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ABSTRACT
The Technical Committee for NC-90, sponsored by the

Agricultural and Home Economics Experiment Stations of 13 states
(Alaska, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Niscnnsin)
and in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, has
compiled a basebook which identifies patterns of living among
relatively disadvantaged families and determines factors
significantly associated with these patterns of living for purposes
of definition and measurement applicable to descriptive
interpretation and intensive analysis related to selective aspects of
family disadvantagement. This basebook provides an overview of
findings from 2,650 rural and urban families in selected areas of the
13 cooperating states, including detailed information of six types:
(1) conceptual background and objectives of the project; (2)
committee organization and procedures; (3) percentage distributions
and descriritIve interpretations of family characteristics within each
of the samples selected by the cooperating states; (4) similarities
and differences in family characteristics within the selected area
samples from the states, and among samples of rural, urban, and
special types of populations; (5) family attributes associated
significantly with an index of income adequacy; and (6)
recommendations for further study of data. Examination of numerous
family characteristics revealed extensive differences in family life
situations. (JC)
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FOREWORD

It it not easy for the individuals of a group of preeminent research sci-
entists to subordinate themselves to the common goal of providing a source
book of basic data. This is particularly true when the group Is as diverse
as the one that was instrumental In providing this report. C onsisting as it
dues of members from 13 states representing a variety of academic fluids

JeollonlieS, family and consumer economics, home managment,
human development, psychology, social psychology, and rural sociology, it
is a tribute to their dedication that this basebook of data emerges.

The participants In this study will, I um sure, derive their satisfaction
and reward from the fact that this volume of data representing 2,(15t fam-
ilies in samples from widely divergent populations, will provide the basis
ibr descriptive interpretations and intensive analyses related to selected
aspects of family disadvantagement for some time to come.

It was a rare privilege for me to watch this project develop from the early
stages of overcoming the language barrier of diverse disciplines, through the
multiple agonies of preparing a common instrument acceptable to all and
coordinating the collection and processing of data, to the triumph of the
Committee in presenting these data so painstakingly recorded. I am con-
fident that this significant individual and collective achievement will set a
high standard for studies that will eventually derive from it.

Herbert Kramer,
Administrative Adviser
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SUMMARY

Families of our nation differ widely in the com-
parative adequacy of their money incomes for
meeting basic human needs and achieving the
standards of living they desire. Major factors that
determine income adequacy are the size, ago and
sex composition, and location of the family. These
factors were considered in the computation of an
index of comparative income adequacy for moc. of
the 2.650 families who were interviewed for the NC-
90 interregional research project on "Factors Related
to Patterns of Living of Disadvantaged Families."
This basebook is a report of likenesses and dif-
furences in living patterns of these families and
the relation of these patterns to extent of income
disadvantagement as measured by the income index.

The 2,650 families were randomly sampled in a
selected area of each of 13 states, eight in the
North Central Region and five in the other three
regions of the United States. Four of the samples
were from cross sections of .ural small places
(towns) of the central Missouri Valley, six rep-
resented urban low-income areas in metropolitan
populations, and the three "other populations" in-
cluded black families in east central Texas. rural
migrants in California. and open-country farm and
nonfarm families in Vermont.

To be eligible for the study, a family had to
have a female homemaker under 65 years of age
and one or more minor children under 18 years. In
1970 and 1971, a common interview inst.ument,
instructions to interviewers, and coding key were
used to obtain, edit, and tabulate data from the

8

Proportions of families. with income in-
dexes under 125 for value orientation
categories and total samples within
states.
Associations of family characteristics
with the income index, by types of popu-
lation sampled,
Percentages of significant associations
of the Income Index with family chat-
acterinties within subcategories and pop-
ulation types.
Data for computing poverty thresholds
by family size and age and sex of mem-
bers: Four principal geographic regions
and Hawaii, urban, 1970.
Accountability records for sample areas
within states.
Demographic attributes related to in-
come index.
Resource factors related to income index.
Social structure and process related to
income index.
Value orientations related to income
index.

2,650 families. The female homemakers were re-
spondents for their families. Carus were punched at
the respective stations and sent to the Kansas
station where preliminary printouts were prepared
for final editing of the da-.a. After corrections had
been made, these cards IA ere taken to the Missouri
station where data were transferred to tapes for
descriptive and analytical computations, using pro-
grams delineated in the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS).

Four general types of family ,.i.tractt ristics were
examined: demogral.hic attributes, resource fac-
tors, social structure and process, and value ori-
entations to education and employment. Composite
measures were used for some of the variables. One
of these was an income index obtained by ).:0
mating a poverty threshold at an economy level
of consumption for 1 year by a family of given
size, sex and age composition. and location. In
turn, this threshold was divided into the family's
annual eisposable income from all sources for the
year preceding the interview. The result was multi-
plied by 100 to form an index. A family with an
income index under 10') was considered below a
strict economy level of existence. Families with
income indexes from 100 to 124 were identified as
marginally disadvantaged from an income adequacy
point of view.

Several sources of data were used to prepare
measures for variables representing family size
and type, money income, dependability of income.



financial commitments, and adult capability to work.
A special code for occupations was developed by
the Texas station. Composite variables, derived by
totaling preceded scores for two or more items,
were prepared for kinship orientation, family ori-
entation (nuclear vs. extended), family cohesive-
ness, n.'irital satisfaction, parental permissiveness,
neighboeng practices, and eight value orientations
toward e lucation and employment.

In this report, descriptions of family situations
are based on percentage distributions for 120 at-
tributes. To reflect likeresses and differences within
and among samples, distributions are reported for
data from each state, and samples are grouped
by rural small places, urban low-income areas,
and other populations.

Extensive differences in family-life situations in the
13 samples are reflected by the following ranges in
percentages for attributes often found in disad-
vantaged families.

Demographic attributes

One-parent family: 39% (Nev.) vs. 5-9% (Calif.,
Vt., Neb., Mo.)

Language other than English spoken in the home:
99% (Calif.), 23 ?,; (Ind.) and 20% (Hawaii)
vs. less than 10% (all other samples )

Respondent's race other than white: 99-100%
(Calif. and Texas), 85.87% (Ind., Nev. and
Hawaii), 59 ",; (Ohio) and 19% (III.) vs. less
than 6% (all other samples)

Respondent's age 45 years or older: 28% (Texas)
vs. 10% (Nev. and Vt.)

Respondent did not complete high school: 98",
(Calif.) vs. 21:., (Neb.)

Respondent employed part or full time: 61-63%
(Texas and Nev.) vs. 25 -26 ",; (Vt. and Ind. )

Husband did not complete high s' hoot: 96% (Calif. )
vs. 20% (Neb.)

Husband in blue-collar occupation (unskilled,
semiskilled, farming): 90 -99 °,; (Texas and
Calif.) vs. 30% (Mo. and Neb.)

Resource factors

Total family income under $8,000: 89% (Calif.)
vs. 39% (Neb.)

Income under poverty threshold: 68 ",; (Calif.)
vs. 8',; or lower (Neb., Iowa, Kan., Mo.)

Rent dwelling place: 79% ( Hawaii) vs. 18 ",; ( Iowa,
Mo.) and 3' (Vt.)

Less than five rooms in home: 78% (Calif.) vs.
9-10% ( Neb., Iowa)

No piped hot and cold water in home: 46 -48 ",;
(Calif. and Texas) vs. 10% or lower in all
other samples

No telephone in home: 54% (Calif.) vs. 15"i; or
lower ( all other samples)

Social structure and process

High kinship orientation: 79% (Calif.) vs. 27%
(Kam)

Low or medium family cohesiveness: 74.76%
(Calif. and Texas) vs. 41% (Mo.)

Low or medium marital satisfaction: 82% (Texas)
vs. 52% (Mo.)

Low or mixed parental permissiveness: 96-100%
(Ind., Nev., Calif., Texas) vs. 77-79% (Kan.,
Ill., Wis., Neb., Vt., Iowa)

Value orientations

Tendencies with respect to education:
Concreteness: 65% (Calif.) vs. 15% (Neb.)
Fatalism: 62% (Calif.) vs. 15% (Kan.)
Authoritarianism: 43% (Texas) vs. 16% or lower

(Iowa, Mo., Ill., Wis.)
Alienation: 350,; (Texas) vs. 12% (Mo.) and

11% (Hawaii)
Tendencies with respect to employment:

Concreteness: 10% (Calif.) vs. 1% or lower
( Iowa, Neb., Wis., Vt.)

Fatalism: 79% (Calif.) vs. 35% (Kan., Vt.)
Authoritarianism: 52% (Kan.) vs. 20% (Texas)
Alienation: 74% (Calif.) vs. 27% (Neb.)

The following is an inventory of family character-
istics that tend to be associated significantly with
the index of comparative income adequacy. For two
reasons, only 35 of the 120 variables in the study
are included in the list. Chi-square tests were not
applicable for 64 of the vnitables because of in-
adequate expected numbers in cells of the matrices.
Reclassification of the variables and re-examination
of their associations with the income index probably
will yield items to be added to the list. The vari-
ables listed represent only those for which tests
were made for at least half of the samples in one or
more of the three population types, and of those
tested, at least half were significant at the 0.05
level or lower (see table 125).

Family size was the only variable significantly
related to the income index within each of the
three population types. This was partly because
computation of the Index was based on minimum
money requirements of the family, considering its
size, age, and sex composition. In the inventory,
population types within which family characteristics
tended to be associated with the income index are
represented by: R = rural small towns in the central
Missouri Valley, U = urban low-income areas in
large cities, and 0 = other populations. The income
index was significantly associated with the following
family characteristics.

Demographic attributes

Family size (R, U, 0)
Age of oldest minor child in home (0)
One or two parents (U)
Husband's occupational type (H)

9



Resource factors
Number of earners in the family (U, 0)
Dependability of income (0)
Financial commitments as a percentage of total

money income (R, 0)
Commitments to credit payments (I1)
Commitments to insurance payments ( U )
Car or truck used for transportation ( U )
Taxi used for transportation (0)
Transportation problems (U)
Home tenure (owners vs. renters) (R,
Color of television In home (it, U )
Newspaper read daily (it, 0)
Respondent's perceptions of:

adequacy of family income (
her family's condition today compared with

her parents' situation 5 roars ago ( it, )

family financial conditions compared with 5
years ago (R, U

family living conditions compared with 3years
ago ( H )

money problems related to:
food ( It, 1' )
special things kids want (It. )

new shoes and clothes (It, U)
doctor, dentist, medicine ( R, 0 )
large bills ( It)
saving ( )

keeping equipment and appliances in running
order (I! )

gas or electricity turned off (0)

Social structure and process

Family orientation (nuclear vs. extended) ( H)
Participation in community recreation groups

by two-parent families (R)
Participation in job-connected groups by two-

parent families (0 )
Neighboring practices (0)
Number of visits per month with friends from

work (0)
Number of visits per month with friends not

seen at work ( 0)
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Value orientations

Ab structness-Cuncre teness Education (II)
Integration-AlienationEmpluyinent (Ii)
This basebook provides detailed ininrmation about

the purposes and procedures of the NC-90 study,
percentage distributions of variables for samples
from the 13 stations, and associations of selected
variables with the income index. In Appendix A,
a comparative overview also is given of demographic
characteristics in the general areas within which
samples were located. The basebook is the first
NC-90 regional publication that deals with inter-
regional data from all cooperating states. Other
studies are in process that encompass data from
two or more stations, and others are expected that
will cover selected phases of tie three samples.
In Appendix I), a list is given of publications,
theses and dissertations, and other reports com-
pleted at various stations before July 1. 1973.

Information in this basebook is intended for
several types of readers. Primarily, it can be used
by NC-90 cooperating stations to plan further anal-
yses of the data available. Certain additional anal-
yses are already under way, and others are needed
to capitalize on potentials of the data for revealing
various combinations of factors associated with
family disadvantagement, whether income or other-
wise. Information concerning likenesses and dif-
ferences in family attributes within and among
the three general population types, along with signif-
icant associations of certain variables with the in-
come index, can be used to identify problems in
need of further study. Some of these are noted in
the section on recommendations.

Findings reported in this basebook can also be
used by various types of personnel other than re-
search workers. Educators, community service
workers, community action program participants.
policy makers, and administrators can increase
their understandings of ways of life of families who
differ widely in degree of adequacy of money in-
come. These understandings, when applied to the
general task of the worker and the community
problems of special concern, could contribute much
toward improvement in qualities of life of many
families in our nation.



Patterns of Living Related to Income

Poverty in Disadvantaged Families: A Basebook

INTRODUCTION
It is well-known that many financially disad-

vantaged families arc to be found in our econom-
ically affluent nation. Less well-known are the phys-
ical, economical, psychological, and sociological
conditions that tend to prevail among these families
or the circumstances that contribute directly or
indirectly to their deprivation, poverty, or destitu-
tion. Lack of these ty pes of information probably
has been a factor contributing to our nation's lim-
ited success in reducing poverty and rehabilitating
disadvantaged areas.

In recent years, much concern has been shown
for disadvantaged people in urban areas of our
nation, especially in the declining or transforming
sections of our cities. Less attention has been given
to families in rural areas, many of whom also live
in abnormally restrictive economic and social cir-
cumstances. Preventive as well as remedial pro-
grams are needed in both rura, and urban com-
munities to help individuals and families cope with
disadvantageous conditions of their environments.
To plan and carry out these programs, much in-
formation is required concerning the kinds of re-
straining circumstances experienced by families
in various types of rural and urban communities.

Family patterns of living often contribute to dis-
advantagement and also result from circumstances
associated with deprivation and poverty. To identify
life patterns among relatively disadvantaged fam-
ilies In selected area,. of the nation was the first
general objective of this interregional project, con-
ducted !ooperatively by the Agricultural and Home
Economics Experiment Stations of 13 states in four
regions. The second broad objective was to deter-
mine factors significantly associated with these
patterns of living so as to progress toward prag-
matk definition and measurement of ways of life in
families who experience disLdvantagement in differ-
ent forms and extents.

As the first interregional publication from the
project, this basebock provides an overview of find-
ings from 2,650 rural and urban families in selected
population areas of the 13 cooperating states. It
includes relatively detailed information of six types:

a. conceptual background and objectives of the
project',

b. committee organization and procedures;
c. percentage distributions and descriptive inter-

pretations of family characteristics within each
of the samples selected by the cooperating
states;

d. similarities and differences in family charac-
teristics
( 1 ) within the selected area samples from the

states, and

(2) among samples of rural, urban, and special
types of populations;

u. family attributes associated significantly with
an index of income adequacy; and

f. recommendations for further study of avail-
able data.

Two primary purposes have motivated the prepara-
tion of this report. The first aim was to make
descriptive information available o researchers,
extension woi:.ers, educators, public officials and
policy makers, planners, welfare and similar assis-
tance organizations, mass media, and private citi-
zens. The second purpose was a provide bases for
decisions about further analyses of the available
data by NC-90 committee members to identify
family attributes involved in disadvantagement and
also some of the environmental circumstances char-
acteristic of deprivation, poverty, and destitution.

'Co facilitate understanding of procedures used
to obtain data and the findings reported in this
basebook, the general character of the study is
presented in brief with respect to the problem set-
ting and the concepts of r atterns of living and dis-
advantagement,

The Problem Setting
During the decade of the sixties otv nation has

experienced an accelerated awakening to the fact
of extensive "poverty" in our environment of gen-
eral affluence. Various attempts have been made
to find ways of measuring poverty and to develop
policies and programs to remedy and prevent it.
Since the term "poverty" has ct Itural as well as
economic connotations, individuals often view it
with personal biases that range from intensely nega-
tive to altruistically positive. Becat se of these
value-laden perceptions of impoverished persons.
tht.. broader and more relative term "disadvan age-
ment" often is more useful for characterizing ir-
cumstances of the "have-nots" relative to the
"haves" in our nation.

We also have become increasingly aware of the
maldistribution of opportunities open to particular
segments of our population and to barriers that
discourage or r revent many families from taking
advantage of available opportunities. Casual ob-
servations, census enumerations, and numerous
studies have revealed that, in any community,
isolated cases of intense poverty or of comparative
disadvantagement may be scattered among the
moderately and liberally advantaged families. In
particular sections of some communities there are
pockets or islands of relatively mnoverished house-
holds. Or, in communities where physical, economic,
and social decline are prevalent, the proportions of
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comparatively disadvantaged may be unusually
high. The more general extent of poverty on a
regional scale is exemplified by the many areas of
deprivation in Appalachia.

The proportions of families who experience dis-
advantagement tend to differ by race, ethnic back-
ground, family size and composition, educational
and occupational levels, housing environment, oppor-
tunities available in their communities, and the
extent to which there is awareness and effective
utilization of these opportunities. Further, disadvan-
tagement may arise from crisis situations, long-
term physical or mental handicaps, life cycle cir-
cumstances such as pressures on resources when
family size is at its peak, or chronic disabilities or
disengagements related to education, employment,
or social interaction. The effects of these conditions
may be magnified by attitudes of hopelessness,
despair, and apathy that often emerge from inability
to cope effectively with the environment.

Before the prevalence of economic poverty and
other forms of disadvantagement can be effectively
examined as a base for planning limited and large-
scale programs for treatment and prevention, it is
essential that more sensitive indicants of these cir-
cumstances of family life be identified and more
valid measures of the indicants be developed. That
is, the unique dimensions of patterns of living of the
disadvantaged must be isolated, and relatively pre-
cise measures of their nature and extent must be
formulated. Once indicants and measures of family
patterns of living have been determined, attention
can be turned toward identifying environmental
factors, both within and outside the family, associ-
ated with unique ways of life of the disadvantaged.

Indicators of patterns of living and other attrib-
utes are also needed for identifying changes in the
social health and quality of life in our nation. With
respect to the economically and socially disadvan-
taged, these indicators are needed especially for
detecting changes in attributes associated with
poverty, whether the latter is measured by absolute
or by comparative criteria. When families with
money incomes under a specified level, such as
$4,000, are considered as impoverished, the num-
ber of families thus classified may differ accordl lg
to the absolute level specified. But what unique
attributes and patterns of living distinguish them
from those with incomes slightly or considerably
above this amount?

Comparative criteria are often used to identify
financial poverty, especially when both subjective
and objective attributes are relevant. Two such
criteria include those in the lowest third of the
nation's income distribution or, as proposed by
Fuchs (1967), those below one-half the median in-
come for a general area within which the families
are residents. By these comparative criteria, the
attributes of families may move with environmental
changes in the area. Whether absolute or compara-
tive criteria are used to specify a poverty line,
various attributes and unique patterns of living of
families under that line may change appreciably
from time to time and indicate types of progress or
decline not reflected in the income criterion alone.
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In the NC-90 study, It was anticipated that dif-
ferences in patterns of living could be identified
not only In relation to demographic characteristics
and financial resources but also in terms of human
and material resources and social attributes such
as family structures, interaction processes, and
general value orientations. From these several van-
tage points within the respective types of areas
studied, criteria might be identified that distinguish
the most deprived families from those either moder-
ately or liberally advantaged. Clusters of family
circumstances might be isolated for further research
to establish their validity as more comprehensive
indicators of the family's state of well-being than is
reflected by money income alone. Finally, revealed
differences among community types with respect
to the unique attributes of their most disadvantaged
families could indicate the Inappropriateness of
using the same measures for identifying the dis-
advantaged in all communities.

Patterns of Family Living

"Family living" is an unusually broad and nebu-
lo is concept. It is interpreted in many different
ways according to the purposes and perceptions of
the observer. Numerous models may be used for
study of families within each of the scientific dimen-
sions of family lifebiophysical, social, behavioral,
technological, and the like. Some models may be
focused mainly on various aspects of individual and
family relationships. Still others take a more global
approach by examining both consumption and non-
consumption aspects of living in family settings.
This more comprehensive orientation was used in
this study of factors related to patterns of living of
disadvantaged families.

A model of the basic elements of a social system,
developed by Loomis (1960, pp. 30-37), was used
for designing a conceptual structure to r,ipresent
dimensions of living. The family is viewed as a
social unit comprising a configuration of nine ele-
ments (fig. 1). As such a unit, it includes a set of
interacting individuals who (a) are oriented toward
life by values and goals; (b) function as a more or
less integrated unit implemented by structural pat-
terns and interaction processes; and (c) facilitate
life through procurement and use of income and
material resources. The framework represented in
fig. 1, adapted from the Loomis model of nine
systemic elements, was used to structure this study
of patterns of family living. In addition, several
demographic characteristics were noted to identify
some of the unique backgrounds of families in the
several population types studied.

The study was limited to families with a female
homemaker under 65 years of age, living in a home
with one or more children under 18 years of age.
This definition of eligibility, used for sampling in all
states, reduced the cost and simplified the processes
of design and execution of the study. It, however,
prevents generalizations concerning patterns of
living in households of the elderly and those without
children in the sample areas.



ELEMENTS Of A DIMENSIONS OF ATTRIBUTES STUDIED
SOCIAL SYSTEM FAMILY LIFE

Beliefs

Sentiments

Goals

Status.roles

Norms

Rank

Power

Sanction

Facilities

POPULATION TYPES STUDIED

Rural small places
(4 samples)

Urban low.income
areas
(6 samples)

Other populations
(3 samples)

Value orienta
tions toward
education and
employment

Social structure
and processes

Resource
factors

Demographic
characteristics

Fig. 1. Framework for study of family patterns of living.

Abstractness vs. concreteness

Control vs. fatalism

Equalitarianism vs. authoritarianism

Integration vs. alienation

Kinship orientation
Family orientation
Family cohesiveness

Marital satisfaction
Parental permissiveness
Conjugal power structure

Formal participation
Neighboring practices
Informal participation

Money income
Financial commitments

Transportation
Housing
Communication

Respondent's perceptions of
family situation

41111

Residential;

Migratory patterns of respondent
and husband

Residential mobility of families

Human attributes:

Family groups
Respondents
Husbands
Respondent's parents
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Each participating` state was free to choose the
type of population area it would sample. None of
the cooperating experiment stations had sufficient
resources to sample for unbiased representation of
a cross-section of its state, The 13 population areas
that were chosen encompass a variety of population
types and permit examination of characteristics of
disadvantagement as they differ by type of com-
munity, especially in relation to rural small places,
urban low-income areas, and other population types
comprising selected race, ethnic, and residential
orientations.

In this publication, patterns of living are viewed
from three vantage points. The first relates to pro-
files revealed by pqrcentage distributions of selected
family characteristics within each of the 13 popula-
tion areas sampled. The second is concerned with
types of differences in these profiles among the
samples and also among the three general cate-
gories of population studied. Finally, unique con-
figurations are described for sample area charac-
teristics that were significantly associated with an
index of comparative income adequacy, an indicant
of extent of financial "disadvantagement."

Dimensions of Disadvantagement

Basically, to be disadvantaged means to be
rather extensively, seriously, or critically lacking
in the desirable circumstances experienced by rele-
vant others. These circumstances usually involve a
number of personal and environmental conditions
in addition to money income and other economic
indicators. The concept of disadvantagement was a
central focus of the NC-90 interregional project.
Further, one of the main objectives of the project
was to identify nonincome circumstances that tend
to characterize disadvantagement. Therefore, in
this basebook, various demographic, economic,
social, and psychological attributes of families with
child! en are first described and then are examined
in relation to relative adequacies of money income.
Other approaches toward isolation of indicators of
disadvantagement and poverty are being used in
cooperative and independent state studies that con-
tribute in various ways to the NC-90 project.

For several reasons, the NC-90 committee
decided to use he term "disadvantaged" in pref-
erence to "impoverished" in their study. Some of
the main motivations seem to have been well ex-
pressed by Miller and Roby (1970, pp. 9-12) who
say that poverty, identified by money income alone,
is no longer a valid description of the disadvan-
taged in our society. Rather, they emphasize the
unequal distribution of material goods and the lack
of full citizenship in the economy and in other
aspects of society. They stress the need for new
analyses of this multidimensional inequality. To
best identify existing disenfranchisement and pro-
vide the basis for ameliorating programs, they
recommend a stratifice s.an approach rather than
measurement of income alone. Six dimensions or
strata of well being are itemized: income, assets,
basic services, self-respect, opportunities for educa-
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tion and social mobility, and participation in many
forms of decision making,

The concepts of poverty and disadvantagement
both involve economic inequality and social dis-
tance, Both stimulate concern with reduction of
serious inequalities of opportunity and achievement
experienced by individuals, households, and com-
munities, A classification proposed by Myrdal (1963,
p, 57) for comparative degrees of poverty may be
used to v'ew disadvantagement on a range from
deprivation at close-to-poverty levels, to impover-
ishment at mere subsistence, to dire destitution.
Some individuals and families often continue to
exist, at least for a time, on less than subsistence
levels of the material and nonmaterial requisites of
life. For purposes of the present study, the term
"disadvantagement" was considered more approp-
riate than "poverty" because it was believed to be
a more comprehensive, more flexible, and less
stereotyped concept than poverty.

Attemptto identify dimensions of poverty are
numerous. Several of them that are also helpful in
systematic study of disadvantagement are noted
briefly to indicate the dimensions excluded, as well
as those included, in the NC-90 study.

According to Zweig (1948, p. 9), definitions or
standards of poverty are of three types, one based
on the judgment of society, another on the judg-
ment of the individual, and the third on the imper-
sonal judgment of science. The first is exemplified
by the poverty levels designated by the United
States Social Security Administration, based on
size and composition of the household and price
levels in regions of the nation. In the present study,
use of estimated poverty thresholds and disposable
money incomes to derive an index of relative in-
come adequacy for each family is an illustration of
Zweig's concept of a social standard.

Personal or "felt" poverty tends to elude defini-
tion and measurement. It poses a primary challenge
to researchers, particularly in affluent societies.
Until valid measures of felt poverty can be devel-
oped, only erratic success can be expected of pro-
grams that aim to remedy and prevent extreme
inequalities among the nation's citizens and family
groups. In action programs, the principle of self-
help in coping with problems of the disadvantaged
is difficult to apply without knowledge of individual
and group perceptions of their personal positions.

As interpreted by Zweig (1948, pp. 98-99 ), a
sense of ill-being or felt poverty may be manifest in
different ways.

It depends on the station in life of the individ-
ual, his upbringing, his occupation, his environ-
ment and his personal relations. At times it
may attain a high level. The individual feels his
poverty if he cannot maintain the level to which
he is used as a result both of his upbringing and
of his former position. Any decline from the
position to which he has been accustomed, he
regards as poverty.

Felt poverty is acute in countries with great
social contrasts, especially where there is a



display of luxury. On the other hand, if a man
sees that his fellow-countrymen are also enduring
privation, the stress of his felt poverty is less,
as, for instance, during war, or during a period
of general food scarcity. The stress of felt
poverty also increases when the pour think that
their poverty is unjustified.

Some of the descriptive findings 1'01 3rted in this
basebook reflect felt poverty indirectly. Further,
significant associations of relative adequacies of
money income with certain attributes of the mothers
and their families may also reveal feelings of dis-
advantagement.

Scientific standards for identification of poverty
per se. and the wider range of disadvantagement,
are based on the objective judgments of scientists.
Here, too, difficulties are encountered because of
lack of scientific information concerning not only the
requirements for several facets of human life, but
also the standards and life styles sought by unique
population group's in the nation. That is, a scientific
standard of adequacy should represent ends sought
by the population group as well as those assumed
by scientists. Illustrations of progress made in the
direction of scientific standards are the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture's estimates of food plans for
low-cost, moderate-cost, and liberal consumption
levels (Cofer et al.. 1962) and the budgets of the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (1969) for families
of specified composition at limited, moderate, and
liberal levels of cost.

Historically, annual money income has been the
primary criterion for identifying impoverished per-
sons and household groups. An extensive analysis
of income poverty has been made by Lampman
(1971). He focuses particularly on historical per-
spectives of antipoverty goals, approaches used to
reduce income poverty, and means of accelerating
this process. Although they are often politically
expedient, measures of income poverty tend to dis-
regard differences in extents to which money in-
come is the root of disadvantagement when house-
holds differ in size and composition, mental and
physical health, property and net worth, social
structure and processes, cultural orientations and
patterns, community opportunities and restraints,
aisci general location in the nation. Thus, money
income is a necessary but insufficient criterion for
identifying degrees of disadvantagement.

Another issue receiNng tunsiderable attention
today is that of absolute versus relative measures
of poverty and disadvantagement. For purposes of
expediency or for other reasons, poverty is most
often defined absolutely in terms of a specific in-
come level based on calculation of the costs of
goods and services necessary for minimal subsis-
tence in the nation or general region. This subsis-
tence definition seems to be objective in nature and
easy to administer, but its shortcomings in the
interest of the various types of families and other
households are numerous. Several alternative pro-
posals have been made, including the following by
Fuchs (1967, pp. 88-89 ).

The problem of poverty, like most problems,
begins with the problem of definition. Depending
upon how poverty is defined, one can conclude
that it is not a serious problem in the United
Status, that it is an insoluble problem, that we
are making great strides toward eliminating it,
that we are not making any progress at all--or
almost anything in between these extreme alter-
natives. . .1 propose that we define as poor
any family whose income is less than onehalf
the median family income. No special claim is
made for the precise figure of one-half, but the
advantages of using a poverty standard that
changes with the growth of real national income
are considerable.

In a similar vein, the Social Science Research
Council of England (1968, p. 5) has declared,

Every generation has to rediscover and redefine
poverty for itself. The most important contri-
bution made by the latest reappraisal, here and
in many other countries, has been to show that
since the definition calls for an assessment of
human feelings and relationships, poverty must
be measured in relative terms. People are 'poor'
because they are deprived of the opportunities,
comforts and self-respect regarded as normal in
the community to which they belong. It Is there-
fore the continually moving average standards
of the community that are the starting points
for an assessment of its poverty, and-the poor
are those who fall sufficiently far below these
average standards.

Further, Galbraith (1958, p. 251) also has said,
. .people are poverty-stricken when their income,

even if adequate for survival, falls markedly behind
that of the community." Thus, the issue relates to
the comparative advantages of an expedient defini-
tion in absolute terms versus a relative criterion
that moves with certain aspects of economic and
other environmental changes. Information about
the clustering of nonincome characteristics of dis-
advantaged families around the absolute and rela-
tive income measures would be helpful when deci-
sions have to be made about which criterion is
better to use in relation to a given policy or pro-
gram planning problem.

Still another classification of disadvantagement
is derived from Rowntree ( 1901 )who conceptualized
poverty as having primary and secondary dimen-
sions. In his view, households were in primary
poverty when they had incomes inadequate to meet
minimum necessities as defined either by their own
or by a more general standard. In the NC-90 study,
the use of indexes of comparative income adequacy,
based on the relation of family poverty thresholds
to their money incomes, is an application of this
concept of primary poverty.

Rowntree's concept of secondary poverty (1901)
was beyond the scope of this study. It related to
households that had adequate money incomes but
failed to spend for the most useful or least wasteful
purposes. Various backgrounds are provided in this
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basebook for the design of studies to determine
ways in which disadvantagement results from mis-
management of resources potentially adequate for
meeting family needs.

In summary, five ways of categorizing poverty
and disadvantagement have been noted briefly,
each of which poses problems and issues with
respect to feasibility of measurement, expediency
of application in policies and programs, and rele-
vancy for families of different types and environ-
mental circumstances. Briefly reviewed, they relate
to (a) the unidimensional money-income criterion
versus multidimensional measures of disadvantage-
ment; (b) a single critical point such as the poverty
threshold versus a continuum ranging from depri-
vation to poverty to destitution; (c) social, versus
scientific, versus personal criteria; (d) absolute
measures applied to a mass population versus com-
parative measures within types of communities;
and (e) primary poverty based on adequacy of
resources alone, or in combination with secondary
poverty resulting from unproductive uses of re-
sources within the household.

Evaluation and implementation of the various
dimensions of disadvantagement just enumerated
call for much more information than is now avail-

Introduction

able about patterns of living of families in various
locations and types of population areas. The ulti-
mate objective of the NC-90 project was to provide
information needed for identification of disadvan-
taged familiesdemographically, socially, and
psychologically as well as economically. This base-
book identifies some of those patterns when disad-
vantagement Is measured by a criterion of Income
adequacythe income index. The information re-
ported provides a foundation for additional intensive
studies aimed to rediscover and redefine poverty
and disadvantagement in populations of different
types in our nation. Identification of potential social
indicators may also be one of the contributions of
this study.

As Melcher (1969, p. 2) has said, the problem of
measuring poverty requires establishment of a
sound theoretical or conceptual framework and the
employment of valid and reliable techniques for the
collection and organization of the relevant data. If
the same may be said of measuring disadvantage-
ment, progress has been made in the NC-90 inter-
regional project by use of the general conceptual
framework previously delineated, by various efforts
to use valid and reliable techniques as described
in the section on procedure, and by the definitions
and reports of findings that follow.

PROCEDURE

The proposal for this study was developed co-
operatively by representatives of the agricultural
and home economics experiment stations of 14
states, namely: California, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, Ne-
vada, Ohio, Texas, Vermont, and Wisconsin. This
temporary committee (NCT-90) was assisted in
considerable degree by the administrative adviser
who served for the North Central experiment sta-
tion directors, and by representatives of the office
of Cooperative State Research Services and the
Consumer and Food Economics Research Division
of the Agricultural Research Service of the United
States Department of Agriculture. Members of the
committee represented a variety of academic fields
of study such as economics, family and consumer
economics, home management, human develop-
ment, psychology, social psychology, and rural
sociology.

In March 1967, the proposal was approved for a
5-year duration by "le North Central Region ex-
periment station directors. The following June the
Committee of Nine authorized project NC-90 as an
interregional, cooperative effort. Subsequently, ac-
tive projects were initiated by all the cooperating
states except Michigan.

16

Any cooperative study having the magnitude
of this project requires much detail or organization
and coordinated effort. Procedures for implemen-
tation of the project to date may best be described
by giving special attention to committee organization
and functions, sampling, data collection and process-
ing, analyses and reports.

Although this basebook represents the first co-
ordinated report of the findings from samples se-
lected within the 13 cooperating states, several
papers and articles as well as a number of theses
and dissertations have reported studies based on
selected data from one or more samples. In Ap-
pendix D of this basebook is a list of studies
reported before July 1, 1973. Several others are
scheduled for publication in the near future.

Committee Organization and Functions

Throughout the project, representatives of the 13
cooperating states have worked as an integrated
unit, with particular responsibilities assigned to
each state. In addition, each representative was



responsible for conducting a survey in a selected
rural or urban area of his state. A common inter-
view instrument, the same coding procedures, and
insofar as feasible, similar sampling procedures were
used. The aim was to obtain data in such a way as
to justify pooling of data from two or more states
and to facilitate comparisons of patterns of living
in different types of population areas.

A conceptual framework for the study was de-
veloped by applying the Loomis (1960, pp. 30-37)
model of elements of a social system to the family
as a social unit. In addition, certain demographic
attributes of the families and their members were
essential for identifying factors that may affect
patterns of living. Therefore, members of the NC-
90 committee were organized into four subcom-
mittees as follows: demographic characteristics,
resources, social structure and process, and value
orientations. Each subcommittee has been respon-
sible for its part of the project with respect to (a)
delineating the kinds of data essential for achieving
objectives of the study; (b) developing a section of
the interview instrument, precoded as completely
as feasible; (c ) preparing definitions of items and
descriptions of derived variables; (d ) preparing
instructions for coding; ( e ) and using data from the
13 samples to prepare this basebook of the descrip-
tive and preliminary analytical findings.

In addition to the subcommittees for the four
content aspects of the study, a design and pub-
lications committee served primarily to coordinate
analyses of data and reports of findings when these
involved data from two or more states. The fol-
lowing steps represented the general sequence of
output expected from the project as a whole.

1. Development and evaluation of measures to he
used to represent the four content areas.

2. Identification of family characteristics that
were significantly associated with the income
index, a measure of relative adequacy of money
incomes of families when their size, age, and
sex composition were considered.

3. Identification of significant associations of vari-
ables that reflect patterns of living of families
within the respective samples and also among
types of population areas.

4. Synthesis of significant combinations of vari-
ables in family life patterns that indicate
social and psychological as well as economic
disadvantagement in the several types of pop-
ulations under study.

To date, various kinds of progress have been
made toward the first three stages. The resources
and special interests of researchers at the respective
stations have influenced the types of problems
studied, using data from the local or multistate
samples. Several theses and dissertations have
been completed, journal articles submitted for pub-
lication, and papers presented at professional meet-
ings. Plans are under way for more extensive uses
of data from multiple samples, some of which are
intended for regional publication.

Sampling

The areas selected for study within states tended
to fall into one of three types: (a) rural small places
of 1,000 to 2,499 population; (b) sections of met-
ropolitan areas in which relatively high proportions
of low income or otherwise disadvantaged families
were living; and (c ) special samples such as mi-
grant families In California, black families residing
in a nonmetropolitan area of east Texas, and open-
country farm and nonfarm families in rural Vermont.
These samples provided data from households that
differed extensively with respect to race, family
size and composition, resources, occupational ori-
entations, and degrees of urbanization of their
communities.

General locations of the 13 sample areas are
indicated in fig. 2. In Appendix A descriptions are
given of sampling procedures and demographic
attributes in each area. In table 1 the numbers
of usable interview records obtained in each sample
are listed, along with distributions of households
within each sample by population t) pes. Each of
the major regions of the United States WbS repre-
sented by at least one stiste. Eight samples were
from selected rural and urban areas of the North
Central states. Three samples were from the West,
and one each was from the South and the Fast.

The samples were categorized as rural or urban
in accordance with definitions a the United States
Bureau of the Census. Li& ".ansas, Missouri,
and Nebraska, all respondents lived in rural small
places (i.e., incorporated towns with populations of
at least 1,000 but less than 2,500). In Hawaii,
Illinois, Indiana, Nevada. Ohio, and Wisconsin, the
respondents and their families lived in lower-income
areas of urban places for which a Standard Met-
ropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) is named. The
California sample was composed of migrant farm
laborers. Twenty percent of the Texas sample rep-
resented nonfarm families residing in the open
country; the remainder lived in a predominately
rural settlement of less than 5,000 persons. In
Vermont, the sample was comprised of 17 percent
farm families and 83 percent who lived in the open
country but did not farm.

Area samples were drawn by the Survey Section
of the Iowa State University Statistical Laboratory
for the studies in Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska,
Indiana, Ohio, and Nevada. The Statistical Lab-
oratory at the University of Illinois sampled the
selected populations of blacks and whites in Urbana-
Champa:gn. Different procedures were used in ef-
forts to identify and sample selected populations
in California, Hawaii, Texas, Vermont, and Wiscon-
sin. Further information about sampling procedures
and accountability records is given in Appendices
A and C.

The eligibility of a household was determined by
the presence of a child under the age of 18 and also
the presence and age of a female responsible for
the home. A respondent had to he under the age of
65 years and over the age of 18. If a female 18
years of age or younger was the mother of a child
in the household, however, she was eligible for being
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interviewed. Respondents gave their ages as of
their last birthdays.

A total of 2,650 usable records was obtained
from the 13 sample areas. From the small rural
places of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, air? Nebraska,
722 records were completed. Records from the
relatively poor districts of metropolitan cities totaled
1,283. There were 259 usable records from black
families in Texas, 169 from migrants in California,
and 217 from open-country rural families in Vermont.
The volumes of data obtained from these samples
provide not only for this basebook report but also
for further descriptive interpretations and for nu-
merous intensive analyses of factors related to
selected aspects of family disadvantagement and
patterns of living.

Except in the rural small places that represented
small towns of bordering corners of Missouri, Iowa,
Nebraska, and Kansas, it was not expected that
the samples of two or more states could justifiably
he pooled to represent a larger universe of families.



One exception to this criterion was the use of
similar sampling procedures for census-identified
poverty tracts in four widely dispersed metropoli-
tan areas (East Chicago, Indiana; Toledo, Ohio;
Las Vegas, Nevada; Honolulu, Hawaii). Sufficiently
comparable characteristics of these .populations
might Justify combining two or more of them for
description and analysis. Thus, answers were sought
to three questions. "For which of the sample areas
might the data be pooled?" "If pooling of data
seemer. reasonable, what weights should be used
for each of the samples in the pool?" "What dif-
ferent results are revealed from pooled versus un-
pool,ad samples?" It was expected that answers
to these questions would reveal population area
characteristics that should be tested as factors
related t,) differences in family patterns of living.

Data Collection and Processing

Early in the project, it was agreed that a com-
mon instrument 'should be used to interview female
homemakers as respondents for eligible households.
The subcommittees for (a) resource factors, (b)
social structure and process, and (c) value orien-
tations were mainly responsible for the content,
structure, and precoding of their sections of the
interview instrument. Each subcommittee also se-
lected the demographic attributes it considered es-
sential for the study. After proposals for the instru-
ment had been evaluated by all NC-90 committee
members, their prop( ed additions, deletions, and
revisions were made as appropriate. Persons in
charge of the three subcommittees, and of the
subcommittee for coordination and publication, took
responsibility for final appraisal and editing of the
instrument. The 29-page questionnaire was printed
at the Nebraska station. Detailed instructions for
using the instrument during interviewing were pre-
pared by the Iowa representative. Copies of the
questionnaire, code, and instructions are available
at cost on request from the Department of Family
and Child Development, College of Home Economics,
Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas.

Each committee member was free to obtain data
to supplement the NC-90 common instrument, if
this was desirable and feasible it the state. In
several states, supplemental information was ob-
tained relative to other active tate projects. Sup-
plemental data were obtained by California, Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Nevaca, Ohio, and Texas.
Brief descriptions and copies of these supplemental
instruments have been assemb:ed by the Texas
station. Copies are available on request to the
Rural Sociology Department, Texas Agricultural
and Mechanical University, College St4tion, Texas.

At each of the 13 stations, data were coded and
transferred to 10 card decks. After duplicates had
been made for local use, the 10-deck set was mailed
to the Kansas station, which had been selected as a
central data bank for all states. After the first
printouts had been checked by Kansas for accuracy,
completeness, and ,:oding consistency, the cards

were transferred to the Missouri station where data
from the 13 samples were transferred to tapes.
Frequency distributions and coefficients for chi-
square, contingency, and gamma were made at
Missouri by the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Bent, and Hull, 1970). All
participating stations were provided printouts of
their respective data. Leaders of the subcommittees
were furnished printouts for their respective vari-
ables. The statistical consultant and the coordinating
editor of the basebook received printouts for all
state%

In several instances, special data were derived
either by use of raw information at the local sta-
tions or by computation after dap. from all states
had been transferred to tapes at the Missouri sta-
tion. After analyzing occupational information from
all samples, the Texas station developed a coding
system for occupational types and reported codes for
the 2,650 families to the Missouri station. These
occupational codes and the composite variables
derived at the Missouri station provided much of the
data for the eleventh card deck. Descriptions of
procedures used to derive measures of the following
are reported in Appendix B: family type, poverty
threshold, income index, occupational type, adult
capability-to-work index, and assessed depend-
ability of income.

Description and Analybis

Descriptive tables were prepared to report fre-
quency distributions within each of the 13 samples.
These samples were grouped by states according
to general types of population, namely: rural small
places, urban low-income areas, and other popu-
lations sac h as migrant labor families in California,
black families in Texas, and open-country rural
families in Vermont. This format fa,:ilitated inspec-
tion of frequencies to ascertain similarities and
differences in patterns of distribution within and
among the populations sampled.

Most variables of the study were examined for
their significant associations with the derived income
index. This index is a tool for grouping families who
are roughly at the same level of well-being from the
point of view of annual money income. It measures
the divergence of each family's income, as reported
for the survey year, from the level of income needed
to provide a minimum adequate level of consump-
tion for a family of that size and composition, at
price levels in the principal geographic regions of
the nation, and by size of place of residence. Jean
L. Pennock, a member of the NC-90 committee
from the Agricultural Research Service, USDA,
developed instructions for computing poverty thres-
holds and income indexes (see Appendix B).

Interviews with rural migrants in California were
made approximately 6 months later than with fami-
lies in the other samples. Appropriate adjustments
were made by the Missouri station to account for
':hanger in income levels during that period so that
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the income indexes of the migrant families could be
compared with those of other samples.

An income index of 100 means that the family
annual income is equal to the poverty threshold
when this threshold is based on the economy food
plan of the USDA. This food plan Is designed for
emergency situations, not for long-term use. Less
than 100, therefore, would indicate that a family
would ordinarily have great difficulty in obtaining
even a minimum adequate level of living. An income
index of 125 represents a poverty threshold based
on the low-cost food plan of the USDA. The econ-
omy food plan is approximately 80 percent of the
low-cost food plan.

Families were grouped by income index as fol-
lows: under 75, 75-99, 100-124, 125-149, 150-199,
200 and over. and "undetermined" (when income
data were not available). For data from the sample
areas of each state, these index categories were
cross-tabulated with the respective classifications
of other variables, and chi-square values, contin-
gency coefficients, and gamma measures were com-
puted. These results were used for further analysis
if the number of families in cells of a matrix met
two criteria: (a) no cell had an expected frequency
of less than one, and (b) no more than 20 percent
of the cells had expected frequencies of less than
five.

Because of distributions of families among the
categories, some cells had insufficient numbers to
meet the two criteria for valid chi-square tests.
Therefore, certain variables were collapsed when
this could still leave meaningful categort4s. In a
tew cases, a dimension of a variable was dropped.
Since samples from Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska had not been limited to low-income areas
that is, . :fey represented cross-sections of each of
the randomly selected small townscomparatively
small proportions of families were in the lower
categories by income index. Therefore, for these
samples of rural small places, the four lowest in-
come index groups (those under 150 usually rep-
resenting the lowest one-fourth of the indexes in
each sample) were combined throughout the chi-
square analyses. In contrast, for the California
data, the two highest income index groups were
combined (150 and above). Families in the "un-
determined" category were omitted from all chi-
square analyses. In spite of the collapsing of some
variables to increase cell size, levels of probable
significant association are not reported in some
instances because numbers in cells of the matrix
did not meet the two criteria for appropriateness
of chi-square tests.

In tables of Appendix C, the significance of chi-
square is reported when the probability that inter-
dependence of the two variables may have been
due to chance is equal to or lower than the 0.10
level. That is, the probability that association of the
variables was not due to chance was 0.90 or higher.
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Associations having chi - square significance levels
of 0.0000 to 0.0500 are discussed in the text and
are referred to as statistically significant relation-
ships. Significance levels of 0.0501 to 0.1000 are
included in tables of Appendix C because of their
marginal character and potential indication of need
for further study.

Publications

This basebook represents only one of three ob-
jectives of the NC-90 committee for publishing
findings of the interregional project. Other reports
and publications are listed in Appendix D. Many of
the studies listed there represent the first objec-
tivethat each station not only would use its data
as productively as possible but also would inform
other project participants of its efforts.

Second, insofar as feasible, researchers of two or
more stations were encouraged to cooperate in
sharing data for studies to ^ conducted and re-
ported by one of the following plans: (a) complete
cooperation of all researchers in the design, con-
duct, and publication of the study: (13, data of
two or more states shared, but one or more persons
would bear main responsibility fcr the study while
others serve only as consultants; and (c) datv
shared and identified source, but full respon-
sibility would be borne by a single station rep-
resentative. To accommodate these alternatives,
a system was established for authorizing use of
a station's data by others.

Third, a basebook representing the efforts of
all participating stations would be published as
soon as possible to report frequency distributions
of all variables and analyses of these variables
as they relate to an index of incom,) adequacy.
Brief descriptions of the NC-90 project efforts as
a whole would be given. Because the coordinating
editor was located at the Iowa station, a reqt,est
was made by and granted to the NC-90 committee
that the basebook be published there.

Although tile preparation of this basebook was
a cooperative effort on the part of one or more
researchers at all stations, special responsibilities
were fulfilled by several NC-90 committee mem-
bers. After printouts were available from Missouri,
each leader of a subcommittee (demographic, re-
source factors, social structure and process, and
value orientations) was responsible for preparing
the first draft of the report. Th.. coordinating editor
revised and integrated these subcommittee manu-
scripts. In addition, she prepared the Introduction,
Procedure, Recommendations, Summary, Summary
of Family Characteristics Related to the Income
Index, References, and Appendix D.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Patterns of living are conditioned in many ways
by the demographic character of a population and
other aspects of the environment. Information con-
cerning demographic attributes of families in the 13
samples used in the present interregional study
reveals many likenesses and differences in their
population characteristics. This information pro-
vides a background for interpreting patterns of
living related to the three central themes of the
.study; i.e., resources, social structure and process,
and value orientations. in this bluebook on patterns
of living of families with children under 18 years of
age in the home, demographic attributes are des-
cribed from two general points of view; namely,
residential characteristics and human attributes.

Residential Characteristics

Migratory patterns of respondent and husband

Birthplace (tables 2 and 3). Each respondent
was asked where her mother was living when she
was born and whether that place was 50 miles or
more from where she was :lying at the time of the
interview. If the response was 50 miles or more, it
was further categorized as in the same state or out
of state. Three general patterns emerged. Respon-
dents in all the California migrant sample and 99
percent of the respondents in Nevada were born
out of the state and 50 miles or more away from
where they were living at the time of the interview.
This tendency prevailed also, but to smaller extents,
in Indiana, Ohio, Illinois, and Kansas. In the sam-
ples from Texas, Vermont, Iowa, Wisconsin, Missout
and Nebraska, half or more of the respondents had
been born within 50 miles of their current resi-
dences, either in or out of state. Thus, except for
Kansas (rural) and Wisconsin (urban), the respon-
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dents in the full qr partly rural samples were more
prone to have been born locally than were the
others.

The same three general patterns observed with
respondents' places of birth can be seen for hus-
bands. The state samples also cluster in the same
manner. In all states except Hawaii, Ohio, and Wis-
consin, slightly more husbands than respondents
were born locally.

Table 3. Birthplace of husband.

Sample areas
within states

Birthplace

Beyond 50 miles
Within All
50 miles In state Out of state husbands

Rural small places:

Iowa 65.6 16.6 17.8 100.0 163
Kansas 44.5 14.3 41.2 100.0 114
Missouri 64.9 17.0 18.1 100.0 188
Nebraska 62.Q 18.3 18.8 100.0 202

Urban lowiucome areas:

Hawaii 34.5 22.8 42.7 100.0 145
1111nots 43.4 18.4 38.2 100.0 207
Indiana 26.6 0.6 72.8 100.0 154
Nevada 2.7 0.0 Y7.3 100.0 146
Ohio 32.5 4.1 63.4 100.0 123
Wisconsin 55.8 16.0 2a.2 100.0 156

Other populations:

California 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 168
Texas 99.3 4.5 6.2 100.0 177

Vermont 72.4 6.3 21.3 100.0 207

Part of life lived in rural areas (tables 4 and 5).
Respondents were asked how much of their lives
they had lied in rural areas (open country or in a
town of fewer than 2,500 peopi In the rural areas
of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Neoraska, and Vermont,
30 p...rcent or more of respondents and husbands
had lived all their lives in a coral area, and two-
thirds or more had lived there at least half of their
lives. Thus, primarily rural backgrounds were re-
flected in these samples. In Texas families, half of
the respondents and husbands had primarily rural
backgrounds. Except for Nevada In the urban low-
income samples, at least three of every four respon-
dents and husbands had lived more than half of
their lives in nonrural areas.

Residential mobility of families

Number of moves in the past 5 years (table 6).
Respondents were asked how many times the family
had moved in the past 5 years. The proportions
who had not changed residence during that time
ranged from slightly less than one-third in the sam-
ples of Hawaii and Nevada to approximately half
for Iowa, Nebraska, Indiana, Wisconsin, Texas, and
Vermont. Other than the migrants, the most fre-
quent movers were families in Kansas and Nevada;
about a third of the families in these samples had
moved three or more times. Only 5 percent of the

21



black families in Texas had moved three or more
times in contrast with the California migrants who
moved oftei .

Table 4. Part 01 lite that respondent had laved in twat areas.

Sample areas
within states

Pitt of llte 119rd in rural 41-1.46

Less
than over All

None half halt All reponaelth

Rural small plan's.

1.1W.1

Kansas
Missvor 1
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Urban lowin..mie areas:
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Nevada
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Other venlations:

Calltornil
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Table 5. Part of life that husband had lived to rural areas.

Sample areas
within states

Part of late had lived in rural areas

Less
Cisn Over All

None half half All husbands

Rural small places.

lova 0.0 6.1 34.8 59.1 100.0 164
Kansas ..3 16.1 32.2 42.4 100.0 1L8
Nissuurt 0.5 18.1 51.1 30.3 100.0 188
Nebraska 1.0 10.9 33.8 54.3 100.0 201

Urban 1 .v- Income areas.
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Number of moues the past year (table 7). Ex-
cluding the California migrants, from 73 to 86 per-
cent of families in the samples had not changed
their residences during the past year. Proportions
of single moves ranged from an eighth in Nebraska,
Illinois, and Vermont to a fifth in the Kansan sam-
ple. Only in Nevada had more than a tenth of the
families moved two or more times during the past
year.
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Human Attributes

Family characteristics

For this interregional study, a family was defined
as a household consisting of two or more persons
who are related by marriage (civil or common law),
blood, or adoption and who share common house-
keeping arrangements, with or without other resi-
dents. In the samples from all states, families usu-
ally were restricted to those with a woman, ,;ver
the age of 18 but under 65 years, who was respon-
sible for at least one minor child under 18 years of
age. Mothers under 18 could be interviewed if they
were in a household with their own child.

Family size (table 8). Family size was calculated
in year-equivalent persons. Each month that a
person was present in the household constituted a
twelfth of a year-equivalent. The sum of the person-
months represented that person as a partial or full
year-equivalent. The measure used for family size
was the sum of these year-equivalents for all per-
sons who had resided in the home for at least 1
month during the schedule year.

The 13 samples differed considerably in percent-
ages of larger families of 4.1 or more persons. In
declining order of frequency, these larger families
were in: California (61".. ), Texas and Nevada ( 59":. ).
Vermont (56% ), Hawaii (55'0, Indiana and Ne-
braska (49%), Ohio (48%), Illinois and Kansas
(45%), Wisconsin and Iowa (42%), and Missouri
(37%). Thus, the urban or rural samples in the
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eight North Central states were composed of med-
ium size and smaller families much more often than
were the samples outside of this region. Families of
5.1 or more persons were most frequent in Cali-
fornia, Texas, Nevada, and Hawaii.
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Number of years the family was formed (table
9). Respondents were asked, "When was this family
started?" Their responses about the formation date
of the family could have been the beginning of
married life, the birth of the first child, or when the
oldest child came to live with this family. Thus, in
table 9, the percentage distributions of numbers of
years families were formed are based on the re-
spondents' perceptions of circumstances that marked
the beginnings of their families.

When classified in three broad groups, differences
among the samples were evident in the number of
years families had been formed. Texas families
were almost equally distributed among "less than
10 years," "10 to 19 years," and "20 years or
longer." Missouri was the only sample with a modal
number of families that had been formed 20 years
or longer. Ten to 19 years was the mode for the
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three other samples from rural small places and for
Indiana's urban low-income sample. Less than 10
years was the mode for the other six '.urban samples
and for the migrants in California. In rural Ver-
mont, 40 percent had been formed less than 10
years and an equal proportion for 10 to 19 years.

Except for Wisconsin (11%), 10 percent or fewer
families in all samples had been formed for less
than 3 years. Further, except in the Texas sample
(15%), fewer than 10 percent of the families had
been formed as many as 30 years.

Family type (tables 10, 11, 12) Family type was
classified in three ways: (a) two-parent vs. one-
parent (the female respondent), (b) extended vs.
not extended, and (c) age of oldest minor child
under 18 years of age living in the household.

A family was classified as a two-parent family if
a husband had not been away from home more
than 1 month during the 12 before the interview.
At least six of every 10 families in each sample
had two parents. In the rural samples of Iowa,
Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and Vermont, the pro-
portions were at least eight of every 10 families.
In 95 percent of the California migrant families
there were two parents. Relatively higher frequen-
cies of one-parent families were evident in the low-
income areas of the cities and also among the black
families in Texas. Proportions of one-parent families
ranged from less than 10 percent in the California,
Vermont, Missouri, and Nebraska samples to 36
and 39 percent in the urban low-income samples
from Hawaii and Nevada.

Extended families were found most frequently in
Texas (35%), Nevada (23%), and Hawaii (21 %);
that is, they had persons living in the home other
than the parents and children. In all other samples,
the percentage was less than 16. Considered pro-
portionately, it was evident that one-parent families
were more prone than others to have other persons
living with them. In most of the samples, a few
families had male heads who were not the respon-
dent's husband or a female head other than the
respondent.

Percentages reported in table 11 represent only
the oldest minor children (those under age 18
years) who were residing with their families. In at
least one of every six families in all state sample
areas, the oldest minor child was under 6 years of
age. Percentages of families with oldest minor chil-
dren 16 or 17 years old ranged from 24 for Ver-
mont to 40 for Iowa. All states had from a fifth to a
third of their samples in the 6-to-11-year category.
The 12-to-15-year age level tended to be the
smallest category in most states; it ranged from
10 percent in California to 23 percent in Texas.
Families in samples from Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska,
Indiana, and Texas were more prone than others
to have oldest minor children of 12 to 17 years of
age in their homes.

The extent to which the husbands had been
present in families during the 12 months before the
interview differed considerably by type of sample
area (table 12). Husbands were present all year in
more than eight of every 10 families in the rural
small towns and Vermont open country and among
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Number of parents, by nuclear and extended composition

Sample areas
within states

Two parents Respondent head Other male head Other female head

Not ex;
tended Extended

Not ex-
tended Extended

Not ex- Not ex- All
tended Extended tended Extended families

Rural small places:

Iowa 79.5 5.9 13.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas 82.5 2.4 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 126
Missouri 85.7 5.4 7.4 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 89.0 2.9 6.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 53.5 10.9 25.2 8.4 0.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Illinois 60.8 9.1 24.7 4.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 100.0 287
Indiana 69.0 9.8 16.6 3.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 193
Nevada 48.5 12.6 28.3 8.5 0.0 1.3 0.4 0.4 100.0 223
Ohio 61.2 7.6 22.9 7.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 100.0 170
Wisconsin 67.3 2.4 27.4 2.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 208

Other populations:

California 89.3 5.9 3.6 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0 169
Texas 50.1 17.0 15.1 16.2 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 100.0 259
Vermont 90.1 2.3 6.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 217

aA Itnot extended" family is a nuclear unit; an "extended" family has grandrIrents, aunts, uncles, nieces,
nephews, or others living with it.

Table 11. Age 42 the Alavit min.t khtla in the household. Table 12. lumber At months in the last 12 that the hiohand wax nregent.
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All AllSamplc areas
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gissAort U.K 24.8 20.3 17.1 100 0 202 Mivao0r1 6.4 1.0 0.3 0.5 41.1 100.0 :IQ
sivraska 20.1

rrhp, are4ti:

28.2 11.2 14.5 100.0 208 Nv4f.tqlt4 5.8

erhan lowim-wm. area :

1.4 1.. LA 40... 100.0 208

/141.411 2%.4 29.2 12.. 31.6 100.0 212 Hawaii 10.: 1.5 2.0 1.5 84.t 1o0.0 2r2
111tnots 27.2 27.9 15.1 29.b 100.0 28: 28.h 1.11 0.1 1.. b:.; 100.0 147
InAttna 11.1 21.5 17.6 17.4 110.0 181 11111.m.1 2n.' O.') 0.0 0.0 74.8 100.0 141
NeValA 21. J5.n 10./I II.R 100.0 221 .4.6 0.5 0.5 0.0 32.. tOn.0
Ah 12.0 26.0 13.0 29.0 100.0 16,1 '4110 ....... -- 12.4 0.b n.h (1.b 10.8 1nn.v 1;0
W/4.-ngin 10.1

other enpnl tt 414:

2..0 12.5 11.2 100.0 208 26.4

0th,r p.p.1411.m

1.0 2.. 1.0 hm.: 100.0 208

V4111.1.11 12.i 21.4 4.5 16.1 100.0 164 (tilt-001a 2., 0.6 1.4 1.2 4..0 100.1, 164
Tr, 1, 16.6 25.1 21.2 15.1 1G0.0 254

i t . . 1 0.4 0 n 11.1.0 2,4
Vv rmnt 2:.1 12.: 16.2 21.6 W.1.4 lib Vermmit A.0 011 n,4 0.4 ,) WI

24



BEST COPY AVAIL/ISLE

the California migrants. Percentages of families
with no husbands present at any time during the
year differed from 2 percent in California to 47 per-
cent in Nevada. Absence of a husband was most
prevalent in the Texas and urban low-income
samples.

Adult capability-to-work index (table 13). The
household adult capability-to-work index has to do
with the capability of the working age members of
the household to engage in remunerative employ-
ment (Cleland, 1963). The formula for the index is
as follows:

W =a + bilia + b + c
where a = Number of adults 16 through 64 who

are fully able to work,
b = Number of adults 16 through 64 who

have a limited permanent disability,
c = Number of adults 16 through 64 who

are totally disabled.
Only members of the household in the 16 through
64 age range enter into this computation. The pos-
sible range of scores is from 0.00 to 1.00. The
rationale for this index is that the denominator
represents the working age consumers and the
numerator represents the working age producers.
Those producers who are fully capable of working
are weighted 1.00, those with a limited disability
are weighted 0.50, and those with a total disability
are weighted 0.00. (See Appendix B for further
explanation.)

T0,1. 13. Famllv'% adult ...ipahtlitv.towork Index.

Simply at..
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Karat ,mall
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%, hr 1,K..
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Only seven families from all 13 samples had
less than a 0.50 adult capability-to-work index;
that is, disabilities were so severe among the adults
in the family group that there was less than half a
full-time equivalent in working ability. In all except
three samples, indexes of 1.0 were manifest in 90
percent or more of the families. The three excep-
tions were Hawaii (80%), Ohio (85%), and Texas
(87%).

Language spoken in the home (table 14). Respon-
dents were asked what language was most often
used in the home. Language was coded as English,
Spanish, French, English and another, and other.
In all states except California (1%), Indiana (78%),
and Hawaii (80%), 96 percent or more of the re-
spondents replied that English was generally spoken
at home. English and another language was re-
ported as most commonly used by 30 percent in
California and by 14 percent of the families in
Hawaii and Indiana. Thus, the California sample
was the only one in which a sizable proportion
usually did not speak some English at home.

Table It. Language spoken in the home.

Sample
within states

Language

All
familiesEnglish Spanish French

English
6 other Other

Rural small places:

Iowa 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas 99.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 100.0 126
Missouri 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 99.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 100.0 209

Urban low. income

Hawaii 80.2 0.0 0.0 14.4 5.4 100.0 202
Illinois 99.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 100.0 26.

Indiana 72.5 12.4 0.0 11.5 1.6 100.0 193
Nevada 98.1 1.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 100.0 219
Ohio 96.4 1.2 0.0 2.4 0.0 100.0 170
Wisconsin 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 208

Other population!:

California 0.6 69.8 0.0 29.6 0.0 100.0 169
Texas 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 259
Vermont 98.6 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.5 100.0 217

Respondent's characteristics

Ethnicity (table 15). This characteristic of the
respondents was defined on the basis of race and
heritage. All respondents in Iowa and Nebraska
were white; 94 to 97 percent were white in the
Kansas, Missouri, Wisconsin, and Vermont samples.
All respondents in Texas were black, as were half
or more of those from Nevada (81%), Indiana
(59%), and Ohio (55%). A fifth of the Illinois sam-
ple was black.

In California, the respondents were nearly all of
Spanish background; the majority (78%) were Mexi-
can citizens. About a fourth (28%) of the Indiana
sample were Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and others
of Spanish background. Respondents in the Hawaii
sample were mainly indeterminate (47% ), Oriental
(26% ), or Polynesian (10% ).

Age level (table 16). In five of the 13 samples
from the respective states, there were respondents
under age 18; however, all proportions were under
2 percent of the total. In all states, most respon-
dents were 25 to 44 years of age; the proportions
ranged from 55 percent in the Wisconsin sample to
71 peicent for Indiana and 72 percent for Vermont.
When compared with other samples, respondents
under 25 years of age comprised larger proportions
of the total for Ohio (24%), Nevada (23%), Cali-
fornia (22%), Illinois and Wisconsin (21% each),
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and Kansas (20%). 1n contrast, the following states
had relatively larger percentages of respondents
whose ages were 45 or older: Texas (28%), Iowa
(25%), Wisconsin (24%), Nebraska (23%), Indiana
(22%), and Missouri (22%).

Table 15. Ethnicity of respondent,

Sample areas

within states

Ethnicity:I

Span.
tilt Poly. Inde.

Orten. back- nu. termi. All
White Slack tai ground slaw nate respondents

Rural small places:

Iowa 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas 93.6 9.8 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 126
Missouri 47.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.04 202
Nebraska 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas!

Hawaii 15.1 0.5 25.7 1.5 4.4 47.1
b

100.0 202
Illinois 80.5 19.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 281
Indiana 13.0 54.0 0.0 2R.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 141
Nevada 11.4 80.8 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 100.04 208
Ohio 41.2 55.1 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 170
Wisconsin 98.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.04 208

Other populations:

Calltarnla 0.6 0.0 0.0 44.... 0.0 0.0 100.0 169
Texas 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.o 100.0 254
eermoot 94.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 u.0 100.0 2l!

'Percentages A respondents who were Indian were as follows! Missouri
(1.0t), Nevada 10.5%), And Wisconsin 11.4').

In. lodes respondent% who wt. )640,1 by 111, tntelviewers to
ethni. al ra. tam !,.1.1tef an those whose race 1 il.fini.stv the inter-
view... , "Ilf Ortur.fft.

tin California, 17.5 percent of the respondents re Mexican citizens.

Except for those in Indiana, respondents for
families of the urban low-income samples, and also
those for Kansas, California, and Vermont, tended
to be younger than the others. From a half to two-
thirds of them were under 35 years of age. In turn,
half or more of the respondents in the rural small
places of Iowa, Missouri, and Nebraska, and those
in Indiana and Texas, were 35 years of age or
older. In both Texas and Indiana, approximately a
tenth of the respondents were aged 55 to 64 years;
in all other samples, less than 5 percent were at
this age level.

Table 16. Age of
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The foregoing observations indicate that the dis-
tributions of respondents by age levels tended to
differ considerably among the samples selected
within the cooperating states. Further, no unique
patterns were evident for the rural, urban, or spe-
cial population samples.

Educational attainment (table 17). Respondents
were asked to give the last grade of school they
had completed. In all states except Indiana (45%),
Nevada (42%), Ohio (40%), Texas (36%), and Cali-
fornia (2%), half or more of the respondents had
finished high school. The proportions ranged from
53 percent for the sample in Hawaii to 79 percent
for Nebraska. Higher levels of education (13 or
more years completed) ranged from less than 10
percent in the samples for California, Texas, Hawaii,
Indiana, Nevada, and Ohio to 23 percent for Illinois
and 26 percent for Nebraska. Kansas, Nebraska,
and Illinois had the highest percentages who had
completed college (about 10%).

In contrast, 20 percent or more of the respon-
dents had not been educated past the 8th grade in
California (89%), Texas (32%), Ohio (24%), Indiana
(24%), and Vermont (20%). Further, less than eight
grades had been completed by 83 percent in Cali-
fornia, 20 percent in Indiana, and 19 percent in
Texas; in all other samples the proportions were 10
percent or less. "No grades completed" was the
report of 4 percent of the respondents in the mi-
grant sample of California.

Table 17. Respondent's educational attainment.

Sample areas
within states

Year% 01 4.1101.1 mullet vd

All
respondents

Less
than R 8 9ll 12 13.15

16 Is

over

Rural small plates;

IOWA 1.6 5.4 18.9 56.8 4.7 7.6 100.0 185
Kansas U.0 8.0 17.6 56.0 8.8 9.6 100.0 I2i
Missouri ..... -- 1.0 5.5 17.4 57 7 14.4 1.5 100.0 201
Nebraska 0.0 2.4 18.2 52.6 16.3 10.0 100.0 239

Crban low-income areas!

HAWAII 10.4 3.5 12.7 94.0 6.4 2.5 100.0 202
Illinois 1.8 6.3 24.1 42.6 11.2 9.4 100.0 287
Indiana 14.8 4.2 10.7 37.5 5.2 2.6 100.0 192
bkvada 7.7 7.7 42.4 13.6 8.6 OM 1011.0 220
Ohio 10.7 13.0 36.1 )2.5 5.1 2.4 100.0 169
Wisconsin 1,4 7.2 28.9 50.0 5.8 100.0 208

Other p0p6lation.:

California 82.8 5.4 4.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 1011.11 164
ixam 14.1 12.5 12.2 in.. 2.4 1.5 100.0 251
V.q-mont 2.1 17.6 17.6 47.1 10.6 1(81.0 216

Disability (table 18). In all of the samples, 87
percent or more of the homemakers said they were
not chronically ill or disabled. Disabilities that pre-
vented or limited respondents from work or other
activities were more frequent in samples from Texas,
Hawaii, and Ohio than in others.

Job training (table 19). Respondents were asked
if they had had any special job training other than
a regular high school or college program. Responses
were categorized as high school work-study pro-
grams; on-the-job training occurring after employ-
ment at the place of work; tuition schools such as
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beauty culture, business .allege, and data process-
ing; government training focused on development
of occupational competencies; and a residual cate-
gory labeled "undetermined origin."

Table 18. Degree at Alsabilitv ot respondent.

arras
within states

Deere of alsahllitY

Limited Not
Not Not In Limited able

.Its- 1,11. sctiv. in to All
iti icy work wok respondents

Mural small places:

ot.

Iwa 96.2 1.1 1.1 1 b
Kansas 41.6 0.0 1 -b 0.0
Missouri 99.0 0.5 0.5 0.0
Nebraska 'IS.? 1.0 1 9 1.4

7:r6an low-income areas,

Hawaii 86.6 3.5 . 3.0 6.9
Illinois 45.2 2.4 0.7 1.0
Indiana 9S.3 0.5 1.6 2.1
Nevada 93.0 0.5 2.3 3.7
Ohi 88.1 2.4 2.4 6.5
Wisconsin 96.1 1.0 1.0 1.4

Other pupOstions:

California : 44. 0.0 0.6 0.0
Texas 86.8 1.2 3.9 5.8
Vermont 96.1 1.4 0.5 1.8

roir es.sponlent's tr44vint

i4nle ,r. is
st ttes

Tvpy

0.0 100.0 185
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0.0 100.0 202
0.0 100.0 209
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0.6 100.0 170

0.5 1.^..L..! 204
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Only 6 percent of the California respondents said
they had any job training; 10 percent in Texas and
13 percent in Vermont responded positively to this
question. In the 10 other states, the prop;rtions
ranged from 20 percent in Iowa to 35 percent in
Illinois. Of those with job training, the largest
percentage had attended tuition schools, except in
Illinois, Nevada, and California where propor-
tionately more of the respondents had on-the-job
training.

Occupational type (table 20). For a detailed des-
cription of occupational types and coding procedures,
see Appendix B.

Respondents were considered as "employed"
when they had earned $100 or more during the
year in wages, salaries, or profits from operating a
private business. TM extents to which they had
been employed during the past year differed from

about a fourth in the samples of Indiana and Ver-
mont to three-fifths in Nevada and Texas. Propor-
tions employed in the remaining nine samples ranged
from 30 percent ;n Wisconsin to 52 percent in Iowa.
Thus, the central tendency was for slightly less
than half of the respondents to have been partly or
fully employed for pay. Further information about
the amounts they contributed to family earned in-
comes is reported in the following section on re-
source factors.

Of the six types of occupation by which the re-
spondents were classified, larger percentages were
in the unskilled category than in any of the others
within samples for nine states (Kansas, Nebraska,
Illinois, Indiana, Nevada, Ohio, Wisconsin, Cali-
fornia, and Texas). For Iowa, Missouri, and Hawaii,
the most frequent occupational category was skilled
or clerical and sales. This category, plus that of the
unskilled, accounted for 62 to 100 percent of the
employed respondents in all samples.

Five percent of the respondents in Missouri were
proprietors of a family basiness, the largest pro-
portion of any sample. Altliough professional occu-
pations were represented in all samples except
among the California migrants, the highest percent-
ages were in Nebraska (12%), Kansas (10%), and
Indiana (10%). Semiprofessional occupations, such
as city engineer, night nurse, mortician, and Head
Start teacher, were most frequent in Wisconsin
(21 ",;) and Indiana (16%). In addition, the following
states had at least 10 percent in this category:
Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Illinois, and Nevada.

Husband's characteristics

Age level (table 21). In all samples, the per-
centages of husbands 45 years of age and older
were higher than the percentages of wives of this
age. The range for husbands in this age group was
from 18 percent fc: Vermont to 38 percent for
Texas. The modal age group was 25 to 34 years in
eight samples (Kansas, Hawaii, Illinois, Nevada,
Ohio, Wisconsin, Texas, and Vermont); the range at
this age level was from 31 percent in Wisconsin to
42 percent in Hawaii. In Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska,
Indiana, and California, the mode was 35 to 44
years, with percentages ranging from low to mid-
thirties. Texas, Hawaii, and Indiana had propor-
tionately more husbands aged at least 55 years
than did other samples.

Educational attainment (table 22). Half or more
of the husbands had completed high school, with or
without further education, in eight of the 13 sam-
ples: Nebraska (80',',;), Missouri (76%), Iowa (72?,;),
Wisconsin (72%), Kansas (70%), Illinois (68%),
Hawaii (57%), and Indiana (50%). For other states,
the proportions ranged from 4 percent among the
migrants of California to 46 percent for Vermont.
Advanced collegiate study beyond high school was
reported for 20 percent or more of the husbands in
Illinois (28%), Missouri and Nebraska (26% each),
Wisconsin (22%), and Kansas (21%). Less than 10
percent had had collegiate study in the samples of
Ohio (8%), Texas (3%), and California (0%).
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Table 20. Respondent's occupational type.

Occupational type

Sample areas
within states

No. in
sample

Respondents
employed

Profes- Propri-
sional etor

Semi-
profes-
sional

Skilled;
clerical
& sales

Oper-
ative;
semi-

skilled
Un-

skilled

Total
em-
ployed

Rural small places:

Iowa 185 97 52.4 7.2 1.0 9.3 45.4 7.2 29.9 100.0
Kansas 126 60 47.6 10.0 1.7 11.7 26.7 13.3 36.6 100.0
Missouri 200 100 50.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 44.0 16.0 23.0 100.0
Nebraska 208 102 49.0 11.8 2.0 13.7 20.6 6.9 45.0 100.0

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 202 99 49.0 3.0 0.0 8.1 44.5 12.1 32.3 100.0
Illinois 287 129 44.9 7.8 0.0 11.6 34.9 4.7 41.0 100.0
Indiana 193 50 25.9 10.0 0.0 16.0 24.0 12.0 38.0 100.0
Nevada 222 139 62.6 1.4 0.7 10.1 14.4 3.6 69.8 100.0
Ohio 170 81 47.6 2.5 0.0 6.2 27.2 14.8 49.3 100.0
Wisconsin 208 62 29.8 8.1 0.0 21.0 30.6 8.1 32.2 100.0

Other populations:

California 169 69 40.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 97.1 100.0
Texas 259 157 60.6 3.2 2.5 5.1 5.1 14.0 70.1 100.0
Vermont 217 54 24.9 9.3 0.0 5.6 37.0 11.1 37.0 100.0

Table 21. Age of husband. Table 22. Husband's educational attainments.

Years Years of school completed

Sample areas Under 55 6 All .1a-ple areas Less 16 P. All
within latter 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45.5: over husbands within states than 8 8 9-11 12 11.1 ver husbands

% 7. N 2 Z 1

Rural small places: Rural small places:

Iowa 0.0 8.0 28.4 32.1 21.6 9.9 100.0 162 lava 1.7 11.7 13.0 52.4 6.2 13.0 100.0 162
Kansas 0.0 11.9 37.3 30.5 17.8 2.5 100.0 118 Kansas 1.7 10.2 17.8 49.1 10.2 11.0 100.0 118
flissouti 0.5 6.9 30.9 34.7 19.1 7.9 100.0 188 Missouri 2.2 9.7 12.4 49.3 9.7 16.7 100.0 186
Nebraska 0.0 5.1 28.4 36.5 21.9 6.1 100.0 19' Nebraska 1.5 7.1 11.2 53.8 12.2 14.2 100.0 197

Urban low-inionw areas: Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 0.0 10.0 42.2 16.4 16.4 15.0 100.0 140 Hawaii 14.3 8.6 20.0 39.9 Af 8.6 100.0 140
Illiauis 0.0 11.9 38.1 26.2 19.3 :.0 100.0 202 Illinois 5.5 10.4 16.4 19.9 10.9 16.9 100.0 201
Indiana 0.0 5.2 25.5 32.0 25.5 11.8 100.0 153 Indiana 21.2 10.6 17.9 39.0 6.0 5.3 100.0 151
Nevada 0.0 11.7 38.3 21.7 19.2 9.1 100.0 120 Nevada 13.5 9.9 32.5 29.7 11.7 2.7 100.0 llt
Ohio 1.7 11.0 16.5 18.1 26.1 ..4 100.0 115 Ohio 15.3 13.5 39.7 23.4 7.2 0.9 100.0 111

0.0 10.5 30.9 25.7 21.7 9.2 100.0 152 Wisconsin 4.0 6.1 17.7 50.4 10.9 10.9 100.0 17

Other Other populati.ins

0.0 11.5 26.7 12.2 24.8 ..8 100.0 165 California 86.2 4.8 4.8 4.2 0.0 0.0 100.0 165
TPX.11.4 0.0 8.7 33.0 20.2 20.2 17.9 100.0 171 Texas 34.0 12.1 27.1 23.6 2.4 0.6 100.0 165
livrmiont 0.0 10.8 39.6 11.9 11.1 6.. 100.0 20: Verm.'nt 6.9 27.5 20.1 33.2 6.4 5.9 100.0 204
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Twenty percent or more of the husbands had not
been educated past the eighth grade in seven of the
samples: California (91%), Texas (46%), Vermont
(34%), Indiana (32%), Ohio (29%), Nevada (23%),
and Hawaii (23%). For six of the samples, "no
grades completed" was reported for some husbands,
with California showing the highest proportion (10% ).

Generally, more husbands than respondents had
completed college, but more husbands also had had
either no education or less than 8 years of school-
ing. As can be noted in table 22, the distributions
of husbands by educational levels differed appreci-
ably among several of the samples. These differ-
ences in education could be a significant factor
associated with the comparative degrees and types
of disadvantagement of families in the samples
studied.

Disability (table 23). Similar to the pattern for
respondents, at least 86 percent of the husbands in
all samples were reported as not chronically ill or
disabled. Disabilities that prevented or limited hus-
bands in work or other activities were higher in
Ohio (12%), Vermont (9%), and Hawaii (9%).

Table 23. Degree disability of husband.

Sample drrIA
Within states

Degree of disability

Not

dis-

abled

Limited Nut
Not in Limited able
lim- acne- in to All
Ited Ity work work husbands

Rural small places:

IOWA 93.9 0.0 1.2 4.3 0.6 100.0 162
Salinas 98.3 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 118
MIS5011f1 96.3 1.1 0.5 1.6 0.5 100.0 188
Nehta4ka

rrban low-ina,mse arras:

96.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.0 100.0 197

HJUalI 90.7 0.7 1.4 4.1 2.9 100.0 140
III ImIs 96.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 100.0 202
Indiana 96.6 0.7 0.0 2.0 0.7 100.0 153

99.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 100.0 117

86.2 1.7 1.7 6.1 ..3 100.0 115
Wiaconsig 93.5 0.4 1.3 2.6 2.6 100.0 152

()nt p.:91atl.ms.

Caltt,rnla 9.8 0.6 4.6 0.0 0.0 100.0 165

TrYIAS .4 0.6 0.6 1.5 2.4 100.0 171
v.-,moot 40.6 0.5 1.0 5.'. 2.5 100.0 204

Job training (table 24). Job training for the hus-
bands was observed by the same categories as for
the respondents. No unique occupational patterns
were revealed in either the rural or the urban sam-
ples. Except for California (4%) and Texas (7%),
the percentages of husbands who had had job train-
ing ranged from 25 in Ohio to 43 in Illinois. Since
very few of the husbands in the California and
Texas samples had been trained, caution should be
used when interpreting their distributions by types
of training. In all samples, training on-the-job was
more frequent than tuition schools such as business
training, welding, electrical and electronics training,
and salesmanship. Exclusive of the California and
Texas samples, the percentages of husbands with
training on-the-job ranged from 47 in Ohio to 78 in
Illinois, while, for tuition schools, the percentages
differed from 8 percent in Nevada to approximately
35 percent in Ohio, Hawaii, and Nebraska.

Table 24. Nusband's job training.

Sample
within states

Job
train-

ing
M.

Potted

N

%
of

&OW
p1.

'Opt of training

Nigh
schools On
work the

study job

Tuition
schools

Gov't
pro.

gram

Undo-
ter.

mined

Total
with
train.

ins

%

Rural small places:

Iowa S9 36.4 0.0 61.0 32.2 1.7 S./ 100.0
Kansas 44 17.3 0.0 63.6 27.3 9.1 0.0 100.0
Missouri 63 33.9 0.0 63.5 22.2 1.6 12.7 100.0
Nebraska 69 35.0 0.0 49.3 34.8 7.2 8.7 100.0

Urban tow- income

Hawaii 48 14.3 0.0 54.2 35.4 0.0 10.4 100.0
Illinois $7 43.3 1.1 78.3 16.1 1.1 3.4 100.0
Indiana 42 27.8 0.0 61.9 16.7 2.4 19.0 100.0
Nevada 39 35.1 2.6 89.7 7.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Ohio 28 25.2 3.6 46.5 35.6 0.0 14.3 100.0
Wisconsin SS 37.4 3.6 63.7 27.3 3.6 1.8 100.0

Other populations:

California 4.2 42.9 42.9 0.0 0.0 14.2 100.0
Texas 12 7.3 0.0 41.7 25.0 33.3 0.0 100.0
Vermont 58 28.4 0.0 68.9 19.0 12.1 0.0 100.0

Occupational type (table 25). Almost all hus-
bands of families in the study had been employed
in the past year. Only in Hawaii had as many as
10 percent been unemployed for the year. Propor-
tions of husbands in unskilled work ranged from 8
percent in the Missouri sample to almost all of the
California migrants. Unskilled employment was the
modal group for Indiana (33%), Nevada (54%),
Ohio (34%), and California (98%). Except for
Nevada (37 %) and California (2% ), about half to
two-thirds of the husbands in each sample were
employed in the following occupations: operatives,
clerical and sales, or other skilled or semiskilled
occupations.

In general, the frequencies of husbands' employ-
ments in the remaining occupational types were, in
declining order, semiprofessional, professional, pro-
prietor, and farm operator. In the following states,
at least 20 percent of the husbands were in semi-
professional or professional occupations: Missouri
(30%), Nebraska (28%), Wisconsin (27%), Illinois
(26% ), Kansas (24% ), Iowa (23% ), and Hawaii
(20% ). Proprietorships in nonfarm or farm enter-
prises were comparatively most frequent in the rural
samples of Iowa (17% ), Vermont (14111; ), Missouri
and Nebraska (12% each), and Kansas (41'1; ). The
percentages of proprietorships for the urban low-
income areas and for the special populations of
California and Texas were all zero or approaching
zero.

Other main earner (No table). This refers to a
family member, other than the respondent or hus-
band, who was the major contributor to the family
money incr,me. Respondents for four state samples
(Iowa, Kans...,, Illinois, and Vermont) reported no
other main earner, and only one or two were named
for families studied in Missouri, Nebraska, Indiana,
and Wisconsin. In the remaining samples, the pro-
portions with a main earner other than the husband
or respondent were as follows: California (36?,; ),
Texas (8%), Nevada (5%), Hawaii (3 %., and Ohio
(2% ).
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Table 25. Husband's occupational type.

Sample areas
within states

No. in
sample

Husbands
employed

Occupational type

Semi-
Profes- Propri- profes-
sional etor sional

Skilled;
cler-

ical
& sales

Farm
oper-
ator

Oper-
ative; Total
semi- Un- em-

skilled skilled ployed

0/0 °/.

Rural small places:

Iowa 165 162 98.2 13.6 13.6 9.3 22.8 3.1 25.9 11.7 100.0
Kansas 118 118 100.0 7.6 2.5 16.1 29.7 1.7 29.7 12.7 100.0
Missouri 189 186 98.4 16.1 8.6 14.0 31.2 3.2 18.8 8.1 100.0
Nebraska 203 201 99.0 18.9 11.4 9.5 30.4 0.5 17.9 11.4 100.0

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 146 132 90.4 8.3 0.8 11.4 27.9 0.0 25.8 25.8 100.0
Illinois 208 204 98.1 15.2 2.9 10.3 36.3 0.0 16.2 19.1 100.0
Indiana 153 153 100.0 6.5 1.3 3.3 31.4 0.0 24.8 32.7 100.0
Nevada 142 142 100.0 2.8 1.4 4.9 21.1 0.0 15.5 54.3 100.0
Ohio 123 117 95.1 0.9 0.9 12.8 20.5 0.0 30.8 34.1 100.0
Wisconsin 146 146 100.0 9.6 0.0 17.1 30.8 0.0 22.6 19.9 100.0

Other populations:

California 167 164 98.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 1.2 98.2 100.0
Texas 176 165 93.7 2.4 0.0 0.6 7.3 0.0 58.2 31.5 100.0
Vermont 202 202 100.0 5.4 2.5 10.9 24.2 11.4 23.8 21.8 100.0

Respondent's parents

Educational levels (tables 26 and 27). In all
samples except for Illinois (43%), half or more of
the respondents' fathers had had 8 grades or less
of schooling (table 26). The proportions ranged from
50 percent in Kansas to 75 percent in Indiana and
90 percent in Texas. For nine states the percent-
ages were within 53 to 66 percent of fathers with
less than 8 grades of schooling.

Table 26. Respondent's father's educational attainment.

Sample areas
within states

Schooling ampleted

Some

high
Eight school Fin-
grades Some h lob ished

or high train high
less school ing school

High
school

lob

train- Col- All
ing lege Sather.,

Respondents' fathers who had finished high school,
with or without subsequent training or collegiate
study, ranged from 5 percent (Texas) to 40 percent
(Illinois). Proportions for all other states fell within
a range of 21 to 34 percent except for California
(14%) and Indiana (9%). Highest percentages with
collegiate study were in Illinois (14%) and Nebraska
(10% ); the lowest were in California (2%) and Texas
(1%).

When the educational levels of the respondents'
mothers (table 27) and fathers (table 26) were

Table 22. Respondent's mother's educational attainment.

Sample areas
within states

Schooling sompleted

Some
high

Eight school
grades Some h cob

.r high train-
lss school trig

Fln-

%shed
high
m.hno1

High
school
6 lois

train Col. All
lug trgr mOthars

Rural small places- Ruril small places:

4).

lava Sh 1 11.1 1 2 15 f n.6 h 5 100.0 168 Iowa 42.4 4.4 1.2 1'.4 1.5 8.1 100.0 1:2

K.na4s 49.6 16.5 0.0 21.5 2.6 2.8 too.o II% Kansas 0.0 25.2 10.6 100. 111

Missouri 5:.5 0.1 0.5 25.1 1.6 5 ' 100.0 181 Missouri .2.1 10.: O.% 14.2 1.6 " Inn.. Is'

Slehris64

urban I.sfins.nue areas

56.m .g 0.0 21.6 1.5 10.i 100.0 1401 Nebraska

-th 1M areas:

11.S 1.0 26.11 1.h ;./ 100.0 146

Hawaii 56.2 12.6 6.8 11.2 h 6 h.h 100.4 1h2 61.h 11.2 1.2 11.5 h 1 %.7 100.0 1:.

Illinois :1 5 te.t 0.9 24.0 I.M 11.S lon.o 21: Illinois 1.. 19.- n.$ 22.0 2.1 I).0 100.0 2,1

Indiana 5_6 15.6 0.9 ..1 11.0 IIH 122 Indiana 6..1 12.1 2.1 :.5 I. 2. i intim 111

Nevada 61.8 12.1 1.1 1-,8 2.0 ton.0 1.1 Seve's 54 :I 0.h 11.4 1.1 ;.8 100.0 160

011s,, 59.2 16.. 0.0 ISM 0.0 too.. 122 SL1 1.s 2 l 100.44 11'

Wisconsin 52.$ 14.n 1.1 21.! I.v 0.1 100. 15: '0 4 1 2'.1 2.k 6.1 10,).. 126

Other Poimilations: Other pan .lations:

talitarm M. I. I 2.1 1011.0 h t 111forn14 .0.0 1,4.6 1 1 6.2 1.1 1. 100.0 ..*

Texas p..6 ..h O.. 4.4 i..v 1.1 100.0 21 Texas Ml 0 10. 0.. M4 11.1. ,,.. 101,... 2...... 61./ I:./ I.S 1,2 2. 4.0 104.0 20. 5erineet ..... 1..4 ,_9 20.0 1. . 4.-/ 100_, 2014
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compared, proportions who had completed high
school were similar in all samples except for Iowa,
Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Wisconsin, and Ver-
mont where comparatively more mothers than
fathers had completed high school. The percentages
of mothers and fathers who had had on,: or more
years of college education did not differ greatly in
any of the samples.

Occupational type (tables 28 and 29). Each
respondent was also asked about the main occupa-
tion of each of her parents. As was to be expected,
farming was the modal occupation reported for their
fathers in the rural samples of Iowa, Missouri,
Nebraska, and Vermont. In the small rural places
of northeast Kansas, other occupations of fathers
were almost equal in frequency to farming: clerical
and sales along with other skilled work, and un-
skilled employments.

reported most frequently in Hawaii (16%), Illinois
(16%), Wisconsin (12%), and Kansas (12%).

Extents to wnich the respondents' mothers had
been employed for pay differed from 19 percent in
the Missouri and Nebraska samples to 45percent in
Nevada. In Hawaii, Illinois, Ohio, and Texas, ap-
proximately a third were reported as having been
employed.

"Unskilled" was the modal classification for
mothers in all samples except Missouri and Nebraska
where skilled, clerical and sales work was compara-
tively more frequent. The percentages of mothers
in unskilled occupations ranged from 28 in Missouri
to 70 in Indiana, 91 in Texas, and 100 among the
California migrants. Employment in skilled, clericid,
and sales work was second highest in frequency for
most samples. Professional or semiprofessional occu-
pations were reported for a fifth to a third of the

Table 28. Respondent's father's main occupational type.

Occupational type

Sample areas
within states

Profes- Propri-
sional etor

Semi- Skilled;
profes- clerical
sional & sales

Farm
oper-
ator

Oper-
ative;
semi-
skilled

Un-
skilled

Not
em-

ployed
All

fathers

Rural small places:

Iowa 2.7 3.8 3.3 15.3 54.1 6.6 14.2 0.0 100.0 183
Kansas 7.3 3.3 z 9 25.2 26.0 7.3 26.0 0.0 100.0 123
Missouri 5.6 6.6 4.5 20.7 38.3 8.6 15.7 0.0 100.0 198
Nebraska 5.3 9.7 2.9 16.0 50.6 6.3 9.2 0.0 100.0 206

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 6.0 4.5 10.0 23.5 8.0 22.5 25.5 0.0 100.0 200
Illinois 7.7 5.9 8.1 26.3 18.8 14.4 17.7 1.1 100.0 271
Indiana 3.0 3.6 3.0 18.1 28.3 13.9 28.9 1.2 100.0 166
Nevada 4.0 5.9 3.0 19.3 17.3 14.4 35.1 1.0 100.0 202
Ohio 2.6 3.2 6.5 13.5 14.8 20.6 38.2 0.6 100.0 155
Wisconsin 4.2 5.2 7.9 33.0 8.9 8.9 31.4 0.5 100.0 191

Other populations:

California 0.7 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 20.1 76.6 0.0 100.0 149
Texas 1.6 0.8 0.0 6.9 11.0 49.2 30.5 0.0 100.0 246
Vermont 4.2 3.8 4.7 19.7 39.4 16.0 12.2 0.0 100.0 213

Proportions of fathers in unskilled occupations
ranged from 9 percent in Nebraska to 77 percent in
California. In Texas and the urban samples, per-
centages of unskilled fathers differed from 18 for
Illinois to 38 for Ohio. Although 56 percent of the
respondents' fathers in the Texas sample had been
in semiskilled, skilled, or kindred employments, the
percentages for all other samples ranged from 21
for California to 46 in Hawaii.

In Nebraska, 10 percent of the fathers had been
proprietors in nonfarm business enterprises; for all
other samples, the percentages were 7 vi below.
Professional and semiprofessional occupatioi... were

mothers in Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Illinois,
Wisconsin, and Vermont; percentages for other states
ranged from 18 in Nevada to 0 in California.

Significant Associations With the Income
Index

The extent to which a family's money income
was lower, equal to, or higher than its estimated
poverty threshold was represented by the income
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Occupational types of employed mothers

Sample areas
within states

No. in
sample

Respondents'
mothers

employed
Profes- Propri-
sional etor

Semi-
profes-

sional

Skilled;
clerical
& sales

Oper-
ative
semi- Un-

skilled skilled

Total
em-

ployed

Rural small places:

Iowa 185 49 26.5 14.3 0.0 2.0 28.6 10.2 44.9 100.0
Kansas 126 31 24.6 25.8 0.0 6.5 ,25.8 6.5 32.2 96.8

a

Missouri 201 39 19.4 10.3 0.0 10.3 43.5 7.7 28.2 100.0
Nebraska 207 41 19.8 22.0 0.0 2.4 34.2 7.3 31.7 97.6a

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 200 67 33.5 9.0 3.0 4.5 28.4 17.9 37.2 100.0

Illinois 279 100 35.8 11.0 0.0 10.0 24.0 8.0 47.0 100.0
Indiana 187 47 25.1 6.4 0.0 4.3 10.6 8.5 70.2 100.0

Nevada 222 99 44.6 10.1 0.0 8.1 11.1 7.1 63.6 100.0

Ohio 158 56 35.4 7.1 0.0 3.6 10.7 16.1 57.1 94.6
a

Wisconsin 208 58 27.9 12.1 1.7 10.3 22.4 10.3 43.2 100.0

Other populations:

California 161 46 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0

Texas 255 89 34.9 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 4.5 91.1 100.0

Vermont 217 60 27.6 13.3 0.0 6.7 31.7 10.0 38.3 100.0

a
Of the respondents' mothers who were employed, farming represented 3.2 percent for Missouri, 2.4 percent
for Nebraska, and 5.4 percent for Ohio.

index. When appropriate, this measure was tested
with other variables of the study to identify those
characteristics most prone to be associated signifi-
CP ntly with comparative financial di sadvantagement
and also to obtain clues concerning the need for
further analyses to identify more thoroughly the
patterns of living of the disadvantaged.

No tests were made for five of the 18 demo
graphic variables because, for all samples, cells rf
the matrices did not meet the two criteria for ap-
propriateness of the chi-square test, as stated in
the Procedure. The characteristics not tested were
the age and job training of the respondents and the
age, education, and job training of their husbands.
Ft..1-her sthdy is needed to determine whether or
not recategorization of these variables, as well as of
the income index, would increase the number of
matrices appropriate for the test of association.
Further, Pearson product-moment correlation could
be used for continuous variables, such as age and
education.

Summary

In table 30 are results of chi-square tests to
identify associations of demographic characteristics
with the income index, as well as a record of sam-
ples for which matrices were not appropriate for
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application of the chi-square technique. This sum-
mary is based on an inventory of statistics related
to the chi-square test (see Appendix C). For those
sampleq that yielded a significant association at the
0.05 vel of probability, trends involved in the
association are report d in table 31. For the respec-
tive categories of each demographic variable, the
prol,..4.tions of families with income indexes under
125 are given. The categories are arranged with
those attributes most prone to be characteristic of
financially disadvantaged families listed to the left
of the others.

Family size and number of parents were the two
characteristics most inclined to be related to the
comparative levels of estimated adequacy of money
income. Eight of the nine tests for family size were
significant at the 0.05 level or beyond, and one
(Hawaii) was marginal with a probability of higher
than 0.05 but lower than 0.10. Included were the
four samples from rural small places of the Missouri
Valley area. three of the six from the urban low-
income areas, and the rural samples from Texas
and Vermont. As reported in table 31, families of
4.1 persons or larger were much more prone to
have income indexes under 125 than were the
smaller families.

Number of parents in the h hold was signifi-
cantly related to the income in all samples
from urban low-income areas and from Texas, but
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Table 30. Unwary of chi-square tests to identify associations of demographic measures with the income
index. 1

Results by population type and sample areas within states

Demographic
measures

Rural small places Urban low-income areas
Other

populations

Ia. Kan. Mo. Neb. Haw. Ill. Ind. Nev. Ohio

amler VOW.

Wis. Cal. Tex. Vt.

Flipilv characteristics:

Family size
(Year-equivalent persoas) +4- ++ ++ 4-I + ++ 0 ++ 0 ++ ++

Age of oldest minor child
in household + + - 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 4+ ++
Family type:

One or two parents 0 0 0 0 +4- ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 4+ 0
Number of years family
has been formed - 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Respondents' characteristics:

Race 0 0 0 0 0 +4- 0 0 +I- 0 0 0 0
Age 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Educational attainment - -- 0 0 0 0 0 4+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Occupational status + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Job training 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Husband's characteristics:

Age o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o 0 0 0 0
Educational attainment - -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Job training 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Occupational type 4+ + 4+ 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++

Migratory characteristics:

Place of birth related to
current residence:
Respondent
Husband

Part of life spent in rural
areas:

Respondent
Husband

Number of moves family made
in last five years

0

0

0

0

0 ++

+4- 0

++ 0

- 0 0

- 0 0

0 0 0

- 0 0

0
0

0 0

a
Key to symbols: 0 = No chi-square test made; cell numbers of matrix not adequate.

- = Test not significant within 0.1000 level of probability.
+ = Test iliaeginally significant from 0.0501 to 0.1000 level of probability.

++ = Test significant from 0.0500 to 0.0000 level of probability.

not in the rural small places. Proportions of one-
parent families with income indexes under 125 were
more than double those of two-parent families in
most samples.

In addition to family size and number of parents,
the occupational status categories of the husbands
were significantly related to the income index in
four of the six states tested. All of these except
Wisconsin were rural samples. Except in the Iowa
sample, blue collar employees, much more than
white collar, had income indexes under 125.

The only samples for which tests could be made
of Income adequacy and race of the respondent

were those from Illinois and Ohio. Significant asso-
ciations were found for both. The proportions of
income indexes under 125 were much higher among
black respondents than among whites.

Demographic characteristics for which two or
more tests were made, but comparatively few signif-
icant associations with the income index were found,
included: age level of oldest minor child in the
home; number of years the family had been formed;
the respondent's educational attainment and place
of birth; parts of their lives the respondents and
their husbands had lived in rural areas; and the
number of moves the family had made in the past
5 years.
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Table 31. Proportions of families with income Indexes under 125 within
demographic %-ariabli categories mid total samples 101

states. 4.b

Demographic measures Percentages of lantilies
by sample areas within states with income indexes under 125

INALUabALWILLIALLL:
Pamily Bias:

Iowa
Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska
Illinois
Wisconsin
Texas
Vermont

4.1 persons 4.0 persons
OL larger, pr smaller Total samplet

26.1 8.7 16.2
26.4 4 1 16.8
26.8 4.3 12.8
12.7 6.5 9.6
37.0 17.' 26.3
46.9 36.6 .0.9
62.2 34.2 52.8
51.2 31.1 42.4

Age level of oldest minor 12 to 17 ender 12
child In ;tome:

4X-Alli. -LOLL ridull-Plu.
Texas 58.8 44.1 52.8
Vermont 58.1 12.1 .2.6

!hasher at :+arents: one parent 11122Aariti Total sample

11.19411 bM.1 31.8 46.0
111,....s 52.4 15.1 26.8
Italians 65.0 26.2 1:,4
Veyada 35.8 0.2 i..v
0111 62.2 12.4 1.1
Wisconsin 85.3 24.5 '.0.4

Texas 72.0 33.5 52.8

%tither at years formed 0,1,..3Lsore Less _that) 2Q Total sample

Texas 71.4 43.7 52.8

4States ate listed only 11 their sample matrias yielded a prabanslit% of
0.0)00 or hither.

hAn asterisk ,.) netore the name at a st tie indic,res that its sample
a omma value nt less than 0.200. whiLh retleLts a nonlinear assLiatian
at the two yariahles.
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Table 31. (Continued)

Demographic measures. Percentages sal families
by sample areas a {thin stutes with income indexes under 125

liftipall0e9p0 chArdiCteriltica:

Rats:

Illinois
Ohio

Ilabl W1LiK Total tuugge

57.1 14.1 26.6
50.6 29.9 41.1

Educational achievement Less than 12 grades
12 grades mote ?tat sank;

Illinois 37.4 20.4 26.6

Aushend. o3.'onational tyre: Plus. Lollar White collar ptol awl
Ioma
Nebraska
Wilkonaln
Vermont

10.0 12.5 10.9
12.4 3.8 4.0
35.4 5.7 27.6
.6.1 13.2 40.1

murlkly thqr3ttetl41l3a:

Plate of ,Irth of 50 vales at Within
rspondet more awn 50 miles Tot al sample

14110 10.4 41.1

Pitt or lite it t,ral 0,13 ,f Mote Les% than hall
mta-Respondent at lite of 11 , [eta suti1.
'Indiana 52.5 29.5 34.3

%wither 4,1 nines I.tmlly 3 at more 0. 1 tit 2

171.),/e4 east 5 vrAre total wimple

37.6 28.9

RESOURCE FACTORS

The comprehensive scope of the study made it
impossible to examine all patterns of resources
related to the ways of life of disadvantaged and
other families. Special attention was given to amounts
and sources of income, contributors to earned in-
come, fixed financial commitments, means of trans-
portation, housing, communication media, and
finally, the respondents' perceptions of money prob-
lems and their families' present situations compared
with past experiences. No effort was made to iden-
tify patterns of family expenditures or savings.

Money Income
Means of obtaining data

Income data were carefully collected to obtain
as complete information as possible in an interview
of limited duration. First, respondents . 3re asked
to check a two-page listing of sources of income
as to whether or not they had received money from
any of these during the 12 months before the inter-
view. Then, for those sources from which they had
derived money incomes, they were asked how much
this amounted to for the year. The sources of money
income were classified by eight types as follows:
earned income, returns from investments, social
security, benefits related to jobs, armed service
benefits, welfare payments, legal arrangements,
arid gifts and inheritances.
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In questioning more closely about earned income,
the respondents were first asked who in the family
had worked during the last 12 months. For each
worker whose earnings were $100 or more in the
course of the year, the respondents were asked to
specify the kind of job, type of employment (busi-
ness, industry, or proeuct), number of employers
they had had for each type of job, number of weeks
worked on that job, number of hours worked per
week, and amount of take-home pay received. Earned
income was calculated on an annual basis, using
information obtained by questions on length of pay
period, amount of take-home pay per period, and
amount of fluctuations in pay from an average pay
check.

To obtain information on self-employment, the
respondents were asked the type of business owned
or operated, gross receipts, expelses of the busi-
ness, and net profit or loss. The net figure was
later used as the income figure from self-employment.
Respondents were told they could use figures from
the previous year's tax returns to obtain as ac-
curate information as possible.

When questions were asked about fixed financial
commitments, the respondent was also asked to
indicate which of these were payroll deductions.
Such deductions included installment payments to
credit unions, insurance payments of various kinds,
union dues, United Fund and similar deductions,
and child support or other attachments on the pay
check. These were later added to the take-home



pay figure to obtain a more accurate figure for
disposable income of the family.

In the analysis of the data, earned income refers
to the take-home pay received by the family or by a
particular family member. Total family income re-
fers to the sum of money income received from all .

sources, exclusive of gifts and inheritances. Teal
family disposable income, the figure used in cal-
culating the income index based on the poverty
threshold, consisted of total money income plus
pay check deductions other than income and Social
Security taxes.

Size of income

Total family income (table 32). Total family
income was divided into categories of $2,000 in-
tervals with those families receiving under $4,000
grouped together and those receiving $12,000 and
over combined. :The distribution of families was
fairly even, with a few outstanding distortions.
California's migrant sample had 62 percent and
Texas had 36 percent in the "Under $4,000"
category. In the rural areas of Iowa, Kansas, Mis-
souri, and Nebraska, 8 percent or fewer were in
this same category. These rural samples, plus
Hawaii, Illinois, Nevada, and Ohio, had 12 percent
or more in the highest level of $12,000 and over.

In the rural small places (Iowa, Kansas, Ne-
braska, and Missouri), median incomes were found
within the $8,000 to $9,999 level. Medians dropped
to between $6,000 and $7,999 in the urban samples
from Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Nevada, and Ohio
and even lower to between $4,000 and $5,999 for
Wisconsin, Texas, and rural Vermont. Thus, the
income levels differed appreciably according to the
nature of the sample area selected.

Income index (table 33). Because families differ
not only in size but also in sex and age compcsi-
tion, the income index is a more accurate measure
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of probable income adequacy than is total money
income. As used in this study, an income index of
100 represents a family income that should support
a family of a given size and composition at a strict
economy level of consumption. Families with indexes
lower than 100 are likely to be financially disad-
vantaged, at least from the point of view of money
Income. Those with indexes from 100 to 125 or 149
may have small margins of income beyond strict
necessities, while those with higher indexes probably
are comparatively advantaged in income. These
distributions are shown graphically in table 34.

Of course, the real benefits that families realize
from given levels of income will be constrained by
numerous environmental circumstances. Among
these are community differences in purchasing power
of the dollar, varying effectiveness of family money
management, unique demands upon income, and
different extents to which needed goods and ser-
vices are obtained by means other than purchase
with money.
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Table 34. Summary of income index distributions. , b, c

Rural small placer

Iowa DDDD dddd mmmmM ggAgggAmAgAgAgAw.t....v
DDD dd414 MOM WASAAAAAASAAAMPAWAAMS

Missouri DDD ddd mmarromm AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Nebraska DD dd AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

Urban low-Income areas:

Hawaii DUPIDDDDDDDDDDDD 4ddridd4 memo, AAAAAAAAAAAA
Illinois DDDP3DDD dd'dd monism AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Indiana DDDIMIDDDDDD ddddd mmommm AAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Nevada DDDDDDDDDDDDDD dddd mom AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Ohio DDDDDDDDDDDDDD ddddddd meson same AAWAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Wisconsin DEIDDDDDDDDWID dddddd aromas= AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

ether populations:

Calif rota DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDIMODDDDDODDIODDD ddddddddd swan as A
DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD ddddddd mommmmm a ...... aaa AAAAAA

Vermont DDDDDDDDDODDD dddddddd mammmmM a ....... aaaaaa AAAKAAAA

definitely disadvantaged families as identifiel by Income indexes under
100.

disadvantaged families with iniome indexes from 100 to 124.
m marginal imome families with Income indexes from 125 to 149.
a ,omparatrvely advantaged families with intone Indexes of 150 to 199.
A definitely advantaged families with Intone Indexes of 200 and over.

Eath symbol represents 2 percentage points.

`Pertetage distributions on llh U.3 table is based sr.. given in Table 31.

They represent the numbers or families for which income information was
available.
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Differences in distributions for the respective
states seem consistent with what would be expected
from the major characteristics of the population
samples. For example, as illustrated in table 34,
the cross-section samples of rural small towns of
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska had the
lowest proportions of comparatively disadvantaged
families from the point of view of income (8% or
lower). In contrast, income indexes below 100 rep-
resented a fourth to a third of families in all other
samples except Illinois (17%), the Texas blacks
(39% ), and California migrants (68%).

Sources of family income

Ninety percent or more of the families in each
of the state samples received earned income except
for those in Hawaii and Indiana (89% each), Ohio
(82 %), and Wisconsin (79%) (table 35). As expected,
this was the most common source of income. Earn-
ings included salary or wages, profits from own
business, roomers and (or) boarders, sale of home-
made products, bonus, commission, and income tax
refund.

In eight of the 13 samples, the next most com-
mon source of income was investments, which in-
cluded rents received from property, interest and
dividends, annuities, trusts, periodic insurance pay-
ments, and royalties. The range for the 13 states
was from a low of 1 percent in California to a
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high of 39 percent in Hawaii and Nebraska. There
seemed to be no particular pattern with respect to
the general types of area samples, that is, the
rural small places, the urban low-income areas, and
"other populations."

Except for the rural and the migrant families,
the third most frequent source of income usually
was from welfare benefits, which included Aid to the
Blind, Aid to Permanently and Totally Disabled,
Old Age Assistance, Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, general welfare assistance, and private
agency aid. The percentages receiving welfare bene-
fits ranged from a low of 3 percent in rural towns
of southeast Nebraska to a high of 33 percent in
the urban low-income samples in Hawaii. In samples
of all urban low-income areas and of the black
families in eastern Texas, at least one of every 10
families had welfare payments as a source of income
during the year before the interview. For four of
the six urban low-income samples, the proportions
with welfare income were at least one of every
five families.

Gifts and inheritances (including money gifts,
prizes, windfalls, money inherited, and lump sum
life insurance benefits) were relatively unimportant
as sources of income except for Hawaii where 32
percent of the families reported receiving income
of this type. Gifts and inheritances were received
by 12 percent or less of the families in the other
state samples.

Except for the Texas sample where 14 percent
of the respondents reported Social Security as a

Table 35. Families receiving income from various sources.a

Sample areas
within states

Sources of family income

Earn- Invest- Social
ings ments security

Job
related
benefits

Armed
service
benefits

Legal Gifts &
Welfare arrange- inheri-
benefits ments tances Total

Rural small places:

Iowa 94.1 26.5 8.6 4.9 9.7 4.9 5.4 10.3 185
Kansas 92.9 30.2 7.1 7.9 17.5 6.3 3.2 4.8 126
Missouri 92.5 17.8 6.9 7.9 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 202
Nebraska 98.1 38.8 1.0 9.6 12.0 2.9 4.3 12.4 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 88.6 38.6 7.9 9.9 9.4 33.2 8.9 32.2 202
Illinois 90.6 30.3 4.9 8.0 6.3 22.0 12.2 11.5 287
Indiana 89.1 10.9 8.8 3.1 2.1 14.0 9.8 5.2 193
Nevada 91.5 6.7 6.3 6.7 6.7 25.1 10.8 7.6 223
Ohio 81.8 19.4 7.1 14.1 4.7 25.3 11.2 9.4 170
Wisconsin 78.8 19.7 7.2 7.7 12.0 18.8 5.3 7.2 208

Other populations:

California 98.8 1.2 1.2 6.5 0.6 6.5 0.6 0.6 169
Texas 90.3 4.2 14.3 1.9 6.2 11.2 4.2 2.7 259
Vermont 95.9 22.6 5.1 7.8 7.8 8.8 4.1 5.1 217

a
Since families often received income from several sources, the percentages for a given sample do not total
100; that is, the categories are not mutually exclusive.
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source of income, less than 10 percent of families
in all samples had income of this type. Social Secu-
rity included survivor's disability and retirement
benefits.

Income from benefits related to the job included
workmen's compensation, disability insurance, un-
employment insurance, and supplementary unem-
ployment benefits. Except in Ohio (14":, ), less than
one of every 10 families within each of the samples
had money income from this source.

Included under "armed service benefits" were
serviceman's pay or family allotment, veteran's
educational benefits, and service-connected pen-
sion, disability, or retirement. For 10 of the 13
samples, less than 10 percent of the respondents
reported family income of this type. This was a
more frequent source for the samples in Kansas
(18%), Nebraska (12%), and Wisconsin (12% ).

Legal arrangements included child support pay-
ments, alimony or equivalent, and other legally-
directed payments. Money income of this type was
reported relatively more often within the urban
low-income samples than by others, except for Wis-
consin; the percentages for these samples ranged
from 9 in Hawaii to 12 in Illinois. For the Wisconsin
sample and those of rural areas and special pop-
ulations, the percentages with income from legal
arrangements ranged from less than 1 among the
migrants in California to 5 in the rural small places
of southwest Iowa and the urban low-income area
in Wisconsin.

Contributors to earned family income

Data were collected on all individuals in the
family who worked during the past 12 months and
contributed more than $100 to the family earned
income. Contributors were divided into the clas-
sifications reported in tables 36 and 37. For pur-
poses of interpretation, percentages in certain cate-
gories have been combined to represent proportions
of wives, husbands, and other persons who were
contributors.

Two parent families (table 36). Among the fam-
ilies with two parents present, almost all husbands
contributed to the earned income. Only in samples
from Indiana (70%), Vermont (61% ), Wisconsin
( 60% ), and Illinois (55% ), however, was the husband
the sole earner in more than half the families. In
Nevada, 11 percent of all families had the wife as
the sole earne-., the highest proportion for any
sample. A few two-parent families had no earners.
In California and Hawaii at least three of every
10 families received earned income from family
members or other persons than the husband and
wife. Contributions by "Others" were reported less
frequently in all other samples.

Families with husband absent for part or all
year (table 37). Interpretations of percentages
reported in table 37 should be made cautiously,
keeping in mind that numbers of single-parent fam-
ilies were low in many of the samples. Numbers
were highest in Texas (N = 85) and in the urban

low-income areas where the range was 41 to 87
families. Further, in some households, the husband
was present part of the year and usually contri-
buted to the earned income. This was most fre-
quently the case in samples from Kansas, Nebraska,
and California.

Considering only families with husband absent,
no earners of any kind were reported for at least
one of every five families in Iowa, Vermont, and
all the six samples from urban low-income areas
except Nevada. In these situations, money incomes
were derived from sources other than earnings.

In all the 13 samples, from 32 to 73 percent
of the wives, with or without the help of others,
contributed to some extent to their families' earned
incomes. Wives were more frequent contributors
than were absent husbands or other persons in all
samples except Kansas and California. Only in
California did absent husbands contribute to earned
income more frequently than did wives; in Kansas
their rates of employment were equal. In four states
(California, Kansas, Nebraska, and Vermont), from
25 to 75 percent of the absent husbands were
earners; in five samples less than 10 percent con-
tributed. Contributions of children or other persons
were reported for 23 to 50 percent of the families
in seven states in which husbands were absent all
or part of the year.

Earned income as a percentage of total family
income (table 38)

For analysis, data on earned income were re-
ported as a percentage of total money income in
the following classifications: "no earnings," "less
than 10 percent," "10-24 percent," "25-49 percent,"
"50-74 percent," and "75 percent or more" earned
income. In general, families tended to have earned
most or all of their money incomes. However, 160
of the 2,543 families from whom income data we, a
obtained in the study had earned none of their
incomes. The range of percentages of families earning
75 percent or more of their total income was from a
low of 62 percent in Hawaii to a high of 95 percent
of the migrants in California.

Respondent's earned income as a percentage of
total family income (table 39)

With the general trend toward increased employ-
ment of women, the question often arises concerning
the extent to which mothers are employed for pay
and how much they contribute to earned incomes of
their families. Except in sample areas of Nevada
(62 %) and Texas (61%), half or less of the respon-
dents had earned as much as $100 during the last
year. Lowest proportions were in Vermont (26% ),
Indiana (28% ), and Wisconsin (33%). Other percent-
ages ranged from 41 in California to 50 in Iowa.

In most of the samples, when the responds Its did
earn, the modal contribution was between a fourth
and a half of the family earned income. In Kansas
and Hawaii, however, the numbers who contributed
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Table 36. Contributors to earned income in families with two parents present for entire year.

Sample areas
within states

Hut r Wife

Plus No Unde-
P14s Plus wife & Plus Others earn- ter- All

Only wife others others Only others only era mined families

Rural small places:

Iowa 36.1 40.5 6.3 14.6 0.6 1.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 100.0 158
Kansas 42.1 38.3 7.5 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 100.0 107
Missouri 43.6 38.6 4.3 11.4 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.5 0.0 100.0 184
Nebraska 35.4 41.7 8.3 12.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 192

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 38.4 26.2 7.7 18.5 3.1 1.5 1.5 3.1 0.0 100.0 130
Illinois 54.5 37.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 100.0 200
Indiana 70.2 21.1 5.3 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.7 100.0 152
Nevada 35.4 39.1 5.1 5.1 11.0 0.7 0.7 2.2 0.7 100.0 136
Ohio 45.3 35.9 5.1 2.6 4.3 0.0 1.7 5.1 0.0 100.0 117
Wisconsin 59.5 24.8 3.4 4.1 0.7 0.0 4.1 3.4 0.0 100.0 145

Other populations:

California 39.8 22.8 19.1 /5.3 1.2 0.6 0.0 1.2 0.0 100.0 163
Texas 35.1 47.7 3.4 4.6 2.9 0.6 1.1 4.6 0.0 100.0 174
Vermont 60.6 23.9 5.5 5.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 0.5 100.0 201

Table 37. Contributors to earned income in families with husband absent for part or all of year.

Sample areas
within states

Husband Respondenta

Plus Unde-
Plus

a
Plus wife & Plus Others No ter- All

Only wife others others Only others only earners mined families

Rural small places:

Iowa 7.4 0.0 0.0 3.7 37.1 18.5 11.1 22.2 0.0 100.0 27
Kansas 26.4 31.4 0.0 0.0 21.1 5.3 0.0 15.8 0.0 100.0 19
Missouri 5.6 16.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 38.8 0.0 5.6 0.0 100.0 18
Nebraska 11.8 35.3 0.0 0.0 11.8 17.6 5.9 0.6 0.0 100.0 17

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 2.6 11.1 0.0 0.0 27.8 9.8 19.5 29.2 0.0 100.0 72
Illinois 4.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 55.3 5.7 3.4 29.9 0.0 100.0 87
Indiana 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.4 2.4 7.3 39.1 2.4 100.0 41
Nevada 3.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 54.3 17.1 8.0 15.0 1.1 100.0 87
Ohio 1.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 39.5 11.7, 11.4 32.1 0.0 100.0 53
Wisconsin 11.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 30.2 1.6 4.8 50.7 0.0 100.0 63

Other populations:

California 25.0 12.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 8

Texas 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 51.7 17.7 14.1 14.1 0.0 100.0 85
Vermont 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 37.5 0.0 12.5 25.0 0.0 100.0 16

a
The term "wife" refers to the respondent when there was a man as the husband at some time during the year.
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from 20 to 24 percent were almost the same as for
the mode of 25 to 29 percent. In Wisconsin, the
proportion contributing less than 10 percent was
almost as large as that of the mode. Only one of
every five respondents in Vermont had been em-
ployed, and the proportions contributed to family
earned income were also low.

Assessed dependability of income (table 40)

Respondents were asked to recall all sources
from which their families had received income during
the past 12 months and to describe how dependable
that income was. Based on the respondent's answer,
which sometimes required probing by the inter-
viewer, income dependability was categorized into
"not dependable at all," "received regularly but
amount varies a lot," "dependable part of the year
but not all year," "dependable part received reg-
ularly plus a fluctuating amount above that," and

"steady income." The data wore recoded by re-
taining the category "income not dependable at all,"
collapsing the next three categories, and re-exa-
mining income classified as "steady" by going back
to the questionnaire for each family's employment
and earnings data Steady income was recoded as
fluctuating if an earner worked for less than 48
weeks, a second earner in the family was employed
only part-time during the year, or if an earner held
two or more jobs sequentially with more than 10
percent difference in weekly pay between them.
(See Appendix B.)

For each of the three levels of dependability
("not dependable," "fluctuating," and "steady ")
the percentages differed considerably within samples
for rural small places, urban low-income areas, and
other populations (table 40). Steady incomes were
comparatively more frequent in the samples for
Kansas (71%), Texas (68%), Wisconsin (61%), and
Nebraska (54%). Except for the migrant sample
in California where none of the families reported
a steady income, the proportions for other samples
ranged from 26 percent wr Ohio to 47 percent for
Hawaii.

Relatively few of the families were rated as
having "not dependable" incomes, except for the
rural families in Vermont for whom the proportion
was one of every five families. "Fluctuating" in-
comes were least frequent in the samples for Texas
(27%) and Kansas (29%) and most common for
Iowa (69%) and Ohio (68%), except for the migrants
in California where 99 percent had fluctuating in-
comes.
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'.0
2.1
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Financial Commitments

In the financial behavior patterns of most fam-
ilies, certain types of expenditures, such as rent
and utilities, are handled by commitments to pay
at regular time periods. Since World War II, an
increasing proportion of families in our nation have
adopted consumer credit as a way of obtaining
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goods and services. Further, certain types of deduc-
tions other than taxes may be made regularly from
earnings. Often families overcommit themselves
to regular payments and have inadequate discre-
tionary income left to take care of other essential
purchases. To discover the fixed-commitment pat-
terns of families who differ in residential location
ana various other characteristics was one of the
objectives of this study.

Data were collected on financial commitments
by asking respondents to "list bills or expenses
you are supposed to meet regularly," including
things they felt were "rather fixed, that they were
obliged to or had promised to pay every week or
month, or that were taken out of a paycheck."
The amounts and selected types of commitments
reported are summarized here.

Percentages of income allocated to financial
commitments (table 41)

Except in California (24%), from 41 to 58 per-
cent of the families in all samples had committed
at least a fourth but less than a half of their annual
incomes to regular financial commitments. Propor-
tions of commitments lower than a fourth of total
income were most frequent in California (53%)
and Iowa (35%), and least frequent in Nevada
(12%) and Illinois (14%). Proportions at this low
level ranged from close to a fifth to slightly more
than a fourth for most other samples. Turning to
the higher levels of commitment, half or more of
total money income was committed by a fifth to
two-fifths of all samples except Iowa (11%). In
Nevada, California, and Texas samples, commit-
ments of 75% or higher were more frequent than
in other samples (13% each).

Credit payments (table 42)

The respondents were asked to enumerate their
regular payments on credit commitments for car,
revolving charge accounts, finance company, and
"other" types. Only half of the California migrants
had fixed commitments for credit payments. Regular
payments of this type ranged from 63 to 69 percent
for families in Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, Illinois,
Ohio, and Wisconsin samples to from 70 to 85
percent for Kansas, Hawaii, Indiana, Nevada, Texas,
and Vermont.

Insurance (table 42)

Commitments for insurance related to life or
burial, health, car, and other types of protection.
The migrant families in California were least likely
to have insurance of any kilid; only 25 percent of
them were paying insurance pi emiums. In all other
samples, 60 percent or more had insurance commit-
ments. Of these, the lowest proportions were in
Nevada (60%) and Hawaii (65%), and the highest
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percentages (91% or more) were in Texas and the
four rural small places. Other than in California,
proneness to have insurance commitments was com-
paratively lower in the urban low-income areas.

Housing, utilities, and other fixed commitments
(table 42)

Although the dollr.t wfpenditure differed, almost
all families in all samples had some fixed commit-
ments for housing and utilities, as was to be ex-
pected.

Very few expenditures for financier! commitments
were found in the samples other than for credit,
insurance, and housing and utilities. Highest per-
centages for all the other types of commitments
were in Nebraska (13%), Kansas (16%), and Hawaii
( 19% ).

Transportation
Means of transportation used (tables 43 to 46)

The need for various forms of transportation, and
the availability of these, presumably affect the
economic status of families. It was assumed that,
if the respondents said they used a particular form
of transportation, it must have been available and
that, in some sense, they had a need for this kind
of conveyance. If they did not use a particular form,
they were asked if it was available in the com-
munity, and then if they needed it. In some in-
stances, the respondents indicated some form of
transportation was available in the community, but,
although they needed it, they did not u se it because
it was not convenient or was too expensfve.

Within samples of rural families Kansas,
Missouri, Nebraska, and Vermont), 95 to 99 per-
cent used their own cars or trucks for transporta-
tion. In these areas, 9 to 14 percent also used car
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Table 42. Incidence of financial commitments.

Had commitmentefor

Sample areas
within states

Credit payments Insurance payments
Housing and utility

payments

Yes All families Yes All families Yes All families

Rural small places:

7 :

Iowa 66.8 100.0 184 92.2 100.0 179 99.4 100.0 181Kansas 84.2 100.0 114 91.3 100.0 103 99.2 100.0 123Missouri 65.3 100.0 199 94.8 100.0 194 100.0 100.0 191Nebraska 62.7 100.0 209 93.7 100.0 206 99.0 100.0 208
Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 75.2 100.0 202 64.9 100.0 202 97.0 100.0 202
Illinois 64.3 100.0 286 87.9 100.0 e80 99.7 100.0 286
Indiana 70.0 100.0 190 80.3 100.0 183 98.4 100.0 187
Nevada 79.7 100.0 222 60.1 100.0 223 99.5 100.0 221
Ohio 64.2 100.0 165 75.2 100.0 153' 98.8 100.0 166
Wisconsin 68.7 100.0 195 71.5 100.0 193 99.0 100.0 197

Other populations:
I

California 50.3 100.0 169 25.4 100.0 '169 100.0 100.0 169
Texas 84.9 100.0 259 91.1 100.0 258 99.6 100.0 258
Vermont 75.1 100.0 217 87.4 100.0 214 97.2 100.0 217
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Rural small places:

Iowa 4.3 12.4
4.0 7.1

2.2
Kansas 4.0
Nsssourt 0.5 9.9 2.5
Nebraska 0.0 10.0 0.0

Urban low-income areas :

Hawaii 19.8 5.0 17.3
Illinois 21.3 0.3 12.9

44.1 0.0 11.9
Nevada 8.8 1.4 25.5
Onto 27.6 0.6 2.9
Wisconsin 32.7 0.0 4.1

Other populations:

California 38.5 4.7 7.1
Texas 62.S 6.2 5.0
Vermont 0.5 3.7 0.9

62.2 18.9 100.0 185
42.8 42.1 100.0 126
70.8 16.3 100.0 202
89.0 1.0 100.0 209

2.S 55.4 100.0 202
0.0 65.5 100.0 286
5.7 38.3 100.0 193
3.7 60.6 100.0 216
0.6 68.3 100.0 170
1.9 61.1 100.0 208

23.7 26.0 100.0 169
14.3 12.0 100.0 259
81.5 13.4 100.0 217
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pools. Almost none used public transportation, such
as taxis and buses or trains.

Even in low-income areas of the urban samples,
their own car was used by 72 to 84 percent of the
families. Other means used in these areas were
bus or train (11 to 57%), taxi (9 to 44%), and car
pool (6 to 28%). Among the California migrants,
the means of transportation were own car or truck
(95%), car pool (51%), and taxi (39%). Of all the
samples, that of Teluif had the lowest use of their
own cars (58%) but the most frequent use of taxis
(63%). Car pools were used by 38 percent in the
Texas sample, second highest to 51 percent among
the California migrants.

Families are often disadvantaged by needs for
means of transportation that are not available.
Need for, but lack of, a car or truck was reported
by 29 percent in Texas and by 12 to 14 percent in
Illinois, Indiana, and Nevada. Lack of needed car
pools was expressed most frequently in Texas (19%)
.and Hawaii (1070. Taxis were needed, but not
available, more often in the rural small towns than
in other samplei; close to a tenth of the respon-
dents expressed this need. The most extensive lack
of needed transportation by bus or train was evi-
dent in the Texas samples where three-fourths of
the respondents expressed this concern; in all other
samples, the percentages ranged from 0 (Indiana)
to 14 (Nebraska).

In most of the samples, percentages were less
than 10 for reports that means of transportation
were needed but not available. Disadvantagement
because of lack of needed transportation was most
often a problem in the Texas sample. Need of a
car or truck, but having none available, was re-
ported by 29 percent of the Texas respondents and
by 12 to 14 percent of those in Illinois, Indiana,
and Nevs la. Needed but unavailable car pools
were a concern of 19 percent in Texas and 10
percent in Hawaii. From 10 to 12 percent of re-
spondents in rural small places of Iowa, Missouri,
and Nebraska expressed need for taxi services
that were not available. The greatest gap in need
versus availability related to bus and train trans-
por tation was in the Texas sample where 75 percent
reported this situation. Shortage of bus or train
facilities was also indicated by respondents from
Nebraska (14%) and Vermont (11%).

Distance traveled by main earner to work
(table 47)

Only in the Iowa, Missouri, and Nebraska samples
did over half of the families work at home or within
2 miles of home. In contrast, in Nevada (93%),
Hawaii (88%), and Ohio (84% ), at least eight of
every 10 main income earners traveled 2 miles or
further to reach their places of employment. In
Texas and Vermont, about three-fourths usually
traveled 2 miles or more, and in the Illinois, In-
diana, Kansas, and Wisconsin samples, about two-
thirds traveled this distance or more. Although
three-fourths of the main earners in Texas families
had to travel 2 miles or more to work, these were
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the ones who were least likely to have their own
car and who lived where bus and(or) train service
was seldom available.

Transportation problems related to employment
(table 48)

The respondents were queried concerning how
often transportation problems affected the chances
of the main income earner for getting or holding
a job. "All the time" or "Often" answers ranged
from 17 percent in Texas to none in Missouri.
Compared with the other samples, proportions with
these answers were also high in Ohio, California,
Nevada, and Illinois. Highest proportions with an-
swers of "Sometimes" or "Seldom" were in Cali-
fornia (39%), Texas (33%), Indiana (25%), and
Ohio (23%).

"Never" was the most frequent answer about
transportation problems related to employment.
Proportions of samples with this answer ranged
from 50 and 55 percent in California and Texas
to 90, 92, 93, and 94 percent in Nebraska, Iowa,
Missouri, and Wisconsin, respectively. In Vermont
and the low-income urban areas other than Wis-
consin, the percentages were 68 to 89 percent.
Thus the majority of respondents in all samples
were not particularly concerned about means of
transportation to work by the main earner.

Housing Characteristics

Residential tenure (right of occupancy) (table 49)

Respondents were asked whether their living
quarters were owned or being bought, rented, or
occupied in lieu of pay or as a gift. In the small
rural places, plus Vermont and Texas, 64 percent
or more were full or part owners. In the urban
low-income samples, percentages of ownership
ranged from 17 in Hawaii to 43 in Wisconsin.
Among the California migrants about half were
owners of their dwellings, primarily in their per-
manent places of residence in Mexico or the United
States.

Homes occupied by renters represented from
less than 20 percent of the families in Vermont,
Iowa, and Missouri to 79 percent in Hawaii. The
majority of families in the urbanlow-income samples
were renters. Right of occupancy in lieu of pay
or as a gift was lowest in Nevada (0%) and highest
in Vermont (6%).

Physical features

Number of rooms of living space (table 50).
Dwellings of one or two rooms were negligible ex-
cept for the samples in California (25%) and Hawaii
(6% ). Three or four room dwellings were represented
in a fifth to slightly more than a half of families
in nine samplesKansas, Texas, and California in
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Table 47. Distance main income earner traveled to work.

Sample areas
within states

Number of miles traveled one way

All
families

Worked
at

home

Less
than
2 2-10 11-24 25-49 50-95

96 or
more

Vari-
able

Rural small places:

Iowa 2.3 49.3 12.1 7.5 12.1 2.9 0.0 13.8 100.0 174
Kansas 5.9 24.6 38.1 12.7 6.8 1.7 0.0 10.2 100.0 118
Missouri 11.1 43.7 13.1 9.0 12.6 4.0 0.5 6.0 100.0 199
Nebraska 2.5 50.0 15.8 7.4 11.4 2.0 0.0 10.9 100.0 202

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 1.8 10.2 70.0 10.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 6.6 100.0 167
Illinois 0.4 33.3 53.5 3.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 7.0 100.0 256
Indiana 0.6 32.7 58.5 2.3 4.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 100.0 171
Nevada 0.5 6.4 74.7 8.4 0.0 4.0 3.5 2.5 100.0 202
Ohio 4.0 15.6 65.4 10.6 2.1 2.8 0.0 3.5 100.0 141
Wisconsin 0.6 31.5 52.8 9.1 0.6 0.0 1.2 4.2 100.0 165

Other populations:

California 0.0 1.3 18.4 14.5 20.4 2.6 0.0 42.8 100.0 152
Texas 1.7 20.6 39.0 12.9 5.2 2.1 0.0 18.5 100.0 233
Vermont 22.4 2.4 19.0 26.0 14.6 6.8 0.0 8.8 100.0 205

Table 48. Incidence of transportation problems related to chances of main
earner getting holding a job.

Table 49. Vanity housing tenure.

Transportation problems

Occur Right of occupancy
all Some.

Sample
within states

the

time
Occur
often

times
occur

Seldom
occur

Never
occur

All

families

Sample areas
within states

Own or
buying Rent

In lieu
of pay Gift

All
families

1 t 7.

Rural small places: Rural small places:

Iowa 1.1 1.7 2.2 3.4 91.6 100.0 179 Iowa 78.9 18.9 2.2 0.0 100.0 185Kansas 0.0 4.2 6.7 5.0 84.1 100.0 120 Kansas 65.1 34.1 0.8 0.0 100.0 126Missouri 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 93.0 100.0 200 Missouri 79.2 18.3 2.0 0.5 100.0 202Nebras%2 2.0 0.0 2.0 5.8 90.1 100.0 203 Nebraska 72.7 24.4 2.4 0.5 100.0 209
Urban tp -income areas: Urban Iniincome areas:

1.7 1.7// 4.0 5.8 86.8 100.0 173 Hawaii 16.8 78.7 1.0 2.5 100.0 202Illinois 4.1 2.2 8.6 4.5 80.6 100.0 268 Illinois 41.8 56.8 0.0 1.4 100.0 287Indiana 1.1 2.2 7.1 17.4 72.2 100.0 184 Indiana 35.2 62.2 2.6 0.0 100.0 193Nevada 4.1 1.8 8.8 10.1 75.2 100.0 217 Nevada 32.3 67.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 223Oh to 3.9 5.3 13.8 9.2 67.8 100.0 152 Ohio 30.6 67.6 1.2 0.6 100.0 170Wisconsin

Other populatioux

0.6 2.4 0.6 2.4 94.0 100.0 170 Wisconsin

other ponolac.ans:

42.8 55.7 1.0 0.5 100.0 208

California 3.6 3.0 22.0 16.7 54.7 100.0 168 Californi4 41.0 .1.0 1.9 100.0 158Texas 0.4 16.1 16.9 16.5 50.1 100.0 242 Texas 64.4 30.9 0.8 3.9 100.0 259Vermont 1.0 1.0 3.: 5.9 98.7 100.0 203 Vermont 80.7 17.9 5.5 0.9 100.0 217

addition to the six urban low-income areas. Except
for the California migrants, from 49 to 76 percent
of all samples had five, six, or seven room dwell-
ings. Families with houses of eight or more rooms
were most frequent in Vermont and Nebraska.

Water in the dwelling (table 51). Except for
California and Texas, all or almost all families in
the study had hot and cold piped water in their
homes. In Texas and California, hot and cold piped
water was available for slightly more than half
of the homes. But, a higher proportion of respon-
dents in California than in Texas indicated avail-
ability of piped cold water only. In Texas, 13 per-

cent of the families had their own well, and another
12 percent shared a well.

Toilet facilities (table 52). Again, as with hot
and cold running water, all or almost all families
had their own flush toilets except for California
and Texas samples where the proportion was slightly
over half. In California the toilet facilities were
shared with others by 5 percent of the familes;
percentages for all other samples were negligible.
"No flush toilet available" was the response by
approximately two - fifths of the respondents in Cali-
fornia and Texas; the proportions in all other
samples were 5 percent or less.
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Table SO. Number of rooms of living space.

Number of rooms

Sample areas
within states 1 2 3 4 5 6-7 8-10

10 or
more

All
families

Rural small places:

% % % % % % %
C.

% N

Iowa 0.0 0.5 1.1 8.1 27.6 48.7 13.5 0.5 100.0 185

Kansas 0.0 0.0 4.0 23.0 24.6 35.7 11.9 0.8 100.0 126

Missouri 0.0 0.0 2.5 10.5 32.5 43.0 11.5 0.0 100.0 200

Nebraska 0.0 0.0 1.4 7.2 25.4 46.8 18.2 1.0 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 1.5 4.0 9.4 35.6 30.7 17.8 1.0 0.0 100.0 202

Illinois 0.0 0.0 4.2 23.3 35.9 25.1 10.8 0.7 100.0 287

Indiana 0.0 0.0 5.7 33.2 30.6 23.8 6.2 0.5 100.0 193

Nevada 0.5 0.9 6.8 32.8 32.0 27.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 222

Ohio 0.6 1.2 7.1 12.4 24.1 48.1 5.9 0.6 100.0 170

Wisconsin 0.0 1.0 4.9 15.2 22.5 46.6 9.3 0.5 100.0 204

Other populations:

California 4.5 20.5 22.4 30.8 14.7 7.1 0.0 0.0 100.0 156

Texas 0.4 2.3 16.7 29.8 26.7 22.5 1.6 0.0 00.0 258

Vermont 0.5 0.5 2.8 12.0 19.4 40.4 22.1 2.3 100.0 217

110.1.

Table 51. Availability of will' in the dwelling.

.

Table 52. Availability of toilet facilities in the dwelling.

Cold water only Availability

Not 6
Pur- No Owncold

Sample water. own Share chase Other All Sample areas flush Share flush All

within states piped Piped veil well water source families within states toilet toilet toilet families

7. 7. 7. % 7. 7. 7. N %

Rural smell places: Rural small places:

Iowa 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 184 Iowa 1.1 0.5 98.4 100.0 185

Kansas 97.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 100.0 126 Kansas 1.6 0.0 98.4 100.0 126

Missouri 100.0 .3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 201 Missouri 0.5 0.5 99.0 100.0 202

Nebraska 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 209 Nebraska 0.5 0.5 99.0 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas: Urban low-income

Hawaii 99.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202 Hawaii 0.5 1.0 98.5 100.0 201

Illinois 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 286 Illinois 0.3 0.0 99.7 100.0 286

Indiana 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 193 Indiana 0.0 0.5 99.5 100.0 193

Nevada 100.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 100.0 222 Nevada 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 223

Ohio 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 170 Ohio 0.0 1.2 98.8 100.0 170

Wisconsin 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 208 Wisconsin 0.5 1.0 98.5 100.0 208

Other populations: Other populations:

California 52.2 31.6 2.6 3.9 7.1 2.6 100.0 155 California 37.6 5.1 57.3 100.0 157

Texas 53.7 18.7 12.8 12.1 2.7 0.0 100.0 257 Texas 42.5 0.8 56.7 100.0 259

Vermont 90.2 7.9 1.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 216 Vermont 4.6 1.4 94.0 100.0 217

Bath facilities (table 53). As would be expected,
the availability of bathing facilities was similar
in pattern to that for toileting. Except in California
(66 %) and Texas (51% ), almost all families in other
samples had their own tub or shower. In the Cali-
fornia sample, 4 percent shared bathing facilities;
the percentages were less than 2 for all other
states. "No tub or shower available" was the re-
port for 30 percent of the California families and
49 percent of those in the Texas sample.

44

Garbage collection (table 54). Respondents were
asked, "Do you have garbage collection regularly?"
Answers were affirmative from 97 to 100 percent
of the respondents in samples of urban low-income
areas. The proportions of "Yes" answers approxi-
mated 70 percent for Iowa, Kansas, and Texas.
Lower percentages were reported for California
(51%), Nebraska (47%), Missouri (31%), and Ver-
mont (11%). Obviously, community regulations and
garbage collection services, public or private, were
constraining factors.



Table S3. Availability of bathing facilities in the dwelling.

Availability of tub or shower

Sample areas Do nut
within states have

Share

with
others

Have and
do nut
share

All

families

Rural small places:

Iowa 1.1 0.5 98.4 100.0 185
Kansas 1.6 0.8 97.6 100.0 126
Missouri 1.0 0.0 99.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 0.0 0.5 99.5 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 0.5 0.5 99.0 100.0 202
Illinois 0.3 1.7 98.0 100.0 286
Indiana 0.0 1.0 99.0 100.0 193

Nevada 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 223
Ohio 0.0 1.2 98.8 100.0 170
Wisconsin 1.0 1.0 98.0 100.0 206

Other populations:

California 29.7 65.9 100.0 158

Texas 49.0 0.4 50.6 100.0 259
Vermont 7.4 1.4 91.2 100.0 217

Table 54. Availability of garbage collection in the area.

Have garbage collection
Sample areas
within states No Yes

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 29.7 70.3 100.0 185
Kansas 29.0 71.0 100.0 124
Missouri 68..8 31.2 100.0 2:2
Nebraska 52.6 47.4 100.0 219

Urban low-income

Hawaii 0.5 99.5 100.0 202
Illinois 1.4 98.6 100.0 286
Indiana 2.6 97.4 100.0 193
Nevada 1.8 98.2 100.0 219
Ohio 1.2 98.8 100.0 170
Wisconsin 0.0 100.0 100.0 204

Other populations:

California 49.0 51.0 100.0 155
Texas 29.3 70.7 100.0 259
Vermont 89. 10.6 100.0 217

Respondent's perception of the adequacy of her
family's living space (table 55).

Respondents were asked, "Does the size of this
house (apartment, etc.) suit your family needs?"
They responded by choosing from "less than need,"
"about right," or "more than need." Except for
respondents from Texas, 59 to 79 percent said the
living space was about right. Inadequate space was
reported by only one of every eight respondents
in Vermont, California, and Nebraska, a definite
contrast with 56 percent in Texas. Need for more
housing space was indicated by 19 to 38 percent
of the respondents in the remaining samples. Less
than 7 percent said they had more space than
needed.

Respondent's satisfaction with her family's
housing (table 56)

In all samples, most respondents expressed satis-
faction with their housing. Proportions who reported
"satisfactory" or "very satisfactory" ranged from

BEST CET'' raustt

Table 33. Respondent's perception of the adequacy of the family living
space.

Sample areas
within states

Perceived adequacy

All
families

Less
than
need

About
right

More

than
need

Rural small places:

Iowa 22.2 72.9 4.9 100.0 185
Kansas 29.4 65.8 4.8 100.0 126

Missouri 19.3 76.7 4.L 100.0 202
Nebraska 17.2 77.5 5.3 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 34.2 62.3 1.5 100.0 202
Illinois 35.7 59.4 4.9 100.0 286
Indiana 24.9 73.9 2.1 100.0 193
Nevada 17.7 60.1 2.2 100.0 221

Ohio 31.8 64.7 3.5 100.0 170

Wisconsin 22.' 72.0 S.3 100.0 207

Other populations:

California 17.1 78.5 4.4 100.0 158

Texas 56.0 41.3 2.7 100.0 2S9

Vermont 16.3 77.2 6.5 100.0 215

Table 56. Respondent's satisfaction with her family's housing.

Degree of satisfaction

Sample
within states

Very
un-

sails-

fac-
tory

Un-

setts-

fac-

tory
Unde-
ctded

Batts-
fac-
tory

Very
Wis.
fac-

tory
All

families

7. 7.

Rural small places;

Iowa 0.0 6.5 0.0 59.4 34.1 100.0 185

Kansas 0.0 12.7 1.6 57.9 27.8 100.0 126
Missouri 0.0 5.9 0.5 62.9 30.7 100.0 202
Nebraska 1.6 8.6 1.0 55.5 33.5 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 3.5 12.9 0.5 63.8 19.3 100.0 202

Illinois 1.0 14.3 2.1 60.9 21.7 100.0 286
Indiana 6.2 8.3 1.6 63.7 20.2 100.0 193

Nevada 3.1 11.0 0.4 59.3 24.2 100.0 223

Ohio 3.5 20.0 1.8 59.4 15.3 100.0 170

Wisconsin 5.3 12.6 1.0 62.7 18.4 100.0 207

Other populations:

California 5.1 13.3 7.6 63.9 10.1 100.0 158

Texas 8.9 37.1 0.8 45.9 7.3 100.0 259

Vermont 1.8 4.6 0.5 S1.2 41.9 100.0 217

about 93 percent in Iowa, Missouri, and Vermont,
down to 74 and 75 percent in California and Ohio,
and then to a low of 53 percent in Texas. In turn,
reports of "very unsatisfactory" or "unsatisfactory"
came from 24 percent of respondents in the Ohio
sample and 46 percent in Texas. Respondents in
open-country Vermont, and in rural small towns in
the Midwest, were inclined more than others to say
that their housing was very satisfactory.

Communication

Telephone availability in the house (table 57)

Presence of a telephone was most common in the
rural small towns where over 92 percent of the
families had phones. Except for Nevada (73"..), 79
to 90 percent of the families in the urban low-
income areas and in Vermont had phones available.
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Table Si. Telephone availability in the house.

Sample areas
within states

Do not have telephone

Cannot
be

reached
Can be Do have
reached telt phone

All

families

Rural small places:

Iowa 0.0 6.0 94.0 100.0 184

Kansas 5.6 1.6 92.8 100.0 126
Missouri L.5 1.5 95.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 1.0 3.8 95.2 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 10.4 0.5 89.1 100.0 202

Illinois 3.8 6.6 90.0 100.0 '86

Indiana 4.7 8.8 86.5 100.0 191

Nevada 11.8 14.9 71.3 100.0 221
Ohio 8.2 10.0 81.8 100.0 170
Wisconsin 7.2 9.6 81.2 100.0 208

Other populations:

California 54.5 29.7 15.8 100.0 L58
Texas 15.1 43.2 41.7 100.0 259

Vermont 6 16.1 79.1 100.0 217

A telephone was present in only 16 percent of the
California homes; of the families without phones,
more than a third could not be reached easily by
other means. Among the Texas families, 58 percent
did not have phones, about a fourth of whom could
not be reached readily in other ways.

Presence in the home of a television set in
working order (table 58)

In the California sample, almost a fourth (22.5%)
of the families had no television set in working
order. Eleven percent of the Texas sample was in
the same situation. In all t. tl,er states, the absence
of television facilities in the home was negligible.
Over half of the families in samples from all states
had a black and white set only; the proportions
ranged from 52 percent in Nebraska to 80 percent
in Texas. From one-fifth to two-fifths had colored
television, except for those in Vermont (19% ), Texas
(9%), and California (6% ).

Table 58. Presence In hone of television set in working order.

Sample areas

within states

Have no
television

set

Have television se.

6 white
only Color

All
families

Rural +mall places:

towel 2.2 60.5 17.3 100.0 185
Kansas 1.6 61.9 36.5 100.0 126
Missouri 1.0 58.4 40.6 100.0 202
Nebraska 0.5 51.7 41.8 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 2.5 Si 4 14.1 100.0 102
Illinois 2.8 67 4 29.4 ioo.0 286
Indiana 2.1 76. 21.2 100.0 143

Nevada 2.2 ht. )6.1 lon.o 223
Ohio 4.1 68.1 17.1 100.0 1/0

Wi,..nsin ------

other p.rollatins:

1.4 61.6 12.5 100.0 206

Calif.ania 21.5 71.6 5.4 106.0 164

[eras 11.1 74.5 9.1 100.n 259

Vermont 2.3 78.1 19.4 100.0 217
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Daily newspaper readership in the family (table 59)

Respondents were asked if someone in their
family :ead a newspaper almost every day. Affirma-
tive replies were most frequent in Wisconsin where
over 91 percent of the flmilies had someone read-
ing a newspaper daily. Except for the samples in
Calife, nia (36%) and Texas (49%), the proportiong
were also high for the remaining samples; percent-
ages ranged from 74 percent in Vermont to 89 per-
cent in Illinois.

Table 59. Daily newspaper reading in the family.

Newspaper usually read daily
Sample areas
within states No Yes

All
families

Rural small places:

N

lows 18.4 81.6 100.0 185

Kansas 14.3 85.7 100.0 126
Missouri 13.9 86.1 100.0 202
Nebraska 12.5 87.5 100.0 208

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 20.8 79.2 100.0 202

Illinois 11.2 88.8 100.0 286
Indiana 15.6 84.4 100.0 192

Nevada 19.7 80.3 100.0 223
Ohio 22.5 77.5 100.0 169

Wisconsin 8.7 91.3 100.0 207

Other populations:

California 64.2 15.8 100.0 165

Texas 51.0 49.0 100.0 259
Vermont 26.1 73.7 100.0 217

Respondents' Perceptions of Their Family
Situations

Three approaches were used to learn something
about th., views of the respondents concerning their
family situations at the time of the interview. Early
in the interview, they were asked about conditions
today compared with past experiences. At the end
of the interview, they were asked about the extent
to which they were experiencing money problems
and the relative adequacy of their incomes.

Conditions today compared with past experience

Respondents were asked whether they thought
they were better or worse off, generally, than their
parents or guardians were when they were at the
respondent's stage of life (table 60). In each of the
samples, at least 62 percent considered themselves
better off than their parents when they v. ere at the
same stage in life. In no sample did more than 13
percent of the respondents say they were worse
off. Considering all the samples, the most frequent
reports of "the same" were in the migrants of Cali-
fornia (31% ), the rural towns of southwest Iowa
(24. ), and the urban low-income area of Ohio
( 20"., ). Respondents in the samples of Indiana (88". ),
Missouri (86",. ), and Texas (86" ) were more prone
than the others to say they were better off than
their parents or guardians had been.



te61* 60. Respondent's perception of her eftewIletances when compared with
those of her parents when they were her age.

Sample
within states

Perception of her circumstances
All

familiesWorse 5410 Setter

Aural small places:

Iowa 3.4 23.5 73.1 100.0 179
Kansas 7.2 13.6 79.2 100.0 125
Missouri 1.5 12.5 86.0 100.0 200
Nebraska 8./ 12.1 79.2 100.0 207

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 10.1 16.0 73.9 100.0 18$
Illinois 9.9 17.9 72.2 100.0 1 3
Indiana 4.3 7.6 88.1 100.0 185
Nevado 6.9 15.6 77.5 100.0 218
Ohio 9.1 20.0 70.9 100.0 165
Wisconsin 12.7 9.3 78.0 100.0 204

Other populations:

California 6.7 31.1 62.2 100.0 164
Texas 7.4 6.3 86.3 100.0 256
Vermont 5.7 17.1 77.2 100.0 210

Conditions today compel; Jd with 5 years ago
(tables 61 to 64)

Four questions were asked about how the respon-
dents felt certain conditions in their families were
today as contrasted to 5 years ago (i.e., roughly
1970 compared with 1965). The circumstances spec-
ified were financial conditions, living conditions, job
opportunities for income earners, and opportunities
for children (recreation, education, j,3bs, etc.). If the
family had not been formed 5 years ago, the
answer "doesn't apply" could be checked; these
cases are not included in table 61.

Generally, in each of the samples for all four
questions, the answers were mainly positive. Respon-
dents' perceptions of their families being "better
off" ranged as follows, in percentages: financially,
64 in Vermont to 73 in Kansas and Illinois; living
conditions, 45 in Wisconsin to 69 in Texas; job
opportunities, 34 in Wisconsin to 73 in Texas; and
opportunities for children, 46 in Wisconsin to 90 in
Texas. Thus, it was evident that respondents' per-
ceptions were least positive in the urban low-income

Table 61. Respondent's perception of her family's financial condition
today compered with its condition 5 years ago.

Perception of financial condition All families
formed S years

or morewithin states Worse Same !!e!

7. N

Rural small places!

Iowa 10.4 71.9 100.0 164
Kansas 11 I .b .: 72.7 100.0 117

Missouri :1.4 70.8 100.0 192
Nebraska 1 I Z2.7 66.5 100.0 185

Urban low-income area,

HAWAII 17.0 72.0 100.0 182

12.9 13.8 73.3 100.0 232
Indiana 12.6 20.5 66.9 100.0 190
Nev 11.1 20.8 68.1 100.0 'lb

. ----- 13.5 19.8 66.7 100,1 126

15.5 19.1 65.2 100.0 161

Other populations!

Callfrnia 5.8 28.5 65.7 100.0 137

Texas 12.2 15.9 71.9 100.0 245

Vermont 10.6 25.9 63.5 100.0 189

*Only the families thst had
this table.

been formed at least S years are included in
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Table 62. Respondent's perception of her family's l conditions today
compared with its condition 5 years aso.

Sample
within states

Perception of living conditions

Worse Same Setter

All families
formed 5 years

or mere

Rural small places:

Iowa 4.8 37.6 57.6 100.0 165
Kansas 6.0 37.1 56.9 100.0 116
Missouri 1.0 33.2 65.8 100.0 193
Nebraska 5.4 35.3 59.3 100.0 184

Urban low-income areas!

Hawaii 10.4 31.7 57.9 100.0 183
Illinois 5.6 26.8 67.6 100.0 :in
Indiana 5.8 27.9 66.3 100.0 190
Nevada 14.0 29.8 56.2 100.0 215
Ohio 10.2 39.8 50.0 100.0 128
Wisconsin 14.9 40.4 44.7 100.0 161

Other populations:

California 4.4 28.5 67.1 100.0 137

Teas. 11.8 19.6 68.6 100.0 245
Vermont 3.2 33.9 62.9 100.0 189

'Only the families that had been formed at least 5 years are included in
this table.

Table 63. Respondent's perception of her family's job ipportunities today
compared with its opportunities S years ago.

Sample
within states

Perception of job opportunities

worse Same letter

All families
formed 5 years

Or more

Rural small places:

Iowa 6.2 44.1 ' '7.? 100.0 161
Kansas 10.6 51.3 38.1 100.0 113
Missouri 6.8 38.7 54.5 100.0 191
Nebraska 10.5 43.6 45.9 100.0 181

Urban low-income

Hawaii 11.7 24.5 63.8 100.0 163
Illinois 9.5 27.6 62.9 100.0 221
Indiana 11.0 19.3 69.7 100.0 181
Nevada 7.5 26.8 65.7 100.0 213
Ohio 12.4 33.9 53.7 100.0 121
Wisconsin 41.2 25.0 33.8 100.0 136

Other populations:

California 13.2 22.8 64.0 100.0 136
Texas 6.6 20.2 73.2 100.0 243
Vermont 7.8 40.0 52.2 100.0 180

'Only the families that had been formed at least 5 years are included in
this table.

Table 64. Respondent' perception of opportunities for lir children today
compared with their opportunities 5 years ago.

Sample areas

within states

Perception of opportunities
for children

Worse Same Better

All families
formed 5 years

or more

Rural small places:

7. 7. N

Iowa 4.5 36.4 59.1 100.0 154
Kansas 15.5 34.5 50.0 100.0 110
Missouri 9.9 28.6 61.5 100 0 192
Nebraska 11.7 36.7 51.6 100.0 180

Urban low-income areas:

Pavaii 9.8 18.4 71.8 100.0 163

Illinois 8.1 20.2 71.7 100.0 223
Indiana 6.6 11.6 81.8 100.0 181
Nevada 12.0 18.7 69.3 100.0 209
Ohio 6.7 25.8 67.5 100.0 120
Wisconsin 35.0 19.1 45.9 100.0 157

Other populations:

California 3.8 20.5 75.7 100.0 132
Texas 4.1 5./ 90.2 100.0 245
Vermont 7.3 31.3 61.4 100.0 179

'Only the families that had been formed at least 5 years are included in
this table.
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sample from Wisconsin and most favorable among
the black homemakers in Texas. With respect to
opportunities for getting jobs and for children's
activities, perceptions were frequently less favorable
in the rural samples of Vermont and the small
towns than in the other samples.

Perceptions of their families being "worse off"
than 5 years previously ranged as follows by per-
centages: financial conditions, 6 and 7 in California
and Missouri to 16 in Wisconsin; living conditions,
1 in Missouri to 14 and 15 in Nevada and Wis-
consin; job opportunities, 6 in Iowa to 41 in Wis-
consin; and opportunities for children, 4 in Cali-
fornia and Texas to 35 in Wisconsin. Proportions of
respondents reporting their families "worse off"
more often were 10 percent or higher for financial
conditions and job opportunities than for living
conditions and children's opportunities. No unique
differences in perceptions of being worse off were
evident in the rural, urban, and special samples.

Respondents in the Texas sample, in spite of
their relatively poor living conditions, saw oppor-
tunities as "better" for their children today than
previously (90%). Fewer of them had a "better"
outlook about their job opportunities (73%), financial
condition (72%), and living conditions (69%). Re-
sponses from the migrants in California tended to
be similar to those of the urban and rural families.

Money problems (tables 65 to 75)

All respondents were asked the following ques-
tion: "All families have some problems when it
comes to spending money. Aside from not having
enough money, which of die following do you have,
and how often do you have this problem?" The
problems listed were:

Do not have enough food to last until there is
money to buy more. (Food)

Get behind on thu rent or house payment.
(Rent)

Not able to buy special things my kids want.
(Kids' wants)

Do not have enough money for dentist, doctor,
or medicine. (Health)

Danger of having gas or electricity turned
off. (Utilities)

Not able to meet large bills. (Large bills)
Cannot afford to keep equipment and appli-

ances in running order. ( Equipment service)
Cannot afford to buy new shoes or clothes.

(Clothes)
Not able to save to have something to fall

back on. (Savings)
Someone else spends the money before I can

get hold of it. (Others spend)
The money is iost, stolen, or taken from my

purse oefore I can spend it. (Money lost)
The word 5 in parentheses refer to the short title
used to designate the problems in the text and the
table title.).

For each problem, the respondents indicated
whether they usually had it "often," "sometimes,"
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Table 65. Frequency of money problems: rood.

Have money problem*: !rood

Sample
within states Never Seldom

Some-
times Often

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 82.8 9.7 4.3 3.2 100.0 185
Kansas 80.8 6.0 8.8 2.4 100.0 125
Missouri 93.0 2.S 4.0 0.5 100.0 202
Nebraska 77.5 11.0 3.8 7.7 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 59.9 10.9 23.3 5.9 100.0 202
Illin,is 67.9 12.9 14.3 4.9 100.0 287
Indiana 42.0 15.5 16.6 25.9 100.0 193
Nevada 48.0 20.6 19.3 12.1 100.0 223
Ohio 55.2 12.4 22.4 10.0 100.0 170
Wisconsin 71.0 10.2 12.2 6.6 100.0 197

Other populations:

California 35.3 21.0 34.1 9.6 100.0 167

Texas 51.6 11.2 22.1 15.1 100.0 258
Vermont 84.3 7.8 6.5 t.4 100.0 217

Table 66. Frequency of money problems: Rent and house payments.

Have money problems: Rent
aud house payments

Sample areas
within states Never Seldom

Some-
times Often

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 86.8 8.8 4.4 0.0 100.0 159
Kansas 89.1 5.9 2.5 2.S 100.0 119
Missouri 89.5 5.0 S.5 0.0 100.0 201

Nebraska 85.8 6.6 6.1 1.5 100.0 198

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 88.2 4.8 5.9 1.1 100.0 187
Illinois 81.5 8.2 9.6 0.7 100.0 280

Indiana 75.6 12.5 7.6 4.3 100.0 184

Nevada 64.7 19.0 14.0 2.3 100.0 221
Ohio 70.1 11.2 16.8 1.9 100.0 161

Wisconsin 89.1 4.9 6.0 0.0 100.0 183

Other populations:

California 50.3 12.9 32.5 4.3 100.0 163

Texas 55.5 15.7 22.7 6.1 100.0 198
Vermont 79.8 8.1 9.8 2.3 100.0 173

Table 67. Frequency of money problems: Utilities.

Sample areas
within states

Have money problems: Utilities

Some. All
Never Seldom times viten families

Rural small places:

Iowa 94.6 4.3 1.1 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas ------- 96.8 0.8 2.4 0.0 100.0 125

96.5 1.0 0.5 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska - - - -- 95.7 2.4 1.4 0.5 100.0 208

Urban boe.in, IMP are 4!

H414411 95.6 2.2 2.2 0.0 100.0 lc:
Illinois 84.5 6.1 6.7 2.5 100.0 2m.

Indiana 82.6 10.4 1.6 ...4 Idli.0 18..

Nevida 72.7 14.1 10.8 2.2 100.0 223
Ohl. 76.1 10.7 11.1 1.9 100.0 154

89.6 4.1 5.5 0.6 1(10.1) 169

Other r.nul,to,n9;

Calii.rn.a .1.9 14.0 26.. 6.1 100.0 161

Texas 55.7 16.6 20.2 :.S 1110.0 251

Vermont 88.5 6.2 ....I 1.0 lon.° :10
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Table 66. Frequency of money problems: Clothing.

Have money problems: Clothing

Sample
within states Never Seldom

Ions-
times Often

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 69.2 12.4 15.7 2.7 100.0 185

Kansas -- 72.8 13.6 8.8 4.8 100.0 125

Missouri 85.7 7.4 5.4 1.5 100.0 202
Nebraska 67.0 15.3 13.9 3.8 100.0 209

Urban low-income

Hawaii 47.5 13.4 29.2 9.9 100.0 202
Illinois 57.8 11.5 20.6 10.1 100.0 287

Indiana 27.5 23.3 26.9 22.3 100.0 193

Nevada 36.5 19.4 27.0 17.1 100.0 222

Ohio 46.4 12.4 29.4 11.8 100.0 170

Wisconsin 36.4 7.6 33.8 22.2 100.0 198

Other populations:

California 30.3 21.8 37.6 10.3 100.0 165

Texas 16.6 25.5 37.8 20.1 100.0 259

Vermont 64.6 14.7 16.1 4.6 100.0 217/0.

Table 69. Frequency of money problem:: Equipment services.

Sample

within states

Have money problems: Equipment services

All
familiesNever Seldom

Some
times Often

N

Rural small places:

Iowa 83.3 9.7 5.4 1.6 100.0 185

Kansas 84.8 8.8 6.4 0.0 100.0 125

Missouri 90.1 6.4 3.0 0.S 100.0 202
Nebraska 82.7 10.1 4.3 2.9 100.0 208

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 80.7 7.1 10.2 2.0 103.0 197

Illinois 75.1 10.5 9.5 4.9 100.0 285

Indiana 41.2 20.3 19.8 18.7 100.0 187

Nevada 58.3 15.2 18.4 8.1 100.0 223

Ohio 64.8 13.6 16.0 5.6 100.0 162

Wisconsin 46.8 9.5 37.9 5.8 100.0 190

Other populations:

California 36.7 16.0 35.0 12.3 100.0 163

Texas 37.1 23.3 27.3 12.3 100.0 253

Vermont 84.2 7.0 6.5 2.3 100.0 214

Table 70. Frequency of money problems: Large bills.

Have money problems: Large

Sample

within states Never Seldom
Some
times Often

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 60.5 14.1 22.2 3.2 100.0 185

Kansas 73.6 12.0 10.4 4.0 100.0 125

miss.. -1 72.7 14.4 10.4 2.5 100.0 202

Netoasks 57.5 19.1 19.1 4.3 100.0 209

Urban ow -income areas:

Hawaii 61.4 11.4 21.3 5.9 100.0 202

Illinois 63.0 10.1 19.9 7.0 100.0 287

Indiana 38.4 21.2 24.9 15.5 100.0 193

Nevada 56.7 13.5 21.2 8.6 100.0 222

Ohio 48.1 17.1 24.4 10.4 100.0 164

Wisconsin 51.0 18.9 21.4 8.7 100.0 196

Otl r pooulations:

L.1..ornta 30.7 19.9 40.4 9.0 100.0 166

Texas 23.1 18.0 32.6 26.3 100.0 255

Vermont 69.1 14.3 12.9 3.7 100.0 217

e

Table 71. Frequency of money problems: Doctor, dentist.

.3,

Have money problems: Doctor, dentist

Sample
within states Never Seldom

Some-
times Often

All
families

Rural small places:

N

Iowa 65.0 13.7 16.9 4.4 100.0 183

Kansas 76.6 7.3 L3.7 2.4 100.0 124

Missouri 81.7 5.9 9.4 3.0 100.0 202

Nebraska 69.3 11.5 12.0 7.2 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 69.2 11.4 13.9 5.5 100.0 201

Illinois 73.6 6.0 11.6 8.8 100.0 285

Indiana 39.1 13.5 21.9 25.5 100.0 192

Nevada 47.9 10.6 26.3 15.2 100.0 217

Ohio 55.3 12.5 18.5 13.7 100.0 168

Wisconsin 52.8 15.9 22.6 8.7 100.0 195

Other populations:

California 20.7 22.6 45.7 11.0 100.0 164

Texas 20.0 18.4 38.5 23.1 100.0 255

Vermont 65.0 6.9 14.7 13.4 100.0 217

Table 72. Frequency of money problems: Things kids want.

Sample
within states

Have money problems: Things kids want

All
familiesNever Seldom

S.
times Often

Rural small places:

Iowa 31.5 19.6 39.1 9.8 100.0 184
Kansas 45.1 23.8 21.3 9.8 100.0 122

Missouri 48.5 20.3 26.2 5.0 100.0 202

Nebraska 38.3 20.1 34.4 7.2 100.0 209

Urban low -income areas:

Hawaii 29.7 16.3 41.1 12.9 100.0 202

Illinois 38.5 11.9 30.4 19.2 100.0 286

Indiana 17.1 19.7 36.3 26.9 100.0 193

Nevada 28.7 16.1 33.7 21.5 100.0 223

Ohio 34.7 10.6 35.3 19.4 100.0 170

Wisconsin :3.2 18.7 38.9 19.2 100.0 198

Other populations:

California 17.9 18.5 51.3 12.3 100.0 162

Texas 17.1 15.9 38.3 28.7 100.0 258
Vermont 38.3 12.4 33.6 15.7 100.0 217

Table 73. Frequency of money problems: Savings.

Sample areas
within states

Have money problems: Savings

All
familiesNever Seldom

Some-
times Often

7. N

Rural small places:

Iowa 35.1 16.2 24.9 23.8 100.0 185

Kansas 35.2 11.2 23.2 30.4 100.0 125

Missouri 41.6 17.3 23.3 17.8 100.0 202

Nebraska

urban Low-income areas:

40.7 12.c. 21.5 25.8 100.0 209

Hawaii 45.6 7.9 18.8 27.7 100.0 202

Illinois 34.8 10.8 21.6 32.8 100.0 287

Indiana 26.9 15.0 28.0 30.1 100.0 193

Nevada 30 S 14.3 19.7 35.i 100.0 223
Ohio 2,.i 8.8 15.9 50.0 100.0 170

Wisconsin 13.7 9.6 21.3 53.4 100.0 197

Other populations:

California --- 31.3 17.8 11.1 19.6 100.0 163

Texas 20.5 9.7 22.4 47.4 100.0 259

Vermont 26.3 9.2 21.2 43.3 100.0 217
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Table 74. frequency of money problems: Others spend,

Sample
within states

Have looney problem*: Others spend

All
familiesHever Seldom

Some-

times Often

Rural small places:

lows 87.6 4.9 S.9 1.6 100.0 185
Kansas 87.2 4.8 4.0 4.0 100.0 125
Missouri 91.5 4.0 4.0 0.S 100.0 202
Nebraska 86.6 4.3 7.2 1.9 100.0 209

Urban low- income

Hawaii 92.0 3.5 3.5 1.0 100.0 202
Illinois 93.1 3.8 2.8 0.3 100.0 287
Indiana 90.2 2.6 3.1 4.1 100.0 193
Nevada 81.9 4.0 7.6 4.5 100%0 223
Ohio 90.6 4.1 1.2 4.1 100.0 170
Wisconsin 88.8 1.5 5.6 4.1 100.0 197

Other populations:

California 70.6 10.5 13.7 5.2 100.0 153
Texas 91.1 4.2 3.5 1.2 100.0 259
Vermont 87.5 2.8 6.9 2.8 100.0 217

Table 75. Frequency of elbney problems: Money lost.

Sample
within states

Have money problems: Money lost

All
familiesNever

Sore.
Seldom times Often

Rural small places:

Iowa 97.8 1.1 1.1 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas 96.8 1.6 0.8 0.8 100.0 125
Missouri 98.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 98.1 0.5 1.4 0.0 100.0 209

Urban low-income

Hawaii 94.5 2.0 3.5 0.0 100 -0 202
Illinois 97.3 2.1 0.3 0.3 100.1 287
Indiana 97.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 100.0 143
Nevada 88.4 6.7 4.0 0.9 100.0 223
Ohio 95.3 2.9 1.8 0.0 100.0 170
Wisconsin 98.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 196

Other populations:

California 75.1 9.2 11.1 4.6 100.0 153
Texas 95.0 2.3 2.1 0.4 100.0 259
Vermont 98.6 0.9 0.0 0.5 100.0 217

"seldom," or "never." The response, "Doesn't
apply" was permitted for rent because some fami-
lies paid neither rent nor mot tgage payments, for
utilities because some families paid these with
their rent and so did not encounter the problem
directly, and for equipment for the same reasoii.

According to the respondents, having enough
money for food was "sometimes" or "often" a prob-
lem in samples from California, Texas, and the
urban low-income areas. Percentages for these sam-
ples ranged from 19 percent for Illinois and Wis-
consin to 43 percent for Indiana and California
(table 65). In contrast, percentages for open-country
Vermont and the Missouri Valley small towns varied
from 5 in Missouri to 11 in Kansas and Nebraska.
Responses of "never" having money problems in
relation to food ranged from 42 percent in Indiana
to 93 in Missouri.

The two problems related to housing-rent (table
66) and utilities ( table 67) --were experienced "some-
times" or "often" by slightly more than a third of
the informants in California and by 29 percent in
Texas. Excel. t for Ohio (19' for rent and 13% for
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utilities) and Nevada (16% for rent and 13% for
utilities), the percentages having money problems
related to these items were "sometimes' or "often"
for 12 percent or fewer in the remaining samples.

MotiPy problems related to clothing were ex-
pressed most often in California, Tea :s, and the
urban low. income samples (table 68). Percentages
of these samples ranged from 31 for Illinois to 56
for Wisconsin and 53 percent for the black families
in Texas. Clothing was least frequently a money
problem in Vermont and the rural small towns
where a fifth or less of the respondents said they
had this type of problem.

Keeping household equipment and appliances in
working order was "sometimes" or "often" a money
problem for less than one of every six respondents
in all samples except Wisconsin (44%), Texas (40%),
Indiana (39%), California (38%), Nevada (27%),
and Ohio (22%) (table 69). Problems of this type
were reported least often by respondents in the
rural towns and in Vermont.

Only in Indiana (15%), Ohio (10%), and Texas
(26%) did a tenth or more of the respondents say
they "often" had problems related to paying large
bills ( table 70 ). This concern was experienced "some-
times" or "often" by a fifth to three-fourths of re-
spondents in all samples except Kansas (14%),
Missouri (13%), and Vermont (17%). Most frequent
concern about paying large bills was evident among
black families in Texas (59%) and the migrants in
California (49%).

Concern about paying doctor bills and other
medical expenses was expressed by 10 percent or
more in Indiana, Nevada, Ohio, California, Texas,
and Vermont (table 71). Responses of "sometimes"
or "often" ranged from 12 percent in Missouri to 57
percent of the California migrants and 62 percent
of the Texas black respondents. Paying health bills
was reported as "never" a problem by half or more
respondents in all samples except Indiana, Nevada,
California, and Texas.

Money problems with "kids' wants" tended to be
appreciably higher than other types of concerns,
except for savings (table 72). Responses of "some-
times" or "often" ranged from 31 percent in Kansas
and Missouri to from 63 and 69 percent in Indiana,
California, and Texas. In general, problems of this
type were less frequent in the four samples from
rural small places. In none of the samples did as
many as half of the respondents say they never
had money problems related to buying things the
kids want.

Problems related to savings were reported more
often than for any of the goods and services (table
73). Percentages who reported "sometimes" or
"often" ranged from 41 in Missouri to 70 and 75
in Texas and Wisconsin. Answers of "never" varied
from 25 to 45 percent among all samples except
16 and 21 percent for Wisconsin and Texas, respec-
tively. Thus, concerns about saving seem to be a
relatively common attribute of respondents.

It has been hypothesized that low income families
might have more difficulty than others with oti.c..
family members spending money before the respon-
dent could use it for family needs, or the money
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might be more frequently lost or stolen. These prob-
lems, however, were seldom reported in any of the
13 samples except California where approximately
one out of every five families "sometimes" or
"often" had others spend the money (table 74).
Money lost was a problem "sometimes" or "often"
for 16 percent in California but for less than 5 per-
cent in all other samples (table 75).

Adequacy of income (table 76)

In the random samples of families in small towns
of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska, the re-
spondents were much more prone than others to
say their family incomes are such that they "can
afford about everything we want" or "can afford
about everything we want and still save money"
(table 76). At least a fourth of the respondents in
each of these samples gave one of these answers,
but in the samples of all other states, the propor-
tions who reported these degrees of income ade-
quacy ranged from only 2 percent for Texas to 22
percent for Illinois. This difference is to be expected
because of contrasts in the income indexes of the
populations sampled.

Further, in the small rural towns, the proportions
of respondents who said their incomes were enough
to "meet necessities only" or "not at all adequate"
ranged only from 6 percent in Missouri to 13 per-
cent in Kansas. In contrast, for the remaining sam-
ples, percentages were 50 for Texas and from 18 to
34 for all others. Three or more of every 10 fami-
lies in four state samples (Ohio, Wisconsin, Cali-
fornia, and Texas) reported their incomes as defin-
itely inadequate or only enough to meet necessities.

Significant Associations With the Income
Index

Thirty-three variables, representing various
aspects of the resource circumstances of families
in each of the 13 samples were examined for their
probable associations with the income index (table
77). Only 269, or 63 percent, of the respective sam-
ple matrices were acceptable for the chi-square
test. Of these, the chi-square coefficients for 128,
or 48 percent, revealed significant associations, and
24 WO indicated marginal relationships. As re-
ported in table 77, individual variables differed
widely in number of samples that could be tested
and in proportions of tests that yielded significant
associations. Brief overview will be given of signifi-
cant associations of the income index and variables
related to each of the following categories: contribu-
tors to family income, dependability of money in-
come, financial commitments, transportation, hous-
ing, communication facilities, and the respondent's
perceptions of her family situation.

Table 76. Adequacy of income as perceived by respondent.

Perceived adequacy of income

Sample
within states

Pot Meets
ade- twee-
quit. sities

Meets
some
wants

Meets

Meets every
every- thins 6
thins savings

All
families

Aural small places:

% %

Iowa 2.2 5.9 62.7 17.3 11.9 100.0 185
Kansas 2.4 10.4 57.6 16.0 13.6 100.0 125
Missouri 1.5 4.5 66.2 13.9 13.9 100.0 201
Nebraska 3.) 9.1 61.8 11.0 14.8 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 5.9 14.9 58.9 8.4 11.9 00.0 202
Illinois 3.5 17.4 56.8 8.0 14.3 00.0 287
Indiana 4.7 13.5 75.6 4.1 2.1 00.0 193
Nevada 7.6 19.3 62.3 4.5 6.3 00.0 223
Ohio 8.2 21.8 57.1 5.3 7.6 00.0 170
Wisconsin 9.8 21.4 48.8 7.3 10.7 00.0 205

Other populations:

California 5.4 28.6 48.2 14.3 3.6 100.0 168
Texas 20.8 29.0 48.2 1.2 0.8 100.0 259
Vermont 4.6 19.8 58.5 9.7 7.4 100.0 217

For the chi-square tests, numbers of earners in a
family were grouped in two categories of "one" or
"two or more." Of tests made for 10 of the 13 sam-
ples, six revealed significant positive associations
with the index of income adequacy. This tendency
was more strong in the urban low-income samples
than in others. Further, as reported in table 78,
one-earner families had much higher proportions of
income indexes under 125 than did those with two
or more earners. These findings reflect the relevance
of the second earner, usually the wife, for helping
families achieve money incomes above their levels
of financial deprivation or poverty.

The respondent's earned income as a percentage
of total money income was significantly associated
with the income index in all three tests made. No
unique pattern was evident with respect to ten-
dencies of the general types of populations studied
to manifest significant associations because one of
the samples was from rural small places in the
Missouri Valley area, one was from an urban low-
income population, and the other was from the rural
and urban population in Texas. Reference to table
78 reveals that proportions of families with income
indexes under 125 were higher when the respon-
dents earned 50 percent or more of the total money
income than when they contributed nothing or less
than half of total income. Thus, the larger shares
contributed by respondents to family income tended
to be more frequent when family incomes were
relatively low in comparison with their poverty
thresholds.

Dependability of income was assessed as "not
dependable," "fluctuating," or "dependable" by
the respective project leaders at the participating
stations (see Appendix B). Extent of income depend-
ability was associated with the income index in only
one of the nine samples tested, that of Texas. Of
families with "not dependable or fluctuating" in-
comes, six of every 10 had income indexes under
125. In contrast, less than half of the families with
"steady" income had indexes under 125.
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Table 77. Summary of chi-square tests to identify associations of resource factor measures with the income
index.a

Results by population types and sample areas within states

Resource factors

Rural small places Urban low-income areas Other populations

Ia. Kan. Mo. Neb. Haw. Ill. Ind. Nev. Ohio Wis. Cal. Tex. Vt.

Contributors to family money,

latet:
Number of earners ++ 0 - - ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++

Respondent's earned income
as percent of total fam-
ily income

peoendabilitt of money income

0

0

0

0

++

+

0

0

0 0

-

0 ++

-

0 0

-

0

0

++

++

0

as assessed by research-
ers

financial commitments:

Commitments as percent of
total money income ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++

Incidence of commitments
for:

Credit ++ 0 - ++ ++ ++ 0 4+ + - + +

Insurance 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++ 0 ++ - 0 0

Transportation:

Use of:
Own car or truck 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ 0 ++ 0

Bus or train 0 0 0 0 0 ++ + 0 0

Taxi 0 0 0 0 ++ + 0 - - - ++ 0

Car pool - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 - 0

Incidence of transportation
problems 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 - 0

Number of miles to work --- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

Nousinx:

Tenure (right of occu-
pancy) ++ ++ 0 O. ++ 4+ 4+ 0 0

Number of rooms 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Respondent's satisfaction
with:
Adequacy of living

space - - - - + 0 -

Housing other than
Space 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0

Cojmnunication fpcilities:

Television ++ 4+ 4+ 4+ 0 44. 44. + 0 0

Newspaper read daily ++ 0 0 ++ 0 0 0 0 0 - ++ ++

Respondent's perceptions of
family situation:

Adequacy of income 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++

Conditions today compared
with parents' situation
at her age 4+ +4 + ++ 0 0 ++ 0 -

Sit4..tIon today compared
with 5 years ago from
point of view of:
Financial circumstan-

ces ++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ - ++ -

Living conditions + 4+ 4+ 4+ - - ++ -

Job opportunities ++ ++ +
Children's opportuni-

ties - + 0 0 - 0 0

Money problems:
Food ++ ++ 0 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + ++

Special things kids
want ++ ++ ++ + ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ if

New shoes or clothes ---- +4 ++ ++ 0 44 4+ + 4+ ++ 4+
Doctor, dentist, medi-
cine ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + 4+ +4- 44

Large bills 4-+ ++ ++ 4+ + 4+ + + ++

Saving 4+ 44. 4+ + 4+ + 0 0 ++

Equipment and appliance
services ++ 0 0 0 + ++ ++ ++ ++ + ++

Rent and house pay-
ments 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++

Gas or electricity turned
off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0

aKey to symbols: 0 No chi-square test made; cell numbers of matrix not adequate.

- Test not significant within 0.1000 level of probability.
+ - Teat marginally significant from 0.0501 to 0.1000 level of probability.

++ Test significant from 0.0500 tO 0.0000 level of probability.
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table 78. (Continuedl

8N11(tv iactors
by sample Areas Pr.entages 01 1.111111102 with
within states 111C41111. indexes under 125

Not ahl t.' met large
Mils:

101.1J

g111/1.18

MIShOdr1
Nebrds
Minot

25.4

17.5

25.0
14.6

41.5
56.7

10.2
4.2
8.1

5.8
17.8

16.0

l6.2
16.8
12.8
9.6

26.6
42.4

Not Able t. saw to
ha%e somithing to
tall back out

1. WA 21.4 0.5 lb.:

KA .10S 22.8 5.0 Ib.8
Missouri I. 6.8 12.8

Illinois 13.; 11.1 26.6
Vermont 48.1 26.3 42.4

Cannot afford to keep
equipment and apPli-
ants In running
order:

Iowa 45.2 10.1 16.2
Illinois 47.4 19.2 26.:
Indiana 42.6 21.- .3».2

Nevada 41.5 28.6 14.9

uhio 62.4 27.1 18.7

Vermont

ret behind on the rent
0( boom. payments;

64.7 37.8 42.1

Illinois 34.6 25.1 26.4
Texas 58.8 45.4 51.5

Clanger u havtg gas or
electric-it, turned otf

-texas 63.0 44.1 52.5

"States Jr.' listvil only It their sample matrices yielded a prohahllity doe
ta anaoce 01 0.0500 or lower

An asterisk 110 helot' the name of a state Indicates that its sample had
a 4dma ,.t less than 0.200 wh,ch reflects a nonlinear assoiatton
al, the two variable..

cFor Any one state, percentages for the total sample may Jitter from vari-
abl valldhlt. due to differing numbers .t families for whom intorma-
tion %/i available for both Inc `Me index and the spevIlled variables.

d
For etc, variable. categories with highest percentas of income indexes
0Jer IV, are listed ,,t the Lett and the lowest are at the right. Thus.

t)-. le.t column reprt-sents characteristics of families that aften are
ssiociat,d with Inadequate inionvy meow.

Financially disadvantaged families are often
plagued by needs for making financial commitments
to future payments while at the same time being
constrained by lack of credibility for becoming en-
gaged in such commitments. Examination of com-
parative income adequacy in relation to commitment
patterns of financially disadvantaged families pro-
vided information with respect to this paradox.

Seven of eight tests made for amounts of finan-
cial commitments as percentages of total money
incomes resulted in significant associatims with the
income index (table 77). They included all four
samples from rural small places, one of two from
the urban low-income populations, and two of the
three "other" populations. When commitments com-
prised 50 percent or more of disposable income, the
percentages of families with income indexes under
125 usually were at least double those of the others
(table 78).

Whether or not families had commitments for
credit payments was significantly associated in five
of the 11 samples tested (table 77). Marginal assoc-
iations were identified for three samples, and no
significant relationships were evident for the same
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number. Four of the five samples that yielded signif-
icant associations were from urban low-income popu-
lations. Families without credit commitments were
more prone than others to have income indexes
under 125 (table 78). This finding may indicate
their inability to obtain credit.

Of the four samples tested, commitments for regu-
lar payments of insurance premiums were associ-
ated significantly with the income index for three,
all of which represented urban low-income popula-
tions (table 77). Proportionately more of the families
without such commitments for insurance had income
indexes under 125 than did the others. Thus, the
incidence of insurance protection of some type was
more limited among families with incomes of com-
paratively limited adequacy.

Means of transportation used may differ in terms
of whether or not it Is needed, kinds of transpor-
tation used if needed, and the degree of concern
with transportation problems. The use of own car
or truck was closely associated with the compara-
tive adequacies of family incomes in four of the six
urban low-income areas and in the sample of black
families in Texas (table 77). All samples tested
were significantly associated with the index. In the
category that did not use a car or truck, propor-
tions of families with income indexes under 125
were often double those of families who did use this
means of transportation (table 78).

Means of transportation other than own car or
truck were seldom associated significantly with the
income index. Samples from Hawaii, Nevada, and
Texas were the exceptions. In these situations,
families with income indexes under 125 were more
prone than others to use taxis, buses, or trains.
Four samples were examined with respect to uses
of car pools, but no significant relation to the in-
come index was found.

Samples from five states were tested to identify
tendencies of respondents to report frequencies of
transportation problems. Of these, three from urban
low-income areas were significantly associated with
the income index. As was to be expected, propor-
tionately more families with indexes under 125 were
found in the groups that reported transportation
problems more often than others.

Respondents' reports of distances traveled to
places of work by the main earners were tested for
five samples. None was significantly related to the
income index.

With respect to housing resources, right of occu-
panc3 as reflected in owner or renter type of tenure
was the variable most frequently associated with
the relative adequacy of income (table 77): Nine
samples were tested, three for rural small places,
five urban low-income areas, and the "other' popu-
lation of Texas. Significant associations were re-
vealed for two rural and three urban samples. In
most of these samples, proportior ; of renter families
with income in ini:es under 12b were more than
double those of ov ler families (table 78).

The Texas sample was the only one that could
be tested for the reletion of the income index to the
number of rooms in the dwelling. No significant
relationship was found.



Respondents' satisfactions with adequacy of living
space were tested for 12 of the 13 samples, but
none was significantly related to the income index
(table 77). Satisfaction with housing, other than
with respect to adequacy of living space, was ex-
amined only for the sample from Texas and was
found to be positively associated with the income
index.

Possession of colored television, versus only black
and white, was significantly related to the income
index for three samples from rural small places and
three from urban low-income areas (table 77). Those
with only black and white sets were more likely to
have income indexes under 125 than were others
(table 78).

Having someone in the family who usually read
the newspaper every day was tested for six sam-
ples, four of which revealed significant associations.
In these localities, families who did not have a
regular reader of the newspaper were most prone
to have income indexes under 125.

Each respondent was asked to appraise her
family's situation at the time of the interview with
respect to several types of experiences. For their
appraisals of adequacy of family income, four sam-
ple matrices qualified for the chi-square test, and
all four were significantly related to the income
index (table 77). Three samples were from urban
low-income areas, and the fourth represented rural
families in Vermont. Consistent with expectations,
respondents who considered their family incomes
as mainly inadequate were much more often from
families with income indexes under 125 than were
others (table 78).

Respondents' perceptions of their current family
situations compared with those of their parents at
an age similar to that of the respondent were
tested for 10 samples, four of which were si
candy associated with the income index. TThhese
samples were from both rural small places and
urban low-income areas. Those who considered their
situations generally worse than their parents were
more prone than others to have income indexes
under 125. This group deserves further study to
identify circumstances other than the relative ade-
quacy of income that might contribute to attitudes
of the respondents that they were less well off than
their parents.

Four types of comparlein were examined with
respect to respondents perceptions of their families'
current conditions compared with their own cir-
cumstances 5 years previously. These related to
financial circumstances, living conditions, job oppor-
tunities, and children's opportunities. Because the
income index and financial conditions had monetary

circumstances of the family as a common denomina-
tor, it was not surprising to find that eight of the
13 samples tested were significandy related to the
income index. That is, when responses reflected
views that financial conditions were mainly worse
today than 5 years ago, the families had income
indexes under 125 proportionately more often than
the others.

In relation to the respondents' perceptions of
current living conditions compared with 5 years
ago, all 13 sample matrices were appropriate for
the chi-square test. Only four, however, yielded
significant associations with the income index; two
were from rural small places, one from an urban
low-income area, and the other from Texas. In
these samples, the respondents who believed that
their families were worse off than before compara-
tively more often had income indexes under 125.

AlthoUgh all samples were tested for perceptions
of current opportunities compared with 5 years ago,
only two significant associations with the income
index were found, and none was revealed for chil-
dren's opportunities. Differences in perceptions of
their comparative family circumstances from these
points of view may have been conditioned by
factors other than the relative adequacy of income.

Of the nine types of "money problems" ex-
amined, those with greatest tendencies to be re-
lated to the income index involved food, special
things wanted by the kids, clothing, health care,
and keeping equipment and appliances in running
order. Of the tests made of the respective samples
on each of these types of problems, 60 percent or
more revealed significant associations. In addition,
several samples were marginal in their levels of
probability. Concern with money problems of these
types was well distributed among populations in
rural small places, urban low-income areas, and
other populations. In most instances, when respon-
dents said they "often" or "sometimes" experi-
enced these money problems, the proportions of
their families with income indexes under 125 were
more than double the percentages of those who
said "never" or "seldom' (table 78).

For the four other types of money problems,
from a third to almost a half of the samples tested
revealed significant associations with the income
index. In declining order of their tendencies to be
associated, these problems we :e paying large bills,
saving, rent and house payments, and danger of
having gas or electricity turned off. Again, respon-
dents most often concerned with these money prob-
lems represented relatively higher proportions of
families with income indexes under 125 than did
others.
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SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND PROCESS
Patterns of social structure and process frequently

differ within families as well as among families with-
in communities. One objective of this study was to
ascertain some of these differences within and among
the 13 samples from the cooperating states. Be-
cause of the large number of variables that comprise
family social structures and processes, nine were
selected that tend to characterize socioeconomically
disadvantaged families. These were kinship orienta-
tion, family orientation, family cohesiveness, marital
satisfaction, parental permissiveness, conjugal
power structure, formal community participation,
neighboring practices, and informal community par-
ticipation. After a brief description of the procedure
used to derive a variable, findings concerning it are
reported for the 13 samples.

Kinship Orientation

Four dichotomous items tapping kinship orienta-
tion were adapted from a seven-item "Kinship Orien-
tation Scale" reported by Rogers andSebald (1962).
As they noted, ". . .it is expected that an individual
with a high degree of kinship orientation would
have a considerable amount of contact with his
kin." Four items were used:

1. I get help from relatives more than from
people not related to me.

2. I give help to relatives more than to people
not related to me.

3. I talk about problems more with relatives than
with people not related to me.

4. I spend more time with relatives than with
people not related to me.

"Relatives" specified in these items are members of
the respondent's extended family. Respondents were
informed that the intended meaning of relatives in
these items was "relatives within visiting distance
(visiting distance means you would go and return
the same day)."

I nteritem and item-to-total correlation coefficients
for the set of items, as well as percentage distribu-
tion of responses, were examined for all states'
data. Item-to-total correlation coefficients were posi-
tive and significantly different from zero, ranging
from 0.472 to 0.992. The percentage distribution of
responses indicated that all four items were dis-
criminating; thus, they were used to construct a
kinship orientation index. Homemakers' scores on
this index represent the sum of their positive re-
sponses to the series of items (possible score range
1 to 4 ). No score was derived if any of the four
items were unanswered. The responses have been
categorized as follows, designating degree of kin-
ship orientation:

Score of 0 = None
Score of 1 = Low
Score of 2 = Moderately Low
Score of 3 = Moderately High
Score of 4 = High
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If the respondents had relatives within visiting
distance; they were asked to respond to the ques-
tions that identify degree of kinship orientation.

Generally no unique response patterns emerged;
that is, the responses from most samples tended to
be well distributed across the scale (table 79). A
distinctive exception, however, was California,
whlre two-thirds of the homemakers reported high
kinship orientation and there were no responses of
"mine." Percentages for scores of "high" or "mod-
erately high" orientations toward kin varied from
27 in the Kansas sample to 58 for Texas and 79
for California; in all other samples, percentages
were from 37 for Illinois to 51 for Hawaii and
Nevada. "Moderately low" or "low" scores wer
least frequent in California (9",. ) and Texas (20",; );
for other samples, percentages ranged from 28
(Nevada) to 49 (Kansas ). Reports of no kinship
orientation varied from less than 5 percent (Cali-
fornia and Texas ) to 30 percent for Kansas.

Table 79. Kinship orientation.

Sample area
within states

Y.nshin orientAtian

All
familiesNone Low

Mod
low

Hod.
hi?h High

Rural small places:

101d4 24.1 14.7 15.1 21.8 24.1 100.0 170

Kansas 30.1 18.9 23.6 15.1 12.3 100.0 106

Missouri 20.6 19.0 18.5 20.1 21.S 100.0 189

Nebraska 23.4 15.6 21.9 17.7 21.4 100.0 192

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 23.4 13.6 21.7 17.9 23.4 :00.0 184

Illinois 21.4 19.9 22.2 15.8 20.7 00.0 266

Indiana 13.3 17.2 20.0 23.9 25.6 10.0 180

Nevada 10.2 18.1 20.3 22.0 29.4 1^0.0 177

Ohio 13.4 2S.5 14.1 17.4 29.6 100.0 149

Wisconsin 19.0 21.3 20.7 13.8 25.2 100.0 174

Other populations:

California 00. 8.6 12.9 11.8 66.7 100.0 93

Texas 2.9 16.7 22.6 24.3 33.5 100.0 239

Vermont 16.3 19.9 19.4 16.3 28.1 100.0 196

4See Figure 1 and Tables 1 and 15 for descriptions of areas and popula-
tions sampled within each state.

Family Orientation

A series of four items used by Litwak (1960)
was reproduced to tap nuclear versus extended
family orientation, following his contention that
geographical distance between relatives does not
necessarily produce a loss of extended-family orien-
tation. Slight changes in wording were made for
three of the four items. In the first item, Litwales
reference to "the whole family" was replaced by
"our family;" in the second item, Litwak's reference
to "family members" was replaced by "our family;"
in the last item, Litwales "I want a house with
enough room for our parents to feel free to move
in" was replaced by "I want a house with enough
room so our parents ccvild move in with us if they
wanted to."



Whereas Litwak stritctured responses to the
items in a dichotomou., manner, respondents in the
present study were permitted an "uncertain" re-
sponse as well as the positive ("important to me")
and negative ("not important to me") responses.
Four items were used:

1. Generally, I like our family to spend evenings
together.

2. I want a house where our family can spend
time together.

3. I want a location which would make it easy
for relatives to get together.

4. I want a house with enough room so our par-
ents could move in with us if they wanted to.

Litwak's scoring procedure was followed. Respon-
dents who answered the first or second items posi-
tively, but not the third or fourth items were
coded: 1 = nuclear-family oriented. Individuals ans-
wering the third or fourth items positively, regard-
less of answers to the first and second items, were
coded: 2 = extended-family oriented. Individuals
who answered none of the items positively were
coded: 3 = nonfamily oriented. Failure to answer
any of the four items prohibited determination of
family orientation for that respondent. The distri-
butions of these scores were examined first for the
nuclear-family units and then for those who were in
households extended by one or more grandparents,
aunts, uncles, nieces, nephews, or other members.

Nuclear-family units (table 80)

In all the samples, the basic pattern of responses
was the same in that the majority of respondents
who lived in nuclear-family units exhibited an ex-
tended family orientation, and almost none were
nonfamily orientated. Nevertheless, significant dif-
ferences in samples can be observed. Extended
orientation was extremely predominant in California
(93%) and Texas (91%) and only slightly less so in
Nevada (86%) and Missouri (86%). Over a third of
the homemakers in Kansas (39 %) and Hawaii (34% ),
however, were oriented only towards the nuclear-
family unit. Percentages for the remaining samples
ranged between these extremes.

Table 80. Family orientation scores of nuclear family units.

Nuclear family orientations
Sample areas
within states Nuclear Extended NoniamilY

All
families

Rural small places

7. N

14W4 22.4 77.6 0.0 100.0 170
Kansas 38.8 60.4 0.8 100.0 121
Missouri 12.9 86.0 1.1 100.0 186
Nebraska 25.4 73.6 1.0 100.0 197

Urban 1,vtn,.ome areas:

Hawaii 33.8 62.2 ..0 100.0 151
Illinois 28.4 64.0 2.1 100.0 239
Inoilna 16.9 80.6 2.5 100.0 160
Nevada 13.7 86.1 0.0 100.0 168
Ohio 18.8 80.4 0.8 100.0 133
Wisconsin 30.7 67.7 1.6 100.0 189

Other ppolarsons:

California 1.3 93.0 5.7 100.0 157
Texas 7.7 40.5 1.8 100.0 168
Vernon( 20.8 76.8 2.4 100.0 207

BEST COPY HAIM

Extended-family units (table 81)

Among the 13 samples, extended-family units
ranged in number from less than 10 in Kansas,
Nebraska, Wisconsin, and Vermont to 49 in Nevada
and 87 in Texas. Proportions of the respective sam-
ples represented by these numbers varied from less
than a tenth in Kansas, Vermont, Nebraska, Wis-
consin, California, and Iowa to approximately a
fifth in Hawaii and Nevada, and a third in Texas.
Within the extended families, extended-family orien-
tations were also reported by 90 percent or more of
respondents in Iowa, Mk.-;,Juri, Nebraska, Nevada,
and Texas; of the remalEing samples, proportions
ranged from 67 peoeent (Kansas) to 58 percent
(Illinois).

Table 81. Family orientation scores of extended mai/ units.

Sample
within states

Intended family orientations

All
familiesNuclear Intended N.nifamily

3
Rural small places:

Iowa 7.1 92.9 0.0 100.0 14
Kansas 33.3 :.7 0.0 100.0 3
Missouri 9.1 90.9 0.0 100.0 11
Nebraska 0.0 100.0 6.0 100.0 8

Urban low. income

Hawaii 22.0 73.1 4.9 100.0 41
Illinois 10.0 87.5 2.5 100.0 40
Indiana 20.0 80.0 0.0 100.0 25
Nevada 2.0 98.0 0.0 100.0 49
Ohio 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 24
Wisconsin 12.5 75.0 12.5 100.0 8

Other populations:

California 16.7 75.0 8.3 100.0 12
Texas 2.3 94.3 3.4 100.0 8,

Vermont 14.3 85.7 0.0 100.0 7

Family Cohesiveness

Four items indicating the degree to which the
family participates jointly in various activities (co-
hesiveness) were adapted from an eight-item scale
reported by Rogers and Sebald (1962). Four items
were used:

1. How often do you go places together as a
family?

2. How often does your family eat at least one
meal a day together?

3. How often do family members work around
the home together?

4. How often do family members relax around
the home together-talking, watching TV or
doing things like this?

Response alternatives were "often," "sometimes,"
"seldom," and "never."

Interitem and item-to-total correlation co-
efficients for the set, as well as percentage distri-
butions of responses, were examined for data from
all states. Item-to-total correlation coefficients were
positive and significantly different from zero, rang-
ing from 0.403 to 0.828. The percentage distribu-
tions of responses indicated that the second and
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fourth items were not discriminating very well in a
number of states. Thus, responses to only the first
and third items were summed to derive a family
cohesiveness score. If respondents reported that
their family often went plates together as a family
and often worked around the home together, this
was regarded as high family cohesiveness (value of
responses totaled 8). Less frequent participation in
these activities was classified as either medium
cohesiveness (value of responses totaled 5-7) or as
low cohesiveness (value of responses totaled 2-4).
Responses were coded: 1 = Low, 2 = Medium, 3 =
High. No score was derived if either of the two
items was unanswered.

In the states sampling only rural small places
and in open-country Vermont, half or more of the
families were highly cohesive; in the other samples,
however, medium cohesiveness scores were pre-
dominant (table 82). Few homemakers in any of
the samples indicated low family cohesiveness; low
scores were most frequent in Texas (10%) and Cali-
fornia (16% ).

Table 82. Family cohesiveness.

Extent of cohesiveness
Sample areas
within states Low Medium High

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 4.3 46.5 49.2 100.0 185
Kansas 3.2 41.3 55.5 100.0 126
Missouri 2.5 38.1 59.4 100.0 202
Nebraska 1.0 44.5 54.5 100.0 209

Urban low- income areas:

Hawait 8.4 54.0 37.6 100.0 202
Il1iois 5.9 48.1 46.0 100.0 287
Mena 6.3 54.6 39.1 100.0 192
Nevada 8.6 57.2 34.2 100.0 222
Ohio 8.3 48.2 43.5 100.0 168
Wiscoas-n 6.7 51.5 41.8 100.0 208

Other populations:

Cattier 'a 16.2 57.3 26.5. 100.0 167
Texas 10.0 65.7 24.3 100.0 259
Vermont 3.7 38.7 57.6 100.0 217

Marital Satisfaction

Four items, tapping a wife's degree of satisfaction
with her husband in selected areas of interaction
and communication, were adapted from a Blood
and Wolfe (1960) scale previously used to measure
marital satisfaction. They were:

1. How satisfied are you with your husband's
understanding of your problems and feelings?

2. How satisfied are you with the attention you
receive from your husband?

3. How satisfied are you with your husband's
help around home?

4. How satisfied are you with the time you and
your husband spend just talking?

Response choices ranged through "very satisfied,"
"somewhat satisfied," "somewhat dissatisfied," and
"very dissatisfied."
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Interitem and item-to-total correlation coefficients
for the set of items, as well as percentage distri-
butions of responses, were examined for all states'
data. Item-to-total correlation coefficients were posi-
tive, ranging from 0.308 to 0.853. The percentage
distributions of responses indicated that all four
items were discriminating. Thus, the four items were
used to construct a marital satisfaction score.

Wives' marital satisfaction scores represent the
sum of the values of their responses to the four
items. The range of possible scores was 4-16. Only
the maximum score, 16, was labeled as high satis-
faction because there was a tendency across states
for the majority of responses to concentrate in the
"very satisfied" response category. Wives having
scores of 4-8, indicating dissatisfaction on a majority
of items, were characterized as experiencing low
marital satisfaction. Remaining scores (9-15) were
viewed as indicating medium marital satisfaction.
Finally, the respondents were coded as: 1 = Low,
2 = Medium, 3 = High. No score was derived if
any of the four items was unanswered.

In all samples the modal scores were medium on
the marital satisfaction scale (table 83). Propor-
tions of respondents scoring medium ranged from
about half of the Missouri and California samples to
70 percent or more for Iowa, Kansas, Hawaii,
Illinois, Ohio, and Texas. Approximately half or the
Missouri and California respondents scored high
compared with less than a third in any of the other
state samples. Few homemakers in any state scored
low.

Table 83. Marital satisfaction.

Extent of marital satisfaction
Same1e areas
within states Low Medium High

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 3.9 73.7 22.4 100.0 152
Kansas 3.1 77.1 19.8 100.0 96
Missouri 3.5 48.3 46.2 100.0 170
Nebraska 2.1 67.4 30.5 100.0 190

Urban lojtincome

Hawaii 8.5 70.6 20.9 100.0 129
Illinois 6.6 72.2 21.2 100.0 198
Indiana 6.1 64.8 29.1 100.0 148
Nevada 8.3 65.9 25.8 100.0 132
Ohio 4.0 70.3 25.7 100.0 101
Wisconsin 9.1 65.9 25.0 100.0 132

Other populations:

California 5.0 49.0 46.e 100.0 161
Texas 6.0 76.1 17.9 100.0 168
Vermont 5.0 68.1 26.9 100.0 201

Parental Permissiveness

Eight items, representing ideas about being a
parent, were adapted from Parent Attitude Research
Scales previously developed by family researchers
at Kansas State University (Cromwell, 1968):

1. Respect for parents is the most important
thing kids should learn.

2. Most kids should be toilet trained by 15
months of age.
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3. It is more important to have a well run home
than lots of friends to visit with.

4. Kids should be nicer than they are to their
mothers since their mothers suffer so much
for them.

5. Most kids should be spanked more often.
6. It's not all right for boys and girls to see each

other undressed before age 5.
7. A child should be taken away from the breast

or bottle as soon as possible.
8. The main goal of a parent is to see that the

kids stay out of trouble.
Response alternatives ranged from "strongly dis-
agree" to "strongly agree.'

Interitem and item-to-total correlation coefficients
for the set were examined for all states' data. Item-
to-total coefficients were positive, ranging from 0.207
to 0.774. The item-to-total corn :ons, as well as
the percentage distributions of responses, indicated
that the first and third items should be discarded
for the purpose of constructing a composite measure
of parental permissiveness. In addition, deletion of
the sixth item from the composite measure was
recommended because of indications from both inter-
viewers and respondents that the item's meaning
was unclear.

Five items (2, 4, 5, 7, 8) contributed to a com-
posite parental permissiveness score determined by
a summation of the values of respondents' answers.
The range of possible scores was 5 to 25. Respon-
dents were coded as follows on degree of permis-
siveness: 1 = permissive (5-10), 2 = mixed (11-19),
3 = nonperznissive (20-25).

In most of the states, the majority of the home-
makers evidenced mixed (permissive and nonper-
missive) orientations toward child-rearing (table
84 ). Texas was distinctive, with the overwhelming
majority of its sample (82 percent) being nonper-
missively oriented. In Indiana, Nevada, Ohio, and
California, a nonpermissive orientation predomin-
ated; yet a substantial proportion of these samples
also evidenced a mixed orientation. In all samples,
the proportions of respondents who gave evidence
of permissive orientations were small (less than a

Table 84. Parental permissiveness.

Extent of permissiveness

Sample areas
within states

Non-

permissive- Mixed Permissive
P.11

fatlies

Rural small places:

Iowa 9.2 70.1 20.7 100.0 184
Kansas 19.2 57.6 23.2 100.0 125
Missouri 10.9 71.8 17.3 100.0 202
N.brsska 10.6 67.3 22.1 100.0 208

Urban loW.Incnimp

H44111 29.7 58.9 11... 100.0 202
Illinois 24.4 53.0 22.6 100.0 287
Indiana 52.4 43.5 ..1 100.0 193
Nevada 65.9 30.5 3.6 100.0 22)
Ohio 49.7 '.2.6 7.7 100.0 169
lillconsin 15.5 61.9 22.7 100.0 207

()the? pipulatiams

Calif.-anis 59.9 .0.1 G.0 100.0 162
Texas 82.2 17.8 :00.0 2ig
34vint MO 60.1 21 , 100.0 21,

fourth). Most frequent permissiveness (close to a
fifth) was evident in the rural towns, open-country
Vermont, and the urban samples from Illinois and
Wisconsin.

Conjugal Power Structure

The balance of power between marital partners
is a sensitive reflection of the roles they play in
marriage, as well as a factor affecting many other
aspects of their relationships (Centers, Raven and
Rodrigues, 1971:264). A number of scales, some
quite lengthy, have been developed to to conjugal
power structure. One of the best known is that re-
ported by Blood and Wolfe (1960) whose work
follows up that of P.G. Herbst (1952).

Rather than relying on an existing scale for the
present study, a series of six items were selected
that parallel items used in several existing scales.
Each respondent was asked for her perception of
who, (1) wife, (2) husband, or (3) husband and
wife together, mainly decides:

1. which friends you (husband and wife) see the
most?

2. the best place for the family to live?
3. about the wife working outside the home?
4. about the number of children wanted?
5. how to handle the children?
6. how the money is used?

The numbers in parentheses indicate the code used
for each item. A category (4) was used to indicate
nonapplicable responses.

The series of questions on decision making was
followed by a series of three items asking for the
homemaker's perception of who (1) wife, (2) hus-
band, or (3) husband and wife together mainly:

1. tries to make sure you don't have more chil-
dren than you want?

2. handles the children when both parents are at
home?

3. handles money matters? (pays bills, spends
for what the family needs, etc.)

These items were intended to tap the identity of the
effective agent in the family who actually imple-
ments decisions.

No composite score was derived for either set of
items to permit detailed examination of response
patterns reflecting differences in conjugal power
structure in the various state populations. Hus-
band's absence from the room during the wife's
responses to these questions was viewed as a nec-
essary preliminary screening measure.

Who mainly decides friends seen the most
(table 85)

A large majority of the homemakers in almost
all the states responded that both wife and husband
decided what friends they (husband and wife) see
the most. Among the respondents who did not
answer "both," the husband was cited as the main
decision maker more often than the wife in a major-
ity of the samples. An exception was Texas where
substantially more named the wife than the husband.
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Table SS. Who mainly decides friends seen the mast.

Who mainly decides
Sample areas
within states Wife Husband Both

All
families

Rural stall places:

Iowa 8.6 12.3 79.1 100.0 162
Kansas 7.6 20.3 72.1 100.0 118
Missouri 6.4 6.9 86.7 100.0 188
Nebraska 12.3 14.3 73.4 100.0 203

Urban Low-income

Hawaii 11.3 22.7 66.0 100.0 141

Illinois 9.2 13.1 77.7 100.0 206
Indiana 13.1 11.8 75.1 100.0 153
Nevada 12.0 19.0 69.0 100.0 142
Ohio 9.3 11.9 78.8 100.0 118
Wisconsin 11.5 14.7 73.8 100.0 156

Other populations:

California 7.9 28.0 64.1 100.0 164

Texas 25.1 10.9 64.0 100.0 175

Vermont 6.3 11.7 82.0 100.0 205

Who mainly decides the best place for the family
to live (table 86)

In all the states except California, a majority of
respondents also claimed both husband and wife
decided the best place for the family to live. The
husband alone was the decision maker cited next
most often. In California, half of the respondents
claimed the husband made these decisions. Few
homemakers in any of the states claimed it was the
wife.

Who mainly decides about the wife working out-
side the home (table 87)

Generally, the homemakers reported that both
the husband and wife decided about the wife work-
ing outside the home. In California, however, the
husband was more frequently cited, and in Texas
over half of the sample responded that the decision
maker was the wife. In approximately half of the
samples, the husband alone was cited more fre-
quently than the wife alone.

Who mainly decides the number of children
wanted (table 88)

In all sal :pies, the majority of respondents cited
both husband and wife as decision makers regarding
the number of children wanted. Husband-wife shar-
ing of these decisions seemed slightly more preva-
lent in the states sampling rural small places and
in Vermont. The wife alone tended to be the next
most often cited decision maker. The wife was
named conspicuously more often in Texas than in
the other statr..s.

Who meanly decides how to handle the children
(table 89)

Generally, both husband nd wife together made
the main decisions about, handling the children
more often than either parent alone. When this
decision was not shared, it was made more often
by the wife than by the husband, except in the
California sample.
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Table $8. Who mainly decides the best place for the family to live.

Who mainly decides
Sample
within states Wife Husband Both

All
families

71 R N.

Rural small places:

Iowa 2.5 17.3 80.2 100.0 162
Kansas 4.3 34.2 61.5 100.0 117
Missouri 4.3 16.5 79.2 100.0 188
Nebraska 5.4 24.8 69.8 100.0 202

Urban low- income :

Hawaii 7.1 30.5 62.4 100.0 141

Illinois 4.4 24.3 71.3 100.0 206
Indiana 7.1 16.8 76.1 100.0 ISS

Nevada 11.6 30.1 58.3 100.0 146

Ohio 11.9 22.0 66.1 100.0 118
Wisconsin 9.0 29.5 61.5 100.0 156

Other populations:

California 4.8 52.9 42.3 100.0 168

Texas 11.4 31.4 57.2 100.0 175

Vermont 1.5 19.4 79.1 100.0 206

Table 87. Who mainly decides about the wife working outside the home.

Who mainly decides
Sample
within states Wife Husband Both

All
families

Rural small places:

N

Iowa 18.5 16.0 65.5 100.0 162

Kansas 16.1 35.6 48.3 100.0 118

Missouri 17.6 17.6 64.8 100.0 188

Nebraska 20.3 22.3 57.4 100.0 202

Urban Lev-income

Hawaii 19.9 35.5 44.6 100.0 141

Illinois 17.0 21.8 61.2 100.0 206

Indiana 21.9 36.8 41.3 100.0 155

Nevada 29.5 30.1 40.4 100.0 146

Ohio 26.1 37.0 36.9 100.0 119

Wisconsin 28.8 23.1 48.1 100.0 156

Other populations:

California 24.1 40.1 35.8 100.0 162

Texas 51.8 21.8 26.4 100.0 174

Vermont 15.0 27.7 57.3 100.0 206

Table 88. Who mainly decides the number of children wanted.

Who mainly decides

Sample areas
within states Wife Husband Both

Doesn't
apply

All
families

Aural small places:

lova 6.8 3.7 85.2 4.3 100.0 162

Kansas 9.3 9.3 76.3 5.1 100.0 118

Missouri 4.3 4.3 88.7 2.7 100.0 188

Nebraska 7.4 5.4 85.7 1.5 100.0 203

Urhan low-income areas:

Hawaii 9.2 12.1 75.2 3.5 100.0 141

Illinois 8.3 6.8 70.8 14.1 100.0 206

Indiana 14.8 12.9 60.0 12.3 100.0 155

Nevada 14.8 5.6 77.5 2.1 100.0 142

Ohio 10.0 9.2 62.5 18.3 100.0 120

Wisconsin

other populations:

9.0 2.6 66.5 21.9 100.0 155

California 6.1 13.9 67.3 12.7 100.0 165

Texas 27.6 l5 5 54.6 2.3 100.0 174

Vermont 11.2 d 87.0 1.0 100.0 206
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Table 89. Who mainly decides how to handle the children.

Who mainly decides
Sample areas
within states Wife Husband Hoth

All
families

7. 7.

Rural small places:

Iowa 16.7 2.5 80.8 100.0 162
Kansas 17.2 8.6 74.2 100.0 114
Missori 12.8 1.2 84.0 100.0 188
Nebraska 19.7 1.5 78.8 100.0 203

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 14.9 9.2 75.9 100.0 141
Illinois 13.1 5.3 81.6 100.0 206
Indiana 18.1 7.7 74.2 100.0 155
Nevada 14.4 11.6 /4.0 100.0 146
Ohio 17.5 9.2 11.1 100.0 120
Wisconsin 27.6 5.5 67.9 100.0 155

Other populations:

Calilarnia 6.6 1/.i 76.4 100.0 168
Texas 24.7 18.9 51.4 100.0 174
Vermont 17.0 4.4 78.6 100.0 206

Who mainly decides how the money is used
(table 90)

In all the states, the majority of respondents
reported that "both" husband and wife decided
about the use of their money. Again, sharing of the
decisions seemed especially prevalent in the states
sampling rural small places. In addition, California
and Vermont also showed about three-fourths of
their respondents answering "both." Sharing of
Monetary decisions was reported least often in
Texas (59 "., ); for other samples, percentages ranged
from 65 in Hawaii to 89 in Missouri. When the
decision was not shared, percentages for husbands
or wives deciding alone were similar for Iowa,
Illinois, Nevada, Ohio, and Texas. Wives were cited
as the decision makers more frequently than hus-
bands in Nebraska and Hawaii. Decisions about
money were made by husbands, more often than
by wives, in Kansas, Missouri, lnti;una, Wisconsin,
California, and Vermont.

Table 40. Wh mainly de..:4es how the money Is used.

Who mainly de, idea
Sample arc es

within stat.1 Wtte Busbanl Both
All

famal.es

If9r41 small pi-ices:

N

1 iw 6.4 9.3 83.4 100.0 162
Kansas 7.6 18.6 :1.8 100.0 118
M1,010orl 2.1 9.0 811.4 1'i0.0 188
Nhraska 12.m 7.4 74.1 100.4 20)

rrhati ante sr. is

Hawaii 20.6 1...9 64.5 100.0 141

Illinois 13.8 15.5 :0.4 100.0 296
indtint 12.4 111.; 68.4 100.0 155

1.4 11.9 70.1 100.'1 l'.5

9ht.. 16.8 16.0 67.2 109.4 11
1..1 14.4 66.0 100.0 lib

Other p-polata4ns:

11.1 18.0 ;!.7 190.0 168
Texas 21.; 14.4 '.1... 100.0 1:5

5.9 :ft. '5 100.1) 106

Who mainly tries to limit the number of children
(table 911

The modal response to this question was both
except for samples from Illinois, Nevada, and Texas.

Husband-wife sharing of actual implementation of
birth control was not as prevalent as sharing of the
decision regarding the number of children wanted
(table 88 ). The proportion answering "both" ranged
down from almost two-thirds of the Missouri, Cali-
fornia, and Iowa samples to approximately one-
third of the Illinois and Ohio respondents. Except
in California, the wife alone, substantially more
often than the husband alone, was reported as the
one who tries to limit the number of children.

Table 91. Who mainly tries t limit the number of children.

Who mainly tries

Sample areas
within st lIes Wile Husband oth

Doesn't

apply

All
familiem

Rural small places:

Iowa 27.2 3.) 61.7 7.4 100.0 162
Kansas 34.2 12.3 43.9 9.6 100.0 114
Missouri 22.9 5.3 65.9 5.9 100.0 188
Nebraska 30.0 4.9 55.2 4.9 100.0 203

Urban lotncomr areas:

Hawaii 16.2 10.6 44.0 9.2 100.0 1.1

Illinois 36.4 9.2 36.9 17.5 100.0 206
Indlana 37.4 7.7 41.4 13.5 100.0 155
Nevada 48.5 8.6 40.0 2.9 100.0 140
ohlo 32.5 9.2 37.5 20.8 100.0 120

Wisconsin 20.0 4.5 53.6 21.9 100.0 155

Other populations:

California 9.; .14.4 63.1 12.5 100.0 168
Texas 44.5 10.4 42.8 2.3 100.0 173
Vermont 10.1 5.8 59.7 4.4 100.0 206

Who mainly handles the children when both
parents are present (table 92)

In all 13 samples, the modal response to this
question was "blth." Actual sharing of responsi-
bility for handling the children was substantially
less than sharing of decisions about how to handle
them. Proportions of respondents who said that
both husband and wife handled children ranged
down from 68 percent in Missouri to 40 percent in
Nevada. When this task was not shared, the wife
alone was cited more often than the husband alone
in all samples except Nevada and California.

Table 92. Wh. mainly handles the children when both parents are present.

Sample areas
within states

Who mainly handles the children

All
Wile Husband Hoth families

Rural small places:

7.

Iowa 27.8 11.6 58.6 100.0 161
Kansas 28.1 21.9 50.0 100.0 116
miss,or1 19.1 13.3 67.6 100.0 188
%ehraska

"rban areas:

28.6 22.2 44.2 1011.0 203

Hawaii 31.2 22.7 46.1 100.0 141
111111,1s 15.0 16.0 49.0 100.0 206
Indiana 29.0 12.3 58.7 100.0 155
%%fad.. 14.1 )0.1 19.m 100.0 146
0)1 16.7 12.5 50.8 100.0
WI, onsin

other p,p,lati,n,

I Allto en la

14.8

19.1)

14.8

22.6 57.8

100.0

100.0

156

lb?

txis 12.2 21.) 42.5 100.0
Sermont 2:.2 53.4 100.0 206
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Who mainly handles money matters (table 93)

Again, husband-wife sharing of actual imple-
mentation of the responsibility was suubtantialiy
less pronounced than sharing of the decisions re-
lating to It. The wife alone was reported more fre-
quently as the dominant implementer of monetary
responsibilities than as decision maker. Only in
Iowa, Missouri, Indiana, and California was the
modal response "both husband and wife." Cali-
fornia was also the only sample in which the hus-
band was cited more often than the wife as the
actual handler of money matters.

Cable 3. Who mainly bandi,s moors matter,.

SiMple .u. is
with14 state,

Aid matnlr h.cidl. s .11,.1t.y matter,

Wit,
All

I Lmf l iv,

Ira' ,,..111 pi es

I 0 s 41.4 1.2 100.0 162
14 MS.'S 413.2 211 24.2 14.10.0 11:
Ht s,..f 14.6 14.1 .6.1 106.0 184

1 iv- I n . ini.

.8.8 17.2 14.4. 100.0 2131

1160.111 9.7 1.1 11.2 100.0 1.1

11116,,4 29.2 130.0 20p

holi I'1 12.4 1, 11-9 100.0
28.1 100.0 1.ft

.11:1
1 %0.9 18.4 10.8 IOU. 0 tl

;41..1.tu 1.0 26.9 117.1 116

,i.1 it
I .t1,/

111,

28.0 10U.0 169

41.- 18.. 1,.7 100.0
1.. i 14.0 100.0 106

Summary: Conjugal power structure

Consistently in every context, both husband and
wife together tended to make decisions more often
than either husband or wife alone. Sharing of the
decisions was somewhat less prevalent in Cali-
fornia and Texas than in sarridles in other states,
however. In most of the samples, the husband alone
was more often cited than the wife alone except in
respect to the decision regarding the number of
children wanted. In reference to most decisions, the
wife seemed a more dominant decision maker in
Texas than in the other states; the husband was
the more dominant decision maker in California.

Sharing of actual implementation of the responsi-
bility was less prevalent than sharing of the deci-
sions relating to it. :(2vertheless, "both" husband
and wife were most often cited as chief imple-
menters, except in respect to money matters. In
striking contrast to related decisions, the wife usually
was a more dominant implementer than the hus-
band in every context.

Formal Participation

Involvement in voluntary associations is one of
the dimensions of community participation. Church
and labor union associations are only "semivolun-
tary," but participation in these organizations may
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Kra)1)),M11..ABIToften be correlate with participation in other types
of voluntary associations (Ross and Theeler, 1971).

In the present study, information was obtained
from the homemaker concerning attendance, on a
regular basis, relative to:

1. Church
2. Groups connected with church (ladies' aid,

men's club, etc. )
3. PTA or other community groups
4. Lodge, VFW, or other groups like this
5. Recreation groups (sports teams, sewing club,

card groups, etc. )
6. Union, or other groups connected with job

Respondents were asked to indicate whether these
groups were attended regularly by (1) neither hus-
band nor wife, (2) either husband or wife, or (3 )
both husband and wife. No composite score was
derived.

Church attendance

Two-parent families (table 94 ). In every state
except Illinois, the majority of respondents in two-
parent families reported that at least one parent
attended church regularly. The proportions report-
ing both parents attending ranged from about one-
third in almost half of the states to almost two-
thirds in Nebraska and California. Generally, there
was a tendency for bfith parents to attend or for
neither to attend. An exception was Texas, where
the modal response was only one parent attending
church regularly.

table 94. Churvh attendan,e to two-parent families.

Attendants by husband and wife
Samp.e
within states Neither Either Both

All
families

Rural small plates:

Iowa 48.7 17.1 34.2 100.0 158
Kansas 45.8 14.0 40.2 100.0 107

Missouri 38.8 18.6 42.6 100.0 181
Nebraska 24.5 12.5 63.0 100.0 192

Urban low-income areas:

49.2 14.6 36.2 100.0 110

Illinals 55.0 12.5 32.5 100.0 200
Indiana 17.2 37.1 45.7 100.0 151

Nevada 38.9 24.3 36.8 100.0 116
Uhto 45.3 11.7 41.0 100.0 117

Wisronsin

other popelations:

42.1 14.5 43.4 100.0 145

California 14.5 25.2 60.1 100.0 159

Texas 26.4 38.5 35.1 100.0 174

Vermont 47.8 18.4 31.8 100.0 2a1

Single-parent families (table 95). In most of the
samples, the majority of homemakers in single-
parent families did not attend church on a regular
basis. Exceptions were in Missouri, Indiana, Cali-
fornia, and Texas; over three-fifths of the respondents
in these samples reported regular attendance. Con-
versely, attendance was exceptionally low in Wis-
consin, Hawaii, Illinois, and Iowa where over three-
fifths of the respondents reported that they did not
go to church regularly.
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Table 95. Church attendance In singlparent families.

Attendance by patent

Simple areas
within states

Does not
attend

Does

attend
All

families

7. t 9

Rural small places:

Iowa 63.0 17.0 100.0 27
Kansas 57.9 4:.I 100.0 14
Missouri 38.9 61.' 100.0 18
Nebraska

l'rhan low-income areas,

HAWAII

58.8

70.4

41.2

29.6

100.0

100.0

17

71

Illinois 63.2 36.8 100.0 87
Indiana 18.9 81.1 100.0 37
Nevada 50.6 49.. 100.0 87
Ohio 47.2 52.8 100.0 53
Wisconsin

other populations:

80.6 19.4 100.0 62

California 25.0 75.0 100.0 8
Texas 24.7 75.3 100.0 85
Vermont 53.3 .6.7 100.0 ti

Church-group attendance

Two parent families (table 96). In every sample,
the majority of homemakers in two-parent families
reported that neither husband nor wife regularly
attended meetings of church-affiliated groups. As
many as 10 of the samples showed two-thirds 1r
more of the families with no parent attending, and
most of the samples showed very few families with
both parents attending. Church-group attendance
was most prevalent in Nebraska, Indiana, and Cali-
fornia. Over a fourth of the families sampled in
California and slightly less than a fourth in Nebras-
ka showed both parents attending church-group
meetings regularly.

Table 96. Church-group attendance in twoparent families.

Attendance by husband and wife
Sample areas
within states Neither Eitber Both

All
families

Rural small places:

7.

Iowa 66.4 22.8 10.8 100.0 158
Kansas 66.4 21.5 12.1 100.0 107
Missouri 70.1 18.5 11.4 100.0 184
Nehrask t 53.1 24.0 22.9 100.0 L92

Urban 1,wincome areas:

Hawaii 41.8 5.4 10.8 100.0 130
Illinois 83.0 6.0 11.0 100.0 200
Indiana 55.6 27.8 16.6 100.0 151
fievada 78.7 10.3 11.0 100.0 134
Ohio 75.2 19.7 5.1 100.0 117
Wisconsin

other popolatio

82.0 8.3 9.7 100.0 145

California 57.8 13.6 28.6 100. 1.0
rex.; 68.4 25.3 6.3 106.0 174
Vermont 42.2 12.0 5.8 100.0 191

Single-parent families (table 97). Church-group
attendance was even less prevalent in single-parent
families. In 10 samples, at least three-fourths of the
homemakers In families of this type said they did
not att.nd church groups regularly. In Wisconsin,
almost none attended and in Hawaii, less than a
tenth. Church-group participation among single-
parent families was highest in California (38%),
Indiana (30% ), and Texas (27%).

Table 97. Church-group attendance in singleparent families.

within states

Attendance by parent

Does not

attend
Does
attend

All
families

7.

Mural small places:

Iowa 88.9 11.1 100.0 27
Kansas 78.9 21.1 100.0 19
Missou. 43.3 16.7 100.0 18
Nebras; 82.4 17.6 100.0 17

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii .0.1 9.9 100.0 71
Illiaois 88.5 11.5 100.0 87

Indiana 70.3 29.7 100.0 37

Nevada 75.9 24.1 100.0 87
Ohio 75.5 24.5 100.0 53
Wisconsin 98.4 1.6 100.0 63

Other populations:

California 62.5 37.5 100.0 8
Texas 72.9 27.1 100.0 85
Vermont 86.7 13.3 100.0 15

Community-group attendance

Two-parent families (table 98). In all the states,
the majority of respondents reported that neither
parent attended community-group meetings regu-
larly. The Texas sample showed exceptionally low
community-group participation with 86 percent re-
porting no attendance by either parent. Community-
group attendance was greatest in Missouri, Hawaii,
Indiana, and California. Attendance by either parent
was more frequent than by both in most of the
urban samples, Texas, and Vermont.

Table 98. Community-group attendance in two-parent families.

Sample alga,
within states

Attendance by husband and wife
All

f alliesNeither Either Both

3. 7. 7.

Rural small places:

tows 68.1 16.6 15.3 100.0 157
Kansas 80.4 17.9 21.7 100.0 106
Missouri 21.7 25.0 100.0 184
Nebraska .00.1 19.4 21.5 100.0 191

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 18.6 27.9 100.0 L29
Illinois 67.0 20.1 12.9 100.0 i94
Indiana 54.8 ;7 8 7.4 100.. 148
Nevada 58.8 31.6 9.6 100.0 136
Ohio 59.0 29.9 11.1 100.0 117
Wisconsin 63.4 21.4 100.0 L45

Other populations:

California 51.4 22.3 24.3 lOn.0 148
Texas 85.7 10.9 3.4 100.0 174
Vermont 63.2 24.7 12.1 100.0 198

Single-parent families (table 99). Again, single-
parent families tended to show less attendance than
those with two parents. In only four of the samples
did as many as a third of the homemakers in single-
parent families attend community-group meetings
regularly. Community-group participation was high-
est in California, where about half of the home-
makers reported attending regularly. It was lowest
in Iowa, where almost none attended, and in Mis-
souri and Texas, where about a tenth said they
attended.
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Tibia 99. Community-group attendawe in single-Parent families.

Attendance by patent

Sample areas
Within states

Does not
attend

Does
attend

All
iamtlies

z 7. N

Rural small places:

Iowa 96.3 3.7 100.0 27
Kansas 61.1 38.9 100.0 18
Missouri 88.9 11.1 1L1.0 18
Nebraska 64.7 35.3 100.0 17

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 70.4 29.6 100.0 71

Illinois 71.1 28.9 100.0 83
Indiana 64.4 35.1 100.0 37
Nevada 13.6 26.4 100.0 87
Ohio 67.9 32.1 100.0 53
Wisconsin 79.4 20.6 100.0 63

Other populations:

California 50.0 50.0 100.0 8
Texas 90.6 9.4 100.0 85
Vermont 68.8 31.3 100.0 16

Lodge and kindred group attendance

Two parent families (table 100). Lodge and kin
dred group attendance was also quite low. In ap-
proximately six of every 1J two-parent families,
neither parent attended these groups. Nonatten-
dance was especially pronounced in Hawaii where,
in 95 percent of the families, neither parent at-
tended. Lodge or kindred group attendance by both
parents was conspicuously higher in California,
where over a fourth attended regularly. In Wis-
consin, and in all of the rural small town samples,
from 32 to 41 percent of the families showed either
or both parents attending these groups regularly.

Table 100. Lodge and kindred group attendance in two-parent families.

Attendance by husband and wife
Sample areas
within states Neither Either Both

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 68.1 18.5 13.4 100.0 157
Kansas 64.5 24.3 11.2 100.0 107
Missouri 65.2 22.8 12.0 100.0 184
Nebraska 58.9 25.0 16.1 100.0 192

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 95.4 4.6 0.0 100.0 130
Illinois 84.5 12.0 3.5 100.0 200
Indiana 77.7 18.9 3.4 100.0 148
Nevada 89.7 6.6 3.7 100.0 136
0hio 87.2 9.4 3.4 100.0 117
Wisc.nsin 65.5 26.9 7.6 100.0 145

Other populations:

Calitirnia 62.4 9.8 21.8 100.0 133
Texas 8? 8 11.5 5.1 100.0 174
Vermont c4.' 9.0 6.5 loom 201

Single-parent families ( table 101). Lodge and
kindred group attendance was especially low in
single-parent families. In nine of the samples, fewer
than a tenth of the homemakers in these families
reported regular attendance in such groups. Lodge
and kindred group participation was most frequent
in California (38".. ) and Missouri (21.... ).
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Table 101. Lodge and kindred group attendance in single-parent families.

Sample areas
within states

Attendance by parent

All
families

Does not

attend
Does

attend

31

Rural small places:

lows 85.2 14.8 100.0 27
Kansas 78.9 21.1 100.0 19
Missouri 100.0 0.0 100.0 18
Nebraska 82.4 17.6 100.0 17

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 97.2 2.8 100.0 11

Illinois 92.5 7.5 100.0 61
Indiana 97.1 2.9 100.0 15

Nevada 92.5 7.5 100.0 80
Ohio 40.4 9.4 100.0 52

Wisconsin

other pflpulatIona:

93.7 6.3 100.0 63

California 62.5 37.5 100.0 8
Texas 90.6 9.4 100.0 85
Vermont 92.9 7.1 100.0 14

Recreation-group attendance

Two parent families (table 102 ). As with the
other groups, regular attendance in recreation groups
was relatively low. Approximately half or more
respondents in all samples reported that neither
husband nor wife attended these groups regularly.
Vermont, Texas, and Illinois evidenced unusually
low participation in recreation groups; over three-
fourths of their samples had neither parent attend-
ing. In contrast, Nebraska showed almostone-foui
of their families with one parent regularly attending
recreation groups and over one-fourth with iioth
parents attending. In California and the four samples
from rural small towns, attendance by bo.a parents
was more frequent than by either of them.

Table 102. Recreation-group attendance in two-parent families.

Attendance by husband and wife
Sample dress All

Neither Either Bothwithin states families

z
Rural small places.

Iowa 56.9 20.3 22.8 100.0 158
Kansas 71.1 12.1 16.8 100.0 107
Missouri 60.3 17.4 22.3 100.0 184
Nebraska 49.0 22.4 28.6 100.0 192

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 63.9 21.5 14.6 100.0 130
Illinois 77.5 11.5 11.0 100.0 200
Indiana 66.0 21.3 12.7 100.0 150
levada 67.0 15.4 17.6 100.0 136
Ohio 66.7 17.9 15.4 100.0 117
Wisconsin 66.9 20.7 12.4 100.0 145

Other populations:

California 68.4 11.3 20.3 100.0 133

Texas 82.8 11.5 5.7 100.0 174
Vermont 86.0 7.5 6.5 100.0 201

Single-parent families ( table 103 ). In most sam-
ples, recreation-group attendance in single-parent
families was dramatically low. All but four of the
samples showed over three-fourths of the home-
makers of these families not attending such groups;
in Illinois, Texas, and Vermont, over 90 percent
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were not attending. Recreation-group participation
by single-parents was highest in California where
half of the homemakers reported regular attendance.
A fifth or slightly more of the homemakers in Iowa,
Kansas, Missouri, Indiana, and Nevada also re-
ported attending recreation groups regularly.

Table 103. Recreation-group attendance in single-parent families.

Attendance by parent

Sample areas
within states

Does not
attend

Does

attend
All

families

Rural small places:

Iowa 74.1 25.9 100.0 27

Kansas 68.4 31.6 100.0 19

Missouri 77.8 22.2 70.0 la

Nehraska 88.2 11.8 100.0 17

Urban low-income areas:

Hamill 83.1 16.9 100.0 71

Illinois 94.3 5.7 100.0 87
Indiana 71.4 28.6 100.0 35

Nevada 78.2 21.8 100.0 87

Ohio 83.0 17.0 100.0 53

Wisconsin 88.9 11.1 100.0 63

Other populations:

California 50.0 50.0 100.0 8

Texas 96.5 3.5 100.0 85

Vermont 93.3 6.7 100.0 15

Job-connected group attendance

Two parent families (table 104). Over half of the
respondents in nine of the 13 samples reported
neither parent regularly attended job-connected
groups. Participation in these groups was lowest in
Vermont (83%). In addition, attendance was com-
paratively lower %a samples from rural towns and
from Illinois and California. In four of the urban
low-income samples (Indiana, Nevada, Ohio, Wis-
consin), a majority of families showed at least one
parent regularly attending job-connected groups.
Few families in any of the samples had both parents
attending groups of this type.

Single-parent families (table 105). Regular at-
tendance in job-connected groups was much lower
in single than in two-parent families. Nonattendance
was especially dramatic in Iowa, Hawaii, and Il-
linois where 6 percent or fewer of the homemakers
Table 104. Job-connected group attendance in two-parent families.

Attendance by husband and wife
Sample areas
within states Neither Either Both

All
families

Rural small places-

Iowa 78.5 19.6 1.9 100.0 158
Kansas 67.3 26.2 6.5 100.0 107
Missouri 77.9 14.1 2.8 100.0 181
Nehrasxa 81.8 16.1 2.1 100.0 192

Urban 1.w-income areas,

Hawaii 50.8 42.9 6.3 100.0 126
Illtnoii 69.2 28.8 2.0 100.0 198
Indiana ---- 32.4 60.2 7.4 100.0 148
Nevada --. 44.4 41.5 1:.1 100.0 135

43.6 46.1 10.3 100.0 117

och.,

35.2

66.1

58.5

15.4

6.3

18.5

100.0

100.0

142

130
Texan 59.0 34.5 6.5 100.0 168

Vermunt 83.4 15.4 1.2 100.0 169

reported attending these groups regularly. Further-
more, in the samples from rural small places and in
open-country Vermont, the proportion attending was
almost as small. Participation of homemakers in
single-parent families was highest in California ( 50% )
and Texas (37% ).

Table 105. Job-connected group attendance in single-parent families.

Attendance by parent

Sample areas
within states

Does not
attend

Does
attend

All
families

Rural small places:

z

Iowa 95. 4.3 100.0 23
Kansas 86.) 13.3 100.0 15

Missouri 88.2 . 11.8 100.0 17

Nebraska 87.5 12.5 100.0 16

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 95.7 4.3 100.0 47
Illinois 94.0 6.0 100.0 84

Indiana 73.3 26.7 100.0 30
Nevada 69.4 30.6 100.0 85
Ohio 72.5 27.5 100.0 51

Wisconsin 76.9 23.1 100.0 26

Other populations:

California 50.0 50.0 100.0 8

Texas 63.0 37.0 100.0 73
Vermont 87.5 12.5 100.0 8

Summary: Formal participation

Formal participation was generally low in every
social context except church. Even church partici-
pation cannot be deemed high, except in Nebraska
and California. In almost all formal contexts, par-
ticipation was higher in California than in the other
samples. This trend was especially conspicuous
among single-parent families. In every sample, for-
mal participation among homemakers in single-
parent families was consistently much lower, regard-
less of social context.

Neighboring Practices

Three items were used to tap neighboring prac-
tices of the homemaker:

1. Do you and any of your neighbors go shop-
ping or do other things together?

2. Do you and any of your neighbors borrow
things from each other, take care of each
other's children, or do other favors for each
other?

3. How much time would you say you spend
visiting, or chatting with neighbors or friends
on an average weekday's hours

Response alternatives to items 1 and 2 were
"often," "sometimes," "seldom," or "never." These
items were taken from Cohen and Hodges (1963).
The first two items were modeled after Cohen and
Hodges' two-part question, which read: "Do you and
ny of your neighbors (a) go to movies, sports

events, picnics and things like that together, (b)
exchange or borrow from one another such things
as books, dishes, food, tools, recipes, preserves,
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etc.?' with provision for the responses "often,"
"sometimes," "rarely," or "never." Rephrasing of
items was intended to make them more applicable
to homemaker respondents. The third item asked
how many hours the wife, if she didn't work outside
the home, spent visiting neighbors on an average
weekday.

Examination of percentage distributions of re-
sponses across states indicated that the first item
was considerably more discriminating in all states
than was the second item. Therefore, positive re-
sponses to the first item were weighted more heav-
ily (i.e., 6 = often, 4 = sometimes, rather than 4 =
often, 3 = seldom). The adjusted value of the re-
sponse to the first item was then added to the value
of the response to the second item. No score was
derived if either of the two items was unanswered.

Respondents received an additional point for their
scores if their reported visiting time with neighbors
per day exceeded the mean visiting time (1.14
hours) for all 12 samples, excluding California for
which data were not available at the time. The
range of means 'across states was small-0.9 hour to
1.3. hours per day. Finally, the neighboring scores
were coded: 1 = low, 2 = moderate, and 3 = high.

The overwhelming majority of respondents in all
samples indicated either icw or moderate neighbor-
ing practices (table 106). Generally, the modal
scores were low. Except in the Iowa and Missouri
samples, percentages for low scores ranged from 66
in Illinois to 42 in Vermont. A half to two-thirds
of samples in Kansas, Ohio, California, Hawaii,
and Illinois also exhibited low neighboring practices.
When moderate and high scores were combined,
Iowa (64" ) and Missouri (63" ) ranked highest,
a considerable contrast with lowest scores in Hawaii
(38%) and Illinois (36% ).

Table 106. Neighboring practices.

Extent of neighboring
Sample arras
within states Low Moderate High

All
families

Rural small places:

Iowa 35.7 48.6 15.7 100.0 185
Kansas 45.2 30.2 24.6 100.0 126
Missouri 36.6 45.6 17.8 100.0 202
Nebraska

i!rban low-income areas,-

46.4 38.3 15.3 100.0 209

Hawaii 61.4 30.2 8.' 100.0 202
Illinois 65.5 23.7 10.8 100.0 287
Indiana - 44.3 41.1 14.6 100.0 192
Nevada 48.4 38.1 U.S 100.0 22)
Ohio 51.8 37.8 10.6 100.0 170
Wisconsin 50.5 33.2 16.1 100.0 208

Other popnlations:

California ------ -- 56.9 31.7 11.4 100.0 167
Texas 44.4 19.4 16.2 100.0 254
Vermont +1.9 37.8 20.3 100.0 217

Informal Participation
Cohen and Hodges' (1963) study of social-class

differences in life style was the source of items used
to indicate informal participation:
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1. Of your (husband and wife, if both in family)
four closest friends, how many live within
three or four blocks (or 12 mile) from your
home? You may count relatives if you want.
0 1 2 3 4

2. Of the four persons who most often come to
see you or whom you visit, how many are
relatives (of either husband or wife)?
0 1 2 3 4

3. Roughly how many times a month do you
(husband and wife, if both in family) see and
visit with:

Neighbors 0 1 2 3 4 or more
Relatives 0 1 2 3 4 or more
Friends from work

(other than at work) 0 1 2 3 4 or more
Other friends 0 1 2 3 4 or more

The first item was used in the same format as
that of Cohen and Hodges. The second item was
adapted from Cohen and Hodges' "Of your four
closest friends who live in this area-those you most
often have over to your home or whom you visit-
how many are relatives (of either husband or
wife)?" The third item had been used by Cohen
and Hodges in the same format, with the exception
that the present usage adds the category "friends
from work" and structures the response categories
rather than using open-end responses. No attempt
was made to combine these items into a composite
measure.

Of wife and husband's four closest friends, num-
ber living close to their home (table 107)

In most of the samples, there is no marked trend
toward either end of the scale; the responses are
well distributed across the continuum, often more
concentrated at both extremes. Exceptions were
Missouri and Indiana where approximately half of
the respondents reported that four or more of their

Table 107. Of wife and husband's closest friends, number living near their
home.

Sample areas
wi' In states

Number .1 friends

None 1 2 3

4 or
M rV

All
famtlte%

Rural small places:

Iowa 29.7 11.4 22.7 5.4 30.8 100.0 185
Kansas 31.7 15.9 11.9 8.2 11.8 loom 126
Missouri 15.1 5.0 10.4 11.4 57.4 100.0 202
NebrJ4k4 24.4 14.8 20.6 5.7 34.0 100.0 209

Urban 1winLome areas,

Hawaii 32.1 I..» 11.4 11.4 28.1 100.0 202
1111n.,ts 46 -9 17.1 11.4 19.2 100.0 286
Indtina 10.7 14.4 17.1 10.7 47.1 100.0 187
Nevada 26.9 l6.7 20.3 11.1 2...8 100.0 222
0610 22.0 29.8 22.0 4.5 25.7 100.0 168
Will.onstv 17.5 18.3 16.8 12.0 IS... 100.0 208

Lithvr POp.i4tIorIF!

Cal tternt -i 20.0 14.2 25.5 7.3 21.0 100.,1 165
Ttx.ts 8.6 17.1 32.. 17.5 2..1 100.0 25:

17.5 1..8 10.2 b.9 10.6 114).0 21b
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four closest friends lived near their home. In ad-
dition, the large majority of homemakers in Texas
(74% ) answered at least "two or more." Responses
in Illinois and Wisconsin tended towards the lower
end of the continuum. In Illinois, almost half of the
homemakers answered that "none" of their closest
friends lived near their home. In other samples, the
percentages of "none" responses ranged from 9 in
Texas to 38 in Vermont.

Of the four most frequent visitors, number who
are relatives (table 108)

A conspicuous trend toward the high end of the
scale was evidenced in Missouri and Vermont as
well as in all states sampling urban low-income
areas, with the exception of Nevada. In Indiana,
Missouri, and Vermont, where the trend was most
iloti.ible, about half or more of the homemakers
reported that "all" of their four most frequent
visitors were relatives. In the remaining samples,
responses were mote evenly distributed across the
scale. Nevertheless, the modal response was four
in all samples except California and Texas. In none
of the samples was there evidence of a decisive
trend toward the low end of the scale.

Table 108. of the foul most frequent visitors, number who are relatives.

Simple areas
within tales

Number of viit.rs who are relati9es

None 1 2 1

4 or
Wore

All

families

Rural small places:

Iowa 21.8 9.7 29.7 6.5 30.3 100.0 185
ginsas 25 -4 12.7 21.4 10.3 30.2 100.0 126
Miasmal 17.3 5.4 10.9 7.. 59.0 100.0 202
Nebra4ka 27.8 11.5 17.7 9.1 11.9 100.0 209

1.vincome Areas:

Hauaii 19.8 14.4 15.8 9.9 40.1 100.0 202

111.n, is 19.5 15.4 14.7 12.4 38.0 100.0 266
Indiana 9.7 13.4 15.1 12.9 48.9 100.0 186
Nevada 23.3 16.0 19.6 10.5 50.6 100.0 219
Mtn 15.5 17.0 15.5 9.5 41.6 100.0 168
Withonsin 23.2 9.7 20.8 7.2 39.1 100.0 207

Other pop,latians:

Calitarnie 20.1 111.9 25.5 16.0 19.5 100.0 11,,9

texas 12.1 22.2 28.3 17.9 19.5 100.0 257
Vermont 14.3 8.8 13.. 12.0 51.5 100.0 217

Number of visits per month with neighbors
(table 109)

In most of the states, responses tended to con-
centrate at extremes of the scale; that is, the home -
makers answered either that they did not visit
with neighbors at all or that they visited with them
four or more times per month. Except for Indiana,
Nevada, and California, the modal ret,donse was
four or more times. Only in Kansas and Missouri

did as many as half of the homemakers report visit-
ing with their neighbors this frequently. In the
Indiana, California, and Texas samples, the pro-
portions were about a fourth. Proportionately more
homemakers from samples representing urban low-
income areas (generally about one third) claimed
no visits with neighbors.

Table 109. Number of visits per month tith neighbors.

Number of visits per month

Sample areas
within states None 1 2 3

4 or
more

All
families

Rural small places:

lova 21.6 9.7 5.4 48.7 100.0 185
Kansas !6.7 10.3 16.7 6.3 50.0 100.0 126
Missouri 6.9 7.9 7.9 4.0 73.3 100.0 202
Nebraska 18.2 9.6 15.8 8.6 47.8 100.0 209

Urban lowincomi areas:

Hawaii 35.1 9.4 10.9 4.0 40.6 100.0 202
Illinois 32.2 11.3 10.6 3.9 42.0 100.0 283
Indiana 32.7 19.9 15.1 6.5 25.8 100.0 186
Nevada 32.8 13.5 14.0 7.7 32.0 100.0 222
Ohio 27.2 10.1 14.2 8.9 39.6 100.0 169
Wisconsin 30.7 12.2 7.8 6.8 42.5 100.0 205

Other populations:

California 19.4 13.3 27.9 16.4 23.0 100.0 165

Texas 20.3 17.2 11.5 15.2 27.8 100.0 256
Vermont 20.3 14.3 8.8 7.4 49.2 100.0 217

Number of visits per month with relatives
(table 110)

In all samples except Missouri and Kansas, the
respondents gave evidence of visiting more fre-
quently with relatives than with neighbors. At least
half reported three or more visits per month with
relatives; percentages were highest in Missouri
(75% ), Vermont (73% ), and Ohio (70%), and lowest
in California (50%) and Hawaii (53%). One or two
visits per month ranged from 15 and 16 percent in
Vermont and Missouri to 32 percent in California
and Texas. Less than 22 percent of the respondents
reported no visits with relatives.

Table 110. Number of visits per month with relatives.

Number of visits per month

Sample areas
within states None 1 2 3

4 or
more

All
families

Rural small places:

lava 8.6 12.4 14. 1.4 59.5 100.0 185

Kansas 19.0 9.5 11.' 8.7 49.3 100.0 126

Missouri 8.9 7.0 7.9 5.4 64.9 100.0 202
Nebraska 9.6 15.3 12.0 6.1 Sr. 4 100.0 2.39

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 21.8 10.9 .1.9 6. 46.5 100.0 202
Illinois 12.. 12.8 10.2 5.6 59.. 100.0 266
Indiana 13.3 10.6 11.2 9.0 55.9 100.0 188
Nevada 18.7 6.6 10.0 5.0 59.5 100.0 219
Ohio 9.5 12.4 7.7 9.5 60.4 100.0 169
Wisionsin 19.0 8.3 12.2 8.8 51.7 100.0 215

Other populations:

Calitarnta 17.8 17.8 1..2 11.6 36.6 100.0 169

Texas 5.4 11.6 17.9 10.9 52.2 100.0 157
Vermont 11.5 5.5 9.7 9.2 6a.1 100.0 21;
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Number of visits per month with friends from
work (table 111)

Visiting with friends from work was much less fre-
quent than visiting with neighbors or relatives. The
modal response was consistently "none" in all sam-
ples; proportions in this category ranged from 33
in California to 62 in Hawaii. One or two visits
per month varied from 18 percent in Vermont to
36 and 38 percent in California and Texas. Three
or more visits were least frequent in Wisconsin
(15 %) and most frequent in Nebraska (35% ).

Table 111. Number of visits per month with frlrnos from work.

Sample arras
within state%

Number of visit, per month

4 or All
None 1 2 1 mot, families

Rural small places:

44.0 17.8 11.5 22.9 100.0 151
Kansas 47.0 10.1 14.3 10.1 18.5 100.0 114
Nishouri 44.5 10.4 11.0 4.1 28.0 100.0 141
Nebraska

trban low-income areas:

37.7 16.6 10.6 6.5 28.6 100.0 199

11.1W:111 62.0 15.8 7.6 2.4 11.7 100.0 171

Illinois 47.5 19.9 11.0 5.1 16.1 100.0 246
Indiana 46.1 18.5 15.2 1.4 16.1 100.0 178
Nevada 50.0 11.0 15.5 4.5 17.0 100.0 200
Ohio 48.5 11.6 15.3 6.1 18.1 100.0 144
Wisconsin 60.7 16.1 8.3 6.0 8.9 100.0 168

Other populations:

California 32.8 11.1 24.5 17.6 11.8 100.0 159
texas 43.4 18.4 19.1 7.5 11.4 100.0 228
Vermont 59.1 9.6 8.6 1.5 19.2 100.0 198

Number of visits with other friends (table 112)

In reference to visiting with other friends, re-
sponses were more evenly distributed across the
scale. Except in samples from Hawaii, California,
and Texas, three or more visits per month were
more frequent than one or two. Visiting three or
more times was reported by half or more of the
respondents from Missouri (76% ), Kansas (55% ),
Nebraska and Vermont (53% each), and Wisconsin
(50% ). Percentages for one or two visits varied
from 16 in Missouri to 42 and 45 in California and
Texas. No visiting was reported most often by
homemakers from Hawaii (43%), California and
Texas (33% each).
Table 112. Number of visits per month with other friends.

Number of visits per month

Sample areas
within Statri None 1 2 3

or

more
All

families

Rural small planes:

Iowa 20.1 18.5 17.4 2.7 41.3 100.0 185
Kansas 18 4 12.8 13.6 8.0 47.2 100.0 125
Miasmal 7.4 4.5 11.9 8.9 67.3 100.0 202
Nebraska 9.6 15.9 21.2 7.2 46.1 100.0 208

Urban lw-Income areas:

Hawats 42.7 24.4 9.5 1.0 20.4 100.0 201

Illinois 21.8 15.1 18.2 6.3 38.6 100.0 285
Indiana 11.9 19.7 14.4 8.5 25.5 100.0 188
Nevada 31.5 15.3 14.9 10.8 1.7.5 100.0 222
Ohio 21.. 17.8 12.4 11.8 30.8 100.0 169

Wisconsin 21.7 11.3 17.2 11.8 18.0 100.0 203

Other populations:

11.3 20.6 21.8 3.1 15.2 100.0 165

taws 32.9 20.7 21.8 10.5 12.1 100.0 256
Vet moat 23.0 10.6 11.8 8.1 4..1 100.0 217

s;

Summary: Informal participation

The most salient type of informal participation
of the respondents and their spouses was with
relatives; most visited with relatives often, and
relatives generally made up major portions of the
respondents' four closest friends. Informal partici-
pation with neighbors was quite high among some
respondents, quite low among others. With friends
from work, it was generally low. No distinct trend
emerged in regard to visiting with other friends.
In almost every context, informal participation was
exceptionally high in Missouri and, with the excep-
tion of friends from work, lowest in California.

Significant Associations With the income
Index

Slightly less than half of the sample matrices
(46% ) qualified for chi-square tests of association
between social structure and process variables and
the income index. Of the 160 matrices that could
be tested, only 12 percent, or one of every eight,
yielded evidence of relationship at the 0.05 level of
probability or lower (table 113). An additional 8
percent of the tests were marginally significant.
Thus, from the evidence at hand for the population
areas studied, social structure and process variables
were conparatively less often associated with the
income index than were demographic characteristics
or resource factors.

Considering the numbers of tests that could be
made, parental permissiveness, recreational group
attendance, and frequency of visiting with friends
other than those at work were the attributes that
tended to be related more often than others to the
comparative adequacy of money income. According
to findings from one Of more of the samples, rela-
tively higher proportiorot :,f families with income in-
dexes under 125 were included in the categories of
families that had less permissive parents, lower
levels of respondents' marital satisfaction, greater
conjugal power of the husband, less neighboring,
and less frequent participation in formal and in-
formal groups (table 114 ). Frequency of visiting with
friends other than those from work was related to
the income index in samples from five states, yet
no consistent trend was evident with respect tc the
proportions of low-index families that were included
in the respective categories. Further, some of the
gamma values were quite low when the chi-square
value was high, indicating the possibility of a non-
linear relat1,11.3hip for which other analysis tech-
niques could be used.

Because many of the sample matrices were not
appropriate for the chi-square test, other procedures
should be used to ascertain the probable relation-
ships of social structure and process characteristics
of families with their comparative adequacies of
money income. Also, to identify other patterns of
living associated with social structure and process,
these variables should be examined in relation to
data available concerning demographic attributes,
resource factors, and value orientations.
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Table 113. Summary of chi-square tests to identify associations of social structure and process measures
with the income index.a

Results by population type and samples within states

Social structure and
process

Rural :mall places Urban low-income areas Other populations

Ia. Kan. Mo. Neb. Haw. 111. Ind. Nev. Ohio Wis. Cal. Tex. Vt.

Kinship orientation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Family orientation ++ ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C

Family cohesiveness - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parental permissiveness --- - ++ - - 0 ++ 0 0 0 0 - - 44

Marital satisfaction - - ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Conjugal power:
Who mainly decides about:

Wife working - - - + 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - 0
How to handle chil-

dren - ++ - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0
How money is used ---- - + - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0

Best place for family
to live 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Friends to see the
most 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Number of children
wanted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Who mainly tries to
limit number of chil-
dren - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Who mainly handles:
Children when both

parents are pres-
ent - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

Money matters - + - 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

Formal participation:
Church attendance - + 0 0 0 0 - 0 - -

Church groups - - - ++ 0 0 0 0 0 - -

Community groups + - - - 0 - 0 0 0 -

Recreation groups ++ ++ - 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0

Job-connected groups --- + - - 0 0 0 0 0 - ++ 0

Lodge and kindred
groups + ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0

Informal participation:
Of wife and husband's

four closest friends,
number living near
their home - - - - 0 0 - 0 0 -

Of four most frequent
visitors, number who
are relatives + - 0 0 - 0 0 0

Neighboring practices -- - - 0 0 0 - 0 0 ++
Number of visits per
month with:
Neighbors + - + - + 0 +4
Pllatives - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1-ciends from work ---- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ -

Other friends ++ - ++ 44. 44. - 0 - ++

a
Key to symbols: 0 = No chi - square test made; cell numbers of matrix not adequate.

= Test not significant within 0.1000 level of probability.
= Test marginally significant from 0.0501 to 0.1000 level of probability.

++ = Tesr significant from 0.0500 to 0.0000 level of probability.
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VALUE ORIENTATIONS

Emphasis on value orientations toward educa-
tion and employment is particularly appropriate for
study of patterns of living of disadvantaged fam-
ilies. Both education and employment are considered
basic to changes in levels of living of families.
Irelan and I3esner (1968, pp. 5-6) have concluded
that disadvantaged families desire better jobs and
education for their children because they conceive
one or the other, or both, as means for improving
their ways of life.

This section of the basebook consists of ( a) defi-
nitions of concepts used to study value orientations
and themes in samples from a variety of popula-
tions, ( b) description of instrument development
and interpretation of respopses, ft: reports of value
orientations toward education and employment as
related to the four value themes chosen for the
study, and (d ) significant associations of the themes
with the income index.
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Definitions of Values, Orientations, and
Themes

Values are the conceptions of the desirable which
affect an individual's choices among possible
courses of action, and are abstractions, organ-
izing principles, or normative standards which
have a regulatory effect upon behavior.

This definition by Engebretson (1965, p. 32) is a
synthesis of statements by C'. Kluckhohn, Jacob
and Flink, and Fmith. C. Kluckhohn t 1951, p. 394 )
states: ". . .a value is a cone' ption, explicit or
implicit, distinctive of an individual or character-
istic of a group, of the desirable which influences
the selection of available modes, means, a Id ends
of action." Jacob and Flink ( 1962, p. 10) identified
values as ". . ,normative standards by which human
beings are influenced in their choice among the



alternative courses of action which they perceive."
Smith ; p. 332) perceives values as ". . . con-
ceptions of the desirable that are relevant to selec-
tive behavior."

According to Newcomb (1962, p. 249), value
orientation refers to ". . .a way of being set for
directing one's energy toward a certain goal." F.
Kluckhohn (1951, p. 411) has called value orienta-
tion a ". . .generalized and organized conception,
influencing behavior, of nature, of man's place in
it, of man's relation to man, and of the desirable
and nondesirable as they may relate to man-environ-
ment and inter-human relations."

Furthermore, Irelan and Besner (1968, pp. 7-8)
identified four themes in the values of disadvan-
taged families: fatalism, concreteness, authoritari-
anism, and orientation to the present. A value
theme is an idea, ideal, or orienting principle that
activates or controls belief and conduct in a specific
situation.

In this study, value themes were viewed as
continua for abstractness-concreteness, control-
fatalism, equalitarianism-authoritarianism, and in-
tegration-alienation. These continua had been devel-
oped by Voland ( 1968, p. 38) based on the ideas of
Irelan and Besner and on observations of home-
makers in disadvantaged families.

Instrument Development and Interpreta-
tion of Responses

A 40-item Likert-type instrument was developed
to obtain responses from the female homemakers
that would indicate their value orientations in rela-
tion to education and employment. Each of these
orientations was examined in terms of the four
thematic continua selected for study. Items used in
the final instrument were adapted from existing
scales or were developed by the committee after
reviewing literature applicable to the orientations
and themes. Particularly helpful in providing back-
ground information were the works of Irelan and
Besner ( 1968), Rokeach ( 1960 ), and Voland ( 1968 ).

During instrument development, story-form and
open-end items, as well as existing and original
scales, were pretested with disadvantaged families
in Michigan, Nebraska, and Ohio. The subcommittee
chose to develop scales and to adapt existing ones
where possible because: (a) in the pretest, low-
income homemakers responded to statements with
which they could agree or disagree with relative
ease compared with open-end or story-form ques-
tions; (b ) interviewer training would require less
time and effort; (c ) interviewer bias was minimized
with the scalar questions; and (d) coding of data
was facilitated because all questions were precoded
on a scale indicating degree of agreement or dis-
agreement with the statements on the value-theme
continua.

Items for the proposed scales to be used for
further pretesting were based on the content of
items suggested by representatives from the three
states. Only items that related to the two value

orientations and the four themes were Included.
Scores for responses to each Item ranged from one
to five. Fifty-two items were pretested and sub-
mitted to item analysis. Twelve statements were
eliminated because they seemed to be too "middle-
class" or because they were not discriminating.
The remaining statements were limited or expanded
to five for each theme of the two orientations, mak-
ing a total of 40 items. Finally, the items were
tested again and reworded as seemed desirable.

The 40 statements about the four themes in rela-
tion to education and employment were arranged
randomly in the interview instrument, rather than
being grouped by theme or orientation. The direc-
tion of scoring items varied so that agreement with
one statement and disagreement with another could
indicate the same value theme and provide oppor-
tunity to present similar concepts in different ways.

Interviewers were asked to introduce the value
scale items to respondents with the following state-
ment:

We are now going to look at some statements
of the way people feel about life. These may or
may not apply to you. We'd like to know how
you feel about them. There are no right or
wrong answers but we would like to have you
tell us the extent to which you agree or disagree
using the following words: definitely agree, tend
to agree, not sure, tend to disagree, or definitely
disagree.

In most states, respondents were asked to follow
the questionnaire statement appearing in large type
on a response card. Undoubtedly there was varia-
tion in the willingness and ability of interviewees to
follow the reading. Interviewers recorded responses
to each statement according to the code on the
instrument.

When responses to the 40 items were available
from 12 samples (California interviews were made
a few months later than in other samples), items
were recoded as necessary for appropriate direc-
tion of scores. Each family was assigned eight mean
scores, based on their replies to the respective five
items representing each of the eight sets of themes
and orientations. To identify comparatively low,
middle, and high orientations to education and em-
ployment, frequency distributions of family mean
scores were calculated and then divided, as nearly
as possible, into thirds for each theme. Within each
sample, percentage distributions of mean scores
were then computed to indicate the proportions of
respondents located in the middle range of scores,
and the percentages above and below this range
(tables 115, 117, 119, 121). Finally, the distribu-
tions reported in these tables were transformed
into bar graphs to facilitate interpretation of dis-
tributions within and among the samples (tables
116, 118, 120, and 122).

Since completion of the data summary for this
basebook, the directions for coding of items 48, 50,
52, and 53 have been questioned; that is, the
scores for these items should be reversed. Further,
in some of the subsequent analyses, these items
have been dropped from their respective scales.
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Table 115. Abstractness-Concreteness orientations toward education and employment.

Sample areas
within statesa

Education Employment

Mean score

Total

Mean score

Total4:2.6

2.8-
3.6 >3.8 y2.6

2.8-
3.6 >3.8

Rural small places:

Iowa 24.9 55.1 20.0 100.0 185 70.8 29.2 0.0
b

100.0 185

Kansas 38.4 42.4 19.2 100.0 125 76.0 21.6 2.4 100.0 125
Missouri 25.2 55.0 19.8 100.0 202 66.3 31.7 2.0 100.0 202
Nebraska 27.3 57.9 14.8 100.0 209 69.9 29.1 1.0 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 22.3 52.5 25.2 100.0 202 52.0 46.0 2.
b

0b
100.0 202

Illinois 35.2 42.5 22.3 100.0 287 77.0 21.3 1.7 100.0 287

Indiana 12.4 57.0 30.6 100.0 193 50.5 43.3 6.3 100.0 192

Nevada 12.3 53.5 34.2 100.0 219 52.1 43.8 4.1 100.0 219

Ohio 17.1 52.3 30.6 100.0 170 57.1 39.4 3.5
b

100.0 170
Wisconsin 25.5 49.0 25.5 100.0 208 71.0 28.5 0.5 100.0 207

Other populations:

California 3.7 31.7 64.6 100.0 164 31.1 59.1 9,8 100.0 164

Texas 22.3 52.5 25.2 100.0 258 52.0 46.0
b

2. Ob 100.0 259

Vermont 24.9 50.7 24.4 100.0 217 77.9 21.2 0.9 100.0 217

All samples 22.2 51.3 26.5 100.0 63.9 33.0 3.1 100.0

a
See Figure 1 and Tables 1 and 15 for descriptions of areas and populations sampled within each state.,

b
5 or fewer cases in cells.

Table 116. AbstractnessConcreteness orientations toward education
and employment (comparative proportions).

Sumplenrens
within %lute%

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores

A = Abstractness C = Concreteness
Middle range

8l2LCLAtiV

Rural small places:
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AAAAAAAAA 1.4414A1144 ,,, CCCtt(cCUCtCC

AAAAAAAAtAAAA d4444444444Ct ,,,,,,,,,,, at, CCCCCCCCCCC

Hawaii

Illin,is

Indiana

Nevada ,

other ...ns

Calif .ruli - --

texas

l'ermnc

AA 14434434C(.tICIt ccurcurucuccurcc(Tmccccrucc
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AAAAAAAAAAAAA 44448J448a4Aatt ,,,,,,,,,,, (CITCCrrCLCC

'L.1 2 pPrae 4 tar r t.unrCr114.
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Table 116. (Continued)

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores

Sample areas
within states A -4 Abstractness C = Concreteness

Middle range

Employment:

Rural small places:

Iowa

Kansas

Ntbraskr
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AAAAAAAAAAAAAMAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 411.C1 t
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Table 117. Control-Fatalism orientations toward education and employment.

Sample areas
within states

Education Employment

Mean score

Total

Mean score

Total<1.2
1.4-
2.0 >2.2

1.4-
2.0 >2.2

7. 7. v 7. 7. 7.

Rural small places:

Iowa 28.6 42.8 28.6 100.0 185 14.6 46.5 38.9 100.0 185
Kansas 48.4 36.3 15.3 100.0 124 11.2 53.6 35.2 100.0 125
Missouri 22.4 51.7 25.9 100.0 201 6.4 47.6 46.0 100.0 202

111.1141111Nebraska 32.1 49.2 18.7 100.0 209 10.5 40.0 44.5 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 23.3 39.1 37.6 100.0 2u2 7.0 35.7 56.4 100.0 202
Illinois 32.1 39.0 28.9 100.0 287 11.5 44.9 43.6 100.0 287
Indiana 31.6 41.5 26.9 100.0 193 5.2 24.5 70.3 100.0 192
Nevada 33.8 35.6 30.6 100.0 222 7.2 29.9 62.9 100.0 221
Ohio 22.9 38.3 38.8 100.0 170 15.3 31.8 52.9 100.0 170
Wisconsin 39.4 38.0 22.6 100.0 208 9.6 39.0 51.4 100.0 208

Other populations:

California 9.8 27.7 62.5 100.0 163 0.0 21.0 79.0 100.0 167
Texas 19.4 28.7 51.9 100.0 258 2.7 29.6 67.7 100.0 257
Vermont 38.7 30.0 31.3 100.0 217 18.0 47.4 34.6 100.0 217

All samples -- 30.5 38.9 30.6 100.0 9.8 39.3 50.9 100.0

Table 118. Ct atn.l Fatalism orientation!. toward education anti ...mph))
molt onipartiti% e proportions).

s.ampl area,

Contparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores
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Table 118. (Continued)

Sample areas
v.itliiii states

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores

C = Control F = Fatalism
Middle range
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Table 119. Equalitarianism-Authoritarianism orientations toward education and employment.

Sample areas
within states

Education Employment

Mean score

Total

Mean score

Total<2. 6

2.8-
3.6 >1.8 s1.6

2.8-
3.6 >3.8

7. 7.

Rural small places:

Iowa 27.0 58.9 14.1 100.0 185 17.3 51.9 30.8 100.0 185
Kansas 29.6 47.2 23.2 100.0 125 10.4 37.6 52.0 100.0 125
Missouri 18.3 67.3 14.4 100.0 202 7.9 56.5 35.6 100.0 202
Nebraska 24.4 56.5 19.1 100.0 209 14.4 53.1 32.5 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 16.3 50.5 33.2 100.0 202 18.8 51.5 29.7 100.0 202
Illinois 27.5 56.1 16.4 100.0 287 26.1 49.5 24.4 100.0 287

.11Indiana 11.4 53.9 34.7 100.0 193 16.6 54.4 29.0 100.0 193
Nevada 14.9 55.8 29.3 100.0 222 24.5 42.3 33.2 100.0 220
Ohio 15.3 52.3 32.4 100.0 170 14.7 52.9 32.4 100.0 170
Wisconsin 22.7 62.3 15.0 100.0 207 13.2 49.7 37.1 100.0 205

Othe: populations:

California 18.0 54.5 27.5 100.0 167 27.1 41.6 31.3 100.0 166
Texas 7.3 50.2 42.5 100.0 259 36.8 43.4 19.8 100.0 258
Vermont 30.4 43.3 26.3 100.0 217 21.2 42.9 35.9 100.0 217

All samples 20.2 54 7 25.1 100.0 19.5 48.9 31.6 100.0

'faith. 121). Equalitarianism.Authorituriiinism orientations toward
education and employment (comparative proportions).

Sumpl area,.
%Rhin

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores

E = Equalitarianism A = Authoritarianism
%fiddle range

Ednratlan:

Titbit! 120. (Continued)

Sample areas
within states

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean scores

E = Equalitarianism A =Authoritarianism
Middle range
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Table 121. Integration-Alienation orientations toward education and employment.

Sample areas
within states

Education Employment

Mean score

Total

Mean score

Total<2.0
2.2-
2.8 >3.0 2.0

2.2-

2.8 >3.0

7.

Rural small places:

Iowa 22.2 59.4 18.4 100.0 185 14.6 53.0 32.4 100.0 185
Kansas 31.5 50.0 18.5 100.0 124 15.2 42.4 42.4 100.0 125
Missouri 23.3 64.3 12.4 100.0 202 16.4 49.8 33.8 100.0 201
Nebraska 27.3 56.0 16.7 100.0 209 18.7 54.5 26.8 100.0 209

Urban low-income areas:

Hawaii 26.7 61.9 11.4 100.0 202 12.4 40.1 47.5 100.0 202
Illinois 25.1 58.2 16.7 100.0 287 9.1 41.1 49.8 100.0 287

011Indiana 25.9 54.4 19.7 100.0 193 9.3 35.8 54.9 100.0 193
Nevada 32.4 49.1 18.5 100.0 222 10.0 36.8 53.2 100.0 220
Ohio 21.8 58.2 20.0 100.0 170 12.9 33.6 53.5 100.0 170
Wisconsin 24.0 56.8 19.2 100.0 208 18.3 43.2 38.5 100.0 208

Other populations:

California 27.4 39.3 33.3 100.0 168 6.6 19.3 74.1 100.0 168
Texas 16.2 48.7 35.1 100.0 259 4.3 29.0 66.7 100.0 258
Vermont 29.0 52.6 18.4 100.0 217 14.7 39.7 45.6 100.0 217

All samples 25.2 55.8 19.0 100.0 12.6 41.3 46.1 100.0

Table 122. IntegrationAlienation orientations towurd education and
employment fromparutive proportions)-

Sample areas
within states

Comparativeinwortsmsulongcmitinumn
ofineunmwes

I = Integration A = Almottion
%fiddle range
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Table 122. (Continued)

Sample areas
within states

Comparative proportions along continuum
of mean score-

1 = Integration A = Alienation
Middle range
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Value Orientations Toward Education and
Employment

Abstractness-concreteness theme

Abstractness deals with the qualities apart from
objects, disassociated from specific instances. A
person exhibiting qualities of abstractness places
more emphasis on intellectual processes than on
observation. At the other end of the continuum,
concreteness indicates emphasis on tangible rather
than intellectual thingsa desire for tangible prod-
ucts of action. Irelan and Besner (1968) characterize
concreteness as being "tied to the world of immedi-
ate happenings and sensations."

Sources used mot extensively in developing
statements for the abstractness-concreteness con-
tinuum were Harvey, Hunt and Schroder (1961),
Schroder, Driver and Streufert (1967), and Troldahl
aiLd Powell (1965). Question 2 from Struening and
Richardson's scale (1965) was adapted for question
22 of the instrument. Other statements were con-
structed by the research team. The complete set of
items representing the abstractness-concreteness
theme was as follows. At the left, are item numbers
as listed in the instrument. At the right, the scoring
continuum for each item is given.

For comparative purposes, a middle range of
mean scores from 2.8 to 3.6 was used for the
respondents' educational and occupational orienta-
tions that were focused on the abstractness-con-
creteness theme. Thus, percentages that represent
mean scores of 2.6 or lower indicate considerable
tendencies toward abstractness, and scores of 3.8

Doti-

nitely
agree

Tend

to
agree

Not
sure

Tend

to dis
agree

Deft-

nitely
disagree

Education orientation:

22 It is more important to
take training which leads
to a job than to take art,
drama, or music lessons

which do not. 5 4 3 2 1

29 The best education
trains for a job. 5 4 3 2 1

42 It is a waste of time for
people wh.3 have little

talent in an area to take
lessons in, for example,

art. 5 4 3 2 1

45 The main reason for
getting an education is
personal satisfaction. 1 2 3 4 5

59 Keeping the r use clean
is more important than
reading. 5 4 3 2 1

76

Nati.
nitely
agree

Tend

to
agree

Not
sure

Tend

to dis-
agree

Defi-
nitely
disagree

Employment orientation:

38 The amount of work done
on a job is more important
than how well you do the

job. 5 4 3 2 1

41 It is important to do a job
you can be proud of even
if It is more than the boss
expects. 1 2 3 4 5

50 A person should leave a
job he likes for a job he
does not like If it pays
more money. 1 2 3 4 5

53 Getting along with other
workers is more impor
tent than the pay you get. 5 4 3 2 1

56 Pay is more important in
choosing a job than what

the job is. 5 4 3 2 1

or higher represent comparatively high proneness
toward concreteness (table 115). These differences
in patterns of orientation are portrayed in bar
graphs in table 116.

Homemakers in all samples exhibited lesi fre-
quent abstractness of orientation toward education
than toward employment (tables 115 and 116).
With respect to education, percentages within mean
scores of 2.6 or lower (high abstractness) ranged
from 12 in the Indiana and Nevada samples to 38
for Kansas. In contrast, employment percentages
for abstractness varied from 51 in Indiana to 76,
77, and 78 in samples from Kansas, Illinois, and
Vermont, respectively. With the exception of the
California migrants, percentages of mean scores in
the middle range of 2.8 to 3.6 were consistently
higher for education than for employment. Concrete-
ness of orientation to employment was found in
less than 10 percent of all samples, whereas con-
crete orientation to education ranged from 15 per-
cent for Nebraska to 65 percent for California. Most
samples were represented by a fifth to a third at
this high level for concrete orientation to education.

Control-fatalism theme

The value theme of control is characterized by a
belief that a person has direct influence over events
in his life. Conversely fatalism indicates acceptance
that all events are inevitable or predetermined.
Fatalistic people are characterized by a resignation
to the idea that people cannot avoid what is going
to happen to them. Success, to these people, is a
result of a "lucky break."



Researchers developed all the control-fatalism
statements with the exception of item 24, which
was from work by Neal and Seeman (Seeman, 1967,
p. 276). The 10 statements were scored from 1 for
control to 5 for fatalism.

Comparable proportions of respondent mean
scores fell within the middle range of 1.4 to 2.0 for
orientations toward both education and employment
(table 117). Values of control, however, were more
frequent in relation to education, and those of fatal-
ism were much higher when the concern was employ-
ment. For example, mean scores lower than 1.4
were evident for education within a range of 10 to
48 percent, but for employment they ranged from 0

Defi-
nitely
agree

Tend

to
agree

Not
sure

Tend

to dis
agree

Defi-

nitely
disagree

Education orientation:

32 Some people just cannot
finish high school so why
try. 5 4 3 2 1

37 If the family needs more
money it is all right for a
child to quit school and
help out for a while. 5 4 3 2 1

48 It is important for chil-
dren to get an education
no matter what it costs. 1 2 3 4 5

57 It is all right to drop out
of high school if more
money is needed to buy

clothing for the family. 5 4 3 2 1

60 It is all right to drop out
of high school if the stu-
dent isn't interested. 5 4 3 2 1

Employment orientation:

24 The most important thing
about getting a job is being

at the right place at the
right time. 5 4 3 2 1

27 Most people can expect
a better job sometime. 1 2 3 4 5

35 It helps to get ahead in a
job if you learn more about
it. 1 2 3 4 5

40 It makes no difference
which job you take be-

cause you are likely to
get laid off anyway. 5 4 3 2 1

43 In getting a job it is not
what you know but who

you know. 5 4 3 2 1

to 18 percent. Mean scores of 2.2 or higher, Indi-
cating fatalism, comprised from 15 to 62 percent
for education in contrast with 35 to 70 percent for
employment. Distributions reported in table 118
show that, in the main, orientations to both educa-
tion and employment tended to be least fatalistic in
the rural samples, more so in urban low-income
areas, and most strongly fatalistic among the Cali-
fornia migrants and the black families in Texas.

Equalitarianism-authoritarianism theme

Equalitarianism is characterized by an emphasis
on the belief that all men are equal in intrinsic
worth and are entitled to equal access to the rights
and privileges of their society. At the opposite pole
of the continuum, people with an attitude of authori-
tarianism place cin emphasis on obedience to and
respect for authc..ity, family loyalty, religiosity, and
hard work.

Researchers used Adorno et al. (1950) as a
guide in construct ng representative items for this
continuum. Items .t1 and 23 were adaptations of
items 28 and 2' on the Groat and Neal scale
(1967). Item 29 from Struening and Richardson
(1965), as well as item 1 from Troldahl and Powell
(1965 ), influenced statement 26. Remaining state-
ments were constructed by the research team. As
indicated in the statements that follow, items were
scored from 1 (equalitarianism) to 5 (authoritarian-
ism) on the agree-disagree scale.

Approximately half of all the homemakers had
mean scores of 2.8 to 3.6 in orientations to both
education and employment (tables 119 and 120).
Within this middle category, the sample percent-
ages for education ranged from 43 to 67; for em-
loyment the percentage range was 38 to 57. The

Dd.
nitely
agree

Tend

to
agree

Not
sure

Tend

to dis
agree

Defi-
nitely
disagree

Education orientation:

21 The man with an education
is more respected than an

uneducated man. 5 4 3 2 1

23 The best reason for getting
an edvation is so you can
be equal to others. 5 4 3 2 1

26 It is important for a child
to have respect for his
teacher. 5 4 3 2 1

36 It is more important for
a boy to get an education
beyond high school than
fora girl. 5 4 3 2 1

44 It is mpc,tprit for a girl
to get a,i education beyond
high school. 1 2 3 4 5
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Employment orientation:

34 it is a good idea to have
more women as bosses on

the job. 1 2 3 4 5

46 It is all right for women
to hold jobs which are
usually men's jobs. 1 2 3 4 5

49 It is all right for a woman
to work outside the home
just because she likes to. 1 2 3 4 5

51 It would be a good idea to
have more young people,

than we now have, as

bosses. 1 2 3 4 5

55 The man should be the one
to make all the decisions
about choosing 'ais job. 5 4 3 2 1

rural samples, plus those from Wisconsin and Ver-
mont, were much more freqwmtly authoritarian in
relation to employment than to education and, con-
versely, more prone toward equalitarianism in edu-
cation than in employment. Except for Texas, ten-
dencies toward authoritarianism in education and
employment did not vary greatly within the remain-
ing samples. In Texas, the frequency of scores
abave the middle ranges indicating authoritarianism
was twice as high for education (43% ) as for em-
ployment (20"H ).

Integration-alienation theme

Integration represents a feeling of coordination
with one'3 society or environment, whereas aliena-
tion is a state of being at variance with society or
group norms. Alienation shows up as a feeling of
lack of direction or regulation of individual behavior.
Seeman (1959) has used terms such as "powerless-
ness, meaninglessness, isolation, and anomia" to
describe alienation. In Besag (1966), Durkheim
characterizes alienation as "the lack of harmony
between desires and the means of achieving those
desires." If the desires of the individual are insati-
able or the means for achieving goals are not avail-
able, alienation is the result.

Publications by Seeman (1959) and Zollschan
and Hirsch (1964) were helpful in providing informa-
tion about integration or alienation and influenced
the research team in constructing items 30, 39, 47,
52, and 58. Item 33 was an adaptation of the first
item on Srole's scale (1956). Blauner's work (1964 )
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Education orientation:

30 Families can get help with
their children's problems
from school and other
places. 1 2 3 4 5

33 When a child has problems
there is no use getting in
touch with the school be-
cause they aren't really
interested. 5 4 3 2 1

52 Even though it may cause
our children to move away
to a distant city to get a
good job, they need to get

a good education. 5 4 3 2 1

54 People are better accepted
by others if they have an

education or job training. 1 2 3 4 5

58 Parents and children don't
get along as well when the

children have more educa-

tion than the parents. 5 4 3 2 1

Employment orientation:

25 Too many on the job are
just out for themselves
and don't really care for
anyone else. 5 4 3 2 1

28 Few people really look for-
ward to their work. 5 4 3 2 1

31 It is easier to get discour-
aged when others are better
on the job. 5 4 3 2 1

39 A good job makes a person
want to take an interest
in his community. 1 2 3 4 5

47 Friends and relatives can
give the best information
about jobs. 5 4 3 2 1

was the basis for item 54. Items 25, 28, and 31
were identical to items 21, 14, and 10 on the
Struening-Richardson scale (1965).

The five statements for each of the two sets are
listed below. Items were scored on the basis of 1
for integration to 5 for alienation.

In all samples, proportions of scores 3.0 or
higher, indicating alienation, were larger for em-
ployment than for education (table 131). These
tendencies to be alienated concerning employment
were also revealed by a percentage range of 27 to
74 for employment in contrast with 11 to 35 for



education. Generally, alienation to employment was
lower, and integration was higher, in rural samples
than in urban low-income areas. Few differences
between these population types were evident in
educational orientations. Alienation to employment
was highest among black families in Texas (67% )
and migrant families in California (74% ).

Significant Associations With the Income
Index

Si rilar to the variables for social structure and
process, the value orientations were infrequently
related to the income index (table 123). Only 11.5
percent of the 104 chi-square tests computed re-
sulted in probability levels of 0.05 or lower.
Further, of the eight variables examined, abstract-
ness-concreteness with respect to education was the
only one for which at least half of the sample ma-
trices yielded significant associations. They repre-
sented five of the six urban low-income areas and
the open-country rural families of Vermont. Al-
though the trends were irregular for the respective
samples, families that tended toward concrete edu-
cational values had income indexes under 125 pro-
portionally more often than others (table 124).
Further refinement of the value orientation scales
should lead to clarifkation of relationships between
the scales and other characteristics of the families,
including the income index.
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Table 124. Proportions of families with income indexes under I2S for value
orientation categories and total samples within states."'"

Value orientations
by sample areas
within states

Proportions of families with income
indexes under 125

Above
middlt Midas
range range

Below
middle Total
range sample

Abatrakinv.,.-c4n,r...tenuti

Uucdrion:

Haw.ii 66.7 45.0 40.7 48.1
Illinois 49.0 27.6 9.5 26.6

*lnliana 29.3 36.6 28.6 34.4
4e.ada 43.6 33.6 17.6 34.9
Ohio 54.8 ISA 38.5 39.7
Vermont 56.1 46.9 21.6 44.2

Employment

Illinois 52.0 25.0 15.9 26.6

Putlitarianism!Authorltarlanlim:

Education

Vermont 69.0 39.0 36.1 44.2

Employment

*Kansas 25.7 13.2 14.3 16.9

Inimation-Aiienatim:

Employment:

Iowa 41.7 16.7 10.0 16.5
Kansas 21.4 19.5 7.1 16.8

aStates arc listed only if their sample matrices yielded a probability due
to chance of 0.0500 or lover.

bAn asterisk (*) before the name of a state indicates that its sample had
a gamma value of less loan 0.200 which reflects a nonlinear association
of two variables.

cleft column percentages represent comparatively more orientation toward
concreteness, authoritarianism, and alienation, respectively.

d
Middle range scores were 2.2 to 2.8 for integration.alionatlin and 2.b to
3.6 for abstractness-concreteness and equalitarianism - authoritarianism.

Table 123. Summary of chi-square tests to identify associations of value orientations with the income
index.a

Value orientations

Population types and samples within states

Rural small places Urban low-income areas Other populations

Ia. Kan. Mo. Neb. Haw. 111. Ind. Nev. Ohio Wis. Cal. Tex. Vt.

Abstractness-Concreteness:

Education - - - - ++ ++ ++ 4+ ++ +
Employment - - - - - ++ - - - -

Control-Fatalism:

Education
Employment

Equalitarianism-Authoritarianism:

Education
Employment

Integration-Alienation:

Education
Employment 4-4.

OD

44

4+

4+

aKey to symbols: 0 m No chi-square test made; cell numbers of matrix not adequate.
- - Test not significant within 0.1000 level 3f probability.

Test marginally significant from 0.0501 to 0.1000 level of probability.
++ m Test significant from 0.0500 to 0.0000 level of probability.
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Summary
Previous research has indicated that families

who experience certain forms of disadvantagement
are prone to be oriented toward values of concrete-
ness, fatalism, authoritarianism, and alienation.
Distributions of the data from the NC-90 study
indicate differences in tendencies of families within
the 13 samples to have these orientations. By rank-
ing the sample percentages of families with mean
scores above the middle as reported in tables 115,
117, 119, and 121, the following orderings were
obtained.

Two patterns are indicated in the orderings.
First, among the samples, levels of percentages
differed considerably for orientations to education
and employment. Respondents valued education
more concretely but were more fatalistic, authori-
tarian, and alienated in relation to employment
than to education.

The second pattern related to different tendencies
among the three types of populations sampled. Per-
centages for the rural samples from Vermont and
the small places ( towns) in Iowa, Kansas, Nlis:curi,
and Nebraska are positioned at the lower levels in
each of the eight orderings. This indicates less
proneness than in other samples for respondents to
have orientations often characteristic of the disad-
vantaged. Because respondents in the rural samples
represented random cross sections of families rather
than only those in relatively low income areas, this
finding was not surpris:ng.

In California, respondents reflected orientations
of the disadvantaged more frequently. Those from
Texas tended to be fatalistic and alienated for both
types of orientation but much more authoritarian
toward education than for employment. Texas was
in middle positions for concreteness in both orien-
tations.

Respondents in the urban low-income areas dif-
fered considerably in their orientations. Those from
Nevada, Ohio, and Indiana were most frequently

positioned in the direction of concreteness and
fatalism. In Illinois and Wisconsin the orientations
were more similar to those of the rural than the
urban samples.

Orientations to education:

>3.6 % 2.0 % 3.6 %

Concreteness Fatalism Authoritarianism
California 65 California 62 Texas 43

Nevada 34 Texas 52 Indiana 35

Indiana 31 Ohio 39 Hawaii 33

Ohio 31 Hawaii 38 Ohio 32

Wisconsin 26 Vermont 31 Nevada 19

Hawaii 25 Nevada 31 California 28
Texas 25 Illinois 29 Vermont 26

Vermont 24 Iowa 29 Kansas 23

Illinois 22 Indiana 27 Nebraska 19

Iowa 20 Missouri 26 Illinois 16

Missouri 20 Wisconsin 23 Wisconsin 15

Kansas 19 Nebraska 19 Missouri 14

Nebraska 15 Kansas 15 Iowa 14

Orientations to employment:

> 3.6 % > 2.0 % 3.6 %

Concreteness Fatalism Authoritarianism

3.0 %

Alienation
Texas 35

California 33
Ohio 20
Indiana 20
Wisconsin 19

Kansas 19

Nevada 19

Iowa 18

Vermont 18

Illinois 17

Nebraska 17

Missouri 12

Hawaii 11

3.0 %

Alienation

California 10 California 79 Kansas 52 California 74
Indiana 6 Indiana 70 Wisconsin 37 Texas 67

Nevada 4 Texas 68 Missouri 36 Indiana 55

Ohio 4 Nevada 63 Vermont 36 Ohio 54

Kansas 2 Hawaii 56 Nevada 33 Nevada 53

Missouri 2 Ohio 53 Nebraska 33 Illinois 50

Hawaii 2 Wisconsin 51 Ohio 32 Hawaii 48

Texas 2 Missouri 46 California 31 Vermont 46

Illinois 2 Nebraska 45 Inv 31 Kansas 42

Nebraska 1 Illinois 44 Hawaii 30 Wisconsin 39
Vermont 1 Iowa 39 Indiana 29 Missouri 34

Wisconsin 1 Kansas 35 Illinois 24 Iowa 32

Iowa 0 Vermont 35 Texas 20 Nebraska 27

SUMMARY OF FAMILY CHARACTERIS-
TICS RELATED TO THE INCOME INDEX

Findings previously presented in detail in tables
30, 77, 113, and 123 provided a base for develop-
ing table 125, an overview of associations of the
income index with 86 of the empirical variables
selected to represent family living patterns. In the
table, these variables are grouped at two levels.
First, the four main content areas of the study
(demographic attributes, resource factors, social
structure and process, and ,Eklue orientations ) are
designated. Within each of these main areas are
subcategories comprised of two or more variables
related to similar aspects of family living.

In table 125 the asterisks ( ) identify the popu-
lation types from which no sample matrices met the
specified criteria for use of chi-square to ascertain
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significant association with the income index. The
fractions represent the number of significant chi-
square coefficients obtained in relation to the num-
ber of tests made. Fractions enclosed in boxes
identify variables associated with the income index
when at least half of the samples within the popt:-
lation types were tested and, of these, at least half
revealed significant associations. These criteria were
used to facilitate inspection of the fractions within
and among the three population types and to make
meaningful comparisons of tendencies of family
characteristics to be related to degree of income
adequacy.

The three population types differed considerably
in composition and environment. Samples from rural
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Table 125. Associattohi of family characikristics with the income index,
by types 0, population sampled Table I25. (Continued)

Family shata.tetistics:
Categories, suhcategottcs,

and variables

Associations WI ti' Mks Aliso,tattona with Income index
by types 01 p 1lotion sampled by types of population .1,mph:a

Swat l'rhon Other Mural Itban Other
small parno Vomits .haroteristicn; small Pope

Cat.' .sties, tilkatgolles, Places locum lattons
N N 6 N i .o.1 vcriah1,4 N 4 N 6 N 3

p,m9mplaq., ,hat,,tvrihtis:
Situation todac compared with 5

PgintlY "m60*(11010 ...cars ago from point at VIVW OI:

FIVa.11I4I t ircumstanc is
Vomits. sim (ccat-ctinivalent pet Living . .... dittons

sons) q14 2 I . 72- I Jul. tnditionS
ktv oi aldest minor thild in Children's opportunities

h.. 11/-. (1,1 ; 2/2] Mon... w.hium.:
lamilY type. Feud
one or two patents 6,6 ill Special things kids want
Number of year. family ha. been N.-W Shots or clo.hinp
lamed 0/1 01 0/1 huttor, dent tat, medicine

ayspondynt's it k! tbute.: Large hills
Saving

Rat,. ja: -Equipment and appliance sot -
Age

vice,
Educational ittainmnt I-I 0/I Rent and house p. mutts
Occupational status ---. 0/I Gas or ylectricIt turned
Job tialning

Rusband's attribute.:

Age
Educat 1 ..... 11 attainment

J,11 training

0..upational type

Mtarators alias, triatits;

Place of birth related to current
home:

Respondent

Husband
Place of lite spent in total

areas.
Respondent
Husband

Number of moves by lamily, last 5
wars .

Resource lactors:

1P54E.,

Number at earners
Respondent's earned income as

percent ut total family
income

Dependability of Income
iasessed)

Financial committnents:
Commitments S percent of total

Incomm

1 tn Weiner of 4. anent nt s

Credit
Insurance

Transportattm

rse A:
Own 4.41 at Ilalk

taxi

Car pool
MO of train

Transportation problems
Ntatiber miles to work by main

earner

Ho js n

HOW tenure
N4111hVt of tooms

Respondent's satisfaction with:
Adeqqacy of !tying space
Hnusing tonditions other than

spat e

Lagting' Lc at ion petit a

Colot toloyision
Newspaper read daily

HVSPOVIU.IC4 ArtcelltIonS faSII/X

Advq..1.,, 0 lams lv 'mom
ConOltions t,ni.iv kompare with

pireuts' 'litigation at her
.4,

0/3
0/3

0/3

1;5 0/1

0/3 0/I

I/S 0/2
0/2 0/2

0;3 1/3 0/1

1/3 X15 112

1/I !it

1 4/4 1

1 / 3

0/6

E 3i3

1:717
I/S

0/2 0/2
0/1

0/2

0/1 - 0/2

1/I

fig]

F2771

0,3

./1

1 2/ 3 I C.11L3 011

0/I

0/4

WWI

nil

1/4
0/4

2/2H
Val

3/4

I/1

4 6
I 6
I/6
0/4

Qal
tyI
112la
26
1/6

1/4

1 3

ull 0/1

Sochi structure and process:

Cwningel power.

Mho decides about.

571 1/1

C3 13:2

am.
N et 11.,1v1 frosvot, number t ,tmple tted.
I, it fometil IS the r111s4.-T sAmpl., that revuolua stAntii

Inc 41,..t lath,. it the 0.05
N 11.1.1f wen

wt. t 1. It 1 .,.t I.-Ill "I lb'

v. r t,tv ' and of the,e, .11 I. I,t "A 1 I wet. %Igna fit ant
At 0.05 .1

Wile working
How to handle children
How money is need
Hest place tot family to

live

0/4
1/4

0/4

Friends to see the must ....
Number of children wanted

Who mainly tries to limit number
ill children 0/4

Who mainly handles:
Children when both patents arc

present 0/4
Money matters 0/4 0/1

Other family interactions:

Kinship orientation 0/4
Family orientation
Family cohesiveness 0/4
atental permissiveness 1/4 1/1
Marital natinfaitian 1/4

Furmal_partitmpation:

Church attendance 0/4 0/2
Church gtoups 1/4 0/1
Commlml[y groups
Recreation grooms
job-tonnected groups

4 0/3
0/1

0/10/4
Lodge and kindred groups

jniormal_particapation:

1/4

Netg6horing practices 0/4 0/2
Number t visits per month with:

Nei4hbors 0/4 0/5
Relatives 0/4 0/1
Friends from work
Other friends

0/4
1/4

01 four most frequent visitors,
number who are relatives 0/4 0/4

Ot wife And husband's tour closest
ft lends, number living near
their home 0/4 0/4

Vain' aii,nta,lons!

Au,1 ej, I lir ss:
F.dm it t on 0/4

Empiosa.nt 0/4 1/6

Control - Fatalism:
Education 0/4 0/6

Empl,ymcon 0/4 0/6

Equalitarianism - Authoritarianism;
Education 0/4 0/6

Emplymnt 1/4 0/6

Integrat - Al atIt 1011:

Education 0/4 0/6
6mploenn-it

2...:. I 0/6

1/3
t/3

0/1
0/I

1/1
1/3

3

1/3
t/3

1/3
t/3

0/2
0/I
0/I

0/2
0/2

1/3

NEM

1/1

Ira

0/1

1/3
0/3

0/3
1/3

J23
0/3
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small places represented cross sections of a random
sample of small towns in the central Missouri
Valley. Urban samples were restricted to low-income
and poor housing areas of four metropolitan cities
of the North Central Region and two from the
Western Region. Encompassed in "other popula-
tions" were rural black families in east central
Texas, rural migrant families (Chicanos) in Cali-
fornia, and open-country farm arid nonfarm families
in Vermont. Because the income distributions of
families in these three population types were vastly
different, diversity in associations of family income
indexes with variables characteristic of their family
living patterns were expected. The central task was
to discover the particular circumstances that tended
to be related to similarities and differences among
these population types.

When .chi-square teats were computed to identify
the independence of family characteristics from the
income index, it was found that the same categori-
zations of the index and other variables were not
applicable to all samples. Thus, adjustments were
made for data from rural small towns by collapsing
categories at the lower range of the index and sub-
dividing those at the upper levels. In contrast, for
the migrant sample in California, index levels were
collapsed at the top and subdivided at the lower
end of the range. In all samples, the same cate-
gories were used for variables other than the index.
By these procedures, only 52 .percent of the ma-
trices ( 61% from rural sma,1 towns; 47":. from urban
low-income areas; 53.%; from other populations) had
adequate expected numbers in cells of the matrices
to yield valid chi-square coefficients. Therefore, the
results reported in this summary are tentative. Sub-
sequent recategorization and analysis pf the avail-
able data may reveal additional associations. So
far, however, the findings do indicate many of the
family living patterns that differ according to com-
parative adequacy of money income.

Variables representing specific family character-
istics significantly associated with the income index
have been itemized in the introductory summary for
this report. A more general overview is given in
the present summary. The focus is on similarities
and differences among the three population types
with respect to tendencies or general family char-
acteristics to be associated with the index of com-
parative income adequacy. F.nr this purpose, the
86 variables were grouped by sub -ategories within
each of the four main content areas of the study
(table 125). These groupings help to identify broad
areas of living that tend, more frequently than
others, to be associated with the income index. For
further summarization, table 126 was developed in
which, for each subcategory, the percentage of chi -
square tests that revealed significant associations
with the index is reported if half or more of the
samples for the population type had been tested.
In turn, when percentages were available for all
population types, they were ranked from I = high-
est to 9 = lowest within each type. By inspection of
these percentages and the r.tnk orders. several
likenesses and differences among the three popula-
tion types were revealed.
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Similar rank orders were found within population
types for associations of comparative income ade-
quacy with availability of communication facilities,
family income procurement and use, housing facili-
ties, and the respondent's perceptions of her family's
current situation compared with 5 years ago. For
family composition, however, the index was much
more often an associated factor in the urban low-
income and "other" populations than in the rural
small towns of the central Missouri Valley. Urban
samples ranked comparatively higher than others
with respect to concrete value orientations, "other"
populations were higher in relation to informal
participation, and samples from the rural small
towns reflected highest associations of money prob-
lems with income adequacy. The urban low-income
areas were unique in that their samples, much more
often than the others, showed significant associa-
tions of the income index with transportation prob-

lems and value orientations toward concreteness in
education and employment.

The areas of family living that seldom were
related to the income index were migratory patterns,
transportation ( except for the urban areas ), in-
formal participation (except for other population: ).
and the four subcategories of value orientation
(except for abstractness-concreteness in the urban
low-income samples ). Additional anal) set are nec-
essary before conclusions may be drawn concerning
the relation of the income index with attributes ofthe respondents and their,husbands. conjugal power,
other family interactions, and formal participation.

Table 126. Percentages of stgntticant assuciattons of the tnc.:mw indet
with firstly charactertstics wt'htn subcategories and population
types.

Ovhr41 4n4 subcategortes
of family charac. -IstIcs

No.

wart
elf:es

Pct. of stantfIcant
f chi -square testi

Ranks telthin

VOLulatI711
ties

RSP CL1 OP ASP 'A.: OP

DeszeolrePhic attributes:

Family composttion 32.7 83.3 1 I

AttlbuteS of respondent
and husband 9

Migratory characterts-
ttes 5 00.0 18 d 00.0 8

Resource factors:

Income situations 58.3 59.1 .5 5 3 3

Transportatton 6 20 .)

Houstng .0 2
CommunIcatton mech.' 2 06., 5C., : : 2

Respondents' perceptions of-
Comparative family sttua-

tton 0 .0.0 I. 4 I t

Money pro'olems 4 40.4 55.8 34 5 1

Sictal structure andvoess.

(Ta10pirent familtes onle1;
Conjugal power ..$
Other famtly interac-
non' 5 2C

Formal particloation .- t

Informal Participation -- 5 5.0 .

Value oriegsatiogs:

Abstractness - C..nurete-
ne54

ET141 Jr 1.1n A.' t.

Lan

3.}

2.7 71

).

4

.1?Cter,t f {es are re/or 'Mt .1,en r nor- : sidt;-.s -r
S9'3:4tegJry were tested.



RECOMMENDATIONS

In retrospect, any project as comprehensive and
complex as the NC-90 study is likely to engender
many recommendations for further study, either for
use of available data or for collection of additional
information. Specific problems and particular popu-
lations deserving study may be cited. Refinements
may be suggested for conceptualization of problems,
data collection, processing procedures, and ana-
lytical tools. Much space would be required. to
report all the recommendations that could be made
as an outgrowth of the preparation of this base-
book. Therefore, primary attention will be given to
further uses of data from the 13 samples 'included
in the NC-90 project with special reference to (a )
family characteristics that seem to be associated
significantly with comparative adequacy of family
money income, ( b ) identification of likenesses and
differences among sample areas and general popu-
lation types IA ith respect to characteristics of families
who are disadvantaged by inadequate incomes,
and (c) further analyses and more refined measures
for ascertaining patterns of living of disadvantaged
families.

As reported previously, distributions of families
within approximately half of the sample matrices
did not permit use of the computed chi-square coef-
ficients as measures of the association of family
characteristics and the index of comparative in-
come adequacy. Other categorizations should be
tried to increase expected numbers within cells of
the matrices, especially for the attributes of respon-
dents and husbands and several of the social struc-
ture and process variables: kinshiporientation,
nuclear versus extended family orientation, family
cohesiveness, parental permissiveness, marital sat-
isfaction. conjugal power. and formal participation.
Until results of these tests are available, final con-
clusions cannot be drawn concerning the compara-
tive tendencies of level of income adequacy to be
associated significantly with patterns of living en-
rompassed by demographic attributes, resource
factors. social structure and process. and value
orientations.

Inadequacy of money income in families is only
one of many circumstances that prevail as elements
of family disadvantagement. Fui they study is needed
to determine the cluster!: of income and nonincome
attributes that comprise complex patterns of life
among disadvantaged families in various types and
let lions of population in our nation. Because in-
come inadequacy will often be a component of these
clusters. the numerals in boxes of table 125 indi-
cate several of the variable's to be considered when
designing such studies.

From findings reported in this basebook, further
study seems needed on the incidence of family size
and inc.)me adequacy a± different levels of dispos-
able money income. Educational levels and occupa-
tions' types. along with family size and the income
index. may exhibit unique patterns of concentration
w:thin family levels of disposable money income.

A study of this kind could be part of an intensive
effort to identify dimensions of socioeconomic status
and to construct composite scales (weighted as well
as unweighted ) for measuring family socioeconomic
levels within various types of population. Scales of
these types are needed as classifying variables in
many studies related to family life in different geo-
graphic locations and demographic situations.

Application of more refined analytical measures
to the data available from samples in all population
types could provide more precise interpretations of
fa: tors related to patterns of living of families who
are disadvantaged by inadequate money incomes.
Because the samples were randomly selected in a
variety of geographic areas, most of them included
families who were not disadvantaged by low in-
comes, and others who were only marginally disad-
vantaged. More critical analysis could be made of
likenesses and differences of the "poor" and "near
poor" when compared with the relatively "nonpoor"
and "affluent."

With respect to resource factors, numerous mas-
ters and doctoral studies have been made by use
of NC-90 data from one or more samples (see
Appendix I) ). Each of these should be evaluated in
terms of the feasibility of replication by use of sam-
ple data of similar and different population types.
Many of these graduate studies provide bases for
design of more extensive research in breadth and
depth.

According to findings reported in this basebook,
families of comparatively low income adequacy (i.e.,
those with income indexes under 125, from 125 to
149, and from 150 to 199) in samples of the respec-
tive population types should be examined to ascer-
tain unique patterns of livinj related to number of
earners, financial commitments as a share of dis-
posable money income, home ownership, communi-
cation facilities, and the iespondent's perceptions
of current family financial circumstarces related to
the past as well as of money problems involving
food, clothing, ancl special things wanted by the
children.

In addition, families in urban low-income areas
need further study focused on the income index as
it relates to incidence of one parent in the home,
commitments to credit and insurance payments, use
of car or truck for transportation, transportation
problems, respondent's perceptions of income ade-
quacy. money problems related to set vh..ng of home
equipment and appliances, and value orientations
toward concreteness in educatiel.

Families in rural small towns oc the central
Missouri Valley seem unique in the association of
income adequacy with occupational type of the
main earner, respondent's perceptions of her fam-
ily's present living conditions compared with 5 years
earlier, orientation to nuclear versus extended fam-
ilies, formal participation in community recreation
groups, and alue orientations toward in:-gration
in employment.
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For samples of rural black families in east cen-
tral Texas, rural migrants in California, and open-
country nonfarm families in Vermont, additional
characteristics often associated with the income
index were the age of the oldest minor child in the
home, assessed dependability of income, use of
taxi for transportation, money problems related to
having gas or electricity turned off, neighboring,
informal participation in job-connected groups, and
number of visits per month with friends from work.

Ethnic studies could be made, using sample data
from Texas and five of the urban low-income areas
because a fifth or more of the families in each of
these samples were black, oriental, of Spanish back-
ground, or indeterminately mixed. Data from these
states could be used to contrast disadvantaging
conditions of families having these ethnic back-
grounds with circumstances in white families.

Alternate procedures of analysis that are more
refined than the chi-square technique could be
applied to the available data. Findings reported in
this basebook would facilitate appropriate stratifi-
cations of families within samples by the income
index and by levels of disposable money income.
Analysis of variance would determine differences
among means of the characteristics, and tests of
linearity and deviation from linearity could also be
ascertained. Finally, to identify the uniq ..c attributes
of the most disadvantaged and the near-disadvan-
taged, critical examination should be made cf ways
in which the attribute means in lower strata of the
income measures differ from those of middle and
higher strata.

Some of the data available are amenable 4.o dif-
ferent coding procedures, which would make them
appropriate for analyses that involve co.relation of
variables. Cluster and factor scales could be cre-
ated from some of the data to provide more sensi-
tive and comprehensive measures of selected as-
pects of family living. Examples of potential com-
posite scales, weighted or unweighted, are money
problems, respondent's perceptions of her current
family situation compared with the past, conjugal
power, formal and informal community participation,
and value orientations. The unweighted, composite
measures used for kinship orientation, family orien-
tation, family cohesiveness, parental permissive-
ness, and marital satisfaction might well be exam-
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fined within the respective samples to ascertain and
compare variables that are acceptable for the com-
posite measures and the respective weighting
factors. Coordinated studies of scale development,
using data from several samples, could yield much
needed information concerning the applicability of
a given scale for use with other population types
and locations.

When new data are obtained concerning factors
related to patterns of living of disadvantaged fami-
lies, special efforts should be devoted to refinement
of procedures for obtaining, coding, and analyzing
data. One major limitation of the NC-90 study was
the necessity of limiting interviews to the female
homemaker. The biases introduced by this pro-
cedure are not known. Studies less comprehensive
in content could be designed from findings in this
basebook, and interviews could be made with the
male head and a teen-age child as well as with the
female homemaker. This procedure, combined with
refined conceptual and analytical models, could
identify the congruency of images of the family
situation reported by different members of the group.

Although the recommendations made thus far
have been focused on research, they do not pre-
clude efforts to make findings of the NC-90 study
available to other prospective users at national,
regional, and community levels. Certain types of
information could be used by public policy makers
at all levels as they cope with decisions related to
the well-being of families with inadequate money
incomes. Some of the local level workers to whom
the information should be. made available are those
in formai cductation, extension, and other forms of
continuing education; family service organizations;
public assistance programs; and community develop-
ment projects. Many local leaders and concerned
citizens could also benefit from the results. To
accomplish this task, the findings in each sample
area shz,uld he translated as soon as possible into
reports appropriate to the interests and needs of
various groups who are concerned with the quality
of life in families and communities. Prompt dissemi-
nation through various communication media could
do much to create public awareness and further
understanding of the patterns of living of families
who are disadvantaged by inadequate income and
associated factorsdemographic, economic, psycho-
logical, and sociological.
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APPENDIX A: POPULATIONS SAMPLED

The purpose of this section is to provide addi-
tional background for interpreting some of the differ-
ences and similarities of the NC-90 study results.
Because the areas studied stretch across the United
States and are located in all four regions of the
country, both differences and similarities would be
expected. Here, some of the components of these
differences or similarities are explained in terms of
demographic, social, and economic variables.

Locations of the samples and how they were
selected are described briefly in the first part of
this section. The second part contains an analysis
of selected items from the 1970 Census for the com-
munities or counties in which the samples are
located. Because the 1970 Census was conducted
as of April 1, 1970, and the NC-90 interviewing
was conducted during the summer of 1970, the data
reflect the same general time period. Regional differ-
ences should be reflected in some of the chai acter-
'sties of the community; e.g., rate of population
change and composition. Rural-urban differences

I "rt.pared by II.tiel Kt inh,trtlt.'VisccInsin ,canon.
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and size of place ...4fferences also should be re-
flected. Hopefully, this analysis of communities will
better enable the reader to assess the differences
and similarities among the samples. No community
analysis is included for the California sample be-
cause that sample was not permanently located
in a community.

The Samples and Their Locations

The NC-90 populations can be broken into three
broad categoriesrural, urban, and a sample of
migrant farm laborers from California. (See table 1
of text. ) In Vermont, a rural open-country popula-
tion was randomly sampled in 15 towns (not vil-
lages or cities ) located in nine of the 13 counties of
the state. The counties sampled are: Addison Cale-
donia, Chittenden, Essex, Grand Isle, Lamoille,
Orange, Orleans. and Rutland.

A rural black population was studied in Shelby
County, Texas. This east Texas county was judged



representative of the section of the state pervaded
by the traditional southern culture. Only black fami-
lies were studied in two all black settlements in the
open country and also in a place with a population
under 5,000. By census definition, the latter area
would not be a rural place, but the researchers felt
it was rural in location and character. Therefore, in
this demographic analysis, information related to
the Texas: sample will be presented with the other
rural states.

In the North Central Region, a rural nonfarm
population of the Missouri River Valley area was
selected within a 100-mile radius of a point close to
the contiguous corners of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri,
and Nebraska. The Iowa State University Statistical
Laboratory's Sample Survey Section drew a sample
of incorparated towns from a list of all rural small
places t tc..vns ), within the circumference of the area,
that had at least 1,000 but less than 2,500 popula-
tion. Eight places were selected within selected
sections of each of the four states. These towns
were located in counties as follows:

Iowa: Adair, Audubon, Cass, Decatur, Fremont,
Harrison. and Taylor;

Kansas: Brown. Doniphan, Douglas, Leaven-
worth. Nemaha. Riley. and Worth;

Missouri: Andrew. Atchinson. Caldwell, Clinton.
Daviess, Gentry. Holt, and Mercer;

Nebraska: Burt, Butler, Cass, Dodge. Fillmore.
Johnson, Pawnee, and Saline.

In Iowa and Kansas, two towns were located in a
single county.

For each of the 32 towns selects.: at random:
from the central Missouri Valley area. a random
sample of street segments was drawn by the Statis-
tical Laboratory. Within each segment, all eligible
households were to be interviewed. The sample was
not restricted to low-income or otherwise disadvan-
taged parts of the towns.

The six urban places in the NC-90 study are in
cities for which Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSAs )2 are identified. In no iirban place
were households sampled from the entire city. Areas
from the urban places were selected by various
criteria indicating high incidence of poverty or low
income. From each of these delineated areas. a
random sample of households was drawn.

In Ohio a section of the City of Toledo bounded
by the N.Y.C. Railroad on the south and west.
Interstate 73 on the north. and Irterstate 280 on
the east was the area randomly sampled. The area.
designated through Census Poverty Tracts, is sur-
rot.aded by various manufacturing units.

The area from which a random sample was
drawn in East Chicago. Indiana. is bounded by the
Grand Calumet River on the south. U.S. Waterways
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on the west and north, and the City of Gary,
Indiana, on the east. This area also was designated
through Census Poverty Tracts and is surrounded
and interspersed by steel and oil companies and
by other manufacturing firms.

In C campaign- Urbana, Illinois, the areas ran-
domly sampled were scattered throughout the
cities. No area was smaller than sev.'ral blocks,
but none was as large as a census tract. The areas
were defined as low-income through the value of
housing.

The central business district and city blocks
within approximately 10 blocks of the waterfront
made up the area from which a random sample was
drawn in Superior, Wisconsin. This contiguous area
was selected on the basis of the values and con-
dition of housing.

In Las Vegas, Nevada, various areas designated
as noverty areas by the City Plerning Department
were selected, and a random sample was drawn
from these areas by the sampling staff at Iowa
State University. These areas were not all con-
tiguous.

In Honolulu, Hawaii, Poverty Census Tracts were
designated as the areas from which a random sam-
ple was drawn. These areas were located through-
out the city, but military housing areas were ex-
cluded.

The California researchers chose a sample of
migrant farm laborers as their contribution to the
NC-90 study. The sample was selected from 12
migrant labor camps under state operation. These
camps serviced all the major farm-labor-orientated
crop areas of central California. The 12 camps were
located in the following eight counties: Merced,
Monterey, San Benito, San Joaquin, Santa Clara,
Solano, Stanisslaus, and Sutter.

Population Change

One of the most important demographic facts
about a population is its rate of change. The rate
at which a population is changing affects not only
its size, but also its composition. With these kinds
of effects, it becomes evident that the advantages
and disadvantages of population growth and decline
are probably different. Hence, people attach differ-
ent meanings to population change, but almost no
one ignores it.

Growth and decline during the decade of the
sixties

During the sixties the population of the United
States increased by a rate of 13 percent. The urban
population grew by 19 Jercent, while the rural
population remained almost constant (-0.3":. ). In
1970. almost 75 percent of all people in the United
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States were living in urban areas. Nearly 69 per-
cent resided in the counties constituting the Stan-
dard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. These metro-
politan areas grew by nearly 17 pJrcent during the
past decade, while the nonmetropolitan areas grew
by only 7 percent. The central cities for which the
SMSA's are named grew by only 6 percent com-
pared with the area outside the central cities in
the SMSA's, which grew by nearly 27 percent.

In Iowa, half of the eight incorporated places
sampled had grown from 1960 to 1970; the other
half had lost population. The fastest growing place
grew by 7 percent over the decade, and the great-
est decline was at a rate of -13 percent. The total
populations of all the counties in which these places
are located declined. The range was from -5 to -15
percent.

In Kansas, six of the places increased in popu-
lation, while two lost population. The rate of growth
ranged from 2.5 to 200 percent; the rates of decline
were -7.8 and -16.2 percent. Four of the seven
counties lost population, ranging from -5 to -14 per-
cent. In the three counties that grew, growth was
at a rate much faster than for the state as a whole
(3.1";.); the changes ranged from 10 to 36 percent.
Three of the growing places were in growing
counties, and three were in declining counties. Of
the declining places, one was in a growing county,
and the other was in a declining county.

Five of the eight places in Missouri experienced
population increase between 1960 and 1970; three
places experienced population decrease. The range
of increase was from 5 to 35 percent, and the de-
creases ranged from 3 to 8 percent. Three of the
eight counties grew, but all of them grew at a rate
less than that for the state (8.3":. ). The five coun-
ties that lost population during the decade showed
rates of decline from -5 to -16 percent. Three of
these growing places were in growing counties; the
other two were in declining counties. All the declin-
ing places were in declining counties.

In Nebraska, five of the eight places showed
population increases, and three showed decreases
during the past decade. Growth ranged from 1 to 9
percent, and losses ranged from -2 to -6 percent.
Five of the eight counties showed a population loss
ranging from 8 to 17 percent. Of the three counties
that gained population. only one grew at a rate
faster than the state (5.1% ). As in Missouri, three
of the growing places were in growing counties.
and two were in declining counties. All the places
losing population were in counties losing popula-
tion also.

In the small-town area of the central Missouri
Valley, Kansas had the fewest places losing popu-
lation, and growth there was at a higher rate than
in places of Iowa, Missouri, and Nebraska.

In Vermont, only three of the 15 towns (minor
civil divisions) decEned in population during the
past. decade, with the losses ranging from -9 to -22
percent. The growing towns showed increases from
0.3 percent to 44 percent. Of the nine counties,
only one lost population (-IV.. ), and two showed
no change in the sixties. Of the three declining
towns, two were located in the only declining
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county; the third town was in a county with no
population change.

In the rural Texas area studied, the county lost
population (-3.9";) ), but the population of the place
of about 5,000 inhabitants grew (10.6% ).

Only two of the six urban areas lost population
during the last decade. Superior, Wisconsin, de-
creased by a rate of -4 percent, and East Chicago,
Indiana, decreased by -18 percent. Las Vegas,
Nevada, grew the fastest with a 95-percent increase.
The others showed increases ranging from 10 to 31
percent. The only SMSA county to lose population
was the one in which Superior, Wisconsin, is loca-
ted, but the county lost at a rate less than the city.
Lake County, Indiana, grew (6%) although East
Chicago declined in population. All the other counties
grew at rates faster than the central cities except
for Toledo, which gained population at a faster
rate (21".. ) than the county (6"., ). The pattern of
growth in these metropolitan areas is quite typical
of metropolitan areas throughout the United States.

Components of change

Population size can increase in only two ways
by the excess of births over deaths and by the
excess of in-migrants over out-migrants; the reverse
is true for population decreases. The term migra-
tion in the United States is applied to movements
across county boundaries; hence the discussion of
the components of population change must be lim-
ited to the counties in which the places sampled
are located.

Of the 3,124 count'. and county equivalents in
the United States, less than one-third ( 955) experi-
enced net in-migration during the 1960's. The pro-
portion of growth was greatest in the North and the
West. Metropolitan counties generally experienced
a net inflow of migrants during the 1960's. Non-
metropolitan counties generally showed a net out-
movement, especially in the South and North Central
states. The heavy out-migration of Negroes from
the South during the 1960's continued at about the
same rate as in the previous two decades. Out -
movement was experienced principally by nonmetro-
politan counties.

Nearly all counties in the United States had
natural increase. Some 124 counties, however, ex-
perienced a natural decrease; 60 percent of these
were in the Middle West. Natural decrease is a
function of an "old age" structure or a long history
of out-migration. The rural samples from the Mis-
souri Valley in this study are among those exyeri-
encing natural decrease. Nine of the 124 counties
are included in this study.

During the last decade. each of the seven Iowa
counties showed net out-migration. as did the state.
Rates :or these counties ranged from -7 to -17 per-
cent. al! greate than the state rate (-6.7' ). In
addition, tv..o of the counties showed natural de-
crease. that is. more deaths than births over the
past I u yvit rs.



During the sixties, the state of Kansas showed
a net out-migration (-6.1%). Only the four counties
showing over-all population decline had net out-
migration. These out-migration rates from -10 to
-14 percent were all greater than the state rate. In
addition, one of the counties showing net out-migra-
tion also had a natural decrease.

In Missouri there was almost no measurable net
migration during the sixties ( ). The five coun-
ties in this study that lost population, however,
showed net migration losses from -1 to -12 percent,
and each of these five counties r.lso showed natural
decrease. In addition, one county that gained popu-
lation showed net out-migration; the other two
cc unties gaining population experienced net in-
rrigration.

The State of Nebraska also experienced net out-
migration in the past decade (-5.2 '.. ). Seven of the
counties that lost population also experienced net
out-migration at rates ranging from -4 to -16 per-
cent; in addition, one of these counties also experi-
enced natural decrease. One county that showed a
small rate of net in-migration, also was one of the
three that had grown in population in the 1960s.

From this analysis of the components of popula-
tion change, it is evident that Kansas had the
fewest counties in the study showing net out-migra-
tion and only one country with natural decrease.
Nearly all the counties in the study in Missouri and
Nebraska, and all the counties studied in Iowa
showed net out-migration. In Nebraska, one county
had natural decrease, and two were in this category
in Iowa. In Missouri, five counties experienced
natural decrease.

All counties from which the open-country popu-
lation in Vermont was sampled experienced natural
increase, although three of them did have out-
migration ranging from -5 to -18 percent. The coun-
ties showing net in-migration had rates from 3 to
16 percent with only one showing a rate less than
that for the state (4 ). The effect of the net out-
migration in these three counties is clearly seen
with respect to total population change: one of the
counties lost population, and the other two showed
no population change during the decade.

The rural area studied in Texas showed a na-
tural increase both in the total population and the
nonwhite population. The area. however, experi-
enced net out-migration that was twice as great for
the nonwhite population ( -23.2 ) as for the total
population (-10.8 ). The area studied differs from
the state. which registered net in-migration for the
total population ( 1.5 ) and the nonwhite population
(4.4 ). with the nonwhite in-migration almost three
times the rate of the total in-migration.

All the metropolitan areas showed a natural
increase. Three of the metropolitan places. all lo-
cated on the Great Lakes. showed net out-migration.
The rate of net out-migration was greater: in East
Chicago ( -8.3') and lowest in Toledo (-3.97, ).
Superior fell between them at -5.7 percent. The net
out-migration from Toledo occurred at a rate more
than twice that of the State of Ohio ( -1.3 ). while
both Indiana and Wisconsin showed net in-migra-
tions of less than 0.5 percent. The nonwhite popu-

lation in Superior is too small to accurately calcu-
late net migration; in East Chicago and Toledo,
however, the net in-migration for nonwhites was
about 11 percent. This nonwhite rate was higher
for Toledo than for the State of Ohio (8.3",,), but
lower for East Chicago than for the State of Indiana
(15.4%).

Among the other four metropolitan areas of this
study, Honolulu experienced the lowest rate of net
in-migration (3.3"..), although this rate was twice
that experienced by the State of Hawaii (1.5% ).
The nonwhite net out-migration rate (-8.4",. ) for the
Honolulu area was lower than the comparable rate
for the state (-11.4% ). The Champaign-Urbana area
gained migrants at a rate of 10 percent, compared
with the State of Illinois, which experienced slight
net out-migration (- 0.4".,) during the decade. Las
Vegas experienced the highest rates of net in-
migration of all the metropolitan places studied
(85" ). For the nonwhite population the comparable
rate was 80 percent. These rates of net in-migration
were higher than experienced by the State of
Nevada (50.4". and 37";,, respectively).

Population Composition

The composition of the population can result in
certain types of population-change patterns as men-
tioned earlier; in turn, population change can pro-
duce different population compositions. Age compo-
sition provides a measure of the different demands
on the community for facilities and services be-
cause each age group exerts different demands.
Moreover, each age group contributes differently
to the support of the community. The race or ethnic
origins of a population are significant because they
are indexes of cultural background. Rural-urban
residency is -another important compositional char
acteristic. Although it is often difficult to state the
specific criteria for delineation, the conceptual differ-
ences between the two residential types are well
known and appreciated.

Age

Among the rural small towns of Iowa, Kansas,
Missouri, and Nebraska, those in Iowa had the
highest proportions of their populations over the
age of 65 years (a fourth to a third ). The towns of
Kansas had the lowest proportions of their popula-
tions over 65 years (from less than 5", to a fourth ).

The Texas rural areas studied were considerably
younger ( a lower proportion over 65 years, about
15' ) than the rural towns in the Midwest. Of the
rural areas studied, however, Vermont had the
lowest proportion over the age of 65 years. Many
of the sampled areas in Vermont had proportions of
those 654.. similar to scme of the metropolitan
areas studied (about 10 or less).
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Among the metropolitan areas sampled, those
on the Great Lakes had a higher proportion over
the age of 65 than the other areas. Proportions
over 65 were highest in Superior (13% ) and lowest
In Las Vegas (6" ). Honolulu, Houston, and Cham-
paign-Urbana had slightly higher proportions over
65 than Las Vegas, but lower proportions than
Superior, Toledo, and East Chicago.

When proportions of the populations under 18
years of age are analyzed, the reverse of the 65+
pattern appears with some modifications. Among
the rural small-town states, Kansas and Nebraska
have the largest number of places with the highest
proportion of population under 18 years of age (a
fourth to a third). The Texas rural area has a
higher percentage (32) under 18 years than any
of the places in Iowa and most of the places in
Missouri, Nebraska, and Kansas. The open-country
areas of Vermont showed the highest proportion
(averaging about 40%) of children under 18 years
of age of any state in this study. Among the urban
areas studied, Champaign-Urbana, Illinois, had the
lowest proportiori under 18 years (about a fourth ),
and Houston, Las Vegas, and East Chicago had
the highest (over 35":, ).

Ethnic composition

In Iowa and Nebraska, the places sampled were
almost totally inhabited by whites. The nonwhite
population of any community was at most 1.5 per-
cent of the total population. In Missouri a similar
pattern was observed except for one community
that was nearly 4 percent nonwhite. Kansas com-
munities sampled presented quite a different pat-
tern. Only one of the eight communities was totally
white; the other seven ranged from 1.5 percent to
nearly 16 percent nonwhite.

The small city studied in rural Texas was about
30 percent nonwhite, and the county in which all
the sampled areas are located was about 25 per-
cent nonwhite. The rural areas sampled in Vermont
were almost all white. Only five of the 15 areas
showed any nonwhite population, and the largest
percentage was ..bout i i,ercent.

Among the urban areas, Superior was predomi-
nantly white; only about 4 percent c: its population
was nonwhite. Champaign-Urbana, Las Vegas, and
Toledo showed from 10 to 15 percent of their popu-
lations in the nonwhite catego: . East Chicago
registered a percentage in the high twenties for the
nonwhite popul..k4.ion. Honolulu was predominantly
nonwhite, 66 percent.

Rural-urban residence

Analysis of the rural and urban reuidence of the
population is based on the data for counties in
which the sampled areas are located.

Four of the rural small places in Iowa are
located in counties in which the population was
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classified as 100 percent rural by residence. Three
of the places are in counties about 75 percent rural,
and one place is in a county 57 percent rural. In
Missouri, five of the places are in counties 100 per-
cent rural; the other three places are in counties
about 72 percent rural. Missouri counties sampled
were the most rural, and the Kansas counties were
the least rural. Of the eight places in Kansas, two
are in counties 100 percent rural, two are in coun-
ties between 71 and 86 percent rural, three are in
counties 25 to 31 percent rural, and one place is
in a county 83 percent urban. Five of the eight
communities in Nebraska are located in totally
rural counties, two places are in counties about a
third urban, and one place is in a county two-thirds
urban.

The Texas areas are located in a county about
three-fourths rural. Of the counties in which the 15
Vermont sample areas were located, 10 were 100
percent rural, three were about three-fourths rural,
and two were about 60 percent urban.

The metropolitan counties that make up SMSA's
from which the urban samples came also have pop-
ulations classified as rural by residence. The counties
in which Superior, Wisconsin, and Champaign-
Urbana, Illinois, are located are the most rural
(about 25",. of the population). The Honolulu SMSA
is 7 percent rural, and the SMSA's of East Chicago,
Las Vegas, and Toledo are about 6 percent rural.

Industry Type

A great dal can be inferred about the social
life of a community from its industrial base; occu-
pational composition, and other facts about its work
force. The economic and social well-being of a com-
munity is influenced by these factors. The industrial
composition of an economy is its "economy base."
In turn, the industrial base yields certain types of
occupations. For example, if the largest single in-
dustry is agriculture, one would find a large number
of farm operators (both owners and renters ), mana-
gers, and farm laborers; if manufacturing preclom:
nates, one finds a large number of craftsmen and
operatives. Educational and governmental centers
involve relatively more professionals; a service base
has comparatively more service workers, etc.

For purposes of this descript. n, attention is
limited to the three largest industry types within
the county in which a rural sample is located, or
within the urban place from which a disadvantaged
area was sampled.

In all but one county in which the sampled Iowa
towns are located, the largest proportion (23 to
40".; ) of employed persons was in the general classi-
fication of agriculture, forestry, and fisheries. Retail
trade was also well represented (15 -25'. ). In one
county, education accounted far 23 percent of the
labor force, about equal to E.griculture. Over-all,
about 30 percent of the labor force in these counties
were white collar workers.



In Kansas, agriculture accounted for about a
quarter of the employed persons in three of the
seven counties and for about half in another county.
Education employed between a fourth and a third
in two counties, and retail trade ranged from 15 to
20 percent in all the counties. Manufacturing ac-
counted for between 14 and 17 percent in three
counties. Over-all, a third of the employed persons
were white collar workers. Just as Kansas counties
were the least rural of the Missouri Vaney area,
they also had the smallest proportion of persons
in agriculture.

Among the eight Missouri counties, agriculture
was the largest single industry group in seven of
them (22-35.'0. Retail trade ranged from 15 to 20
percent. In one county, manufacturing employed
more persons than any other industry type (18.'0,
and in three other counties, manufacturing ranked
as one of the top three industry types. Over-all,
white collar workers accounteu for about 30 percent
of the employed persons.

In Nebraska, agriculture was the largest industry
type in six of the eight counties (31-36%, ). Manu-
facturing was the highest in the othel..wo counties
(over 20".; ); it also ranked in the top t !e industry
types in three other counties. Retail trade ranged
from about 15 to 20 percent of employed persons.
Education was among the top three fields of em-
ployment in two counties. Over-all, about 30 percent
of the employed persons were white collar workers
(i.e., professional technical, and kindred workers;
managers and administrators, except farm; sales
workers; and clerical and kindred workers).

The industry-type bases of the rural Texas and
Vermont samples differ from the small towns in the
Midwest. Manufacturing empl,,,.ed proportionately
the largest number of workers in the: rural Texas
county (25%; ) and in seven of the nine counties from
which samples were taken in Vermont (20 to 40',", ).
In only one county in Vermont did agriculture
account for the largest proportion of employed
persons. Retail trade employed 17 percent in the
Texas rural area and ranged from 10 to 20 percent
in the Vermont areas. White collar workers totaled
about 32 percent in the rural Texas county and
close to 40 percent on the average in the Vermont
counties.

Industrial bases varied among the six urban
places studied. Manufacturing dominated East Chi-
cago with 56 percent of all employed persons being
employed in that way. In Toledo a third of all
employed persons were in mani.facturing. In Cham-
paign-Urbana, education was the largest component
of the industry base with 36 percent of all em-
ployed persons. Retail trade and a combination of
transportation. communications, and utilities, each
accounted for about 20 percent of all employed per-
sons in Superior. Las Vegas had an economy based
on services with 38 percent of all employed persons
engaged in those industries. In Honolulu, nearly 20
percent of all employed persons were in retail trade,
and approximately 10 percent each were in con-
structvan. manufacturing. service, transportation-
communications-utilities. and public administration.
The proportion employed in retail trade in these

urban areas was not on the whole much different
from the rural areas in this study. Percentages in
retail trade were lowest in East Chicago (11) and
highest in Superior (20). The percentage of persons
in white collar occupations in these urban places
differs markedly, however, from that in the rural
areas. Only in East Chicago is the proportion (30%)
similar to the rural areas. In the other urban
places, from 50 to 70 percent of all employed hold
white collar occupations.

Income

Income data serve as one measure of economic
well-being. The data presented here will represent
median family income, which is not as refined a
measure as the income index that has been used
as a major variable in this study. However, the
median family income of the area from which the
samples were drawn, when compared with the med-
ian family income in the sample for this study,
provides insight into the relative economic well-
being of the sample families compared with other
families in their area. The median family income in
the United States was $9,600 at a time quite com-
parable to the months during which data were
obtained for the present study. All income data
have been rounded to the nearest hundred dollars.

The highest medians for family income in the
NC-90 study were found among families from the
rural small places of the Missouri Valley. This was
due, at least partly, to the cross section sampling
of the small towns. Median family income ranged
from $8,000 in the states of Iowa and Missouri to
$8,400 in Kansas and $8,900 in Nebraska. Median
incomes for sample families were higher than for
county families in all except three o. the counties
in which the towns were located. The predominance
of farming and the comparatively low incomes of
farm families could account, in part, for the lower
county income levels. Median family incomes for the
states of Iowa and Missouri, however, were higher
than those of the sample by nearly $1,000. In
Kansas, the state median was $300 higher, and in
Nebraska it was $300 lower than the medians for
the sample families.

In the Iowa counties from which the samples
came, median family incomes ranged from $5,700
to $7,700. Four of the eight counties had median
family incomes of $7,000 or more. In the Kansas
counties, median family income ranged from $6,000
to $9,800. Four of the seven counties had median
family incomes over $7,000 with two of them over
$9,000. The median family income of Missouri
counties ranged from $5,400 to $7,900. Three coun-
ties had medians over $7,000, and three were lower
than $6,000. In Nebraska, five counties had median
family incomes over $7,000, only one was less than
$6,000, with a range from $5,600 to $8,900.

The rural Texas population studied had a median
fan-Aly income of $5,000, slightly less than that of
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the county in which it resided ($5,200). The se
medians are considerably less than of the state as
a whole ($8,500).

The median income of the families sampled from
rural open-country areas of Vermont was consider-
ably less than for the state as a whole and for all
the counties in which this population resided. The
sample produced a median family income of $5,800
compared with the state at $8,906. Median family
incomes of the counties ranged from $7,400 to
$10,800.

The median income of the California migrant
sample was $3,200 compared with the State of Cali-
fornia at $10,700. The lowest county median in
which samples are located was $7,800.

For each urban area of the NC-90 study, the
sample median income was considerably less than
that of the city, the SMSA, and the state in which
it was located. This was to be expected because of
the low-income and poor-housing areas selected for

Family Type

study. The sample from Superior, Wisconsin, had
the lowest median family income, $5,800. This was
slightly more than half that of the state ($10,000)
and considerably less than medians for the city
($8,600) and SMSA ($8,900). Toledo, Ohio ($6,860),
East Chicago, Indiana ($6,800), and Las Vegas,
Nevada ($6,800) had the median incomes similar
to those of their samples as did Honolulu, Hawaii
($7,300) and Champaign-Urbantt, Illinois ($7,400).
Median family incomes for the city, SMSA, and
state for Toledo are $10,500, $10,900, and $10,300,
respectively. For East Chicago, the comparable
figures are $9,200, $11,000, and $10,000. The
respective data were $11,300, $10,900, and $10,700
for Las Vegas and $12,500, $12,000, and $11,600
for Honolulu. The city of Champaign had a median
family income of $11,300; the city of Urbana's
median family income was $10,000. The SMSA had
a median family income of $10,100 and the State
of Illinois' median family income was $11,000.

APPENDIX B: DEFINITIONS

A. Intact Family (Husband-wife family)

1. Not extended: Must include respondent and
spouse. Respondent's own children or foster
children may be present. No additional rela-
tives can be present.

2. Extended: Must include respondent and spouse.
Additional relatives other than "own children"
must be present. Respondent's own children
or foster children may also be present.

B. broken Family

3. Female head, not extended: Includes only re-
spondent and respondent's own children. Re-
spondent names herself as family head. No
spouse present. No additional relativeg
present.

4. Female head. extended: Includes respondent
and additional relatives other than own chil-
dren. Respondent names herself as family
head. Respondent's own children or foster
children may also be present. No spouse
present.
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5. "Other male head," not extended: Includes
respondent and respondent's own children.
Son, stepson, foster son, friend, or male com-
panion is named as family head. No spouse
of respondent present. No additional relatives
of respondent present.

6. "Other male head," ext :nded: Includes respon-
dent and additional relatives other than own
children. No spouse of respondent present.
Other male named as head. Respondent's
own children or foster children may also be
present.

7. "Other female head," not extended: Like Type
5 except that daughter, stepdaughter, foster
daughter, or female friend is named as family
head.

8. "Other female head, " extended: Like Type 6
except that a female other than homemaker
(respondent) ) is named as family head.

C. Nonfamily

9. Household all of whose members are unre-
lated to respondent by blood, marriage, or
adoption.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Computation of Poverty Thresholds'

In families with all family members residing in the
family all 12 months:

In table B-1, according to the appropriate region,
locate the column of the correct family size. Add up
the dollar figures for the particular family compo-
sition. For example, a family of five with a mother
age 32, a son age 15, a son age 12, a son age 4,
and a daughter age 8:

Woman, 20-34 years = $ 893
Boy, 13-15 years = 1109
Child, 10-12 years = 970
Child, 4-6 years = 693
Child, 7-9 years = 832

$4497 = poverty
threshold for this family.

In families with one or more members in the family
less than 12 months:

Add up the amounts for each 12-month family
member. Locate amount for each part-time family
member, and multiply the dollar figure by the frac-
tion of the year this person was in the household.
Add to the previous amount:

15-year-old son in five-member household was
in the household only 5 months. $1109 x 5/12
= $462 instead of $1109 in previous example.

For families living on a farm:

Add up as above. Multiply the total by 0.85 to
adjust for farm family.

Income Index 2

The principal classification used :n the tabular
presentation is an income index. This is a device to
classify families by level of financial well-being. It
is based on income. but is designed to compensate
for differences in family size and composition and
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in price levels among the principal geographic
regions and by size of place.

The poverty thresholds developed by the Social
Security Administration of the U.S. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare3 and used by the
Bureau of the Census in its annual estimates of the
number of persons and families in poverty4 is a
device of this type. Moreover, the thresholds provide
a base level that is currently in usn among admin-
istrators and researchers. The thresholds have two
drawbacks for the proposed use, however. si) Im-
plicit in them is the assumption that the cost of the
prescribed level for a specified family type and size
is the same throughout the nation. b) As used by
Census, they do not discriminate among families of
six or more persons. Adjustments in the levels were
therefore made as follows:

1. The HEW-Census poverty threshold for a fam-
ily of three or more persons in the base period,
1963, 1.s three times the average U.S. nonfarm cost
of the USDA's economy food plans for the specified
family. Current costs are obtained by adjusting the
base cost in line with the movement of the Con-
sumer Price Index. To permit regional and size-of-
place price differentials to be reflected, pricings of
the U.S. nonfarm food choices in the Northeastern,
North Central, Southern, and Western regions were
usedh. and adjustments for price changes after the
base period were made by using the CPI's for,
respetively, Boston, St. Louis, Atlanta, and Los
Angeles.

Cost levels in Hawaii are considerably above
those in the Vestern region of which Hawaii is a
part. The pricing of the City Workers' Family
Budget"; indicates tnat food costs in Honolulu in
1967 were 121.2 percent of the level in Los
Angeles. The thresholds for the Vestern Region in
1967 were therefore multiplied by 1.212 and ad-
vonced to 1970 levels in line with the movement of
the CPI for Honolulu.

2. The poverty threshow A is computed individ-
ually for each participating . kmily. The food-plan
costs were determined on the .)asis of'the sex and
age of each household membe,. This procedure per-
mitted a wider range in poverty thresholds among
families of six or more persons. It also introduced
greater discrimination among families of the same
size, but of different age and sex composition.
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Occupational Code

Interpretation

An occupational code for the regional NC-90
data was derived by the Texas Station. Occupational
information for respondents, as well as for husbands
or other main earners, was used to develop a code
that would permit qualitative description and com-
parison, as well as more quantitative prestige rank-
ings. Further, the detailed code was derived, not so
much to represent a scale, as to provide a cate-
gorization of occupations that would allow the re-
searchers flexibility either in deriving a scale or in
using or modifying one of the more popular scales
such as those of Hollingshead or Alba Edward's
census scale. Flexibility seemed essential because
of the diverse areas of the nation represented in
the NC-90 data as well as the many different analy-
tical purposes for which data from the study would
be used.

Another reason for the detail in classification of
occupational type was to allow the researcher to
take into account at least some of the overlap in
prestige among the broad census categories. Slight
elaborations of the census categories were made
and subdivided into what may be analytically mean-
ingful distinctions, depending on the geographic
and socioeconomic nature of the data and the
analytical objective. Subcategories under the various
broad headings may be combined to produce a
more precise prestige scale than combinations con-
fined to the broad census classifications would
permit.

The first digit of the code will yield a crude scale
that takes into consideration some of the overlap
between categories. It was modeled somewhat like
Hollingshead's occupational scale as reported by
Bonjean (1967, pp. 442-448). The specific rankings
and combinations in this scale were based mostly
on rankings by North-Hatt and Duncan as reported
by Reiss (1961, pp. 54-57, 68, 155, 263-275 ), which
were derived by more objective techniques than
our own judgment.

The second digit reflects rank within the broader
category designated by the first digit. These rank-
ings, however, were highly debatable and may easily
be changed in a computer program at the research-
er's discretion.

The Texas Station did not have information
regarding the economic value of businesses of indi-
viduals who were self-employed or information re-
garding economic value of farms. Therefore, to help
determine economic values of private enterprises,
researchers who develop their own scales are urged
to use income information pertaining to these enter-
prises or at least their general knowledge of grad-
ations in these values in the geographical area
studied. Hollingshead's scale provides an example
of how economic value may be used in determining
prestige rank of the highly diverse groups of pro-
prietors and farmers (Bonjean, 1967, pp. 442-448 ).

Some of the special procedures used in coding
the occupational data were:

1. Where a person was employed in two or more
occupations, we coded the more permanent job,
which we requested the states to designate on the
raw response sheets. Where the permanent job was
not designated, and where it was not obvious, the
job with the highest prestige was coded. The only
exception to this rule was where housewives were
employed outside the home at all; regardless of
whether homemaker was designated the most perm-
anent occupation, they were given the code approp-
riate to their job in the labor market.

2. Self-employed persons generally were coded
according to the skill-level of their occupation (for
instance, self-employed carpenters or mechanics
generally were coded 44, craftsmen, rather than 21,
proprietors). Self-employed persons were coded
21 if they were proprietors of a store or if they
owned a business that probably employed several
people (e.g., owned a construction business or owned
a garage was coded 21). This procedure was used
because occupational prestige is often derived from
the skill-level of the occupation, not necessarily

Occupational code

CODE CATEGORY

1 1 High professional
1 2 Executives of large business or high.level government admin.

istrators

1 3 Prestigious glamour occupations

1 4 Low professional

1 5 Commissioned military officers

1 6 Business managers in large businesses

2 1 Proprietors

3 1 Semi-professional (usually requires less than 4 years of college)

3 2 Technicians

3 3 High-level sales personnel

3 4 Administrative and high clerical personnel

4 1 Farm managers

4 2 High-level noncommissioned military officers

4 3 Foremen, excluding farm

4 4 Craftsmen

4 5 Low clerical

4 6 Low sales

4 7 High-level service workers, excluding private household

5 1 Farm owners

5 2 Lower prestige glamour occupations

6 1 Operatives and semi-skilled laborers

6 2 Lower level noncommissioned military officers and enlisted men

6 3 Tenant farmers

6 4 Farm foremen and self-employed farmservice laborers

7 1 Low-level service workers, excluding private household

7 2 Private household workers

7 3 Unskilled laborers, excluding farm

7 4 Farm laborers

7 5 Share croppers

9 7 Does not apply (no husband in dome or no main income
earner other than respondent or spouse)

S 9 Not employed

0 No answer (refusal or don't know)
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from the fact that the person is self-employed, and
because the information regarding tedf-employment
has alteady been coded on Card I

3. Where no information was given regarding
tiv. occupation or employment status of the home-
makers or their mothers, the were coded 09 (not
employed ). Where no inform' jou was given regard.
fug the occupation or empitk, munt status of the hug-
bands or fathers, they were coded 00 (no answer).

Household Adult Capability-to-Work Index"

The Household Adult Capability-to-Work Index
has to do with the capability of the working age
members of the household to engage in remunera-
tive employment. The formula for the index is as
follows:

W le (a + b/21/ (a +b +c)
where a number of adults 1(3 through 64 who

are fully able to work.
b us number of adults 16 through 64 who

have a limited permanent disability,
c . number of adults 16 through 64 who

are totally disabled.
Only those members of the household in the 16

through 64 age range enter into this computation.
The possible range of scores for this index Is from
0.0 to 1.0. The rationale for this index is that the
denominator represents the working-ageconsumers.
and the numerator r :presents the working-age pro-
ducers. Producers fully capable of working are
weighted 1, those with a limited disability are
weighted 0.11, and those with a total disability are
weighted 0. All are weighted equally as consumers.
One noteworthy peculiarity is that, for households
where there are no working-age adults as, for ex-
ample, with o retired or aged couple, the score is
zero over zero, which is an indeterminate number.
I"or present purposes, such households have been
classified as having a zero score. In terms of the
adjustment potential of such families, it seems
reasonable that, regardless of attitudes, skills, and
physical possessions, the adjustment potential of
such households is extremely limited.

Ext plvei bun, ( , I tio
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Recoding of Data to Obtain Assessed
Dependability of income

Data from page 24, Item In, of the NOVO basic
instrument represent the respondent's perception
of the dependability of her family's money Income
during the past year. Responses were scored on a
range of 1 to S ( 1 it Not dependable at a:I; ;.?
Income received regulaf!y but amount varies a lot;
3 aa Income dependable part of the year but nut
all year; 4 IL Dependable part received regularly
plus a fluctuating amount above that; 3 de Steady
income.) To obtain un additional, more consistent,
and somewhat more objective score, each state
project leader was responsible for recoiling Welkl
data on a three-point range, according to the follow-
log instructions.

1 Not dependable at all (same as code fur
respondent's reply ).

3 = Fluctuating,
Income variable in timing or amount.ur both,

but more dependable than in 1. Includes
Income received regularly but amount
varies.

Seasonal income.
Steady base, fluctuations above this.
('ode all former 2s, 3s, and 4s as 3.
Check those originally coded as 5. Rowdy
as 3 if:

only one earner, and that earner has
worked and received income for less
than 48 weeks during the year. I

all school teachers; if they were
fully employed for two semesters, code
as S.
two or more earners, but one or more
has worked only part of the year.
employed full time during the year but
in two or more jobs and the weekly pay
differed by more than 10" between jobs.
(On page 22 the interviewer has indi-
cated that the income varied 10"1, or
more.)

self employed (unless respondent pre-
viously reported this as "not dependable
at all" which would be a code of 1).

earner moonlighted for part of the year.
evidence that other sources of income

were irregular in timing or amount. For
example, child support payments were
not paid regularly.

5 = Steady income.
Family income dependable and stable.
Bonus paid once a year or inheritance or

gifts received once a year would not cause
a normally steady income to become fluc-
tuating or variable.
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