
1989. Extended face-to-face interviews were conducted with respondents in
each of these years. The average poverty experience of the NLS Mature
Women's cohort, Qeighted to adjust for the oversampling of blacks in the
original research design and for differential attrition in later vyears,
reflects aggregate poverty trends rather well, Table 1, Pidnel A. In the
Mature Women'’'s cohort, the poverty rate declines from 13.9% in 1966 to a low
of 8.7% in 1981 before increasing to 13.6% in 1986 (family income informa-
tien in the NLS Mature Women's survey was c¢ollected for the calendar year
preceding the survey). The national average declines from 14.7% in 1966 to
11.8% in 1976 before increasing again to 14.2% in 1981. The patterns are
similar for whites and blacks with the rate about three times greater for

blacks.

The sharper decline~and recovery of poverty rates in the NLS than in

the naticnal cross secticnal data presumably reflects life cyele phenomena.



In particular within surveys, age trends reveal that respondent families
moved disproportionately out of poverty at younger ages and dispropor-
tionately into poverty at later ages, Table 1, PanellB.__The respondent
families initially experienced growth in the respondents’ own earnings as
they returned to the labor force--children matured and required less home
care. Morecover respondents experienced growth in own and husbands’ earnings

as a result of accumulated experience. Offsetting this trend and of in-

: o= - was Fho 7 3
r time was Lne growing

creasing importance over fre

™)

dissolution and in time, the declining health and labor force participation
of the respendent and spouse. The impact of lost earnings, espécially those
of the husband, becomes the dominant process as the respondents reached
retirement age and average family income declined.

The life cycle pattern suggests that negative income shocks during the
lives of these respondents explain a portion of late life poverty
status. To gquantify the magnitude of this effect, however, we must look at
individual records cover time. In the next section I report on estimates of
poverty transition matrices over five, ten, fifteen, and twenty year inter-
vals. I consider, among other issues, i) the implications of poverty
transitions of varying lengths for the stochastic structure of the underly-
ing family income process, and ii) the stability of poverty transitions over
the life cycle.

I then turn in Secticon III to the issue of special concern here, the
origins of poverty among clder women. Are the aged poor primarily life-long
poor or are they the victims of adverse events later in 1ife? To answer
this gquestion, I expleoit the full twenty-two vears of data between 1967 and

1989. Poverty persistence is strikingly high in the demographic group in



quesv.on, particularly among blacks respondents., To cite just cone result,
apprerximately forty percent of the total sample in the last years of this
survey (1989%9) were also in poverty in the first year of the survey 22 years
pefors. ~"Of those respondents who were not poor in 1367, wmany had incomes
suffi~jentfly close tec the poverty line that little explanation is reguired
for treir gentle slide ints poverty. Redesign of social insurance programs
would not help the majority of the aged poor in a substantial way.

tione of these facts indicate that negative income shocks play no role
in the poverty process; as noted above, the evidence is quité te the con-
trary. It is'h
women n ecconomically well situated families in midlife into poverty as they
grow clder. Past studies suggest that marital disruption and loss of hus-
band’'s income within marriage are important in explaining movements into and
out o poverty. To what extent do these twin threats precede entry into
e et Bl al=] .-.f e
and of the husband’'s labor force withdrawal. I then explore the importance
of these factors in accounting for major declines in family economic status
over the 1967-1989 period.

The study of these long term income processes suggests a comparison
with intergenerational transitions in family econemiec status. The inter-
generational linkage of eccnomic status is almeost surely looser than that
between the same individual at two points in time, but how much so remains
an impertant empirical guestion. A valuable feature of the NLS is the
ability to mateh a signifidant subset of the mature women respondents with
their Jdaughters in the Young Women‘s Survey. The timing of the two surveys

permits a more or less precise age match between the mothers in the first



survey vear (1967} and the daughters in a much later survey (1988). This
data permits the measurement of intergeneratioconal mobility for these mother-
daughter pairs and therefore a comparison of intergenerational processes
with long interval life cycle processes in Section V. Section VI offers

some concluding remarks.

IT. Female Poverty Dynamics over Long Intervals

How likely is it that a mature woman who is not in poverty will be in

ten vears, fifteen or twenty? Haow likelw is it

nty? Haw likel v is
that a mature woman in poverty will remain so over these same time inter-
vals? The National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women permits us to
develop an answer to those guestions. The study measures poverty transi-
tions over intervals of variocus lengths contained within the survey vears
1967, 1972, 1977, 1982, 1987 and 1389. These matrices provide i
sights into the stochastic structure of the processes that generate family
income. In this section I consider i) the implications of poverty transi-
tions of varying lengths for the stochastic structure of the underlying
family income process, and ii} the stability of poverty transitions over the
part of the life cycle covered by the survey, essentially the period from
midlife to retirement.

Movements intoc and out of poverty are a funection of changes 1) in
family income and 2) in the location of the poverty line. We are especially
interested in the former. Although the official poverty line has been es-

sentially unchanged in real terms since its inception, a variety of minor

changes have accumulated over time. To maximize uniformity of the pover:tvy



definition across years, the 1988 definitidn of poverty, adjusted for infla-

tion, was used in all yvears., The inflatiom adjustment is based on CBI-U-X1.

211 tables in this paper are weighted by NLS population weights to cor-
rect for the initial sampling design, including an oversampling of blacks,
and for differential attrition. The fredquencies reported in the various
tables are normalized tec the criginal population freguencies to give some
idea of the number of observations underpinning the table data. Because of
rounding error in the computations, the frequencies within a table will not
necessarily sum to the total, although they should be close. The addition
of entries across tables will net sum to the total and need not even be
¢lose. For example, in the weighted transition matrices, the sum of the
reported number of blacks and whites who exit poverty is not the total num-
ber exiting poverty, even after adjusting for the small Sumber cf other
races in the survey, because the weighted frequencies in the black and white
tables are normalized by the raw numbers of each grcoup in the survey, not
the weighted numbers. The statistics by race add to the tetal freguencies
after the raw numbers for both groups are appropriately weighted.

Because respondents with incomes in the vicinity of the rpoverty
threshold are most likely to enter and leave poverty than aré those more
removed, it will be useful to partition families into three mutually ex-
clusive and exhaustive categories from time to time. The categories are:
POOR, NEAR POOR, and NOT POOR. Ocecasionally I will discuss a two way clas-

sification, PQOR and OTHER (NEAR POOR OR NOT POOR). The categories are




PCOR Respondents in families with incomes at or below the official
poverty threshold;

NEAR POOR Respondents in families with incomes between one and two times
the poverty chreshold; and

NQT POCR Respondents in families with income more than two times the
poverty threshold.

Other definitions used in the tables to follow include:

Age = 1 Cochort members who were 30-34 in 1867
Age = 2 Cohort members who were 35-39 in 1867
Age = 3 Cohort members who were 40-44 in 1967
Race = 1 Race white
Race = 2 Race black
Race = 3 Other races

The 1967-13988 surveys permit a number of five-year transitions to be
estimated, four in fact [67-72, 72-77, 77-82, 82-87], as well as three ten-
year transitions {67-77, 72-82, 77-87], two fifteen-year transitions {[£7-82,
72-87}, and one twenty-year transition [67-87]). Consider the probability
that a respondent who iz neot in poverty in the first survey will be in
poverty in a later survey and also the probability that the POOR respondent
will be poor in the later survey as well: these statistics are tabulated in
Table 2 for intervals of varying length from the full transition matrices
{the complete transiticn matrices can be found in the appendix). The entry
rate into poverty of respondents who were not poor in the initial periocd
averages 5.5% over five year interval--a little over five percent of the HOT
POOR find themselves POOR five years later. Conversely approximately L£ifty
percent (47%) of the POOR find themselves still poer after five years.

The story changes little as the gbservation interval lengthens. Over
ten vyear intervals, the entry rate intec poverty is 6.5% and the retentiom

rate for those already in poverty is 38%. Over fifteen year intexvals the



figures are respectively 7% and 36%, over twenty years 8% and 35%.
Apparently there is a great deal of stability in poverty status, especially
among NOT POOR respondents, many of whom have incomes that are not close to
the poverty threshold and would require extraordinary income declines to
push into poverty. Even for those whe start in poverty, there is a great
deal of stability. More than one third of the individuals in poverty in
1967 were in poverty twenty years later.

The relationship between the stochastic structure of family income and
movements into and out of poverty is a clcse one. Because of the stability
of the poverty threshold, the stochastic structure of family income will
determine the structure of transition rates, both average levels of entry
and exit and relationships between transition rates of differing length,
Lillard and Willis (1979). Consider for example an income process with a
very simple structure--income is the sum of 1) a permanent component and 2)
a white noise component. The permanent component is presumabliy based on
reiatively stable family characteristics, such as presence or absences of
husband, and on relatively stable individual characteristics such as educa-
tion, intelleigence, and region of residence {[Neither these nor myriad
uncbserved productivity factors are completely stable, but they may be ap-
proximately sol.

Lillard and Willis, for example, find that earmings correlations over
five to six year intervals are relatively well fitted by such a stochastic
inncome structure (1978, Figure 1). In such a model, t_h.e transition matrix
will be identical across intervals of any length; whether two years apart or
ten, the link hetween years will be driven conly by the digtributions of the
transitory element and the permanent component [although. at the practical

level the "permanent* component might shrink as the interval lengthens].
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Lillard and Willis do find evidence fox a more cowmplex, autoregressive
processes across ammual earnings data, which implies that shocks to annual
income do not dissipate completely from one vear to the next. The impact of
these short texrm processes, however, is limited in cur analysis of earning
intervals of five years and longer.

The progression of transition rates from five years to ten to fifteen
and twenty are broadly consistent with an underlying Termanent component and
white noise decomposition of income. There is only a modest upward drift in
entry rates with the length of the intervening time interval. The change in
the entry rate into poverty over five year intervals is 5.5%, over ten 6.5%,
over fifteen 7.0% and over twenty £8.1%. The same can be said for the reten-
tion rate in poverty (or conversely the exit rate from poverty). The share
of the original population of poor that remains poor is 47% over five years,
31B% over ten. After ten vears, additional intervals have no effect on the
percentage of the first year poor who remain in poverty in the last period.

The sharp increases in poverty rates across age categories in the 1887
Survey--from 10% among respondents 50 toc 54 years of age to 15% among those
60 to 64 (Tabkble 1, Panel B} suggest that the transition process may not be
stable late in the life cycle. The suggestion is correct:; as the fellowing
table indicates, the rate of entry into poverty and of retention in poverty

inereases as the respondent reaches traditional retirement ages:
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RATES OF:

ENTRY INTO POVERTY RETENTIOR IN POVERTY
TOTAL 5.2% 35.9%
AGE 52-56 in 1989 6.9% 33.5%
AGE 57-61 in 1989 B8.0% 34.2%
AGE 62-66 in 198% 12.9% 40.1%

Entry rates into poverty over the interval 1967-19%89% almost double, frem
£.9% to 12.8%, as we move from the yvoungest age group to the oldest-—$2-56
and 62-66 in 198%. The rate of retention in poverty alsc increases, though
more modestly--from 33.5% to 408.1%. A similar life cycle pattern is evident
in the transition parameters reported earlier in Tabkle 2. For the sample as
a whole, five vear entry rates into poverty increase from 4.9% in 1%87-1572
to 7.4% in 1982-1987, with all of the increase coming in the last period,
1982-1987. The same pattern is evident in the ten-year transitions, as the
entry rate into poverty almost doubles as the cohort ages, from 4.9 percent
to 9.3%. The full transiticn matrix £rom which these estimates are derived
is reported in Table 3.

Overall the estimates are consistent with the belief that poverty tran-
sitions are reasonably well characterized by a set ¢f fixed transition
parameters from midlife tc the eve of retirement. Over much of the period,
five year poverty transitions are also breadly consistent with a simple long
term income process, with income as the sum of a permanent component and a
white noise element. As the respondents enter the retirement period, the
parameters shift; the entry rate into poverty and the retention rate in

poverty increase.

III. The Persistence of Poverty among Mature Women
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In this section we return tc the isswe of the antecendents of aged
female poverty, focusing our discussion on poverty transitions over the full
period 1967 to 1989, Table 3. The transition parameters reveal that, for
some at least, aged poverty begins in midlife. Of those who began the sur-
vey period in poverty, 36% remained in poverty twentv-two years later {only
13 percent of the population in total is in poverty at the time of the 1989
survey). The persistence is5 especially strong for blacks. Almost one-half
(48%) of the blacks in poverty in 1967 were also in poverty in 19B9. For
whites the corresponding figure is 29%. Of the total sample that was poor
in 1967 57% were either PODOR or NEAR POOR in 1989%. Among poor blacks in

1967 76% were either poor or near poor. By the age of 30-44, the great
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come.

To answer the guestion cof whether the aged poor are drawn primarily
from the long texm poor or are the product of negative late-life shocks, we
need to look backwards rather than forwards. ©Of the poor in 1989, what
fraction was also poor in 19677 Reformulating the data in this way, it is
possible to conclude that a large fraction of the aged poor were in poverty
much earlier in the life c<¢ycle. TFor the total sample, 41 percent (87 of
211} of the poor in 1989 weré alseo poor in 1967, Table 3. The persistence
is especially strong among blacks, with 66 percent {(111/167} or two-thirds
of the poor in 1989% alsc poor in 1367. Even among whites poverty persistc-
ence was far from negligible--thirty percent (35/115) of the poor in 198%

ware poor in 1967.

The bulk of the remaining pocor in 1989 were drawn from families that

were near poor in 1967. In total three quarters (160/211) of the poor in
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1989 were drawn from families with 1967 income less than twice the poverty

threshold. Among blacks 89 percent (149/167) or almost 9 ocut of 10 of the

poor in 1989 were in low income (PCOR cr NEAR POOR) families 22 years
before. For whites the figqure is 71% (82/115).

Poverty among the aged is more than simply a failure cf social in-
surance programs. The greater share of all,aggﬂ_poor fgmalesfwererpoor
decades before they were aged. From a policy perspective this suggests that
policy alternatives to large transfer payments (?ccial Security and §81)

will have %o confrcocnt the stubborn probklem of life long poverty--concern

about the aged poor would seem seem to require.concern about the not-aged

poor. -

IV. Sources of Largé, Late-Life Deélines in'Econqmic“Statug_ B

Crie need not work hard to develop plausible theories of why women who
are poor at midlife are also pdor as they approach retirement age. The
stability ©f the earning power of individual family members and of fgmily
struccure over the life cycle is sufficient. But what of the 25 percent of
the 1989 poor who were not poor (that is, were neither POQR nor NEAR DPOOR)
in 19677 " For these respondents, private and social insurance have ap-
parently failed and it would be valuable to know what negative economic
shocks explain the large declines in family income. -

I should note that, although these "insurance failures® are a

reasonably large share of the poor in 198%, about 25%, they are a relatively

small share of the NOT POOR in 1567. There are just many more NOT PCOR than

POCR. Put differently, the transition from NOT POOR (income more than

164-685 - o5 — 2




double the poverty level) t:'o POOR is rare, even over an interval spanning
more than two decades. In the total sample, only S5.7% of the 1967 NOT PCOOR
were POOR in 1989, although again race differences were pronounced. Five
percent (5.1%) of whites and 16.2% of blacks experienced a fall in income
status this large, passing over the intermediate NEAR POOR category. For
this cohort, rather firmly entrenched in traditicnal family structures, two
possible sources of negative income shocks come immediately to mind: 1)
marital disruption, that is divorce or death of the husband; and 2) the
withdrawal of the hushand from the lahor force. Both of these phenomenon
are common in the Mature Women's cohort.

Certainly the marital status of respondents shifted adversely from a
family income standpeint over this period. In Table 4, I report the dis-
tribution of respondents across marital states in 1967 and 1989. In 1967,

84 percent of the sample reported their marital status as married with

cent who reported themselves as widowed increased from 3 percent to 18
percent, the share divorced from 5 percent. to 11 percent. Both white and
black respondents experienced these adverse trends, although the deciine was
larger, both in percentages and percentage points, for blacks. Among blacks
the percent married with spouse pre;ent fell from 64 percent to 43 percent,
among whites from 84 percent to 70 percent. By 1989, 28 perceﬁt of all
black respondents report themselves as widowed. Both the widowed and the
divorced experienced a disruption in a long ferm economic partnership and
are econcmically vulnerable, so these activities surely preceded some of

these major declines in eceonomic status.
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The female need not separate from her husband tc suffer a catastrephic
decline in family income; the onset of a disabling conditicon in the spouse
wouid also do it.  TFor respondents who are married with spouse present in
both 1967 and 1989, the husband’s labor force statuses in 1967 and 1989 are
reported in Table 5. The standard CPS survey wee}; activity q'ue:ﬁitions neces-

sary £or thé comstructicon of the usual labor force status variable are

available only in 1589. So a dummy was constructed for 1267 and 1989; the

dummy is equal to one i1f the husband worked 40 or more weeks in the previous
vear, zero otherwise. A comparison of this measure with the standard CPS

survey week measure of labor force status is reported in Table 6. As a

categorical device, the weeks worked measure is quite similar to the stan- .

dard labor force measure, especially for those WORKING. .. Cnly 4 percent of

those who reported working 40 or more weeks in 1988 (the previous year), i

reported that they were out of the labor force in 1983. Of those who worked
less than 40 weeks inm 1588, 12 percent reported that they were in the labor
force in the survey week.

The decline in labor force activity-of the husband is substantial over
the 1967-1985 period and provides an alternative path from a financially
comfortable life to one of poverty. 1In 1967 only 6 percent of respondents
who were married with spouse present reported that their husbands were work-
ing less than 40 weeks a year. By 1983 that figu;e'had"iqc_t_égsed to 44
percent. ©Of course the impact of the husband’s labor force withdrawal on

family finances is a function of the unexpectedness of the withdrawal. A

plammed retirement will typically not have the same economic consegquences as

15




the early conset of a disabling cenditicn. How much this mechanism con-
tributes to catastrophic declines in family incomes is an empirical
question.

How many of the large family income status declines can these two
processes--marital disruption and husband’s labor force withdrawal--explain?
Te answer that question, 1967-1989 poverty transition matrices were con-
structed separately by marital status transitions and, for those married
spouse present in both years, by transitions in husband’s labor force
status. The results are reported in Table 7. Apparently the vast majority
of large-decline cases are explained by these two processes. Of the 51
respondents who experienced a transition from NOT POOR to POOR between 13967

and 1589, 33 experienced a change in marital status from married with spouse

present to another can::egcry.3 Another eleven (1l) remained married with
spouse present over the period but experienced an adverse shift in the hus-
band’s work status. In total 86 percent (41 of 51) of all cases can be
accounted for in this way. The conclusion is unambigucus. The descent from
a comfortable economic circumstance in 1967 to poverty in 1985 is largely
the result of marital disruption or a change in the spouse’s work status and
inadeguate insurance against these economically adverse events. Indeed
there are few cases which are not preceded by one of these two sources of
income shock. The majority of the remaining large decline cases are to be
found among women wheo were not married with spouse present in either 1567 or
1389. The negative economic consequences of marital disruption may have oc-
curred prior to the initial survey year.

The path from poverty in 1967 to being comfortably out of poverty (NOT

POOR) in 1989 is not similarly well defined. Forty-four percent of the
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respondents who were poor in 1967 had by 1989 reached family incomes that
were at least twice the poverty threshold, Table 7. Reversals of the common
paths into poverty described above, 1) not marriec_i-withjsgouse-present teo
married-with-spouse-present and 2) husband neot weorking te husband working,
are likely to have limited impact because of the relative rarity of each.
L.ess than one in five (18 of 105 or 17%) involve a change in marital status
from all categories of not married with spouse present to married with
spouse present. Even fewer, 4 percent (4/105}, involve a husband reenterim
the labor force between 1967 and 1989. The scocic-economic factors explain-

ing the great majority of the large successes must be sought elsewhere.

IV. The Intergeneraticonal Trends o . o

Economic status appears to be extremely stable among women in the age
intervals covered by the Nationmal Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women, ap-
proximately 20 to 65 years of age. The sample design of the NLS permits an
additional economic meobility compariscon, an intergeneraticnal one. The
original NLS had four cohorts: young men and women, mature women, and

surveying costs, whenever possible

- Y — ! e e ol e

respondents for the different cchorts were drawn f£rom the same family. As a
éonsequence, it is pogsible to construct a sample compdsed of mother-
daughter pairs, permitting ceonstruction of intergenerational transition

matrices in the same way that we have constructed life cycle transition

matrices [the transition matrices are weighted by the 1367 Mature Women
population weights]. In particular it is possible to compare the economic
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status of the Mature Women in 1367 when they were 30 to 44 years of age with
the poverty status of the Young Women in 1988 when they were 34 to 44 years
of age. The age pairing can be made more exact by limiting the analysis to
Mature Women 34 to 44 yvears of age in 1867. We impose that restriction in
the following analysis.

In this matched sample, the economic status of the daughters is sig-
nificantly bettef than that of their mothers at the same point in the life
cycle, Table 8. In the matched sample of 6%5 mother-daughter pairs, 19 per-
cent of the mothers but onl vy 8 percent of the daughters were in poverty at
age 34-44. Forty-gseven (47) percent of the mothers but only 24 pergant of
the daughters had family incomes less than two times the poverty threshold.
The poverty gainsg are especially pronounced for blacka. The poverty rate
fell from €3 percent to 24 percent across the generations for blacks, from
14 percent to 6 percent for whites.

The large intergeneraticnal shift in poverty rates across the gener-
ation guarantees that the intergenerational transition rates, the change in
economic. status from the mother to the daughter, will be more "positive"
than the meother’'s long term own transition rates. The mother-daughter in-
tergenerational transition matrices are reported in Table $. Every economic
class contributed to the reduction in poverty across the generations. Of
the POOR mothers in 1967, 35 percent were -inl poverty in 1989, but the same
was true of only 18 percent of their daughters (in 1988 to be precise}.
Among NEAR POOR mothers in 1967, 13 percent were POOR in 1989, but the same
was true of only ¢ péréent of their daughters. The fall into poverty from

the relatively advantaged NOT POOR c¢lass is rare for either mother or
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daughter; & percent of the mothers and only 3 percent of the daughters sguf-

fered a decline of this magnitude. o

Looked at from a different perspective, th
the origins of poverty does not lock so very different from the iong term
record of thée mother hHerself. Present poverty status is dependent on past
poverty status, across generations as well.as across life. In Harticular
the percentage of daughters in poverty who came from poverty families is
large. Almost one half (24 of 54) the daughters in poverty had mothers who
were themselves in poverty. Four out of fivé (42 of 54) of the daughters in
poverty came from families which were either POOR or NEAR PCOR. These
statisties deo not”differ,,significantly from those for the origins of aged
poor mothers. Although the daughters are better off than the mothers, the

long term antecedent of poverty is a familiar one, namely poverty in the

pastc. . - ] L
v. Conclusion

The National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women offers a wide range of
ingights into the long term poverty dynamics of females between the ages of

30 and 66 years: = -

1) Over much of thig time, the poverty dynamics are guite stable.
Specifically an income model with a permanent component and a white
noise component "fits" the data rather well. This structure has the
implication that the entry inte and exit from poverty are independent
of the intervening time interval. The exit rate from poverty, for ex-
ample, will be the same over twenty years as over five. The data
suggests a process not unlike this is in operation. Especiaily after
the first five year interval, the exit and entry ratés are quite stable
acrogss greater time interwvals. Poverty entry and retention rates do
appear to change with age, however, increasing significantly as the
respondent approaches retirement age.
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2} The overall level of poverty persistence is high. Three qQuarters of
all aged females in poverty come from families with low incomes (less
than twice the poverty threshold) in midlife. Forty percent come from
families that were in poverty themselves at midlife. The aged poor
problem is much more thanm a social insurance problem. Most also had
low incomes in midlife.

3) The persistence of poverty was especially high for black women. Two-
thirds of the aged poor were alsc poor two decades in the past. Ninety
percent of the aged black poor had low incomes (less than twice the
poverty threshold) two decades before. ..

&) Despite the large fraction of aged poor who were poor in midlife, the
social insurance problem is not inconseguential. Approximately one
quarter of. the poor in 1989 had family incomes that were at least twice
the poverty lewvel in 1567. The majority of these experienced a marital
disruption. Most intact families that reported a catastrophic decline
in income reported the labor force withdrawal of the husband.
Apparently private and public insurance mechanisms failed to nrgi;ect:
these women from major declines in economic status.

5) In the matched mother-daughter sample, the daughters were much better

off economically. They were only half as likely to be in poverty at
the same age as their mothers. Paralleling the lives of their mothers,

however, poor daughters were primarily drawn from families that were
themselves poor. Almost cne half the poor daughters had poor mothers,
almost 80 percent had low inceme mothers (less than twice the poverty

threshold) .

Hopefully the analysis demonstrates the value of extending the current study
to 1992 and beyond. The 13567-1389 evidence suggests that the transition
kK to retirement has a wmajor impact on the rate of entry into and
exit from poverty. The work/retirement transition is alsc important because
the periocd following appears to be cne of unusual stability, McGarry (1892).

Social security is a large fraction of total family income in retirement,

especially among low income families, and it has been quite stable in real

terms ¢

ver the last several decades. Unfortunately at the time of the 13539
survey, the respondents were only 52 to 66 yvears of age, so that only the
oldest third have reached traditional retirement ages {(although a larger

share of married respondents have husbands of that age, given marriage cus-

toms in the U.S5.). By the time of the 1992 survey, the respondents were 55
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te 69 years of age, so that all would have reached the age of early retire-

ment, and the majority would have reached traditional retirement ages.
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TABLE 1

Poverty Rates, Natiocnal and NLS Mature Women's Cchort

1966-1988°>
PANEL A ;
YERR® NATIONAT. TOTAL ' NL.S MATURE WOMEN
Total White Black Total White Black
1966 S14.7% 12.2% 41.8% 13.9%  10.1% 43.2%
1971 12.5 9.9 30.9 10.9 7.5 36.9
1976 11.8 9.1 31.1 8.9 6.5 _ 28.4
1981 14.0 11.1 34.2 8.7 6.2 31.0
1986 13.6 11.0 31.1 12.6 9.7 . 37.1
1988 ** 13.0 10.1 31.3 13.6 10.9 36.1
DANEL B -
AGE
0-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64
1967 15.7% 13.7% 12.7%
1972 12.4% 10.4% 10.2%
1977 5.4% 7.0% 10.2%
1982 8.0% 7.7% 10.4%
1987 10.2% . 12.4% 15.0%

SOURCES: National:

years); NLS Mature Women: Parsons (1994,

a N
2All data are weighted.

b - - -
Income information for the WNLS Mature
survey. Ages in Panel B are as of
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Rates of Entry into Poverty and Retention in Poverty at - -

TABLE 2

. a
~ime Intervals of Five, Ten, Fifteen and Twenty Years, 1867-198%9

RATES OF:

ENTRY INTO POVERTY

{Out of Poverty in
Initial Year)

1367-1972

1972-1977

i1977-1982°

1982-

387

AVERAGE

1967-1377

1372-19382

AVERAGE

1967-1982

1972-19387

AVERAG

1867~-1987

1967-1989

FIVE YEAR TRANSITIONS

FIFTEEN YEAR TRANSITICONS

. 0%

~1

TWENTY YEAR TRANSITIONS

TEN YEAR TRANSITIONS

RETENTICON IN POVERTY
(In Poverty in

Initial Year)

44.9%
39.3%
51.2%
52.4%

47.0%

33.3%

38.7%

e
.,_I
in
o

37.8%

29.9%

41.5%

1
n
~J
ofp
|

'34.6%

TWENTY-TWO YEAR TRANSITIONS _

8.2%

SOURCE: Parsons (1994, "Poverty Status")

a
All data are weighted.
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Poverty
in 1967
Not Poor
Near
Poor
Al
Age=1
Not Poor
Near
Poor
Al
Age=2
Not Poor
Near
Poot
All
Age=3
Not Poor
Near

Al
Race=1

Not Poor

Naar

Poor

Al
Race=2

Nat Poar

Near

Poor

Al

Nat Poor
Fraquency Pcot Frag Y

557
251
123
931

82
118
&0

198
a1
318
177
55
24
258

495
194

756

52

52

158

74.7
85.5
318
S8.7

33.1
66.9

39
65.5

78.6
S4.4
30.7

64.4
42
226

764

52.3
69.6

680.5
38.5
213

333

TABLE 23

Poverty Transitions, 1567-198%, By Age and Race

Unweightad
Near Poor
F Pet  Frequency
145 194 44
111 2486 90
97 251 167
353 223 30
25 114 12
33 192 24 .
30 195 . 64
88 16.1 100
41 163 13
42 282 26
36 283 52
119 225 91
79 28,7 19
s 275 40
31 292 ... 51
146 28.5 110
120 185 a3
68 219 48
21 164 40
208 19.2 121
24 279 10
41 3204 42
74 291 126
139 293 178

Pct

5.9
19.8
43.2

19

55

14
416
18.3

8.2
17.4

.40.9
17.2 .

6.9
30.5
48.1
21.5

5.1
15.5
313
1.1

116
314
49.6
37.5

Poverty in 1389

All
Freaquency

746
452
387
1585

218
172
154

149
127
528

275
131
106
512

310
128
1085

88
135
254

475

25

Weighted

Not Poor Near Poor Al
Nermaized Pt Normalized Pt Nommalized Pt Normakzed
Fraquency Fragquency Frequency Frequency
877 758 165 185 51 5.7 882
277 ©61.4 101 225 73 161 452
105 431 5t 208 87 359 243
1059 &£6.8 315 199 211 133 1585
225 836 3 113 14 51 269
133 728 32 176 17 886 183
49 529 13 135 31 338 93
408 74.8 7S 138 62 11.4 545
243 79.4 46 15.0 i7 55 306
20 62.0 A8 248 19 131 145
az 4.1 19 247 26 342 77
365 €9.1 101 19.1_ ) 62 11.8 528
207 66.1 87 27€ 20 6.4 314
85 443 33 266 38 231 128
25 340 18 25.5 29 404 72
288 562 138 27.% 86 16,7 512
5068 76.B 119 184 34 54 859
195 634 66 2185 47 151 308
64 536 21 17.3 35 231 118
756 70.4 206 15.0 115 106 1087
62 595 26 243 17 1832 105
€1 440 39 28.3 38 276 138
56 24.2 64 27.7 111 481 230
180 3738 129 271 167 35.1 475




TABLE 4

Maraital Status in 1967 and 1989, By Age and Race

MSP
Unweighted N Pet
All 4064 80.0
Age
1 1273 78.0
2 1310 805
3 1481 B80.3
Race
1 3112 88.3
2 878 3.2
3 73 839
MSP
Woeighted N Pet
All 4271 84.0
Age
1 1320 828
2 1430 846
3 T 1522 84.0
Race
1 3868 B6.4
2 347 B4.1
3 57 B7.5
MSP
Unweighted N Pect
All 1927 622
Age
1 6B0 &5.6
2 649 650
a 598 S56.5
Race
1 1576 705
2 328 402
3 23 58.0
MSP
Weighted N Pet
Al 2038 675
Age
1 734 72.1
2 722 70.8
3 6833 600
Race
1 1936 70.4
2 132 429
3 20 62.1

MSA

N
46

15
12
18

28
16
2

Pet

0.9

MSA.~

Pet

0B

MSA

N

Pct
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.3
0.4

0.1
0.0

MSA

1

[0

-

0.4
0.4
0.3
0.4

0.3
0.0

Marital Status in 1967

Widowed
N Pet
145 29
21 13
48 3.0
76 4.1
61 1.7
83 60
1 1.2

Divorced Separated
N Pct N Pet
253 5.0 285 656
78 48 100 6.2
79 49 95 58
96 5.2 90 49
188 4.4 72 20
89 6.4 211 152
5 58 2 23

Marital Status in 1967

Widowed
N Pct
103 2.0
14 09
35 21
53 29
73 18
28 5.4
0 00

Divorced Separated
N Pct N Pet
234 46 173 3.4
74 47 62 39
65 39 58 35
96 53 53 249
197 4.4 89 20
35 &5 82 15.1
3 39 3 3s

Marital Status in 1989

286

Widowed Divorced
N Pet N Pet N Pct
589 19.0 338 1098 104 3.4
100 9.6 150 145 50 4.8
181 18.1 87 8.7 43 4.3
.308 29.1 101 936 11 1.0
343 153 214 96 26 1.2
239 293 118 14.4 77 54
7 8.0 6 154 1 28

Marital Status in 1989

. Widowed Divorced Separaiad
N Pct N Pct N Pet
505 163 322 10.4 62 20
73 72 140 138 28 29
150 147 83 82 25 26
282 26.7 8% 63 6 0.6
421 153 267 9.7 3z 1.2
79 257 50 16.1 28 91
5 146 6 175 1 39

Never Married
N Pet

2090 5.7
125 7.8

83 51

82 45

174 4.8
112 B.1

4 45

Never Married

N
260
b1}
91
71

217

Pet

5.1

62
S.4
3.9

4.8
76
3.8

Separated Never Married

N Pct
126 4.1
54 52
B 38
37 35
70 31
54 6.6
2 51
Never Married
N Pect
105 3.4
a7 3.7
as 3.4
az 341
85 31
18 58
1 18

Al
N

5083
1612
1627
1844
3606

1380
a7

Al

1581
1690
1812
4477

541
€5

Al

1037

1038

2237
317

All

1018
1020
1056

2rs2



TABLE 3

Husband’s Labor Force Status in 1967 and 1989,

By Age and Race

Husband's Labor Force Status in 1967

Unweighted Weighted
Not Working Working All Not Working Working All
N Pct N Pct N N Pet N Pct N

ALL 269 7.38 3371 926 3640 218 6.0 3422 940 3640
Age

1 77 667 1077 933 1154 60 53 1080 94.7 1140

2 70 588 1100 94 1170 58 48 1180 952 1218

3 122 9.27 1194 80.7 1316 101 7.9 1182 921 1283
Race

1 167 5.96 2634 94 2801 182 65 3128 945 3310

2 85 12.2 687 879 782 32 113 255 88.7 287

3 7 123 50 87.7 57 4 10.2 39 89.8 43

Husband's Labor Force Status in 1989
Unweighted 7 Weighted
Not Working Working All Not Working Working All
N Pct N Pct N N Pct N Pct N

ALL ' B31 464 960 53.6 1791 798 445 893 55.5 . 1791
Age S .

1 184 28 473 72 - 8657 172 2B.4 480 738 651

2 268 45 328 55 596 260 42.3 354 57.7 6514

3 378 705 158 28.6 538 356 686 180 30.4 £28
Race

1 655 44.1 829 559 1484 730 43.8 937 56.2 1667

2 166 58 120 42 286 61 56.6 47 434 108

3 10 476 11 524 21 ‘6 396 10 60.4

27
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TABLE &

Husband’s Work Status by Weeks Worked and Survey Week Activity, 1989,
By Age and Race

Activity Most of Survey Week

Unweighted Weighted
The Number of Not Working Working All Not Working Working All
Weeks Worked 40 N Pct N  Pet N N Pct N  Pct N
Not Working 725 88.1 98 119 823 691 87.7 97 123 788
Working 34 362 904 96.4 938 3 37 937 096.3 873
All 758 43.1 1002 56.9 1761 727 413 1034 587 1761
Age=1
Not Working 132 71.7 52 28.3 184 124 71.8 49 28.2 . 173
Working o 8 1.81 461 98.1 470 0 22 470 97.8 481
All 141 216 513 78.4 654 135 206 519 79.4 654
Age=2 - : - o
Not Working 239 90.2 26 9.81 265 220 88.4 2% 116 249
Working 21 665 295 93.4 316 20 59 313 941 332
All 260 448 321 853 = 881 239 412 342 58.8 581
Age=3 . . :
Not Working 354 0947 20 535 374 349 S48 19 52 369
Working 4 263 148 97.4 152 5 3.4 152 96.6 157
All 358 68.1 168 * 31.9 528 355 875 171 326 . 526
Race=1
Not Working 567 87.5 81 125 548 561 B87.4 81 1286 642
Working 30 3.69 783 06.3 813 30 38 790 96.4 819
Al 597 409 864 591 1461 591 40.4 870 59.6 1461
Race=2 : -
Not Working 150 g90.9 15 9.09 165 149 919 13 8.1 162
Working 4 3.48 111 986.5 115 6 55 112 84.5 118
Alt 154 55 126 45 280 156 554 125 44.6 280
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Poverty Transitions,

TABLE 7

1967-1989

By Marital Status and Husband’'s Activity

Unweighted
Poverty Not Poor Near Poor
in 1967 Fremuancy Pct Frequency Pot Freguasncy  Prt
Hot Foor 557 74.7 145 194 44 59
Hawe Poor 251 555 111 248 80 15.9
Poor 123 31.8 97 25.1 167 42.2
AX 931 58.7 - 353 223 301 18.0
MSPS7/MSP2Y
Hot Poor 3s0 79.9 84 17.2 14 28
tivas Pae 165 66.5 49 19.8 34 3.7
Poor 54 415 34 26.2 42 323
A 608 70.3 167 18.3 96 10.4
MSPST/NMSPRS
1ot Poor 102 56.7 52 2898 26 14.4
Heat Poor 45 357 39 30 42 333
Poor 23 253 20 220 48 52.8
Al 170 42.8 111 28.0 116 292
NMSPa7/MSPRg
Mot Poar 12 70.6 4 235 1 59
Near Poor 11 786 3 214
Poor 17 56.7 8 26.7 5 187
- 40 656 15 246 6 9.8
NMSPe7/NMAPRe
Hot Paor 53 869 5 B2 3 48
Near Poor 30 46.9 20 31.3 14 219
Poor 29 213 35 257 72 52.8
Al 112 42.9 60 230 a9 34.1
Married Spouss Present
in 1987 and 1989
Not Poor 390 79.9 84 17.2 .14 29
Neuar Pogr 165 66.5 49 19.8 34 137
Poor 54 415 34 262 42 323
Al €09 703 167 19.2 90 10.4
HLFP87m1/HLFPag=1
Not Poar 200 917 14 63 0 o0
Near Poer 104 950.4 g 78 2 1.7
Foor 3s &67.3 11 21.2 6 11.5
Al 348 88.2 34 87 8 2.1
HLFP8T={/HLFpRo=0
Neot Poor 166 £8.9 64 255 11 4.6
Nesr Poor 50 439 35 30.7 29 254
Poor 12 24.0 15 300 23 460
A 228 563 114 282 63 1586
HLFP87aO/HLFPR9=1
Not Poor 6 66.7 1 111 2 222
Near Paor 5 62.5 1 125 2 250
Poor 5 833 0 00~ 1 16.7
Ak 16 69.6 2 87 5 21.7
HLFPB7=0/HLFPEg=0
et Pooy 9 €0.0 5 333 1 67
Near Poor 6 54.8 4 364 1 91
Poor 2 91 8 354 12 546
B 17 35.4 17 35.4 14 292

Poverty in 1997

All Not Poor
Frequency Nommalized Pct
Fraquency
748 676 759
452 277 612
387 105 435
1585 1058 66.B
4838 433 81.3
248 177 71.4
130 46 538
266 656 75.8
180 129 &7.9
126 47 393
=3 19 348
397 195 49.1
17 16 719
14 111 7541
30 18 751
61 45 739
61 80 855
64 a5 520
136 28 278
261 143 54.7
488 433 81.3
248 177 71.4
130 46 538
866 ‘656 75.8
223 220 942
115 108 92.4
£2 31 778
390 359 92.0
241 189 70.6
114 53 47.4
S0 8 3.0
405 250 81.7
9 8 659
8 6 87.4
-] 4 774
23 17 74586
15 13 622
11 7 5786
22 2 110
48 22 452
29

Weighted

Near Poor

d Pt  omalized Pet
Fraguency Freguency

164 184 S0 87
102 225 74 163
50 20.8 86 35.7
316 20.0 210 133
87 16.3 13 2.4
43 173 28 11.3
18 21.2 21 25.0
148 17.1 62 7.2
60 271 33 150
37 308 36 29.8
11 19.7 24 455
108 27.3 94 23.6
6 26.2 .0 A8
4 249 g 090
3 135 A 114
13 21.0 3 353
B 8.4 & 6.1
21 312 11 168
23 230 49 49.2
52 198 66 254
87 163 13 24
43 17.3 28 11.3
18 21.2 21 250
148 171 62 72
14 58 0 Qo
7 &8 2 18
5 115 4 10.7
25 6.4 6 1.6
68 252 1t 41
33 300 25 22.7
9 350 9 340
110 27.2 45 11.2
2 13.7 2 204
0 48 1 7.8
o 00 t 2286
2 82 4 17.2
7 32 0 18
4 3.6 1 108
5 336 8 554
16 342 10 20.7

All
ormalzed
Fraquency
AQ1

452
242
153%

533
248

as
866

222
121

54
387

23
15
24
61

94
67
100
261

S33
248

85
BEG

232

116
. 3%

268
111

405

N -
T RN

20
13
15
48




Table 8
The Economic Status of NLS Mothers in 1967 and their Daughters in 1988.

ALL MATCHES (695}

Income Status Mothers 13567 i Daughters 1988
Not Poor ‘ 53.0% 75.9%
Near Pooxr 27.9 ’ 16.3
Poor 19.1 7.8

WHITE (462)

Not Poor 58.2% 79.,3%
Near Peoor 28.1 14.8 -
Poor - 13.6 ” 5.8

BLACK (224)

Not Pecor. B.5% - 47.6%
Near Poor - T 28.0 . 28.4
Poor - o c T Tg2.9 c S . 24.0

. SOURCE: Parsons (1994, "Poverty Status")

Weighted Sample Sizes in Parentheses.
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By Age and Race

Daughter's Povarty Status, 1988

TRELE 9 . . .
Poverty Transitions Between Mothers (1967) and Daughters (13es) o

Mother's
Poverty Status Unweightad Weighted
i 1867 Mot Poar Mear Poar Poor Al * Not Poor Naar Door Poar Al
N Pat N Pet N Pet N N Pet N  Pet N  Pet N
Net Poor 245 85.1 33 15 10 3.47 288 313 85.0 43 1.6 12 33 368
Near Poor 134 72.8 28 152 722 12 184 144 74.4 32 163 18 93 184
Poor 102 457 68 305 53 238 223 71 530 39 291 24 17.9 133
Al 481 65.2 129 136 88 122 685 528 759 113 183 54 78 695
Age =1
Not Poor 14 82.4 3 17.7 . 17 20 824 4 178 g. 00 25
Near Poor 3 429 2 2886 2 2886 7 1 221 2 386 2 393 5
Poar 4 233 5 41.7 3 25 1z 1 19.6 4 £2.3 1 13.1 8
Adit 2t 533 i0 Z7.8 5 139 o6 23 63.1 10 283 3 88 36
Age =2
Not Poar 97 836 14 1241 5 41 116 127 839 18 12.0 6 4.1 151
Near Poor 65 707 15 163 - 12 13 92 76 749 16 160 g 9.0 102
Poor 50 46.7 32 29.8 25 234 107 32 523 18 28.3 12 19.4 62
Al 212 673 61 194 42 133 215 235 748 52 185 27 &7 315
Age =3
Not Poor 134 865 16 103 5 3.23 155 166 86.2 21 107 6 3.1 193
Near Poor 66 T7.7 11 129 3 94 a5 66 76.3 13 155 7 82 86
Poor 48 46,2 21 298 25 24 104 37 563 18 271 11 166 65
Al 248 72.1 58 169 3| 111 344 269 78.1 52 15.0 24 69 344
Race = 1
Not Poor 223 848 30 114 10 3B 263 229 849 32 11.7 9 34 269
Near Poor 102 76,7 21 158 10 752 133 99 Ts.2 21 185 1w 7.3 130
Poor 40 606 17 258 9 136 €6 29 61.7 16 255 8 128 63
All 365 79 68 14.7 29 828 452 386 793 63 149 27 58 462
Hace = £
Mot Poor 16 B4.2 3 158 19 16 B4.1 3 159 g 00 19
Mear Poor 32 628 7 137 12 235 51 39 695 g 144 16 250 55
Poor €0 39 51 231 43 27.9 154 52 368 51 385 37 266 141
All 108 482 61 272 85 246 224 107 47.6 64 234 5S4 240 224
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Persons
Persons
Fersons
Parsons
Perscons
Persons

Wm0 W

Source: Statjgtical Abstract of the Upnited States 1991, p.430

1966
1967
1968
1369
1870
1971
1572
1573
1974
1575
1976
1377
1878
19739
1280
1581
1982
1983
1984
ls8s
13586
1987
1988
1289
1290
1991
1992

APPENDIX TABLE

Panel A

Poverty Thresholds Based on Money Income, 1388

person (Unrelated Individual under &85)

{Householder under 6&5)

Panel B
CPI-U-X1 1566-1992

35.2
36.3
37.7 ST N
_359.4
41.3
-43.1
44 .4
47.2
51.9
56.2
- B2.4
63.2
6€7.5
74.0
82.3
90.1
95.6
89.6
1l03.8
107.6
109.6
113.8
118.3
124.0
130.7
136.2
140.3

a2

$6,155
7,958
9,436
12,092
14,305

16,148

20,275

24 1T7R2

Ty kg



FOOTNCTES

1. Statistical Abstract of the United States 1885, Table 761.

2. sStarigtical Abstract of the United States 1993, Table 739.
- __'___—,._____—-——-—l—--bnh_h-—w——dw————n—_-

3. Recall that these are fictional respondents. The data are weighted to
adjust for oversampling in the original sampling design and for differential

attrition, So thke numbers do not represent specific respondents.
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POVERTY TRANSITICNS OVER TIME INTERVALS OF FIVE TO TWENTY-TWO YEARRS
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Poverty in 1887

Unwaeighted Weighted
Not Poot Near Poor AR Not Poor Near Peor All
Fraquency Pet  Fi Pt Pt Fi ¥ N jired Pt Nomalized Pt Nenmatived Pot  Menmalized
Fraquency Fraguency Frequency Fraquency
Aall 2025 49.9 1146 28.3 885 21.8 4056 23685 58.3 1128 278 564 13.89 4058
Age
1 592 45.2 409 31.2 30 236 1311 677 525 410 31.8 203 15.7 1290
2 €29 478 335 2093 298 22.7 1312 779 573 3g3 290 187 13.7 1359
3 8D4 &8.1 352 2486 277 183 1433 904 €45 320 228 178 12.7 1403
Race
1 1708 60.7 793 28.2 315 11.2 2816 2215 624 977 275 357 164 3549
2 280 24 334 286 553 47.4 1167 122 27.0 134 28.7 195 432 450
3 37 50.7 13 25 17 232 73 28 500 1€ 288 12 214 57
Povarty in 1972
Unwaeighied Waeightad
Not Poor Near Poor All Nat Poor Near Poor All
Frequency Pct Frequency Pct Frequency Fct  Frequency MNorymbized Pt Nommaliged Pct Nomakmd Pot  Normalized
Frag Y Frecg Fregquency Fraquency
All 1781 598 678 228 519 174 2978 2052 68.9 602 20.2 325 108 2978
Age
1 449 536 218 261 170 203 aag 507 819 208 258 101 125 813
2 607 613 217 21.9 167 169 531 727 708 191 186 107 105 1024
3 725 63.1 242 211 182 158 1145 818 72.2 200 17.6 116 102 1135
Race '
1 1505 725 402 19.4 170 82 2077 1918 72§ 4594 189 197 75 2609
2 246 28.8 267 313 340 399 853 110 333 98 29.7 122 369 331
3 30 825 S 18.8 9 188 48 24 68.7 6 187 6 16.7 35
Poverty in 1977
Unwelghted Waelghtad
Nat Poor Near Poor All Not Poor Near Poor All
Fraquency Pt Freg y Pct y Pect  Frequency Nommekized Pct Nonmakized Pct Nommalzed Pet  Nommekesd
All 1583 66.5 458 193 338 142 2381 1798 755 371 156 212 89 2381
Age
1 5S40 885 i52 8.7 20 i4.8 B8iZ 6i0 755 21 i5.0 76 9.4 807
2 511 &8.7 145 195 88 11.8 744 602 77.4 121 15.6 5 70 779
3 532 845 162 19.6 131 159 825 586 73.7 129 16.2 81 102 785
Race
1 1309 781 247 147 119 7.1 1675 16680 795 233 140 136 &5 2088
2 242 382 208 312 218 2286 6689 110 422 _.__ 76 254 74 284 260
3 32 885 3 an 2 54 37 26 846 2z 77 2 7.7 31
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All

Alt

Ane

¢
{.}N|_Ag(,}|q..n'

80.4
35.8

84.6

Nat Poor

Pea

61.2
68.5
52.9

735

am o

0.4
76.9

Not Poor

11

418
37
314

/I
181
19

Frequency Pgt

s8.2

653
&61.2
30.1

69.8
32
731

449 175 360
137 16 108
138 1638 109
173 185 143
235 129 122
211 299 235

3 77 3

Unweightad
Near Poor

12.8
13.2
16.2

6.7
233

L w20

7.7

Frequency Pct Frequency Pct

421 206 373
107 15.4 112
_ 129 19.3 124
185 27 137
231 181 150
186 318 221
4 154 2
Unweighted
Near Poor

18.2

16.1
18.5
20

10.4

<68
7.7

Frecuency Pa Frequency P

97
134
189

242

183

213

15.4
216
27

185
28.1
19.2

115
106
144

152
21
2

18.5

13.3
17.1

11.6
8.7
7.7

Poverty in 1982

All Net Poor
Fracy Y N o Pet
Fraquency
2566 1978 77.1
854 670 803
827 €680 784
885 631 730
1821 1848 81.2
706 105 4085
35 26 833
Poverty in 1087
Al Not Poor
Frequency Nommadized  Pct
Frequency
2048 1444 705
595 537 78.4
669 438 71.7
584 412 61.3
1437 1356 749
585 72 330
26 18 818
Poverty in 1989
All Not Poor
Frm’ Normakred Pet
Fraquancy
1876 1261 673
630 460 754
619 445 639
e27 3B 567
1305 1189 708
545 77 380
26 15 68.7
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Waeightsd

Near Peer All
Normmiized Pot Normakzed Pt Nermalized
Frequency Fraquency Fraquency
364 14.2 223 8.7 2586
|8 11.7 67 8.0 B34
121 138 67 7.7 867
144 166 S0 104 885
287 1286 141 62 2277
74 287 80 30.7 2359

3 8.3 3 83 31

Waeighted

Near Poor All
Normakred Pct Normmired Pot Normeikzad
Frequancy Frequency Frequency
246 159 258 128 2048
7 114 70 10,2 584
111 1553 86 124 694

160 238 100 14.9 €72

279 15.4 176 9.7 1810
66 30.2 80 3BE 217
2 9.1 2 9.1 23

Waightsd

Near Poor Al
Nommalond  Pot Normekzed  Pot Noernmbiowd
Fragquancy Frequancy Frequency
358 19.1 255 136 1874

78 129 71 117 610

118 188 72 115 838

163 258 111 175

302 133 180 108 1651
53 258 73 361 203
€ 250 2 83 23



Race=2
Nat Poer

Poor
Al

Poverty in 1988
Unweighted Weightad
Not Poor Near Poor All Not Poor Near Poor All
Ft y Pat Pct  Frequency Pct Frequency Normaelized Pet Normelzed Pot Normaied  Pot Normalized
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency
S57 74.7 145 194 44 59 746 877 75.8 165 1858 51 57 892
251 555 111 248 S0 199 452 277 614 101 226 73 161 452
123 31.8 a7 251 167 432 as7 105 431 51 209 87 359 243
931 587 353 223 301 19 1585 1089 668 315 1998 211 133 1585
1
182 8341 25 114 12 &85 219 225 836 31 113 14 SA1 269
115 68.9 33 192 24 14 172 133 728 32 178 17 9.6 183
e0 39 3C 195 B4 4186 154 49 529 13 135 31 335 g3
asy B5.5 88 16.1 100 183 545 408 748 75 138 62 11.4 545
2
198 786 41 163 13 52 252 243 794 456 15.0 17 55 306
81 54.4 42 282 26 174 149 90 620 36 248 19 131 145
39 307 36 28.3 52 4089 127 32 411 19 247 26 342 77
318 80.2 118 225 o1 172 528 385 €31 101 191 62 118 528
3
177 844 79 28.7 19 69 275 207 686.1 87 276 20 6.4 314
55 42 3B 275 40 305 131 556 443 33 266 36 291 125
24 228 31 282 51 481 106 25 340 18 255 29 404 72
255 50 148 28.5 110 215 312 288 58.2 139 271 86 16.7 512
1
495 76.4 120 185 33 541 648 S06 768 119 181 34 51 e5%
194 626 68 219 48 155 310 185 63.4 66 215 47 151 308
87 523 21 164 40 31.32 128 64 536 21 173 35 291 119
756 69.6 209 152 121 111 1086 765 T0D.4 206 19.0 115 106 1087
2
52 605 24 279 10 116 86 63 585 26 243 17 16.2 105
52 385 41 304 42 311 135 61 440 39 283 B 276 138
54 213 74 281 126 456 254 SE 242 64 27.7 111 481 230
158 333 139 293 178 375 475 180 378 129 27.1 167 351 475
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Poverty in 1872

‘ Unweighted Waightad
Not Poor Near Poor All Not Poor Near Poor Al
Frequeacy Pct  Frequency Pt f’nqmncy Pet  Fredquency Nomwlized Pct Normalized Pct Nommelized Pot Nomaekzed
Fraquency Fraquency Fraquency Frequency
Poverty
in 1967
Not Poor 1021 88.1 101 8.7 37 32 1159 1210 &8s 115 84 32 28 1363
Near 380 51.1 233 381 30 1Gs8 743 425 56.5 258 344 85 8.7 748
Foor 72 12 197 328 329 55 598 70 17.89 145 37.2 175 44.9 3920
All 1473 58.8 S81 232 446 17.3 2500 1705 68.2 518 20.7 278 1114 2500
Age=1 1
Not Poor 232 85.% 28 105 7 26 67 278 868 35 110 7 22 320
Near 125 49.8 84 375 32 127 23 144 543 84 354 27 103 285
Poor 26 131 89 256 114 57.3 198 22 189 48 37.2 60 459 131
Al 383 S34 181 252 153 213 77 443 52.1 178 24.8 S84 131 717
Age=2 2 s )
Nat Poar 337 B89.4 27 72 13 34 377 401 89.1 34 78 15 33 450
Near 138 554 92 368 19 786 249 181 58.2 86 237 8 72 256
Poar 23 Lk 7S 3589 111 531 209 23 175 S1 396 S5 4258 129
All 438 596 184 232 143 171 835 575 68.8 171 205 89 107 836
Age=3 3
Not Poor 452 878 46 89 17 33 £15 S3a0 896 46 7.8 1§ 26 592
Near 117 481 87 358 25 11.8 243 128 571 78 345 19 84 225
Poor 23 121 €3 332 104 547 190 26 198 45 34.1 51 464 131
All 582 624 208 21.7 150 158 348 684 721 169 17.8 56 101 S48
Race=1 1
Net Poor 879 894 78 79 26 286 883 899 8932 52 82 26 286 1007
Near 308 S95 171 i 39 75 518 307 599 168 32.8 B/ 74 §13
Foor 51 23.7 92 428 72 3358 215 48 243 84 426 65 33o 187
All 1238 72.1 341 198 137 8 1716 1254 731 333 194 128 75 1716
Race=2 2
Net Poor 121 781 22 144 10 85 153 140 79.4 25 14.7 10 59 176
Near 68 31.8 105 49.1 41 192 214 77 342 102 45.4 45 204 225
Poor 18 48 04 278 251 &§7.3 373 17 &0 83 27e 28 67.4 338
AN 207 28 231 31.2 302 40.8 740 224 316 221 288 284 3834 729
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Poverty

in 1872
Not Foor
Near
Poot
All

Age=1
Not Poar
Near
Poor

'
Age=2
Not Poor
Near
Peor
All
Age=3
Not Poor
Near

Not Poor
Frequency Pct Frequency Pct Frequency Pet  Frequency

889
208
41
1138

243
79
17

b =1
wdndd

90.2

129
£6.2

a3s

15.6

o Yy
L= =)

a9
48.5
14.7
58.2

87.2
45.8

8.8
64.4

91.3
595
23.4
79.2

g§2.2

a2
34.8

68
149
120
337

171

ari

163

Unweighted
Near

6.9
358
ar9
19.6

3.1
29.6
37.6

E e - ]
V.o

40.8
38.8
19.6
10.2
375

37.2
21

29.8
48.9
14.4

13.2
45.8
az.s

Poor

29

156
244

76

32
129
167

29
142
482
14.2

3.5
14.8
46.8

-y
133

10.8
12,14

26
18.7

14.7

27
10.7
277

6.4

4.7
20.3
58.9

Poverty In 1977

Al

416
a7
1719

260
142
109

=ad
X

130

391
144
113

1185
1298

158
218

33

Nat Poor
Normelided Pct Normelized Pct Nommakaed Pot Nommalized

et smanrs
requency

1054
217
s
1306

292
8%
12

A=
g

352
58
13

432

409
81
10

480

781
150

23
954

13z
55
18
204

91.5
58.1
18.8
76.0

a5.8
633
18.6

e =)
.3

90.8
576

773

893
519
143
74.1

91.7
€14
25.7
805

BE.4
36.4

8.7
403

ey ST
Freguancy

51
70

161

16
67

155

Waighted
Near

6.1
304
420
15.5

1.8
25.1
43.4

FL- N =
2.0

6.1
48
44.3
15.8

9.1
32.0
39.2
18.7

6.0
28.5
459
136

10.3
44.4
358
30.6

Poor

Fraraney
Frequancy

28
43
76
146

7
15
25

i

12
g
17

114
147

2.4
1.5
393

85

2.3
11.6
38.0

aAc
Tt

3.2
7.6
320
5.9

1.7
16.0
46.4

9.2

24
10.1
28.4

5.9
19.2

291

All

Framwne
Fragqusncy

a8
1185

152
150




Povarty
in 1977
Not Foor
Nuar
Poor
All
Age=1
Net Poar
Near
Poor
All
Age=2
Mot Pooe
Noar
Poor
All
Age=3
Not Poor
Near
Poor
All
Race=1
Not Poor
Nanr
Poar

Race=2
Nat Poor
Near
Poor
Al

Not Poor
Frequency Pct Fregquency Pat Frequency Pot

1006
118

1160

3656

14
424

329

378

cah

12

8683
75

118

13
1768

88.3
387
15.1
68.4

o2.4
40.7
16.5

72

38.7
385

15
70.3

83.6

13.8
83

90.8
44.4
29.3
80.4

726
288

8.4
37.2

88
135

289

20
42

N

10
a5

47

24
120

21
153

Rega

Unweighted
Near

3.6
41.7
241

17.1

3.1
389
25.9
143

8.4
423
16.7
15.9

12.6

276
21

5.9
39.1

12.8

8.8
442
226
28.3

Poor

35

11

41
74

14
26
51
21

21
28

a1

14
42
107
163

31
21.6

14.5

2.5
20.4
576
138

212
68.3
13.8

3.8
232
58.6
15.9

22
16.6
42.7

6.8

85
273

345

Poverty in 1932

All
Frequency

1139
324

1685

108

85
588
37
104

37
112

a7z
s

1689
75
1194

164
154
155
473

40

Nat Poor
Normakized Pct Normalized Pt Nommalized Pt Normakzed

e

Ty ¥

1168
112
28
1307

429
42

481

Ty
7

417

11

876
75
19

a71

136

193

90.4
42.3
207
772

S4.7
486
18.0
g1.6

90.4
43.4
20.0

‘78.0

858
354
20.4
718

g1.2
457
28.1
81.4

74.6
31.4

6.8
40.8

e ¥

g2
107

237
15
3

18
61

47

17
105

21
150

125

Waighted
Near

71
40.4
280
14.0

Poor

All

-

Frag Y

32

71
148

20
24
27

13
41

185

25
17.3
51.2

83

1.9
18.1
51.2

8.0

23
16.4
58.6

85

3.1
211
47.3
10.%

21
14.5
40.4

6.0

8.3
270
€8.5
2.7

¥ Y

1292
2684
129

1653

454
86
48

539

412
85
37

835

425
92
53

571

961
165
&8
1193

183

139
473



Poverty
in 19382

Mat Poor
Near

Al
Age=1
Not Poor
Near
Poot
All
Age=2
Not Poor
Naar
Poar

AR
Age=3
Not Poor

fz7¢

-2

*iﬁg

Not Poor
Fraquency Pct Frequency Pot Frequency Pot  Frequency

291

796

14
867

as

12
137

B25
30.6
15
62.9

89.1
3.7
11.4
70.5

23
371
15.1

74.4
22.6

8.3
533

86.1
373
18.9
753

58.8
241
7.9

Unweighted
Near

121
42,9

30
203

6.8
293
271
14.6

11.9
38.1

25
18.8

18.2
49.6
87
275

9.8
418
24
15.6

26.1
428
28.9
324

Poor

80

133
273

16
24

18
24

85

-y
BAKY

ZgaN 884

8.5
266
58.6
168

27
61.4
18

5.1
24.7
58.9
16.3

75
278
18.2

208
486
8.1

15

1

nte B

3.2
371

Poverty in 1987

Al

1095
201

1623

41

Waeighted
Not Foor Near Poor All
Nommaloed  Pct Nomlizad Pct Nermakzed Pt Nomahzed
Fracusmncy Fragquency Frequency Frequency
1070 85.7 122 98 57 486 1248
84 354 101 422 54 224 239
23 165 44 318 71 518 138
M75 724 266 164 182 11.2 1623
415 S1.4 23 50 1€ 35 453
23 388 25 41.7 12 194 60
8 187 g 227 24 587 42
448 80.3 57 103 52 94 855
345 868 3w a7 14 35 398
34 429 28 351 18 221 80
8 185 13 293 22 512 43
B8 745 78 152 54 103 521
308 778 61 154 28 88 396
26 264 47 483 25 253 97
6 11.3 21 402 26 485 53
340 823 129 237 76 140 5456
813 86.9 86 9.2 38 38 93s
55 378 61 417 30 205 146
15 213 22 311 33 475 70
883 76.7 168 14.7 99 886 1151
97 58.41 B 26 32 194 167
44 259 S8 385 45 306 145
10 72 44 321 83 80.7 137
150 334 140 21.0 160 2356 450

[ R I



FPoverty
in 1987
Net Poor
Naar
Poar
All
Age=1
Neot Poor
Near
Poot
All
Age=2
Mot Poor
Near

All
Agee=3
Not Poor
Near
Poor
All
Race=1
Nt Poor
Near

All
Race=2
Not Poor

Eg’f

Nat Poor
Fraquency Pct  Frequency Pct Frequency Poi  Frequancy

671

112

28.6
11.7

872

i2
65.2

52.4
289
10.8
598

72.4

26
122
47.2

839
28.6
16.2

67.3
18.6

89
28.9

REs dagy Bazi

ey
Q
-

114

Unweighted
Near

14.7
443
238

8.7
476
19.3
15.9

16.1
43.4
30.1
228

22.4
43.1
222
281

136
423
24.2
19.1

195
456
236
294

Poor

a2
71
165
268

BEER

17

B32a 304

38
27.1
€64.5

20

4.2
18
68.7
17.9

25
276

17.4

53
30.9
65.6

- 24.7

2.4
21.1

11.3

133~

34.7
67.5
41.8

Poverty in 1989

Al

824
262

1342
312

83

284
76

228
123

441

142

113
118
157

42

All

32
230
59.8
13.6

2.4
15.4
63.8
10.3

2.0

56.1
M7

5.6
26.1
61.4
19.0

20.8
£5.6
10.9

16.8
32
62.0

Waightad
Net Poor Near Poor
Nommalired Pct Normekiosd Pt Nommakzed  Pot Normakred

Frequancy Fraguency Frag Y
793 83.0 132 138 31
7S 348 0 422 g0
27 15.7 42 244 102
854 66.6 2668 158 183
324 896 23 80 9
20 423 20 423 7

7 152 10 21.0 5 |
352 768 58 129 47
275 847 43 132 7
23 354 27 4.7 15

7 122 17 31.7 31
304 637 37 196 52
194 72.1 80 223 18
3 311 45 42.8 27
12 183 14 203 41
235 540 118 27.0 84
£93 84.1 95 134 18
52 37s 58 416 29
15 182 22 242 55
661 70.5 174 186 102
87 651 24 183 22
24 221 4G 446 38
19 133 38 24.7 [0
130 336 109 28.1 149
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Poverty
in 1967
Not Poor
Near
Poor
All
Age=1
Mot Poor
Near
Poaor
Al
Age=2
Not Peor
Naar
Poor
All
Age=3
Not Poor
Near
Poor
All
Race=1
Not Poor

Not Poor
Frequency Pect  Frequency Pct Frequency Pct  Frequency

€73
285
118
1078
1
23
131
53
415
2
218
96
41

goSaN8 gval. B

G0

81.3
S8.6
273
61.6

88.2
73.2
331
69.1

82.4
583
265

61

743

40
205
54.4

835
€6.1

106
115
133

17
28
=1
29
41

41
111

182

83
75

183

188X

Unweighted

Near

128
23.7
30.8
20.3

6.5
15.6
28.8
15.1

11.1
25.3
26.5
19.2

19.7
3.7
39.3
26.9

11.4
21.7
246
15.8

236
28.6
344

a1

Poor

49
86
181
316

17
25

115

18
41
47
106

az
42
42
121

12

138
154

5.9
17.7
41.9
18.1

53
112
331
158

65
15.4
471
19.9

‘8.8
28.3
40.2
18.7

5.1
12.2
296

10

13.5
331
48.4
38.2

Poverty in 1887

All

828
486

1746

117

728

142

1215

133
285

43

Waeightad

Not Poor Near Poor Al
Normekioed Pt Normedized Pod Nommabzed  Pot Nommalgmd
Frequency Frequency Fraquency Fraquency
824 B83.1 112 113 o8 56 892
314 645 108 222 65 133 487
103 386 72 268 893 346 267
1241 71.1 292 186.7 213 122 1746
282 890 19 641 16 4.9 317
148 80.2 23 127 13 71 185
44 A54 23 233 31 3.3 98
476 782 &5 109 59 99 601
267 842 32 102 18 56 318
107 640 40 239 20 121 167
36 383 22 235 36 3832 G4
411 708 54 163 74 128 579
274 TT.1 59 16.7 22 682 ass
59 439 45 335 31 2286 135
22 295 27 356 26 348 75
355 627 132 233 78 140 5687
626 838 81 109 29 52 748
228 674 72 215 3 11 39
64 50.0 30 238 34 264 129
819 756 186 153 111 91 1215
63 642 18 18.7 17 171 98

55 391 41 290 45 319 141
49 18.1 89 331 131 488 268
167 32.9 148 292 1892 379 507



Poverty
in 1967
Not Poar
Near
Poar
All
Age=1
Mot Poor
Near
Poar
Al
Age=2
Nat Poar
Near
Poor
All
Age=3
Mot Peor
Near
Poar
All
Race=1
Nat Poor
Near
Poor
All
Race=2
Not Poor
Near
Poot
Al

Nat Poor
Frequency Pct Frequency Pct Frequency Pst Frequency

910
414
133
1457
1
278
173
54
505
2
303
138
43
484
3
329
103
%
488
1
811
319
77
1207
2
80
85
53
218

86.6
68
275
68

89.4
77.2
302
0.7

38.1
£9.7
276
68.3

83.1
55.1
243

83.7

74
48.7
803

50.9
16.6

88
129
162

21

115
32
41
52

125
52

149

81

193

47

118
188

Unweighted
Near

23
212
335
18.2

6.8
16.1
2.4
16.1

9.3
20.7
333
17.9

11.4
27.8
31
204

18.8
27.8
132

19.8

36.9
2

Poor

43

188
297

12

18
57

18

61

ag

32

114

N

az

13

149
187

4.1
108
38.9
13.9

3.8
6.7
37.4
13.2

2.6
8.6
39.1
12.8

S.6
171
40.5
15.6

33
7.2
23.4
65

11.2

21
45.6
327
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