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FOREWORD

It I+ not ousy for the individuals of u group of preeminent reseurch sel-
entists to suburdinate themselves to the common goal of providing o source
bouk of busle datu. This is purticulurly true when the group Is ur diverse
us the one that was Instrumental in providing this report. Conststing us it
does of members from 13 states vepresenting a varloty of ucademic fields
Includiiyg, cconomies, fumily and consumer economics, home management,
human development, psychology, suclal psychology, and rural soclolugy, it
is u tribute to thelr dedication that this basebook of data emerges.

The participants In this study will, 1 am suve, derlve thelr satisfaction
and reward from the fact that this volume of data, representing 2,65( fam-
llles In samples from widely divergent populations, will provide the basis
for descriptive interpretations and intensive analyses related to selected
uspects of fumily disadvantagement for some time to come,

It was a rare privilege for me to watch this project develop from the early
stuges of overcoming the language barvier of diverse disciplines, through the
multiple ugonies of preparing a common insirument acceptuble to all and
coordinating the collection and processing of data, to the triumph of the
Committee In presenting these data so palnstukingly recorded, 1 am con-
fident that this significant individual and collective achiovement will set a
high stundurd for studies that will eventually devive 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 humun needs and achieving the
standards of living they desire. Major factors that
determine income adequacy are the size, age and
sex composition, and location of the family. These
factors were considered In the computation of an
index of comparative income adequacy for mo:. 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 bauebook is a report of likenesses and dif-
forences in living patterns of these familles und
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 yeuars 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

2,650 families. The female homemakers were re-
spondents for their families. Caras were punched at
the respective stations and sent to the Kansas
station where preliminary orintouts were prepared
for final editing of the da.a. After corrections had
been made, these cards wetre taken to the Missourl
station where data were transterred 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;aracte ristics were
examined: demographic 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 «ui!
mating a poverly 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 cisposable 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 109 was considered below a
strict economy level of existence. Fanilies with
income indexes from 100 to 124 were identified as
marginally disadvantaged from anincome 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,




'~ financlal commitments, and adult capability to work. :

A speclal code for occupations was developed by
the Texas station. Composite variables, derived by
totaling precoded scores for two or more Items,
were prepared for kinshlp orlentation, family orl-
entatlon (nuclear vs, extended), faimily cohesive-
ness, n.arital satisfaction, parental permissiveness,
neighboi'ng practices, and eight value orlentations
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
und amoug samples, distributions are reported for
daia from each state, and samples are grouped
by rural small places, urban low-income areus,
and other populations.

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

Demaographic attributes

One-purent family: 399 (Nev.) vs, 59 (Calif.,
Vt., Neb., Mo.)

Languuge other than English spoken inthe home:
99 (Calif.), 234 (Ind.) and 20% (Hawalil)
vs. less than 10% (all other samples)

Respondent’s race other than white: 99-100%,
(Calif. and Texas), 85-87% (Ind., Nev. and
Hawalil), §9% (Ohio) and 19% (Ill.) vs. less
than 67 (all other samples)

Respondent’s age 45 years or older: 287 (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. 25-268 (Vt. and Ind.)
Husband did not complete high s~hool: 967, (Calif.)

vs. 20% (Neb.)

Husband in blue-collar occupation (unskilled,
semiskilled, farming): 90-99% (Texas and
Calif.) vs. 304 (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., lIowa, Kan., Mo.)

Rent dwelling place: 79" (Hawail) vs. 18" (lowa,
Mo.) and "3+, (Vt.)

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

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" or
lower (all other samples)

Social structure and process

Hl?l!x{ km)shlp orlentation: 79% (Calif.) vs. 274%

an.

Low or medlum family cohesiveness: 74-76%
(Calif. and Texas) vs. 41% (Mo.)

Low or medium marital satisfaction: 82% (Texas)
vs. §2% (Mo.)

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

Value orientations

Tendencies with respect to education:
Concreteness: 65 (Calif.) vs, 157 (Neb.)
Fatalism: 62¢; (Calif.) vs. 15% (Kan.)
Authoritarianism: 43¢ (Texas) vs. 16% orlower

(lowa, Mo, Ill., Wis.)
Alienation: 35% (Texas) vs. 12% (Mo.) and
11% (Hawail)
Tendencies with respect to employment:
Concreteness: 10% (Calif.) vs. 1% or lower
(Iowa, Neb., Wis,, Vt.) .
Fatallsm: 78% (Callf.) vs. 356% (Kan., Vt.
Authoritarianism: §2% (Kan.) vs. 20% (Texas)
Alienation: 747, (Calif.) vs. 27% (Neb.) -

The following is an inventory of family character-
istics that tend to be assoclated 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-scuare tests were not
applicable for 64 of the veiiables hecause of in-
adequate expected numbers in cells of the matrices.
Reclassification of the varlables and re-examination
of their assoclations with the income index probably
will yield items to be added to the list. The vari-
ables listed represent only those for which tests
'vere 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 irdex are
represented by: R = rural small towns in the central
Missouri Valley, U = urban low-income areas in
large cities, and O == other populations. The income
index was significantly associated with the following
family characteristics.

Demographic attributes

Family size (R, U, O)

Age of oldest minor child in home (0O)
One or two parents (U)

Husband’s occupational type (R)



Resource factors

Number of earners in the fumily (U, O)
Diependability of Income (O)
Financlal commitments as u percentuge of total
money income (R, O)
Commitments to credit payments (1)
Commitments to insurance payments (1)
Car or truck used for transportation (U)
Taxi used for transportation ()
. T'ransportation problems (U)
Home tenure (owners vs, renters) (R, U)
Color of television in home (R, U) '
Newspaper read dally (R, Q)
Respondent's perceptions of:
adequacy of family income (1)
her family's condition today compared with
her parents' situation 5 years ago (R, U)
fumily financial conditions compared with 5
yvears ago (R, 17}
family living conditions compared with 3years
ago (R)
money problems related to:
food (R, U)
speciad things kids want (R, 1)
new shoes and clothes (R, U)
doctor, dentist, nmedicine (R, O)
large bills (R)
saving (R)
keeping equipment and appliances inrunning
order (11)
gas or electricity turned off (O)

Social structure and process

Family orientation (nuclear vs. extended) (R)

Particlpation in community recreation groups
by two-parent families (R)

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

Nelghboring practices (O)

Number of visits per month with friends from
work (0O)

Number of visits per month with friends not
seen at work (U, O)

Value orientations

Abstractness-Concreteness—Education (1)

Integration-Allienation—Employment (R)

This basebook provides detalled Information about
the purposes and procedures of the NC-80 study,
percentage distributions of varlubles for samples
from the 13 stations, and assuciations of selected
variables with the lncome index. In Appendix A,
a comparative overview also is given of demographice
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 couperating states, Other
studies are In process that encompass data from
two or more stations, and others are expected that
will cover selected phases of the three samples.
In Appendix D, 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 s intended for
several types of readers. Primarily, it can be used -
by NC-80 cooperating stations to plan further anul-
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 assoclations 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
thelr 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
familles 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 are to be found In our econom-
leally affluent nation. Less well-known are the phys-
icul, economical, psychiological, and soclological
conditions that tehcr to prevail among these families
or the clrcumstances that contribute directly or
indirectly to their deprivation, poverty, or destitu-
tion. Luck of these types 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 concera 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 o! their environments.
To plan and carry out these prugrams, 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. Toidentify
life patterns among r-latively disadvantaged fam-
ilies in selected area. of the nation was the first
general objective of this interregional project, con-
ducted -onperatively 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 ilving so as to progress toward prag-
matl: deiinition and measurement of ways of life in
fumilies who experience disudvantagement in differ-
ent forms and extents.

As the first interregional publication from the
project, this basebock provides an overview of find-
ings from 2,630 rural and urban families in selected
population arcas of the 13 cooperating states. It
includes relatively detalled information of six types:

4. conceptual background and objectives of the
project;

b. committee organization and procedures;

¢. percentage distributions and descriptive inter-
pretations of family characteristics withineach
of the samples selected by the cooperating
stutes;

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 speclal
types of populations;
¢. family attributes assoclated 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 availuble o researchers,
extension wotiers, educators, public officials and
policy mukers, planners, welfare and sunilar assis-
tunce organlzutions, mass media, and private citi-
zens. The second purpose wus * 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.
To fucilitate 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 ratterns of living and dis-
advantagement,

The Problem Setting

During the decade of the sixties ou* »ation 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 ltural as well as
economic connotations, individuals often view it
with personal biases that range fromintensely nega-
tive to altruistically positive. Becaise of these
value-laden perceptions of impoverished persons,
the broader and more relative term "disadvan’ age-
ment” often is more useful for characterizing cir-
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 prevent 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 soine communities there are
pockets or islands of relatively immoverished house-
holds. Or, in communities where plysical, 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
reglonal scale is exemplifled by the many areas of
deprivation in Appalachia.

e proportions of families who experience dis-
advantagement wend 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 soclal 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 measurey 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 nceded especially for
detecting changes in attributes assnciated 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 accord: 1y
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
criterla 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 lidentifled
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, Interactlon proceésses, and
general value orientations., From these several van-
tage puiats within the respective types of areus
studied, criteria might be identified that distinguish
the most deprived families from those either moder-
ately or liberally advantaged. Clusters of famil
circumstances might be isolated for further researc
to establish their valldity 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
familles 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-
lois 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-
slons of family life—biophysical, 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 soclal system,
developed by Loomis (1960, pp. 30-37), was used
for designing a conceptual structure to rapresent
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 inodel 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 chifldren 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
SOCIAL SYSTEM

Beliefs
Sentiments
Goals

Status-roles

Rural small places
(4 samples)

Urban low-income
areas
(6 samples)

Other populations
(3 samples)

'DIMENSIONS OF

FAMILY LIFE

Value orienta.
tions toward
education and
empioyment

Norms
Social structure
Rank and processes
Power
Sanction N
o Resource
Facilities factors
POPULATION TYPES STUDIED

Demographic
characteristics

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

ATTRIBUTES STUDIED

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

Res: Jential:

Migratory patterns of respondent
and husband

Residential mobility of families
Human attributes:

Family groups
Respondents
Husbands
Respondent's parents

13



/

Each partlcipating state was free to chouse the
t‘y;pe of population grea it would sample, None of
the cooperating exporiment stations had sufficient
resources to sample for unbiased representation of
u cross-section of Its state. The 13 population areas
that were chosen encompass a varlety of population
types and permit examination of characteristivs of
disadvantagoment 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, ethnie, and residential
orientations.

In this publication, patters of living are viewed
from three vantage points. The first relates to pro-
files revealed by pgrcentage distributions of selected
family characteristics within each of the 13 popula-
. tlon areas sumpled, 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 invoive 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,
soclal, and psychological attributes of families with
childien 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 varivus ways to the NC-90 project.

For several reasons, the NC-80 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 2 stratificesion 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-

14

tion and social mobility, and particlpation in many
forms of decision making,

The concepts of poverty and disadvantagement
both involve economic Inequality and soclal dis-
tance, Both stimulate concern with reduction of
serious lneﬁuautles of opportunity and achievement
experienced -by individuals, households, and com-
munities, A classification proposed by Myrdal (1963,
p. 87) for comparative degrees of poverty may be
used to view disudvantagement 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 nonmaterlal 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.

Attempts, to identify dimensions of poverty are
numerous. Several of them that are also helpful in
systematlc study of disadvantagemnent are noted
briefly to indicate the dimensions excluded, as well
as those included, in the NC-80 study.

According to Zwelg (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 indivldual, 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 reglons 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
Zwelg's concept of a social standard.

Personal or "'felt” poverty tends to eiude 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 alm to reraedy 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
soes that his fellow-countrymen wro also onduring
privation, the stross of his felt poverty s less,
a8, for Instance, durlng war, or during a pertaod
of general food scarcity. The stress of felt
poverty also Incroases when the poor think that
thelr poverty Is unjustified,

Some of the descriptive findings v} srted In this
baschook reflect felt poverty indirectly. Further,
significant associations of relative adequacies of
money income with certain attribute.: of the mothers
and their families may also reveal feelings of dis-
advantagement,

Scientlfic standards for identitication 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 groups in the nation. That is, a sclentific
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, aund 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 L.ampman
(1971). He focuses particularly on historical per-
spectives of antipoverty goals, approaches used w
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,
aud general location in the nation. Thus, money
income is a necessary but insufficient criterion for
identifying degrees of disadvantagement.

Another issue receiving considerable 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 thu problem of definition, Depending
upoh how povurty is deflned, one can conclude
that it Is not a serious problem in the tnited
States, thut it is an lnsoluble problem, that we
are making great strides toward eliminating it,
thut we are not making any progress at all--or
almost anything in botweon these extrome altor-
nuatives, . . 1 propose that wu define as poor
any fumily whose income is less than one-half
the median family income. No special claim s
made for the precise figure of one-half, but the
advantages of using a poverty stundard that
changes with the growth of real national income
are conslderable,

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 buen to show that
since the definition calls for an assessment of
human feelings and relationships, poverty must
be measured in relative terms. People are ‘pour’
because thuy are deprived of the opportunities,
comforts and self-respect regarded as normal in
the community to which they belong. 1t 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 sufficlently 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
houscholds 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 potentlally adequate for
meetiag family nveds.

In summary, five ways of categorizing poverty
and disadvantagement have been noted briefly,
each of which goses 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
resovrces 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-

able about patterns of llving of families in various
locations and types of sopulatlon areas. The ultl-
mate objective olp the NC-90 project was to provide
information needed for identification of disadvan-
taged famllles—demographlcall{, soclally, and
gsychologlcally as well as economically. This base-

ook identifles some of those patterns when disad-
vantagement is measured by a criterion of income
adequacy—the income index. The information re-
ported provides a foundation for additional Intensive
studies almed to rediscover and redefine poverty
and disadvantagement in populations of different
types in our nation. Identification of potentlal social
indicators may also be one of the contributions of
this study.

As Melcher (1969, p. 2) has sald, 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 sald of measuring disadvantage-
meat, progress has been made in the NC-80 inter-
reglonal project by use of the general conceptual
framework previously delineated, by various efforts
to use valld and reliable techniques as described
in the section on procedure, and by the definitions
and reports of findings that follow.

PROCEDURE

Introduction

The proposal for this study was developed co-
operatively by representatives of the agricultural
and home economics experiment stations of 14
states, namely: California, Hawail, 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 *:ie 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.
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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. Severul 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 urbun area of his state. A common Inter-
view instrument, the same coding procedures, and
insofur as feusible, similar sampling procedures were
used. The alm was to obtaln data in such a way as
to justify pooiing of duta from two or more states
and to facilitate comparisons of patterns of living
in different types of population areus.

A conceptual framework for the study was de-
veloped by applying the Loomis (1960, pp. 30-37)
model of elements of a soclal system to the family
as a soclal unit. In addition, certain demographic
attributes of the families und their members were
essentlal 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, soclal structure and process, and value
orientations. Kach subcommittee has been respon-
sible for its part of the project with respect to (a)
delineating the kinds of data essentlal for achieving
objectives of the study; (b) developing a section of
the interview instrument, precoded as completely
as feasible; (¢) 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 measurestobe
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 associationsof 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 full into one of three types: (a) rural small places
of 1,000 tu 2,499 population; (b) sections of met-
ropolitan areas in which relatively high proportions
of low Income or otherwise disadvantaged fomilies
were living; and (c) special samples such as mi-
grant families in California, black familles residing
in a nonmetropolitan area of east Texas, and open-
country farm and nonfarm families inrural Vermont.
These samples provided data from households that
differed extensively with respect to race, family
slze 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 types. Each of
the major regions of the United States wss repre-
sented by at least one stute. 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 s rural ur urban
in accordance with definitions of the United States
Bureau of the Census. I1: Iows, "Jansas, Missouri,
and Nebraska, all respondents iived in rural small
places (l.e., incorporated towns with populations of
at least 1,000 but less than 2,500). In Hawali,
lilinols, Indiana, Nevada, Obio, and Wisconsin, the
respondents and thelr 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 persors. 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 lowa, 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-
Champaign. 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 housebuld 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 be 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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Fig. 2. Lovalions oi 13 sample areas included in the NC.90 interregional project.

Fanle 1 Family alaes o resioeno, by <imle areas within states, interviewed, Respondents gave their ages as of
their last birthdays.
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One exception to this criterion was the use of
similar sampling procedures for census-identified
poverty tracts in four widely dispersed metropoli-
tan areas (kKast Chicago, Indiana; Toledo, Ohio;
Les Vegas, Nevada; Honolulu, Hawait). Sufficiently
comparable characteristics of these populations
might justity 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
seeme . reasonable, what weights should be used
for each of the samples in the pool?” “What dif-
ferent results are revealed from pooled versus un-
poolad samples?’ It was expected that answers
to these questions would reveal population area
characteristics that should be tested as factors
related to differences in fam.ily 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 subcommittrees for (a) resource factors, (b)
social structure and process, and (¢) value orien-
tations were mainly responsible for the content,
structure, and precoding of their sections of the
interview instrument. Each subcommittee also so-
lected the demographic attributes it considered es-
sential for the stuuy. After proposals for the instru-
ment had been evaluated by all NC-90 committee
members, their propc ed additions, deletions, and
revisions were made as appropriate. Persons in
charge of the three subcommittees, and of the
subcominittee for courdination and publication, took
responsibility for final appraisal ana 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 lowa representative. Copies of the
questionnaire, code, and instructions are available
at cost on request from the Departraent 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 ir 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, lowa, Kansas, Nevaca, Ohio, ana Texas.
Brief descriptions and copies of these supplumental
instruments have been assembled by the Texas
station. Copies are available on request to the
Rural Sociology Department, Texas Agricultural
and Mechanical University, College Stution, 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 coding consistency, the cards

were transferred to tho Missouri station where data
from the 13 samples were transforred to tapes.
Frequency distributions and coefficients for chi-
square, contingency, and gammu 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 thesubcommittees
were furnished printouts for their respective vari-
ablus. The statistical consultant and the coordlnati:ﬁ
editor of the basshvok received printouts for
states,

In several instances, special data were derived
either by use of raw information at the local sta-
tions or by computation after datn 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 assesscd depend-
ability of income.

Description and Analysis

Descriptive tables were prepared to report fre-
quency distributicns 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 such 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 tu ascertain similarities and
differences in patterns of distribution within and
among the populations sampled.

Most variables of the study were examined for
their significant associationswith thederived income
index. This index is a tool for grouping famiiies 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
hanges 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 meuans 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 availuble). 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 weze com-
puted. These results were used for further analysis
if the number of families in cells of & 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 categorizs. In a
lew cases, a dimension of a variable was dropped.
Since samples from lowa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska had not beenlimited tolow-income areas—
that is, \1ey represented cross-sections of each of
the randomly selected small towns—coniparatively
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 groupy (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 thay 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 .90 or higher.

Assoclations 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-
tive—that 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: (b, 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 (¢) date
shared and identified t* source, but tull respon-
sibility would be borne by a single statior rep-
resentative. To accommodate these alternatives,
a system was established for authorizing use of
a station’s data by others.

Third, & basebook representing the efforts of
all participating stations would be published as
suoon as possible to report frequency distributions
of all variables and anulyses of these variables
as they relate to an index of incom2 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 request
was made by and granted to the NC-90 committee
that the basebook be published there.

Although tue 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. The 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 vnvironment. 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 basebook on patterns
of living of families with children under 18 years of
uge in the home, demographic a‘tributes are des-
cribed from two general points of view; namely,
residentiil 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 iiving 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, lllinois, and Kansas. In the sam-
ples from Texas, Vermont, lowa, Wisconsin, Missou1i,
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 ar 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 Hawali, Ohio, and Wis-
consin, siightly more husbands than respondents
were borr locally.

Table 3. Birthplace ot husband.

Hirthplace

Beyond $0 miles
Sample arvas Within all
within states 50 miles  In state vut or state husbands

% K] * N
Rural asmall places:
Towa s-cevencencens 65.6 16.6 17.8 100.0 163
Kansdas ==-c-e2---ov- 44,0 | 2 41,2 100.0 1y
Migsoury =-----eeee 64,4 t7.c 18.1 100.0 188
Nebraska s-tcocevee 62.9 18.3 18.8 100.0 202
Urban lowslncome areas:
Hawatf e------eoene 3.y 22.8 62,7 100.0 14%
tT1linats ee--c-voee 43 18.4 38,2 100.0 207
Indlana o--=--vvve- 2.6 0.6 72.8 100.0 154
Nevadg socee-ceves 2.7 0.0 97.3 100.0 146
Ohjo seecvecccrecee 32.% 4.1 63,4 100.0 123
Wisconsin e-----o-- 55.8 16.0 28,2 100.0 156
ather populatfons:
Californga e=s---e- 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 168
Texas -----tescecce a9.3 4.9 6.2 100.0 127
Vermont =----eevoee 72.4 6.3 21.3 100.v 20°

Part of life lived in rural areas (tables 4 and 5).
Respondents were asked how much of their lives
they had lived in rural areas (open country or in a
town of fewer than 2,500 peop 2). In the rural areas
of lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nevraska, und Vermont,
30 p:-rcent or more of respondents and husbands
had lived all their lives in a r:ral 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 morc¢ 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 sara-
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 Nevuada;
about a third of the families in these samples had
moved three or more times. Only 5 percent of the
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black families in Texas had moved three or more
times in contrast with the California migrants who
moved ofte: ..

Table 4. Part of Lite that respondint had Lived tn rursl sreas.

Pat ol lite lived ia rural aveas

Levds
Sample areas than Over All
within states None half halt All fespemdeats
7 ' N ' N
Rutal smedl places:
lowg co-vveereccces 0o 1. 5.1 9.5 1oy, 0 (1.3}
Kansas 4.0 FLTEN 23.8 +2.8 ton, o 126
Missvura 0.0 18, «7.0 [y luu.u 2ul
Nebraska e-ccecveee 0.5 oy S . 8 o, 20
Urhan low-1niome areas:
Hawaa cooovsacenen 46.% oo ? 18.48 n.a 100. ' 202
Ithinuis soae-enene al.8 3o 20,9 U e, o n
Indiang se--seceees 49.8 29.5 20.7 0.. 100.0 1yt
Nevada oo 36.2 3.9 R.1 1.8 luu.v 221
Dhio »v-v--- at.2 i8.2 .6 n.e tou [ HH
Wisvonsin 97.2 25,3 | PP [ L 208
uther peralations:
Calitorney =--vve-e 18.1 N, 18.3 20,7 100.0 FE-L
Texan ceocoviavsene 28.2 1.6 0.9 .. 100, 0 254
Vermunt =-ccovve-ae 1.4 13 264, 58. 9% oo 217

Table 5. Part of lite that husband had lived in rural areas.

Part of lite had lived in rural areas

Less
Sample areas than Over All
within statey None halt half All hushands
% v, % % % N
Rural small places:
luwa ==c-e-veeocea. 0.0 6.1 3.8 99.1 100.90 164
Kansgg =- cvvemccon .3 16.1 32.2 32.4 100.0 118
Missouri cecesccsces 0.5 18.1 51.1 30.3 100.0 188
Nedraska cceecve-en 1.0 t0.9 3.8 %43 100.0 2t
\rban L w-income arcas:
Hawaty soc--evove-s 44.0 32.2 23.1 Q.7 10¢.0 143
tilinois --- .- 43.° 38.2 18.6 0.0 100.¢ 204
Indiang -~ 43.9 35.1 20.3 0.7 100.0 158
Nevada ----- - 2.5 26.% 28.0 3.0 100.0 132
Dhin seeeereccnenns 43.9 30.7 25.4 0.0 100.0 1t
Wise.nain =ceeseces 56.0 24,3 7.1 2.0 100.0 152
iher populationg-
Calitarnia ==c-=0-e Ii.é V. 25.8 23.2 1U0.0 155
Te ag =cvesceccncn 29.1 16.3 il 10.5 100.0 172
Verfont =-v--v-o--- 2.0 10.2 21.5 66,1 lon.o 205
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Number of moves the past vear (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,
lllinois, and Vermont to a fifth in the Kansas sam-
ple. Only in Nevada had more than a tenth of the
familles moved two or more times during the past
year.

Fable 70 Namber ot thms tarils ot changet Goaghone am the st veat .

Sumv ot P tames

Sample aroas RU] All
witlen states N 1 2 1 LR tamybaes

N
Rutal smaldl ol
JWl sesssrtacssonn A | 1t 2. "y oLh ur. o 18
L T N R LK t+.0 -.n 1. (I .o 126
MIsaonIl s R h in. . oY l.u luo. M|
NOME UK s e He. 12.. .» .o (L fup,n Hin
St boweaneome g s
Hiwaag v=e---ces--a 6.6 la.9 5.5 1.5 l.s fom . an
THloma . veverseans LTS 12.u 1.5 [ I n,: Toed, 286
Iy cmeeee veee a5y le.s u. [Ty DAY Jun.u tas
Nevada seees cieaae r2m le.y 1.2 .. e 22
O 6.6 lo.® 2 G n.n RUTRT Ia®
Wisuousin ~e-oveees I P | 1 v,5 L.w lov.y  20°
Mlur pepulatbons.
alttormig semee o o 0.¢ e .y et o Ibe
[ R X 1.5 u. B n.y . TR S 2T )
termont -ceceei e “4, 2 2.0 [} [ER (L] Limpose y°

‘Al tamelies were nagrangs.

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.), Hawali (55".), Indiana and Ne-
braska (49",), Ohio (48"), Illinois and Kansas
(45”,), Wisconsin and lowa (42%), and Missouri
(37".). Thus, the urban or rural samples in the
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eight North Central states were composed of med-
lum size and smaller families much more often than
were the samples outside of this region. Families of
8.1 or more persons were most frequent in Cali-
fornia, Texas, Nevada, and Hawalii.

lasle B Fawilv sike 3o esrvequivalent persons.,”

Famglv 12

wample dreds 2.1 i1- w .l 5.1 All
withift statuva 2 3.0 .0 5.0 & uver familios
b3
Rutal amall plues:
Towa -cscceevocssee 2. Y 29,3 21.06 20.% lo0.0 185
K4NgAs cveccevcccse 0.8 [191] 24.0 tv.0 26.2 lo0.0 1286
MESH WEY ceees-enee 1.3 AP 24.7 18.3 v,y {00.0 202
SebraeRg ¢+ ceveteos 1.y 18.2 H.1 2304 25.4+ 100.0 20y
“rhan loweinoome arvas:
HAWZ1] --ccceecanes 2. 8.} 3.8 18.3 31 ton.o 202
Pilanets vveeeen.. o.} 25.0 2304 4.9 24,8  lon,o 286
Odidam seceeeevens 3.1 24,4 23.8 19.7 29,1 100 i
Hevada veeeiecaeees 1.9 20,2 9.2 2l.1 LR -] 100.0 213
M) vecceccvreccens .8 23,4 18.8 15.9 31.8 lao.n 170
Witungin -eeeeenoe a.} 28, 23.1 142 2.1 loo.v 208
Other papul stions:
Galatornig c-ceeess .0 li.v 26.0 | EYRS ). b 100.0 i6y
fexas ce-ecvcccoces 3.4 to.6 0.8 7.5 -1.7 100.0 254
Vermant cececconees 0.9 le.l 27.2 240 W lovo 217

ot
Sum +f montha the members were present, Jyvided by 12,

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 Leen formed. Texas families
were almost equally distributed among “less than
10 years,” 10 to 19 years,” and ‘“20 years or
longer.”” Missouri was the onl{) sample with a modal
number of families that had been formed 20 years
or longer. Ten to 19 years was the mode for the

it s Corem
DT TS PR All

LN e tielu 2 S tamg e s

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.

Fami&y 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 1Yvears of age living in the household.

A fumily 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 lowa,
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 Hawali 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
uge. 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 lowa, 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

23
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+ «4@ 10, Family types.

»

Number of parents, by nuclear and extended composition

Two parents Regpondent head Other wale head Qther female head
Sample areas Not ex~ Not ex- Not ex~ Not ex- All
within states tended” Extended tended Extended tended Extended tended Extended families
% % % % % % % % % N
Rural small places:
lowa ~ecvccccccccns 79.5 5.9 13.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 185
KanBa& tadedadodiadb bl ol i 82-5 204 1501 0.0 000 000 000 0.0 10000 126
Migssouti ~-wevcece-. 85.7 5.4 7.4 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska ==c=-==ce-a 89.0 2.9 6.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 209
Urban low-income areas:
Hawaii ~=w=cocccwua 53.5 10.9 25.2 8.4 0.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Illinois ====c=we-e 60.8 9.1 24,7 4.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 100.0 287
Indiana wessacsenee 69-0 908 1606 3-6 000 100 000 0-0 10000 193
Nevada ~=-===w=-- w=ee 48.5 12.6 28.3 8.5 0.0 1.3 0.4 0.4 100.0 223
Ohi.O S Sudad i 61-2 706 22-9 7-1 0.0 006 000 016 10000 170
Wisccnsin hedad e - 6703 2.4 2704 204 005 o-o 0.0 000 10000 208
Other populations:
Califotnia haddaliat ol o 8903 509 306 006 000 016 000 000 10000 169
Texas «v==v=vv=cccca 50.1 17.0 15.1 16.2 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 100.0 259
Ve!‘mt)nl: memocsoeses 9001 203 600 005 005 005 000 000 10000 217

8A "not extended" family is a nuclear unit; an "extended" family has grandparcnts, aunts, uncles, nieces,
nephews, or others living with it.

Tahle 11, Age -1t the oldest minoat Child an the household, Tavle 12, Yamber ot months §0 the last 12 that the hushamd was present.
Age Number of months
Sample areas All Sample ate s All
within ~tates 'ndve 6 6-11 12-15 16-1° tamiites within states Sone 1% 5.8 w1l 12 tamglies
N . . : . . N
Rutal small plaves: : Rural small places:
Towy cvevececrecens 17.8 26.% 15.7 U ran,: 185 Towa soses-cmencono 12.. 1.1 an.s 0.5 8.5 too. o 1845
Kans gy ----c-o-a-na- 30.06 20.2 21.0 2R.2 Lo, -} 134 RAlNAY soe-scccccen h.) 2 1. 1.6 Ri.Q ton. 0 126
Missaarg ccc-ece--- 17.8 24.8 20.3 17.1 lab u 202 MiSgunry cscccenonn 6.9 1.0 0.3 0.5 4l.1 1on.u 02
Nehirgsig coc-e-ee .. 20.1 28.2 17.2 [ES 10n.0 208 NeBTacKkA e -ee--an 5.8 1.» l. 1. LTI 1.0 21K
Urhn Lowean ome eteds: t'rban towsincome arega;
Hawdll v eencaccee 24.8 29.2 12.% ij.0 100.0 202 Hawad il =ececcnnnae 0./ 1.5 2.0 t.s B, t [TUTR PAAN
lihinuts --c-evveee 27.2 27,9 15.3 23.6 100.0 287 Fllanoaes ----eennen 9.6 1.0 a1 L. b7 1660 IN?
Indegng s-eccvee-on 17.1 21.5 17.6 37N 190.0 19} Infyang --eeenceaan 0. 0Ny (L] (L] 8.8 ton n 1914
Nevifa accerceaeae 22,4 35.0 1.8 1.8 1nn.n 223 NEVA T seeeenaeeans b (1] "o n.a 3. oo AR
hp s ccesceciieat. 12.0 26.0 3.0 29.1 o n lov A TR IR R LR RN 12 .6 N.h .o hy. 4 oo i tin
Wisconagn cc-ciene 3.3 2+.00 12.% 3.2 low.n 208 Widuonsan - by 1.0 2.4 1. by, 7 1o, n 208
vthet popul it ns: athre populateans:
Calat anuvy -eeneos 12.5 21,9 9.3 h.1 0.1 164 Ealitorngg - -roeeee P n.6 1.8 1.2 ven Lthe 12 164
Texay eomeoerennn th. & 25.1 2.2 15.1 [C U 254 [rais =0 coc-eioone LR v .8 fHon Ak o 0 2549
VUMt scercacs e 2:.% 2.4 in.2 2.4 Ly, 1y 2lb M EMMAIE e s rac i eeae H 1 a0 [N n. s w2 taa,n S
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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+b/2/a+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,

¢ = 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 full}\; 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.) :

Tablee U3, Familv's sdul?t capahilitv-to-work index.
Tudes
Sample areas All
within states [{1}] Ol-a9 50:7s  7%-44 1o tantlics
N
Kural small places:
fowa c-cceeeaiacas 0. u.Q 0.5 KA fup. 0 P8
KRS §% rrescseccsne .0 [ V.8 0.8 N, o, toh
Misasoapy smceceecan 0.0 0.0 11 3.4 up. Tyt a2
NEhE sk mee e 0.0 .1 t.e 3.3 451 i, i QU
Uehan fegepne om ateas;
Hiwal: seeereenens 0. a. 1.y M. o HAA P
hhan s seeeiee u.a . 2o 2.x EP ] pras, 0 PL N
Tordiang eeveieeiies 0.5 .0 1.1 : LI tou, o 187
Nirydetl cce- e eaae 0n.n u.n [N .M b1 1, n h
L o, u.h T M. R a0 i, G it
Wiab o fn, aasscrans o, t,n EL] [ R ton, 0 Jun
vgher poepedatiense
Calutergg =mceeene . (] ", t. koK 100,10 Ihe
O P R 0.8 0. "o b2 LR Lo,y PAL)
LerMENE ceeseeesees g (T} 1.n b0 oo b, s

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 Hawali (80%), Ohlo (85%), and Texas
(87'/"('1).

Language spoken in the home (table 14). Respon-
dents were asked what language was most often
used in the hoine. Language was coded as English,
Spanish, French, Engllsh and another, and other.
In all states except California (1%), Indiana (738%),
and Hawall (80%), 86 percent or moré 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
Hawall and Indiana. Thus, the Callfornia sample
was the only one in which a sizable proportion
usually did not speak some English at home.

Table 1%, Language spoken in the home.

Language

Sanple areas
vithin states

English Al
English Spanish French & other other  families

13 13 L} k L} % L
Rural amall places:
loMg ccssrcccccnces 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 185
Kansag cecccccccces 99.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 100.0 126
Hissouri seccssccce 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
NebTaska ccevecces. 99.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 100.0 209
Urban low-income areas:
Hawgif ccvcoeccecce 80.2 0.0 0.0 4.6 5.4 100.0 202
11150018 evcvoeceee 99.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 100.0 26,
Indiana -o 72,9 12.4 0.0 13.5 1.6 100.0 193
Nevada 98.1 1 0.0 0.5 0.0 100.0 2i%
Ohf{o sssessncmccace 96.4 1.2 0.0 .4 0.0 100.0 170
Wisconsin -ceccsece 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 208
Other populations:
Californie =c-eveee 0.6 69.8 0.0 29.6 0.0 100.0 169
Texds c-ccccocccnce 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 259
Vermont -ececccccce 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 wer» 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 backgruund; the majority (78%) were Mexi-
can citizens. About a fourth (28%) of the Indiana
sampie were Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and others
of Spanish background. Respondents in the Hawaii
sample were n:ainly 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 percent 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 Ohiv (24%), Nevada (23%), Cali-
fornia (22%), Illinois and Wisconsin (21% each),

25



and Kansas (20%). In contrast, the following states
had relatively larger percentages of respondents
whose ages were 45 or older: Texas (28%), lowa
(26%), Wisconsin (24%), Nebraska (23%), Indiana
(22% ), and Missouri (22% ).

Table 15. Ethnivity ot redpondent,

Ethnicity?
Spane
1sh Polve fades
sample areas Drien- baeke nee termye Al
within stdtes White  HBlak tal  yround sian nate  respondents
. N % -: * ° N
Rural small places:
fowa sevvcrecsconee tov.o ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 loo.r 18
Kansas e-sccccevec. 43.0 “.8 1.6 0.0 0.0 (L] lon.u‘ 126
Missoury escecescccs 97, 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.07 202
Nebraska ---c--c--- 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o 0.0 100.0 208
Urban lowsincome treas:
Hawdll =oeeceeesass 15.3 0.3 25,7 1.5 we 47.1° 1000 202
1linois =cecevenee 80.5 19.% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lov.0 287
Indiang ceeececcees 13.0 59.0 0.0 28.0 0.0 0.0 100,0 193
Nevada seeemeontenne 1.4 80.8 00 48 0.0 0.0 100.0° 208
Uhtn cecetcncieccn. al,2 $5.3 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 l(m.O‘i 170
Wisconatn --cee-ces 98.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 100.0" 208
Other pupulations:
Calitornia =-eeeeee 0.6 00 ©0 %94 0.0 0,0 V0.0 69
TERAS seccccoccanns 0.0 10u.v v.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 1000 259
Vefmont ec--c-ccece .5 0.0 0.5 00 0. v 1000 217

"Pnu-nwuu ot respundents who were Indian were as tollows: Missourl
(1.0%), Nevada tU.9%), am! Wisconsin ¢1.3%).

h

In Judes respofdents who were judged by the inteiviewers to he o miad
cthne. ar ractal backer wamti: qud those whost raee o1 cthnicity the intere
Viewe s bt oot Seteraime,

cln California, 77.% percent ot the respondents . re Mexican citizens.

Except for those in Indiana, respondents for
families of the urban low-income samples, and also
those for Kansas, Callfnrnia, and Vermont, tended
to be younger than the ovhers. 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 ot -copemdent,

Years
Samplr areas Inidee 95 & All

within atatues 18 1822, 2534 19-%4  39-5 over reapandents
N

Raral smnall ol e

T
Pawa = -ec-eene S 0n.¢ s (R LIV 20,5 [XR] 1NG.0 189
Kanaas =-ceteesne o 00 {W.R 301 310 R.T 32 1000 126
MiSSenEy - - - . 9 2o n,? (99 T L AR a0 toen 202
Sehraska ccceeseeen [UR1] S 3.9 .t 20.b 2.0 tug.nn 201

renan Lowe, o ome aregse

Hiwerf »--v-veeneen 0. (8K R.6 26,7 Lt 2.0 1000 2
Hliners cooce-eene t.o 1.1 h o3 27.6 1t | 3 ino.o 287
L0 E Y N 0.u 1.1 [ 3.2 11.9 K.l 100,0, Ju}
Sevgty ceee ieens 1.3 21, eltl Q2w k.1 2.2 Loy 204
L hh 24 teo e bed L] ta, i tin
Wino onger eooniien 0.a 21.2 2n. 25.0 21.2 2.4 lag, 20

ther pap- |ty
L I Y I R 1.4 W L 252 [ 1.2 w0 thv
Forila oo vnrenene .4 21.% 2t 2u.. 7.« vl 1, o 2ha
FRTS TN S o, 1.0 Lt 2n,t L] 1. [EERPRL N N
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The foregoing observations indicate that the dis-
tributions of res?uudonts by age levels tended to
differ considerably among the samples selected
within the cooperating states. Further, no unique
patterns were ovident 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 (454 ),
Nevada (42%), Ohlo (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 Hawali 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, Hawali,
Indiana, Nevada, and Ohio to 23 percent for Illinois
and 26 percent for Nebraska. Kansas, Nebraska,
and [llinols 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.  Respendent’s educatianal attainment,

Years o1 school oompleted

Sample arcvas Luss 16 & All
witliin states than &8 8 9-11 12 13«15 over respondents
7 % 7 M % K N

Rural small placues:

Togl sescearcoccnae l.o 5.4 18.9 56.8 9.? 7.6 100.0 185
KANB48 ==scctaccccs 0.0 8.0 17.6 6.0 8.8 9.6 1v0.0 125
Missourg --c-- ---- 1.0 9.9 17.4 571 1a.9 3.5 lno.o 20!
Nebradky sesceccees 0.0 2.9 18.2 52,6 l6.3 100 100.0 239
I’rban luweiniome arvas:
Howajf cccccce-c..o 10.4 3. 32.7 a0 6,9 2.5 100.0 202
Hlinuls ssseessess 3.8 6,3 2.0 22,6 3.2 9.4 100.0 287
Indiana -e----e-e-- 1v.8 4.2 30.7  37.5 5.2 2.6 1000 192
Nevada sccececceces iz 1.7 4a2.4 311.6 8.6 0.0 1000 220
Dhiyr ssccvevvecnene 10.7 13,0 36,1  32.% 5.4 2.4 lun.o le9
Wiseonsin -ecemccne 1.9 7.2 28.5  %0.0 6., 5.8 lno.a 208
ather popnlatinne:
Calitornga =eceve-- 82.8 5.9  4.)y 1.8 Q.0 0.0 1on.0 1e9
Texds sececcerconee 19.1 12.% 2.2 0. . PR} 1.5 1on. 257
Vermng e-eccecceee 2.3 1/.6 17.6 +7, 4 10,6 6 101,90 216

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,
Hawail, 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 .ollege, and data process-
ing; government training focused on development
of occupational competencies; and a residual cate-
gory labeled “"undetermined origin.”

Table 18, Degrue ot disabtltty ot resp.ndent.

Degree of Jdisabilfty

Limited Kot

Sot Not in Limited  able
Jampde areas Mse Lime active in to All
within states hled tted ity wirk vtk respondents
A % % % % N
Rutal small placos:
Tuwg cccetricocnsae 9.2 1.1 1.1 16 0.0 100.0 183
Kdnsag seccoeoenne 3.6 0.0 l.e 0.0 0.8 100.0 126
Mingourd scerereeee 4%.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 202
Nehraska :--c-vesee 45.7 1.0 19 1.4 0.0 100.0 209
Urhan low-incume areas:
Hawatl cccccceiiiee 86.6 1.5 . 3.0 6.9 0.9 100.0 202
Tilinngs eeeciecnaen 95.2 2.4 0.7 1.0 0.7 100.0 28
Indiang ~ecceccuce.e 9.3 0.5 1.6 2.1 0.5 100.0 192
Nevada ----cecovann 93.0 0.5 2.3 3.7 0.5 100.0 219
URges eecvoiocientes 88.1 2.4 2.4 6.5 0.6 100.0 170
Wisconsin -...oocee 95.1 1.0 1.0 1 0.5 PErI 208
Other populations:
Calitornia =eeeeen. Te.. 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0  100.0  16Y
Texag *cvovvvcncces 35.8 1.2 3.9 5.8 2.3 100.0 239
ermont ceecseciene 956.3 1.s 0.5 1.8 0.0 100.0 217
Tivle 19, Respinfent's b training
bl Tvpe of tracniag
Traratw =
teport L] Tatal
——t—————— gV ne] e few't - with
sample 4re s foe work *hee Tavtian pra- deter.  traine
within st ites S samply stids 1 h s haals gras spaggn ihe
Rursl ~=mall olaces-
R R 3T 2 w2, a9 uan 4.1 oo, r
ARy gy cemeecccan e 35 28.0 0.6 2. e 2.9 0.9 luup.n
Mlasongy oo aen 30 24.8 (LN} 18.0 LAY 2.0 2.0 i
Neht kg sveeeensee <7 2249 .o 29,8 6.8 a1 $ 1vo.0
thar { e gn M et
Hawail -revevemenns Se 26 7 1.9 18.% 9.6 i 1 10,
e 102 .Y ot 85,0 in g H] [ T ¥ EY)
Ha PR R R 5% 28" 0. PLINY 6. 1AL} LIEA [ R
NN Ll et eaaa o S 2.0 5.2 e o, .o 1ma
R R R R -3 5. .o 25 s} T 28,8 o,
Wis, gy 0 e el LT 2. l.6 2900 ba.n «.H .o 100,90
thet Lty
Calet foy g ceee. o 1o 5 kT ] e i, A P Ton-
Todgn sevnomsonn.on ] 1 o Q. $4.5 Thn 3y Tl a0
R R I T S b . 3} [ (T e - [T

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 propcrtions
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 $10C or more during the
year in wages, salaries, or profits from operating a
private business. Th? 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 in Wisconsin to 52 percent in lowa.
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 Hawali,
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.

ve percent of the respondents in Missouri were
proprietors of a family business, the largest pro-
portion of any sample. AltRough 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 fcr 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 Hawaif. 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.

Educationc! 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
Hlinois (28" ), Missour! and Nebraska (26" each),
Wisconsin (227,), 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

Oper-
Semi- Skilled; ative; Total
Sample areas No. in Respondents Profes- Propri- profes- clerical semi~ Un- enm-
within states sample employed sional etor stonal & sales skilled skilled ployed
N % % % % % % % %
Rural small places:
IWI SmBssvenestuen 185 97 5204 7.2 100 9.3 45.4 7.2 2909 100-0
Kansas -ccecececows 126 60 47.6 10.0 1.7 11.7 26.7 13.3 36.6 100.0
Missouri =-eceee-- .- 200 100 50.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 44.0 16.0 23.0 100.0
Nebraska =«~e=ce=- .- 208 102 49.0 11.8 2.0 13,7 20,6 6.9 45.0 100.0
Urban low-income areas:
Hawail =-~e<<<-encne 202 99 49.0 3.0 0.0 8.1 4.5 12,1 . 32.3 100.0
Illinois evvwcceces 287 129 44.9 7.8 0.0 11.6 3.9 4.7 41.0 100.0
Indiang «vevevewe~- 193 50 25.9 10.0 0.0 16.0 24.0 12.0 38.0 100.0
Nevada =«~w~vecences 222 139 62.6 1.4 0.7 10.1 14.4 3.6 69.8 100.0
Ohio v=vwvwncvwenee 170 81 47.6 2.5 0.0 6.2 27.2 14.8 49,3 100.0
Wisconsin ~«ecewcen 208 62 29.8 8.1 0.0 21.0 30.6 8.1 32.2 100.0
Other populations:
Califotﬂia mesuenes 169 69 40.8 °a° °0° °t° 2.9 °t° 9701 100.0
Texas ==-mewcceece. 259 157 60.6 3.2 2.5 5.1 5.1 14.0 70.1 100.0
Vermont =«c-~ccecwece 217 54 24.9 9.3 0.0 5.6 37.0 1l.1 37.0 100.0
Table 21. Age of husband. Table 22. Husbend's educstionsl sttainments.
” Years . - Years of school completed
Sample areas Under 85 & All Sauple arces Less 16 4 All
within states 18 18-264  25-34 35-44 45-5% over husbands within states than 8 8 9-11 12 13-.9  wver husbands
k4 % % % % 2 % N s 2 % 9 % k4 % N
Kural amall places: Rural small places:
lowa ----ccececcees 0.0 8.0 28.4 32.1 21.6 9.9 100.0 162 lowa scece-ecccccace 3.7 11.7 13.0 52 6.2 13.0 100.0 162
Kansas ccceccacecas 0.0 tl.9 37.3 30.5 17.8 2.5 100.0 118 Kansas ---ccccccce. 1.7 10.2 17.8 48.) t0.2 1t.0 100.0 {is
Missoutl =cc-ccccccs 0.5 6.9 30.9 34.7 19.1 7.9 100.0 188 Missouri s----cccee 2.2 9.7 12.4 49.3 9.7 16.7 100.0 186
Nebraska -ceccveevs 8.0 5.1 28.4 36.5 23.9 6.1 100.0 19 Nebrasks eecc-cceee 1.5 7.1 112 53.8 12.2 14.2 100.0 197
Urban low-incume areas: t'rban low-income areas:
Hawaig ccc-cccccces 0.0 0.0 42.2 16.4 16.4 15.0 100.0 140 Hawail cccc-ececces 14.3 8.6 20.0 19.9 R.¢ 8.6 100.0 140
Mlia0i8 cocccecaen 0.0 1.9 8.1 26.2 149.3 L.¢ 100.0 202 Iltnois sccececeaee 5.5 10.6 16.4 9.9 10.9 16.9 100.0 201
Indiany ceccccaceee 0.0 5.2 25.% 32.0 25.% 11.8 100.0 153 Indiang ~=c--c-- -« 21.2 10.6 17.9 1y.0 6.0 5.3 100.0 151
Nevada ceeccecccces 0.0 1.7 38.3 21.7 19.2 u.1 100.0 120 Nevgda ceo-ccevcace. 13.% 3.9 132.5 29.7 1.7 2.7 1000 (1t
Ohio ceccceveccccee 1.7 13.0 6.5 18.3 26.1 - 1nv.o s Ohig ~ccccececccce. 15.3 13.5 39.7 23.4% 7.2 0.9 100.0 11t
WisCangin eeceecaes 0.0 10.5 30,9 25.7 2).7 9.2 luo.0 152 wisconsin =ccccee-- 4.0 6.1 17.7 %0.4 10.9 10.9 10n.0 17
Other vepalations: Uther pnpulations:
Calst orniag s-coceee 0.0 11.95 26.7 12.2 24.8 % .} 1no.n 165 Cialitornia ecvecc-e 86.2 . 4.8 4.2 n.o 0.0 !00.0 165
Texdas c-c-eseaceeenn 0.0 8.7 313.0 20,2 20.2 17.% nn.n 17 TeRAS eccceveccccce 3.0 12.1 27.3 23.6 2.4 0.6 1n0.0 165
Vermng ccecececece 0.0 10.8 34.6 1t 1l.3  6.. 190,09 204 Vermong cecccveccae 6.9 27.5 20.1 31.2 6.4 5.9 1oo.0 204
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Twenty gercent or more of the husbands had not
been educated past the eighth grade in seven of the
samples: California (81%), 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-
in%; 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 giisgdvantagement of families in the samples
studied.

Disability (table 23). Similar to the pattern for
respondents, at least 86 percent of the husbands in
all samgles 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 Hawali (9%).

Table 23, Degree of disability of husband.

Degrec of disability

Limited Not
Not Not tn Limited able
Sample Aress dis- Him- active in tu All
within states ibled ited 1ty work  work husbands
% % A % % % N

Rural small places:

lowa cccceccccreces 91.9 0.0 1.2 4.3 0.6 100.0 162

Kansag ceccacccosan 98.3 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 118

Mi950Uf) c=ecccaaen 496.3 1.1 0.5 1.6 0.5 100.0 188

Nehfdska ~cecercees 486.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.0 100.0 197
'rban loweincome areas:

Hawai) cecccccccren 90.7 0.7 1.4 w4 2.6 100.0 140

TIltnnag cecevcece. 946.0 1.0 1.% 1.0 0.5 106.0 202

Indiana ---ccccceoe 96.6 0.7 0.0 2.0 0.7 100.0 153

Nevalg ceeccceecce. 49.1 6.0 0.u 0.9 0.0 100.0 117

hin seccccceccete 86.2 1.7 1.7 6.1 2.3 100.0 113

Widcong n cecccecee 21,5 0.0 1.3 2.6 2.6 100.0 152
Nther poanlatiome,

Calit rmia ¢eeereve -R.8 0.4 a.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 16

Texdy accee--aceeen . 0.6 ¢.6 3.5 2.1 1on.0 123

Vermont s ecccaece FONCY 1S t.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
[llinois, while, for tuition schools, the percentages
differed from 8 percent in Nevada to approximately
35 percent in Ohio, Hawaii, and Nebraska.

table 24. Husband's $obd trefning.

Job Type ot training
tratne.
ing 2% High Total
re~  of school: On Gov't Unde- with
ported sam- work the* Tuition pro- ter- train-

Sample aresas

within atates R ple study Job echoola gram ained ing
% % % % % %
Rural amall places:
lowa seccccscsccce. 8¢ 3.6 0.0 6l.0 32.2 1.7 .1 100.0
Kansag ccccccccsces 4 37.3 0.0 63.6 27.3 9.1 0.0 100.0
Misaouri eeeccctccee 63 3.9 0.0 &3.%5 22.2 1.6 12.7 100.0
Nebraska cocccccece 69 5.0 0.0 49.3 3.8 1.2 8.7 100.0
Urban lowstncome areas:
Hawatl -coceccecree 48 3%.3 0.0 5.2 3.4 0.0 10.4 100.0
1llinols seccreccee 87 43} 1.1 783 16.1 1.1 3.6 100.0
Indiang csccceveece 42 27.8 0.0 61.9 16,7 2.4 19.0 100.0
Nevads ceeccoveccce 39 5.1 2.6 85,7 1.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Ohto eevececscetcens 8 25.2 3.0 465 35,0 0.0 14.3 100.0
Wisconsin =ccccccce 38 3.4 3.6 637 273 3.0 1.8 100.0
Other populationa:
Calitornia =ctee--- . : 4.2 62.9 42.9 0.0 0.0 164.2 100.0
Texas c-vvecccoctce 12 7.3 0.0 41.7 25.0 33,3 0.0 100.0
Vermont cseec.ctcee 58 28.4 0.0 689 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
(267,), Kansas (24"), Iowa (23"), and Hawalil
(20",). Proprietorships in nonfarm or farm enter-
prises were comparatively most frequent inthe rural
samples of lowa (17"), Vermont (14, ), Missouri
and Nebraska (12° each), and Kansas (4".). 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 incrme. Respondents for four state samples
(lowa, Kans.., Illinois, and Vermont) reported no
other main earmner, 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 tlie husband
or respondent were as follows: California (36),
Texas (8%), Nevada (6%), Hawali (3% ,, and Ohio
(2%).
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Occupational type

Skilled; Oper-~
Semi~ cler- Farm ative; Total
Sample areas No. in Husbands Profes- Propri- profes- 1ical oper«  semi- Un~ em=
within states sample employed sional etor sional & sales ator skilled skilled ployed
N % % % % % % % % %
Rural small places:
Jowa ==ececcecanceces 165 162 9802 1306 13-6 903 2208 3-1 25'9 1117 10000
Kansag ==-s-scecaca-a 118 118 100.0 7.6 2.5 16.1 29.7 1.7 29,7 12.7 100.0
Missouri =<---vc-ce.- 189 186 98.4 16.1 8.6 14.0 31.2 3.2 18.8 8.1 100.0
Nebraska ==--=e==-e« « 203 201 99.0 18.¢ 11.4 9.5 30.4 0.5 17.9 11.4 100.0
Urban low-income areas:
Hawaili =e-<w-cceccaca 146 132 90.4 8.3 0.8 11.4 27.9 0.0 25.8 25.8 100.0
Illinois ==-==seee-s - 208 204 98.1 15,2 2.9 10.3 36.3 0.0 16.2 19.1 100.0
Indiang «~e==<-ss=-as 153 153 100.0 6.5 1.3 3.3 31.4 0.0 24,8 32.7 100.0
Nevada =e=-=-e=ecce=e= 142 142 100.0 2.8 1.4 4.9 21. 0.0 15.5 54.3 100.0
Ohio #=~=-wsvecccnuas « 123 117 95.1 0.9 0.9 12.8 20.5 0.0 30.8 34.1 100.0
Wiscongin ----=---- -- 146 146 100.0 9.6 0.0 17.1 30. 0.0 22.6 19.9 100.0
Other populations:
California =====ece-a 167 164 98.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 1.2 98.2 100.0
Texag #=~=====sccc=-- 176 165 93.7 2.4 0.0 0.6 7.3 0.0 58.2 31.5 100.0
Vermont =-=se=-ccawes 202 202 10u.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 (437%), 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 fdather's cducational attatnment.

Schooling campleted

Some
high High
Eight school Fin-  school
grades Some & job ished & job
Sample areas or high tratn- high train- Cule all
within statex less  scheol ing  achool g Jege tathers
? N
Rural small places-
fowa = -c-vmvcneen 66 | 1.3 1 e [E 0.6 H 5 100.17 o8
Kansag -------coa-e “.h h.y 0.0 23.% 2.6 S8 o0 |1y
Missaurl sc-c-ce-ve 57 4t 0.5 25. i.6 5 < 100.0  |8)
Nehraska coccoeeces 9h, R 4.8 0.0 1.6 [ ] 10,1 100.0 Llva
Urhan loweinoome arvas:
Hawikl g c - -cro--s= 6.2 12.6 O 131.2 66 h.t 100.65 L&
Illinots - --onnne % te.l 0.9 2% ) i.8 s loo.n )¢
tndrang oo ish 15.6 0.9 -1 0.0 R .o 122
Npvady -c-c -caees 1.8 12.1 1.3 1o 8 2.0 6.1 100U 13
[ T I R R $8.2 16.4 0.0 IR.0) o a .o 122
Wiscanagn oo 52.8 1a.0 1.3 2. 1.9 v.3 100.9 152
Wher populations:
Calitorngy =--00one SR 22 .2 8.2 ] el jon.0
Togas -----coreene 4.6 EFL T O [P s 1.4 .o 2
Yormoat - e 61,7 1o.7 1.9 1.2 2.0 .. o, 0 0.

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

Tahle 27. Respondent's mother's edicational attatnment.

Schooling compleced

Some
high High
Eighe school Fin- school
grades Same & job tshed & job
Sample areis 4 high train- high traine  Cel- All
within states less  school  ng achaol tng L g mothe re
% M N
Ruril small places:
luwa =sessmcscscnes [RY 1.2 [P 1.9 a1l loo.a 12
Kangs ceccvoee.o. s 20 0.0 25,7 L in.e oo 11y
Missoury .- 10 0.% .2 l.» . o, 142
Nehraska cecececet GAL. 1.3 L. 2610 .h H ou., §4n
thin twe1nc sme areas:
Hawaty =-ceererecen 6l.n 13.2 1. 1.5 b3 5.7 .o Li.
Tllanaes sseceeee. o wl.e 18, " 0.8 270 P .o oo 240
Indiand eeceencoen. 6v. | i2.3 2.t b 1. 2.4 on.a 18y
Nevity oot 54 9 21 0.6 (R 1.1 DR 1IN0 8L
Mgt oo meeeeoeannns sl.1 1v y. 2.7 0.0 . 1on,o 11,
Wisionnain e eee-. 9. U.h 2°.1 ' h.t Wwy.n e
Otker poplationg:
Crliforngy so-oo--o nil, iR.b et [ 1.1 I.e Lo e
Texas =c--- - ----v-m Mi.u 11 .. h o 0.t 0o 1o e Qaw
[T O B R L I | ] 9 Zh. 11 1. (] i 2R
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compared, proportions who had completed high
school were similar in all samples except for lowa,
Kansas, Missourl, Nebraska, Wisconsin, and Ver-
mont where comparatively more mothers than
fathers had completed high school. The percentages
of mothers and fathers who had had one 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.

Table 28.

reported most frequently in Hawail (16%), lllinois
(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 45 percentin
Nevada. In Hawail, 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, clerical,
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

Respondent's father's main occupational type.

-

Occupational type

Oper- .
Semi~- Skilled; Farm ative; Not
Sample areas Profes- Propri- profes- clerical oper-~ semi-~ Un- en- All
within states sional etor sional & sales ator skilled skilled ployed fathers
% % % % % % % % % N

Rural small places:

lowa -weemwemccaaca- 2.7 3.8 3.3 15.3 54,1 6.6 14.2 0.0 100.0 183

Kangag ~=-eccccnecca 7.3 3.3 &9 25.2 26.0 7.3 26.0 0.0 100.0 123

Missour{ -=ceccecc-- 5.6 6.6 4,5 20.7 38.3 6.6 15.7 0.0 100.0 198

Nebraska =----c---ae 5.3 9.7 2.9 16.0 50.6 6.3 9.2 0.0 100.0 206
Urban low-income areas:

Hawail =<--cc-cccoc-- 6.0 4.5 10.0 23.5 8.0 22,5 25.5 0.0 100.0 200

I1linoig =e-cccccc-e 7.7 5.9 8.1 26.3 18.8 14.4 17.7 1.1 100.0 271

Indiang #+---ccc=--- 3.0 3.6 3.0 18.1 28.3 13.9 28.9 1.2 100.0 166

Nevada =wwececcccwcaa 4,0 5.9 3.0 19.3 17.3 14.4 35.1 1.0 100.0 202

Ohio ~-c-vcemeccunaa. 2.6 3.2 6.5 - 13.5 14.8 20.6 38.2 0.6 100.0 155

Wisconsin «ececcwe-cn 4.2 5.2 7.9 33.0 8.9 8.9 3l.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 ==--ve=ccccceax 1.6 0.8 0.0 6.9 11.0 49.2 30.5 0.0 100.0 246

Vermont =--w-ccwca-e 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 ¢: below.
Professional and semiprofessional occupatio:.. were

mothers in Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Illinois,
Wisconsin, and Vermont; percentagesfor otherstates
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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Table 29. Respondent's mother's main occupational .ype. ..»

Occupational types of employed mothers

Oper~
Respondents' Semi~ Skilled; ative Total
Sample areas No. in mothers Profes~- Propri- profes~ clerical semi- Une- em-
within states sample employed sional etor sional & sales skilled skilled ployed
N % % % % % % % %
Rural small places:
Iowg *cecvrevvcnncns 185 49 26.5 14.3 0.0 2.0 28.6 10.2 44.9 100.0
Kansas ==--=- ceveva- - 126 31 24.6 25.8 0.0 6.5 .25.8 6.5 32.2 96.8%
Missouri =-----= conn 201 39 19.4 10.3 0.0 10.3 43.5 7.7 28.2 100.0
Nebraska ««--v-ec--« 207 41 19.8 22.0 0.0 2.4 34,2 7.3 31.7 97.6%
Urban low=income arcas:
Hawafi <--<=<-ce<c-~o- 200 67 33.5 9, 3.0 4.5 28.4 17.9 37.2 100.0
Ill1inoig ~-=eccvcew-- 279 100 35.8 11 0.0 10.0 24.0 8.0 47.0 100.0
Indiana «==~=-c-ccen 187 47 25.1 6. 0.0 4.3 10.6 8.5 70.2 100.0
Nevada =<=--- seccanan 222 99 44.6 10 0.0 8.1 11.1 7.1 63.6 100.0a
Ohio «~==cmmncencnn- 158 56 35.4 7. 0.0 3.6 10.7 16.1 57.1 94.6
Wisconsin --e-cew-e- 208 58 27.9 12, 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 0.0 100.0 100.0
Texag =---«-c=w-e--- 255 89 34.9 2 0.0 0.0 2.2 4,5 9l.1 100.0
Vermont =<<-me=recee- 217 60 27.6 13 0.0 6.7 31.7 10.0 38.3 100.0

80f 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-
cantly with comparative financial disadvantagement
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 dema
graphic variables because, for all samples, cells of
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.
Funher study 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
samplss that yielded a significant association at the
0.05 .rvel of probability, trends involved in the
asscolation are reportad in table 31. For the respec-
tive categories of each demographic variable, the
pro;:.itions 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 sumples from rural small places of the Missouri
V'alley 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 iud.x in all samples
from urban low-income are~s and from Texas, but
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Table 30. Sumrg of chi-square tests to identify associations of demographic measures with the income

index.

Results by population type and sample areas within states

Other
Rural small places Urban low-income areas populations
Demographic _—
measures la. Kan. Mo. Neb., Haw. Ill. 1Ind. Nev., Ohio Wis. Cal. Tex. V.
Family characteristics:
Family gize vewewcwcawcen.
(Year-equivalent persons) ++ + ++ + + ++ 0 0 0 + 0 + ++
Age of oldest minor child
in household «=-==--ccve-ws + - + . 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++
Family type:
One or two parents =-e--- 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ + ++ ++ + 0 ++ 0
Number of years family
has been formed =-=-===-=- - 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0
Respondents' characteristics:
Race ==-=---c-ccecccccnca. 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++ 0 0 0 0
Age =--erceccccccnncennc. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0
Educational attainment --- 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
Occupational statug =~----- + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Job training ~==c-eccecw-- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Husband's characteristics:
Age =c-m-cemcccaccwcnancea 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Educational attainment --- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Job training =-----c-c--we 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Occupational type =«=e-e-« ++ - + ++ 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++
Migratory characteristics:
Place of birth relaced to
current residence:
Respondent ==e-e-.ccwcw- - - - 0 - - - 0 +—+ - 0 0 -
Husband =---<--.cccucew- - - - 0 - - 0 0 - 0 0 .
Part of life spen:t in rural
areas:
Respondent =-=--eaccc-c--- 0 - - - - - =+ 0 - - - 0
Husband =~---<-ccucecnn- 0 - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
Number of moves family made
in last five years ------- + - - 0 - ++ 0 - 0 0 0 0 -

aKey to symbols:

= No chi-square test made; cell numbers of matrix not adequate.

= Test not significant within 0.1000 level of probability.

0
+ = Test uarginally significant from 0.0501 zo 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 froin 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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by sumple areas within states
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Table 31. (Continued)

Percentages of tinilies

Demographic meusires
with tncome indexes winder 125

by sampic urcus within stutes

Eamuly charsctegistics:

Pamily sise: 4.1 persons 4.0 persons
Aige Jogal egmply
JOWE ~v"t-tetectantcnan 2.1 8.7 16.2
Kansas LR 26.4 91 16.8
Missouri 26.8 “.3 12.8
Nebraska -¢-- v 12.7 6.9 9.6
T1linots ccccemcccence. 37.0 . 6.3
Wisconsin cosecectcccae 46.9 6.6 «0.9
Texas -ccc-cccecccencen 62.2 39.2 52.8
Vermont eccececcconcsan 51.2 i1t 2.6
Age level of oldest minor 12 to 17 Undec 12
child (n home; yeats years Iutal sample
Texas ~ccccsevcacccctae 58.8 wb.l 2.8
vermont c---c-cecececee 8.1 $2.3 2.0
Number ot ddrents: [\ Arys [wo patents Totdl sample
Hawasd -eetvcccccrccee. 68.1 33.8 6.0
[ T e R L 52.9 15.1 6.0
brdiding =-eeccceccecaee 65.0 26.2 1.4
Nevadt evevecccanvacaee 55.8 etl2 [
MLy ecmccea-caeee .. 6h2.2 2.« «l. 1
Wiscunsin -~ 69.% 29.5 W00
Texas 2.0 33.5 92.8
Number of vears formed 20 or more  Less than 20 Ietal spaple
TexdB eveeraoacecccccton 7.8 3.7 52,8

Respondents’ chagacteriasics:

Rave: Black White  Jatal sample
Tllinotg seeccncccrcens 57.1 19,1 26.6
Uhly weececceccsnccecas 30.6 29.9 kel

Educational achievement Less than 12 grades

12 grades LI smre Iotal s.mply
1llinois see-croccncaes 3.4 .9 2.0
bands' uycgpationil type: Plue coblar White vollar  fotael sample

fowa socemcccccccncceanee 1.0 12,5 10.9

Nebraska -e-ceceacccccens 12.4 1.8 9.0

Wiseonain sveccctonecccse 35, e 5.7 25

Vermony ve-cecececceccca. LI 13.2 an. 1

Migtatoery shatdetetintis:

Place ot marth ot 50 miles ot Within

respondent Mure awiy 50 miles Total sample
g seccerreiceceionnn T 0.4 4}, 3

Pare ot lite ar ¢aral Hilf .1 mote Less than hal!

ate ig-Respondent ot lite 1 lite Joatal sample
Flodiang carcsecicvecion 92.% 29.95 35,4

Sumber ol temes tamily 3 o2 mare U, 1, ot 2

moved 48t 5 veasrs times Line:s futgl somple
Tllinaga eesccnccevaave. 7.6 | T 28,4

States are listed only 11 their sample matrices yielded a prababslitsy ot
0.6300 or "igher,

b

An asterisk %) nefore the name 3! a 5t ate indicsces that i1ts somple hald
3 g3mm2 value ot less than 0,200, which retlects a aunlinedr asscctation
91 the two variahles.

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 attentionwas 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 proh-
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

Maeans of obtaining data

Income data were carefuily collected to obtain
as complete information as possible in an interview
of limited duration. First, respondents \. :re 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, bonefits related to jobs, armed service
benefits, weifare payments, legal arrangements,
and 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 $1G0 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 procuct), 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 pericd, and
;a}x‘no;:nt of fluctuations in pay from an average pay

eck.

To obtain information on self-employment, the
respondents were asked the type of business owned
or operated, gross receipts, expeases of the busi-
ness, and net profit or loss. The net figure was
later used astheincome 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 obtaln a more accurate figure for
disposable income of the family.

In the analysis of the data, earned income refers
tothe 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. To.al
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 familv 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-
sourl, and Nebraska, 8 percent or fewer were in
this same category. These rural samples, plus
Hawali, Illinois, Nevada, and Ohio, had 12 percent
or more in the highest level of $12,000 and over.

In the rural small places (lowa, 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 Hawali, Illinoils, 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 higherindexes probably
are comparatively advantaged in income. These
distributions are shown graphically in table 34.

Of course, the real benufits 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 3. Summary of income tndex distributions. * b <

Rural small places
lowa -ceccnecaan. DDDD dddd sowmwe ssssaasssaaas AAAAAKAAAMAAAAAAAAAL . s.,
‘ANSAs ccecee. oo DDD ddddd moewn sasssassass AAAAAMAAAAAAAAMAAAAAAAAAA
Missouri -t---- - DDD ddd oorwewsm sassaassas AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Nebraska +------- DD dd mmwe~ ° 1888888888 AAAAAAAAMAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

Urhan low-income areas:

LEUT IS B DLw;!DDDDDDDDDDDD ddddddd mewsrmws asasassas AAAAAAAAAAAA
Ilinots -=-c---- DDDIIDDD A4-*4d wrwwemn asassaass AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Indiang --------- DDDDPDLDDDDD ddddd mewxwnn aassaassasans AAAAAAMAAAMAA
Nevada -sc-c-ceen DDDDDDDDDDDDDD dddd mwmwn sassanssasas AAAMAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Oh{o ~ecvvvcveeen DDDDDDDDDDDDDD ddddddd awmwmm sasass AAAMAAAAAAAAMAAAAA
Wisconsin -<-=-=" DDDDDDDDDDDDDY dddddd aovmrnt sanssasa AAMAAAAAMAAAAA

Uther papulations:
DDDLDODDDDDDD DHDDDDDDODDDDDODLDDDD ddddddddd swwan aa A

DDDDRDDUDDDDDDDDDDDD dddidddd mpmressn aszass838a AAAAAA
DDDDODDDDNDDD dddddddd mumrmsnn ssassansaasaas AAAMAAAAA

Calst -tnia ------
JOXAS C-ccceec-en
Vermont s---<--os

. dettnitely disadvantaged families a3 tdentified by income indexes under
100. .

¢ & disadvantaged tamilies with (ncome indexes from 100 to 124,

m & marginal tncome families with income tndexes from 125 tu 149,

2 (omparatively advanzaged tamilies with tncome tndexes of LSU to 199,

A s detinitely advantaged tamilies with income indexes of 200 and aver.

Fgach svmbol tepresents 2 percentage points.

“Percentage distributions on hich t.s table 14 based ire given an Table 33,
Thev represent the numbers ot families for which 1ncome tnfurmatinon vas
avaslable.
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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 (797 ) (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

Table 35.
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high of 39 percent in Hawail 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 Hawali. 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

Families receiving income from various sources.a

Sources of family income

Job Armed Legal Gifts &
Sample areas Earn-~ Invest- Social related service Welfare arrange~ inheri-
within states ings ments security benefits benefits benefits ments  tances  Total
% % % % % % % % N
Rural smali places:
Iowa ~ewecewcvocens 94,1 26.5 8.6 4.9 9.7 4.9 5.4 10.3 185
Kangag «~--vevcece- 92.9 30.2 7.1 7.9 17.5 6.3 3.2 4.8 126
Migsouri -<ceccccu. 92.5 17.8 6.9 7.9 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 202
Nebraska =<ccecsncaa 98.1 38.8 1.0 9.6 12.0 2.9 4.3 12.4 209
Urban low-income areas:
Hawail ---vccccece- 88.6 38.6 7.9 9.9 9.4 33.2 8.9 32.2 202
Illinois covccccac.n 90.6 30.3 4.9 8.0 6.3 22.0 12.2 11.5 287
Indiana -<ccccccca- 89.1 10.9 8.8 3.1 2.1 14.0 9.8 5.2 193
Nevada «--vecceuua. 91.5 6.7 6.3 6.7 6.7 25.1 10.8 7.6 223
Ohio ~eveevccucaaa. 8l1.8 19.4 7.1 14,1 4.7 25.3 11.2 9.4 170
Wisconsin «cccceaana 78.8 19.7 7.2 7.7 12.0 18.8 5.3 7.2 208
Other populations:
California ««vveo-u- 98.8 1.2 1.2 6.5 0.6 6.5 0.6 0.6 169
TeXas -evevevvecnes 90.9 4.2 14.3 1.9 6.2 11.2 4.2 2.7 259
vermont --eeccecceo 95.9 22.6 5.1 7.8 7.8 8.8 4.1 5.1 217

o —

%Since families often received income from several sources, the percentsges for a given sample do not total
100; that is, the categories are not mutually exclusive.
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source of income, leas 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 lowa 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 1llinois (55% ), however, wasthehusband
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 Hawalii 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 tc the earned income. This was most fre-
quently the case in samplesfrom 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 3% 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
samFles 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 flve 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 wei2
obtained in the study had earned none of their
incomes. Therange of percentagesof 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 arisesconcerning
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
(627%;) and Texas (617), 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 responde nts 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.

Hueir od Wife
Plus No Unde -
Sample areas Plus Plus wife & Plus Others eatn- tere All
within states Only wife others others Only others only ers ‘mined families
% % % % % % % % % % N

Rural small places:

Iowa haladeededi et fiadadiadad 3601 4005 6.3 14.6 006 1.3 000 006 ooo 100.0 158

Kangag ==e==cccccna 4201 3803 705 1003 0.0 0.0 0.0 009 0.9 10000 107

Mi!soul’i seSennenee 4306 3806 4.3 11.4 005 0.0 1.1 005 000 10000 184

Nebraska ==-======= 35.4° 4L.7 83 120 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 192
Urban low-income areas:

Hawail ===+=e==c==- 38.4 26.2 7.7 18.5 3.1 1.5 1.5 3.1 0.0 100.0 130

Illinois «w==mec=- - 5405 3705 200 105 1.0 0.0 0.0 305 0.0 10000 200

Indiang =====-<=~=-~ - 70.2 21.1 5.3 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.7 100.0 152

Nevada ~ee~ccccccca 3504 3901 5.1 501 11.0 0.7 0.7 202 007 100.0 136

Ohio ew=ecsccenace=n 4503 3509 501 206 4.3 0.0 1.7 5.1 0.0 100.0 117

wisconsin senasvane 5905 24.8 304 4.1 0.7 0.0 4.1 304 0.0 100.0 145
Other populations:

California haatiadadiadiaih 3908 2208 19.1 1503 102 006 0.0 102 ooo 100.0 163

Texas Feemetenannes 3501 4707 3.4 406 209 006 1.1 4.6 000 10000 174

Vermont ~ececccccccs 6006 2309 505 505 1.0 0.0 1.0 200 0.5 100.0 201

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

Husband Respondenta
Plus Unde -
Sample areas Plus Plus wife & Plus Others No ter~ All
within states Only wife  others others Only others only earners mined families
% % % % % % % % % % N
Rural small places:
Iowag =eccmwnen= wmee 7.4 0.0 0.0 3.7 37.1 18.5 11.1 22.2 0.0 100.0 27
Kansag ===~~~ wemeen 26.4 31.4 0.0 0.0 21.1 5.3 0.0 15.8 0.0 100.0 19
Missouri =«-c-w=v-v= 5.6 16.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 38.8 0.0 5.6 0.0 100.0 18
Nebraska «=«=cccecs 11.8 35.3 0.0 0.0 11.8 17.6 5.9 17.6 0.0 100.0 17
Urban low~income areas:
Hawaii -wvcweccwvas 2.6 11.1 0.0 0.0 27.8 9.8 19.5 29.2 0.0 100.0 72
Illinois ==wveccw-= 4.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 55.3 5.7 3.4 29.9 0.0 100.0 87
Indiang -=-~=-=-=---- - 2,4 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.4 2.4 7.3 39.1 2.4 100.0 41
Nevada =-w~=cccwe=- 3.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 54.3 17.1 8.0 15.0 1.1 100.0 87
Ohin =-weemencnccnn 1.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 39.5 11.5 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 ==-==vtesvecw 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 51.7 17.7 14.1 14.1 0.0 100.0 85
vermont «-c-cscew-- 12,5 12.5 0.0 0.3 37.5 0.0 12.5 25.0 0.0 100.0 16

38




Table 38, Ravoed income trom all tamily swmhets as o peroontagt ot total
tamidv 1uome,

Porvent ot total tamily 1noome

Nuo Less
Sample areas vl than % or At
within states 1R W 1024 2944 S04 more tamtlice
o vooor oy
Rural small placues:
lowg ccceciercicnes . 1.2 2.3 5.1 3. Ha. ! 100.0 |
Kingas ccecccecccee 1.7 0.0 L7 e R2e 22,1 1000 11w
MisBOUIY cotcececen 1.t 0.5 1.1 1.6 .8 Sl 100,00 lHe
Nepanka screscinen L 08 0,0 2w 2. Ydod lovwn 0%
tehan low-itnrome areas:
Haway  ceccecrneaes Il 40 60 0.4 8.9 ol.% lov.0 222
Pibinoga ccceeceees 8.8 1.7 2.1 4.4 %.4 13,0 1000 28y
Indiang c-seeeeeces 8.5 LS 0% w3 4.9 .1 100.0 g8
Nevdd ceccacerees 5.6 1.8 2.1 5.1 8.8 To.a .0 e
[ R R e w.h 1.9 liw S 9.9 Twol 0.0 148
WiSconsin seececens 1s.0 2. .6 e LS BT P TR 11TV N { I U X}
Bther aaclatyna.
Calitarnge seceenee 1.2 2 e QA L2 ween Jotg lew
Fergn coceecac.enee T 0 Qo 2.4 8. R on.0 250
I N L [ a2y | 6. ga.6  0b.o e

Fabio B0 Respondent 's eatovd gacome % g poeroentage ot tatal rtamily

T e,
Petoent ot total tamtly 1thome
Nv Less
Sample atean vaters than 7% All
witlan srates ings 10 1024 2949 5074 mare tamilurs
N
Reral soali plaves-
Fowg seeceere-anian RTLI LA 1. 2.4 2.8 2.2 100.0 e
L R S Sl 10,4 i 12.6 un.4 S5 1000 1ta
Meentury cenen oo AENY LY 1.4 9.4 1R 2.2 ub. 186
Nenrdaky ceecoeon al.? 14.8 1.8 le.3 t.y WS nu 20y
by Lowe yng cume gqlean -
Hawei) - cevvne.e AR Y 6. 15.8 17,3 oh 2o toet 0
flhincas oeiiaeee h. 1 o lo.R o8 6.1 5.8 L0 Qe
Tadopmg ceneenen. . 2.n (1LY hot 18 W $.7 100 a0 fRe
L N . 1k vl (YU} 26,6 w2 12.4 1o, 2x
vk - - e o L [ (8] wot [ I O woso Lot
Wine cnugnt - -eneeen ne . LN S8 R 1.6 Y02 tg 1Ny
the 1 o il et
ain? stay Ll . 1.8 | L .o .o lew
Ivn v, 2K w.? JH . LI 1.0 oo e
1 t P ¢ 1t Aot b [ [ TTTY N { B 1Y

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 flve 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 munths and to describe how dependable
that income was. Based on the respondent’sanswer,
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
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"“steady Income.” The data wore recoded by re-
taining the category "'income not dependable atall,”
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 sequenti 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 (682 ), 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 .or Ohio to 47 percent for
Hawall. '

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.

Table 40, Asseased dependability of ineome.

Extent of dependability

Sample gteas Not Fluvtus Al
withia ot ttes Jdependable ating Stvadv tamliien
k! h % % 7wN
Rural smatl ploces:
lowa *ecccenneccons [ ] 6K. 6 0.3 too.n 18%
Kinsgs escccceces - 0.8 28.6 0.6 100.0 1206
Misaunly ecc-eveee .. W) al.t $a.? 100.0 202
Nebrigukg co-cseecen 2.9 atld LY 100.0 20y
trban low-incame ateas:
Hamatg seseseencone 0.9 51.0 8.5 100.0 202
Miltnuly sececeiaen ‘.0 56.1 42.9 100.0 287
Indyang seecooee.e 2.1 51,3 4.6 00,0 (LX)
LT A AR .Y 62.8 8.7 100.0 224
Ohia e-ceeeecoecaae 6.% 62,5 26.0 1n0.0 169
Widyomagn sstecesen 2.% . 61,5 1up.0 205
vither popalatyong:
ity seeneeee 1.2 ELA 1wto .o 164
L L L b 1., 640 10,0 2%
Ve Tt eesececonan 2. Ve h RN oo 217

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 11, an
increasing proportion of families in our nation have
adopted consumer credit as a way of obtaining

39



goods and services. Further, certain types of deduc-
tions other than taxes may be made regularly from
earnings. Often families overcommit thenselves
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 verious 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, Hawalii, 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 kiud; only 25 percent of
them were paying insurance p1emiums. 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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Table 4l.  Financial commitments as petventage ot total family tncame.

Petevot of total tamily 1wom

Leen
sample treas than 75 or All
within atates 10 10-25  25-44 S0, aore tame bies

N
Rural small places:

Tawa seeccecnee. e 5.9 3L 9. B8 2.3 loo.o 17
RNl ay secceccnoene .o 9., -8.0 25. 6.l t00.u LL)
)
!

Minsgonr) seeseveaes .o 8.6 b8 .6 N 00,0 183

Nehtasky ceccceceee | L N 1 50.5 13,9 6. oo 208
Urban fowetnoome ateas;

Hawdil soemceraeace 1.5 In.8 57w .8 « y 0o 209

Pllineas sceecenes 0.3 [ Sl.uw AP 4 w5 vl 2y

Indianag esccereveee LN 19.¢ 5.7 io.0 T.w oo, 0 176

NUV.Ll seeecenctene 1.4 v’ 7.2 Ji.n e lov.a 2le

Vhio ececcerecca.n. Lo 2008 8.1 2.0 5% oo 12?2

Winoongin sececmaee 2.2 le.2 50,8 8.4 3 fov,v 185
Wther populat ens:

Calttianig cececee.e N | 5.0 Qe . W0 1000 tav

13
A I +t.0 PN [ oy, (8 2o
? 3.9 .o it

Teaas --cseenneeene

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 dollat evnenditure 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 financia' 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 particiiar 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 use it because
it was not convenient or was too expensive.

Within samples of rural families (Iow:.. Kansas,
Missouri, Nebraska, and Vermont), 95 to 99 per-
cent used their own cers or trucks for transporta-
tion. In these areas, 9 to 14 percent also used car
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Tabhle 42. 1Incidence of financial commitments.

Had commitmente . for

Housing and utility

Credit payments Insurance payments payments
Sample areas
within states Yes All families Yes All families Yes All families
% % N % 7% - N % % N
Rural small places:
lowa ==ee-vecacca.. 66.8 100.0 - 184 92.2 100.0 179 99.4 100.0 181
Kangag ~=ccececcc-ca. 84,2 100.0 114 9l1.3 100.0 103 99,2 100.0 123
Missour{ -e-ccece-. 65.3 100.,0 199 94,8 100.0 194 100.0 100.0 191
Nebraskg --==-=c-c-a 62.7 100.0 209 93.7 100.0 206 99.0 100.0 208
Urban low-income areas:
Hawaii ~--¢-ccccc.- 75.2 100.0 202 64.9 100,0 202 97.0 100.0 202
Illinois ~e==acec-o 4.3 100.0 286 87.9 100.0 280 99.7 100.0 286
Indiana «~eccnccaas 70.0 100.0 190 80.3 100.0 183 98.4 100.0 187
Nevada ==«v-n-eecn. 79.7 100.0 222 60.1 100.0 223 99.5 100.0 221
Ohig ~=wcecccnuecan 64,2 100.0 165 75.2 100.0 153 98.8 100.0 166
Wisconsin «ece<e<a- 68.7 100.0 195 71.5 100.0 193 99.0 100.0 197
Other populations: 4
California «=+enee-- 50.3 100.0 169 25,4 100.0 /169 100.0 100.0 169
Texas =---=seeesecn 84.9 100.0 259 91.1 100.0 258 99.6 100.0 258
Vermont =-sece=ceae- 75.¢ 100.0 217 87.4 100.0 , 214 97.2 100.0 217
Tinie .t ste e s ntazarben hite e (AP of track s treapoartas Table 45. Use, need, and .uyx.buny of t-xis as transportation.
» - ol e Need D2 no: 1eed
Sat ot Not Not
Soeple arean wail- Avale waale avagl- all Sample areas avail- Avail- availe Availe All
PTI TR T I St e wh e hle tamtlies within states Use able able able able families
) % % % % % % N
Rural swmli ole- - Rural small places:
Yo h 1.1 9.0 2. i.n [SLURY) 185 lows =<ccccvcccnee . 4.3 12.4 2.2 62.2 18.9 100.0 185
ah 0.4 0.8 2. 6.1 1.6 126 Kangas c--c-ccocno . 4.0 7.1 4.0 42.8 42.1 100.0 126
LY ) 0.6 [ u, - tog g 20 Missouri +ecscieces 0.5 9.9 2.5 70.8 16,3 100.0 202
¥.0) [ 0.y [ 0.5 Lan 208 Nebraska ----»---- . 0.0 10.0 0.0 89.0 1.0 100.0 209
Urban low-income areas:
trwl. Te2 L s ho. 2. (S NN Hawai{ -=---vecce-e 19.8 5.0 17.3 2.5 55.4 100.0 202
N R N R R 8. 2.0 ks 2.4 " 10y 245 11linots =sc-cee-.o 1.3 0.3 12.9 0.0 5.5 100.0 286
L L R R T2, HYD AL 7.4 v 100, 14 Indiana ===-~ sesree 44.1 0.0 11.9 5.7 38.3 100.0 193
B LR 1Tk 1..2 > 2.0 . luc.n 21t Nevada ~-c-ce---.-. 8.8 1.4 25.5 3.7 60.6 100.0 216
------------ ko 3 1.% 12.. 1.2  EPTONH 16 ON{o =--sccccoccacs 27.6 0.6 2.9 0.6 68.3 100.0 170
s NIt eeeeaeian ‘I.m H 14,2 N LG 208 " Wisconsin seeecv-on 32.7 0.0 e.3 1.9 6.1 100.0 208
Wie HET S Other populations:
[ R T .- 9.2 [ 1.4 1.2 oo lev Californis - 38.5 4.7 7.1 23.7 26.0 100.0 169
Temay ceos ceeans 505 2.1 L) vl PER S 2% Texas =« 62.5 6.2 5.0 14.3 12.0 100.0 259
R 2 R R w'h . a.h ” o o K Vermont 0.5 3.7 0.9 8.5 13.4 100.0 217
Tiie eas Caey aerd, ant availability 6 (A oo $ as transportat:on. Table 46. Use, need, and availatility of bus or train as transportation.
Sie e do a0t ees Need Do not need
fot Nt Not Not
Sampie  greds avails Avails availe Avagte Atl Sample areas avatl- Avail- avail- Avail- Al
Wil Nt ates Y ahle le  able Akl tamilics within states Use able able able able familles
5 2 A % % % % N
® .71l 4mall plares: Rural amall places:
LI R [ .2 1.6 L th.2 1010 H lowa -+-e-en- AR 0.0 3.2 1.6 86.0 9.2 100.0 1as
LR LLY LRI 12.¢ . f. 1.2 PRI Y 1.2 ot o 1o Kansas ----- teecenn 5.6 7.1 4.0 52.9 25.4 100.0 126
Vg4 P e ceeaen 1. ;] e WA 1h.x D 212 Missonry ceccceeean 0.5 9.4 1.5 83.6 $.0 100.0 202
R F T Y R %, 1.9 o f hi.. 21.° o g 20 Nehraska ==+cceccen 0.5 13,9 1.4 B83.2 1.0 100.0 204
el et e g Other low=in¢ume areas:
L - LI 10 hoe LERE Toe Mo 209 Hiward ---ceeve oot 51.4 1.0 1.4 1.0 35.2  100.0 202
Pilen as - s e 144 1. e LV &l [N P 11llnoes ~scee-eene 10.5 7.. 5.9 15.7 60.2 100.0 286
L B 20 L s G oo i fud Indiana =cecveecnee $5.9% 0.0 14.0 3.6 26,9 100.0 193
et Al 1.2 S iy Ih o tiwe 21k Nevada ----- 29,6 0.% Q.2 2.4 58.3 100.0 206
e e .- e 1 = l.n P AP R L B I Y Mhfn seveenn .. 7.1 0.u 2.4 2.4 97.0  100.0 {70
Wias sl e e e e 1. 1. Az . e annon o a Wisconsin 29.3 0.5 5.8 1.9 63.% 100.0 208
I N B Other papulationa:
talet e - .- Tem I v AR I R L Colifornta -e-eeee- 41.9 9.5 3.0 21,1 22.5 100.0 6%
Inean - e e [ 1o o sloy L | RN} Fax] Texas ==vsssasseen . 0.4 74.9 1.5 22.8 0.4 100.0 259
cemart e ool o] -1 T v ZowoluG 217 Vermont -eeee-s ane 0.0 10.6 2.8 82.9 3.7 100.0 217
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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 87%), taxi (9 to 44%), and car
pool (6 to 28%). Among the California migrants,
the means of transportation were own car ot truck
. (956%), car pool (51%), and taxi (39%). Of all the
samples, that of Texar had the lowest use of their
own cars (58%) but the most frequent use of taxis
(63%). Car pouls were used by 38 percent in the
Texas sample, second highest to 51 percent among
the California migrants.

Families are often disudvantaged 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 (10%). Taxis were needed, but not
available, more often in the rural small towns than
in other samples; 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 Neve :a. 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 lowa, 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-
portation was in the Texas sample where 75 percent
reported this situation. Shortage of bus or train
facilities was also indicated by respondents from
Nebraska (147%) 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 empldyment
(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 85 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 parcentages were 68 to 89 percent.
Thus the majori‘y 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,
lowa, 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 samples—Kansas, Texas, and California in
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Table 47. Distance main income earner traveled to work.
Number of miles traveled one way
Worked Less
Sample areas at than 96 or Vari- All
within states home 2 2-10 11-24 25-49 5095 more able families
% % % % % % % % % N
Rural small places:
Jowa =eecerncnceccs 2,3 49.3 12.1 7.5 12.1 2.9 0.0 13.8 100.0 174
Kangsag e«=cccccnnce 5.9 24,6 38.1 12,7 6.8 1.7 0.0 10.2 100.0 118
Missouri e=~--eccecs 11.1 43.7 13.1 9.0 12.6 4.0 0.5 . 6,0 100.0 199
Nebtaska """" ewme 205 5000 15 8 7.4 11.4 200 000 1009 10000 202
Urban low-income areas:
Hawaii --wcccncnnn. 1.8 10.2 70.0 10.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 6.6 100.0 167
Illinois ==vc-ercea 0.4 33.3 53.5 3.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 7.0 100.0 256
Indiana ~==ceracnes 0.6 32,7 58.5 2.3 4.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 100.0 171
Nevada ««erce~annna 0.5 6.4 4.7 8.4 0.0 4.0 3.5 2.5 100.0 202
Ohio «cccvmceneca.. - 0.0 15.6 65.4 10.6 2.1 2.8 0.0 3.5 100.0 141
Wiscongin «emecwac-o 0.6 31.5 52.8 .1 0.6 0.0 1.2 4,2 100.0 165
Other populations:
California =ee=ecca- 0.0 1.3 18.4 14.5 20.4 2,6 0.0 42.8 100.0 152
Texas e=vevccencnas 1.7 20,6 3%.0 12.9 5.2 2.1 0.0 18.5 100.0 233
Vermont eee=cececcae 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 or holding a job. Table 43. Family housing tenure.
Transportation problems
Occur Right uf occupancy
all Some- mple are ] n lieu
e tretes e e alie mewr athin it Lo e o an e
% 2 % % % % N K % % % % N
Rural small places: Rural small places:
1oWa -=cecceccacaan 1.1 1.7 2.2 3.4 91.6 100.0 179 lowa ececcccccencan 78.9 18.9 2.2 0.0 100.0 18%
K&Nsas -e-ececcoa-n 0.0 4,2 6.7 5.0 84,1 100.0 120 Kansag -----covcoee. 65.1 34.1 0.8 0.0 100.0 126
Missouri <ccccccce. 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 93.0 100.0 200 Missourf e---ec.e-e 7%.2 18.13 2.0 0.5% 100.0 202
Nebras'iy eseec----. 2.0 0.0 2.0 5.9 90.1 100.0 203 Nebraska -e--ccoee 2.7 24,4 2.4 0.5 100.0 209
Urban i -income sreas: Urban low-income areas:
Hawa .4 ecroe.ve oo 1.7 1.7/ 4.0 5.8 86.8 100.0 173 Hawaff ~-c-cccccce. 16.8 78.7 .0 2.5 100.0 202
Illinols =-ceco --o 441 2.2 8.6 4.5 80.6 100.0 268 Illinois cccccvccns 41.8 $56.8 0.0 1.4 100.0 287
Indiang -+s-c--- -. 1.1 2.2 7.1 17.4 72.2 100.0 184 Indiang eeccccccece 35.2 62.2 2.6 0.0 100.0 193
Nevada ----c---- cee 4.1 1.8 8.8 10.1 5.2  100.0 217 Nevada +-cccceecna. 32.3 67.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 223
Ohto eccescccen. . 3.9 5.3 13.8 9.2 67.8 100.0 152 Ohlo seecevecccncan 30.6 67.6 1.2 0.6 100.0 170
Wisconsin ~--c----- 0.6 2.4 0.6 2.4 9.0 100.0 170 Wisconsin cevccccee 42.8 $5.7 1.0 0.% 100.0 208
Other populations. uther populat.ans:
Calitornia =+--ce=- 3.6 3.0 22.0 16.7 5.7 100.0 168 Calttarnig cceeee. AN 43.0 ). 0 1.9 100.0 158
Texasg <cvscctcccces 0.4 16.1 16.9 16.5 50.1 100.0 262 Texds ~ccccccecaans 64.4 30.9 0.8 3.9 100.0 259
Yermont e-ccce.ece. 1.0 1.0 3. 5.9 88.7 100.0 203 vermont --cececee . B0.7 1.9 9.9 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 50. Number of rooms of living space.

Number of rooms

Sample areas 10 or All
within states 1 2 3 4 S 6=7 8-10 more families
a
% % % % % % % % % N
Rural small placess
Iowa hadadadddd ol A adadd 000 0.5 101 801 2706 4807 1305 005 10000 185
Kansag ====v=ccccece 0.0 0.0 4,0 23.0 24,6 35.7 11.9 0.8 100.0 126
Missouri =evecccwa. 0.0 0.0 2.5 10.5 32.5 43.0 11.5 0.0 100.0 200
Nebtaska """" hadiad 0.0 0.0 1.4 702 2504 4608 1802 100 10000 209
Urban low-income areas: .
Hawall ««ccccnccccs 1.5 4.0 9.4 35.6 30.7 17.8 1.0 0.0 100.0 202
Illinoig =<<===smow 0.0 0.0 4,2 23.3 35.9 25.1 10.8 0.7 100.0 287
Indlana ........... 0.0 0.0 507 3302 30.6 23.8 602 Oos 10000 193
Nevada """""" C.S 009 608 208 3200 2700 0.0 0.0 10000 222
Ohio =eeewccccccces 0.6 1.2 7.1 12.4 24,1 48.1 5.9 0.6 100.0 170
Wisconsin «=s~===<- 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 ===-sescccccs 0.4 2.3 16.7 29.8 26.7 22,5 1.6 0.0 .00.0 258
Vermont =====cccsss 0.5 0.5 2.8 12.0 19.4 40.4 22.1 2.3 100.0 217
Table 51. Avatlability of water in the duelling. illb.le 2. Availability of toilet facilities in the dwelling.
Cold water only Availability
Hot &
cold fur- No Own
Sample ateas vatet, Own Shate chase Other All Sawple ateas flush Share flush All
within states piped Piped well well water source families within states toilet toilet toilet fanilies
2 % % % % % % N % % % % N
Rutal small places: Rural small places:
Iowa ===---t--c-cov- 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 184 lowa -*-~ev-v-ccea- 1.1 0.5 98.4 100.0 185
Kansag ~----c---v-- 97.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 100.0 126 Kansag ->°---+vv--- 1.6 0.0 98.4 100.0 126
Missour{ ee--c-c-ca-- 100.0 J.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.9 201 Missour{ <----cv-e- 0.5 0.5 9s.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 $9.0 100.0 209
Urban low-income ateas: Urban low-income ateas:
Hawaf] -ece-ccceaa- 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 202 Hawatf =<----coccc- 0.5 1.0 98.5 100.0 20%
illinois -- - 0.0 0.0 o.¢ 0.0 0.0 100.0 286 Illinots ==--<------ 0.3 0.0 99.7 100.0 286
indiana -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 193 indiana “c=---vec-- 0.0 0.5 99.5 100.0 193
Nevada ---- --- 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 100.0 222 Nevada -ccc-cccccae 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 223
Ohig ====-cc=cco=-- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 170 Ohi{o -~--sccccccca- 0.0 1.2 98.8 100.0 170
Wisconsin =--ceo-c--- 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 208 Wiaconsin w---v-=--- 0.% 1.0 98.5 100.0 208
Other populations: Other populations:
California -------- 52.2 1.6 2.6 3.9 7.1 2.6 100.0 155 Californfia ---=-=-- 37.6 5.1 $7.3 100.0 157
Texag -----coccce-e 53.7 18.7 12.8 12.1 2.7 0.0 100.0 257 Texas -------=°--=~ 2.5 0.8 56.7 100.0 259
Vermont =--=-=°---- 90.2 7.9 1.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 216 Vermont -=----v-=-*- 4.6 1.4 9.0 100.0 217

Garbage collection (table 54). Respondents were
Bath facilities (table 53). As would be expected, asked, **Do you have garbage collection regularly?”

the avallability of bathing facilities was similar Answers were affirmative from 97 to 100 percent
in pattern to that for toileting. Except in California of the respondents in samples of urban low-income
(66%) and Texas (51%), almost all families in other areas. The proportions of "*Yes’’ answers approxi-
samples had their own tub or shower. In the Cali- mated 70 percent for Iowa, Kansas, and Texas.
fornia sample, 4 percent shared bathing facilities; Lower percentages were reported for California
the percentages were less than 2 for all other (51%), Nebraska (47%), Missouri (31%), and Ver-
states. "No tub or shower available’” was the re- mont (11%). Obviously, community regulations and
port for 30 percent of the California families and garbage collection services, public or private, were
49 percent of those in the Texas sample. constraining factors.
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Table $3. Availability of bathing factitties in tha dwelling.

Availahility of tub or shower

Share Have and
Sample areas Do nut with do not All
within states have others share families
% % % % N
Rural small places:
lowa ccectcccoccce. 1.1 0.5 98.4 100.0 185
Kansas --ecccccceee 1.6 0.8 97.6 100.0 126
Missourt -e-ce--ece. 1.0 0.0 99.0 100.0 202
Nebraska e----cce-- 0.0 0.5 99.5 100.0 209
Urban low-invome areas:
Hawaid =o--coce-eee 0.5 0.5 99.0 100.0 202
111inois =v--ecvcee 0.3 1.7 98.0 100.0 286
Indiand cccceccoece 0.0 1.0 99.0 100.0 193
Nevada ccc-ccectace 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 223
Ohio esveceoanacecns 0.0 1.2 98.8 100.0 170
Wisconsin «-a-sesee 1.0 1.0 98.0 100.0 206
Other pupulativns:
Calitarnia eec-eece 29.7 ., b 65.9 100.0 158
Texas ceeeccccocces 49.0 0.4 50.6 100.0 259
Vermont =c--c-ec-cc- 7.4 1.4 81.2 100.0 217
Table 54. Avatlability of garbage collection in the area.
Have garbage collection
Sample areas All
within states No Yes families
1) % % N
Rural small places:
lowa -c--sccecsace. 29.7 70.3 100.0 185
Kansas <-scc-ccs-ae 29.0 71.0 100.0 ‘124
Missouri ee-e-oncee 68.8 3.2 100.0 22
Nebraska -------e-- 52.6 4l.4 100.0 209
Urban low-income sreas:
Hawsif -ccovececeae 0.5 99.5 100.0 202
illtnots - 1.4 98.6 100.0 286
indiana -- 2.6 97.4 100.0 193
Nevada o-° . 1.8 98.2 106.0 219
Ohlo ees--eececccce 1.2 98.8 106.0 170
Wisconsin eecec-c-o 0.0 100.0 100.0 204
Other populations:
California eeereves 49.0 5.0 100.0 155
Texas ~ecccecccoccs 29.3 10.7 100.0 259
Vermont -e----v--o- 89.4 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 sald 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

pEST CCFY RUAILRBLE

Table 33. Reepondent’e perception of the adequacy of the family living

space.
Potceived adequacy
Less More
Sarnple areas than About than All
within states need right need fanilies
% % % % N
Rural small places:
22.2 72.9 4.9 100.0 185
29.4 65.8 4.8 100.0 126
19.3 76.7 4.u 100.0 202
17.2 17.% $.3 1000 209
Urban loweincome areas:
Hawaif -e--ccceveae 34.2 62.3 3.5 100.0 202
1l1linots cecccecccee 35.7 59.4 4.9 100.0 286
Indiang «-etcceccen 24.9 13.9 2.1 100.0 193
Nevads ---c-eccceee 3.7 60.1 2.2 100.0 223
Ohio =ecscecanccnen 3.8 64.7 3.5 00,0 170
Wisconsin eee-c-c-- 22.7 72,0 5.3 100.0 207
Other populations:
Californtia 7.1 18.5 4.4 100.0 158
56.0 4l.3 2.7 100.0 259
16.3 1.2 6.5 100.0 21%
Table 56, Respondent's satisfaction with her family's housing.
Degree of satisfaction
Very
une Un- Very
satis- satis- Satise satise
Sample areas face face Unde- face face All
within states tory tory ctided tory tory families
% % % 2 % % N
Rural small places:
[owa sc-ecccecccca. 0.0 6.5 0.0 9.4 3.l 100.0 185
Kanaas s----cceneon 0.0 12.7 1.6 57.9 27.8 100.0 126
Misaouri ececcccccce 0.0 5.9 0.5 62.9 30.7 100.0 202
Nebraska --eeete-c- 1.6 8.6 1.0 55.5 33.5 100.0 209
Urban low=income arcas:
Hawat) ccccecceccen 3.5 12.9 0.5 63.8 19.3 100.0 202
Illinods «vccecccen 1.0 4.3 2.1 60.9 21.7 100.0 286
Indiang s=cccccncee 6.2 8.3 1.6 63.7 20.2 100.0 193
Nevadg =--e~scvec-e 3.1 13.0 0.4 $9.3 24.2 100.0 223
Ohio ccvvecccecccea. 3.5 20.0 1.8 59.4 15.3 100.0 170
Wisconain eeccce-ceo 5.3 12.6 1.0 62.7 18.4 100.0 207
Other populations:
California «-evv--- S.1 13.3 7.6 63.9 10.1 100.0 158
Texas -cccccee 8.9 37.1 0.8 45.9 7.3 100.0 25¢
Vermont 1.8 4.6 0.5 §1.2 41.9 100.0 217

about 93 percent in lowa, 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 57. Telephone avatlabllity tn the house.

Do not have telephone

Cannot

Sample arvas be Can be Do have All
vithin states reached reached  tele phone families
% 2 % % N
Rural small plices:
lowg -esnccccccnnc. 0.0 6.0 94.0 100,0 184
Kansas s--csccvavce 5.6 1.6 92.8 100.0 126
MigBourl sccccmcves t.5 3.5 95.0 100.0 202
Nebraska ----c--c-- 1.0 3.8 95.2 lou.0 09
Urban low-tncome arcas:
Hawalt +evsccccecce 10.4 0.9% 89.1 100.0 202
Illtnute eeceeccces 3.8 6.6 90.0 100.0 86
Indlana ~=cevvvsonn 4.7 8.8 86.5 100.0 193
Nevadg esnecsveocnce 11.8 lu.9 73.3 100.0 224
Ohfa =<ssseccccccce 8.2 10.0 81.8 100.0 170
Wisconstn seccccvns 7.2 9.6 81.2 100.0 208
Other populdttons: °
Calitornta -cc-vece 54.5 29.7 15.8 100.0 158
Texas ccccccuconce 15.1 3.2 wl.? 100.0 2%9
Vermont s---cv=-c-c + 6 16.1 19.3 100.0 217

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 cther states, the absence
of television facilities in the home was negligible.
Over half of the families in sampies 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 home of television set in working order.

Have television se’

Have no Rlack
Sample ireas television & white All
within states set only Color famt lies
% % 2 2 N
Rural small places:
lowa =cccccccccccce 2.2 /0.5 7.3 100.0 185
Kansas ==cce-ve-ene 1.6 61.3 36.5 100.0 126
Missoury seeecso--e 1.0 8.4 40.6 100.0 202
Nenraska --cccccn-e a.5 51.7 “l.8 100.0 204
vrban low-income areas:
Hawits -occecccccre 2.% PR 3.1 100.0 202
11HInG1s cceccccces 2.8 67 ¢ 29.% 0.0 286
Indiana c---c-c-c-- 2.1 '6. 21.2 160.0 193
Nevada =c-c---cc-e> 2.2 6l.% 6.4 100.0 223
Ohig cvccctecccece, w. bR, 2 271 100.0 (§1/]
Wiscunsin ee------- l.q 6i. 6 32.5 100.0 2ub
Other populations:
California =------- 22.5 il.e R toG.o 164
Trxas =ccceccacacee 11.2 79%.% 9.1 ing.n 259
Yermng c-ccce-eee. 2.1 8.3 19.4 100.0 217

BEST COPY AVAIL...:
Daily newspaper readership in the family (table 59)

Respondents were asked if someone in their
family read a newspaper almost eve‘?' day. Affirma-
tive replies were most frequent in Wisconsin where
over 81 percent of the families had someone read-
ing a newspaper daily. Except for the samples in
Califcirnia (36%) and Texas (49%), the proportions
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 tn the family.

Newspaper usually read dally
Sample arcas All

within states No Yes tamiltes
% % 2 N
Rutai small places:
lTowa =-cccsccccccns 18.4 8l.6 100.0 185
Kangas s=vecevensen 14.3 85.7 100.0 126
MISBOUTL ~eae-sonnun 13.9 86.1 100.0 202
Nebraska «sccccecae 12,5 817.5% 100.0 208
Urban luw-tncome areas:
Hawati ss=evvccocas 20.8 79.2 100.0 202
Illtnoty -ccevceeee 11.2 88.8 100.0 286
Indlana «--eceeanee 15.8 84.4 100.0 192
Nevada v-cevevessee 19.7 80.3 100.0 223
Ohto =-ccsecsmanaee 22.% 7.5 100.0 169
Wisconsin sc---cane 8.7 9.3 100.0 207
Other populations:
Caltfornla ==-=a-ea 64.2 35.8 100.0 165
Texas «oscecsveccoe 51.0 49.0 100.0 259
Vermont <-v-cvveoc- 26.3 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
sampl.s, 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 314%), 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 gquardians had been.
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fable 40. Reepondent’e perception of her ecircumstences vhen compered with
those of her psrents vhen they were her sge.

Percaption of her circumstances

Sampls eress All
within states Worse Same Stter fanilies
3 % % 3 N
Rural amsll places:
luws cecccccccccces 3.4 23.5 7.1 100.0 179
Kanass ccccc- 7.2 13.6 79.2 100.0 123
Missourf oeee 1.5 12.% 86.0 100.0 200
Nebrasks ---- 8.7 12.1 9.2 100.0 20?7
Utban low-{ncome areas:
Hawagy coccee teceee 10.1 16.0 73.9 100.0 188
1l11{nofs ccccc-cece 9.9 17.9 72.2 100.0 $3
Indisns cccscvsssse 4.3 7.6 88.1 100.0 188
Nevade cemccnccccss 6.9 15.6 7.8 100.0 28
OR{o cccccccccccree 9.1 20.0 70.9 100.0 165
Wisconsin cecscccce 12,7 9.3 78.0 100.0 204
Other populations:
California ceccccece 6.7 3. 62.2 100.0 164
Texas teseccvev.cce 7.4 6.3 86.3 100.0 256
Vermont c=cc=ccccecn $.7 17.1 7.2 100.0 210

Conditions today compai )d 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, aud opportunities
for children (recreation, education, jabs, 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 mainlypositive. 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 81. Respondent's perception of her family's hnanc‘ll condition
today compsred with {ts condition 5 years ago.

All families
formed 5 years

Perception of financial candttion

within scates Worse Same notter or move
v . . ¥
Rural small places:
fowa ++ccecmccccens 10.4 LA 1.9 100.0 166
Kansas -:--v-cc--0- 111 i 2.7 100.0 117
Missourl ~cccc-coe- S dE. 70.8 100.0 192
Nebraska -----e---- IR | e.? 6b.5 100.0 185
Urban low=-income areas-
Hawvwati -==--°- - it.n 17.0 12.0 100.0 1.7
Hilnots =-ceeeen.n 12.9 13.8 73.3 100.0 232
Indiana c-ocnueiees 12.6 20.5 66.9 100.0 1490
Newrtg cocecoonnnen 11.1 20.8 68.1 100.0 s
[ T 13.5 19.8 66.7 100, 126
WAL ONYr roeromca 15.5% t4.3 65.2 100.0 161
Othet populations:
Calitornla -eeeeeee 5.8 28.5 65.7 100.0 137
Texas - e-ceeeecees 12.2 15.9 1.9 100.0 265
Vermont ----- tere - 10.6 25.9 83.% 100.0 189

'm\ly the families thet had been formed at least 5 years are included in
this table,
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Teble 62. Respondent's perception of her fantly's pvm conditions today
compared with {ts condition 5 years ago.

All fam{lies
formed 3 years

Perception of l1iving conditions

Sample araas

vithin states Worse Same Setter or more
% % % % N
Rural small places:
lowa tecccccccccece 4.8 37.6 57.6 100.0 168
Kansas ccccccccccce 6.0 3740 56.9 100.0 116
Hisaourt eeccteccce 1.0 33.2 65.8 100.0 193
Nebraskg cccccccc-- 5.4 35.3 59.3 100.0 184
Urban low-income areas:
10.4 3.7 57.9 100.0 183
5.6 26.8 61.6 100.0 231
5.8 27.9 66.3 100.0 190
14.0 29.8 56.2 100.0 218
10,2 39.8 50.0 100.0 128
14.9 40.4 46,7 100.0 161
4.4 28.5 62.1 100.0 137
11.8 19.6 68.6 100.0 245
3.2 33.9 62.9 100.0 189

'Only the families that had been formsd at least 5 yoars are fncluded in
this tabdle. .

Table 63. Respondent’s perception of her famtly'e job gppor:unutn today
compared with {ta opportunities S years ego.

Perception of job opportunitiea All familtes

Sample areas d S years
vithin atates Worse Same Better or wore
% k3 3 % N
Rursl small places:
lowa ccccccccacccce 6.2 44.1 re3 100.0 161
KSnsas ~ccccccccccs 10.6 51.3 38.1 100.0 113
Migsourl scccceccas 6.8 38.7 4.9 160.0 181
Nebrasks ccccccccece 10.5 43.6 45.9 100.0 181
Urban lowv-income areas:
Hawaif e~sscccccnce 11.2 2.5 63.8 100.0 163
{11inots 9.5 27.6 62.9 100.0 221
Indians - 11.0 19.3 69.7 100.0 181
Nevada 7.8 26.8 65.7 100.0 213
Ohto * 12,4 33.8 3.7 100.0 121
41.2 25.0 33.8 100.0 136
Other populations:
Californis =cecccee 13.2 22.8 64.0 100.0 136
Texasg ccccocccccccs 6.6 20.2 73.2 100.0 263
Vermont --ecevcccee 7.8 40.0 52.2 100.0 180

'only the fam{l{es that had been formed at least 5 years are {ncluded (n
this table.

Table 64. Respondent’s perception of opportunities for h:r children today
compsred with their opportunities 5 years ago.

Perception of opportunities
for chfldren All families

formed 5 years

Sample areas

vithin states Worse Sane Better or mote
% % % % 8

Rural small places:

lows -----c-- tecees 4.5 36.4 $9.1 100.0 154

Kansas -c-----cc--- 15.5 3.5 50.0 100.0 110

Missoutt ---ecece-- 9.9 28.6 6l.5 100 0 192

Nebraska ---------- 11.7 36.17 51.6 100.0 180
Urban lov-income areas:

Hawall -=-ce-ec-a-e 9.8 18.4 71.8 100.0 163

1llinois eecee~ teeee 8.1 20.2 1.7 100.0 223

Indi8na ----=-cce-- 6.6 11.6 81.8 100.0 181

Nevada -s-cvecea--e 12.0 18,7 69.3 100.0 209

Ohio =-eceveccccans 6.7 25.8 67.5 100.0 12¢

Wisconsin e-ceavaas 35.0 19.1 45,9 100.0 157
Other populations:

California 3.8 20.5 75.7 100.0 132

Texas --°*-- 4.l S.7 90.2 100.0 249

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.

Percepticns of their families being ‘‘worse off”
than b 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 rurai, 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 656 to 76)

All respondents were asked the followin; ques-
tion: “All families have some problems when it
comes to spending money. Aside from not having
enough money, whnich of ihe following do ycu 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 th. 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 tv 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 words 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. Prequency of soney preblems: Pood.

Have money problems: FPood

Sample arecas Some - All

within states Never Seldowm tines Often families
2 2 1] % 2 N
Rural small places:
love csccscsccccace 82.8 9.7 4.3 3.2 100,0 18%
Kanaas cccccccccecs 80.8 8.0 8.8 2.4 100.0 128
Missourf secccececece 93.0 2.% 4.0 0.5 100.0 202
Nabraska ccccccccce 71.5 11.0 3.8 1.7 100.0 209
Urban loweincomw areas:
Hawsii c-ccc .ocee 59.9 10.9 23.3 5.9 100.0 202
Hitn.le ~ocsorioee [ 28] 12.9 14.3 4.9 100.0 287
Indiang ecccsccccss 42.0 15.5 16.6 25.9 100.0 193
Nevada ceccccccccce 48.0 20.6 19.3 12.1 100.0 223
Ohfo escccccccccces 55.2 12,4 22.4 10.0 tov.0 170
Wisconsin ecceccecee. 7.0 10.2 12.2 6.6 100.0 197
Other populstions:
Californis ee--e. e 35.3 21.0 36.1 9.6 100.0 167
Texss ccc-ccacenc-e 51.6 1.2 22.1 15.1 100.0 258
Vermont eeccccecere 84.3 7.8 6.5 t1.4 100.0 27

Table 86, Frequency of money problems: Rent snd house payments.

Have money problems: Rent
aud house psyments

Ssmple arcas Some - All
within states Never Seldom times Often fanilies
% % % 3 % N
Rural amall plsces:
Towa ecccccccccccee 86.8 8.8 4.4 0.0 100.0 159
Kansas c-c-c-cc-cae 89.1 5.9 2.5 2.8 100.0 119
MisSOurt ceccccccen 89.5 5.0 5.5 0.0 100.0 m
Nebrasks ccccecccce 85.8 6.6 6.1 1.5 100.0 198
Urban low-income areas:
Hawstil ccccccccccee 88.2 4.8 5.9 1.1 100.0 187
Illinodis eccc-c-c=e 81.5 8.2 9.8 0.? 100.0 280
Indfansg -<c--ec-see ?5.6 12,5 2.6 4.3 100.0 184
Nevada .. 64.7 13.0 14.0 2.3 100.0 221
Ohfn ee~ceccoccccee 70.1 11.2 16.8 1.9 100.0 161
Wisconsin cecceceee 89.1 4.9 6.0 0.0 100.0 183
Other populations:
Californta eeccc-ns 50.3 12.9 32.5 4.} 1€0.0 163
TeX8S c v-cccsccccoce $5,5% 15.7 32.7 6.1 100.0 198
Vermont c---cceacve 79.8 8.1 9.8 2.3 100.0 173
Table 67, Frequency of money problems: ttilitics.
Have money probluma: Uttlities
Sample areas Somwe ~ All
vithin states Never  Seldum times  Otten familics
A % b3 A % N
Rural small places:
lowa =cc--cccee oo Y4.6 2.3 1.1 0.0 100.0 18%
Kansgasg sc-c--- o-.ceo 4.8 0.8 2.4 0.0 100.0 12%
MisBOoury -c-------- 9.3 1.0 0. 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska - ----- 95.7 2.4 1.3 0.9 10,0 208
Utban luw-1nd ime &re s:
Hawaig = -ccecrccee 95.6 2.2 2.2 0.0 100.0 led
Illinvis  e-eec-ece 8.5 6.3 6.7 2.5 100.0 284
Indfana «cc-ccc-v.- 82.6 0.y 1.h .y ot.o 18
Nevida =- -eee-anee 72,7 15,13 10.8 2.2 100.0 223
hio eese ceccrenan 6.1 to.?7 1.3 1.9 100.0 159
Wiscansip cc-cecee- H3.0 .3 9.5 0.h ton.n 1hs
Other popul: tions;
Calitarn.g =cecc-co 7.4 19.0 2h.. LIS [V AT th}
Texaq - c-c-- creeae 99.17 ih.b6 2u.? ) 1n.u 251
Vermunt «-sccce-cee 88.5 6.2 PR 1.0 10,0 0
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Tovle 68. Froquency of money prablame: Clothing. Sable 71. Frequency of money problems: Dector, dentist. .
Have money problems: Clothing Have money problems: Doctor, dentist
Sample arees Some - All Sample areas Some- All
within states Never Seldom times Oftsn families within states Never Seldom times Oftea families
2 2 % 2 2 N % % % % 2 N
Rural small places: Rural small places:
69.2 12.4 15.7 2.7 100.0 185 toua <-- . 65.0 13.7 16.9 4.6 100.0 183
72.8 13.6 8.8 4.8 100.0 128 Kansas - . 76.8 7.3 13.7 2.4 100.0 126
8s.7 1.4 S.4 1.5 100.0 202 Missouri .o 81.7 $.9 9.4 3.0 100.0 202
Nebraska =ecvecccee 67.0 15.3 13.9 3.8 100.0 209 Nebraska ccccccccce 69.3 1.5 12.0 7.2 100.0 208
Urban low-income areas: Urban lowe-iniome areas:
Hawats <-<- .. 41.5 13.3 29.2 9.9 100.0 202 Hauatt °o-- . 69.2 11.6 13.9 5. 100.0 201
t1liinots - .- 57.8 11.5 20.6 10.1 100.0 287 1llinois - . 73.6 6.0 11.6 8.8 100.0 285
Indiana cccceccaces 27.5 23.3 26.9 22.3 100.0 193 Indfana *ccccc-os-- 39.1 13.5 21.9 25.5 100.0 192
Nevada svsccccccnce 36.5 19.4 27.0 17.1 100.0 222 Nevads *cc-c-cccece 7.9 10.6 26,3 15.2 100.0 217
Ohio esc-oocccccccs 46.4 12.4 29.6 11.8 100.0 170 Ohto ecec-coccccc.ce $5.3 12.5 18.% 13.2 100.0 168
Wiaconsin =cc--sace 36.4 7.6 33.8 22.2 100.0 198 Wisconsin cececccce 52.8 15.9 22.6 8.7 100.0 195
Other populations: Other populations:
California -eec--ee 30.3 21.8 37.6 10.3 100.0 165 Californta <cco--c- 20.7 22.6 65.7 11.0 100.0 164
Texag --cr-cccccere 16.6 25.9 32.8 20.1 100.0 259 Texas cc--coccecece 20.0 18.4 38.5 23.1 100.0 255
Vermont vecee-cc-ce 64.6 4.7 16.1 4.6 100.0 217 vermont -c-ecec--ce 65.0 6.9 16,7 13.4 loo.o 217
Table 69, Frequency of money problemr: Equipment services. Table 72. Frequency of money problems: Things kids want.
Have money problems: Equipment services Have money problems: Things kids want
Sample areas Some - All Sample areas Some - All
within states Never Seldom times Often families vwithin states Never Seldom times Often families
2 % % % % . N % % % % 2 N
Rural small places: Rural small places:
fowa --e--cecceecce 83.3 9.7 5.4 1.6 100.0 185 lowg ccccccccccccce 3.8 19.6 39.1 9.8 100.0 18
Kansaa -sv--es-eacs 8.8 8.8 6.4 0.0 100.0 125 Kansag cc-cccccccce 45.1 23.8 21.3 9.8 100.0 122
Missourt c-cccc---e 90.1 6.4 3.0 0.5 100.0 202 Missourl ccccccceece 48.5 20.3 26.2 $.0 100.0 202
Nebraska <-------s- 82.7 lo.1 4.3 2.9 100.0 208 Nebrasks cccce-ooee 38.3 20.1 .6 7.2 100.0 209
Urban low-incume aveas: Urban low-income aress:
Hawait -erececeecce 80.7 7.1 10.2 2.0 1.0 192 Havaif ccccccccccee 29.7 16.3 6l.l 12.9 100.0 202
1114nots seccc-ccoe 75.1 10.5 9.5 4.9 100.0 288 1114n0is cecacccace 38.3 11.9 30.4 19.2 100.0 286
indiana -ec-csccnee 6l.2 20.3 19.8 18.7 100.0 187 Indiang cscccc-cee 17.1 19.7 36.3 26.9 100.0 193
Nevada -s-cccoccces 58.3 15.2 18.4 8.1 100.0 223 Nsvada cccccccccccs 28.7 16.1 33.7 21.% 100.0 223
Ohio --e-cve-o 646.8 13.6 16.0 $.6 100.0 162 Ohio ceccccccccceccs 3%.7 10.6 35.3 19.4 100.0 170
Wisconsin cec--coee 46,8 9.5 37.9 5.8 100.0 190 Wisconsin *------ .o 3.2 18.7 38.9 19.2 100.0 198
Other populattons: Other populations:
Californta ccecve-n 36.7 16.0 35.0 12.3 100.0 163 California ccecocee 17.9 18.5 51.3 12.3 100.0 162
Texas ccccccccsecce 37.1 23.3 27.3 12.3 100.0 253 Texas <-ccccee. oo 17.1 15.9 38.3 28.7 100.0 258
Vermont ------ ceoee 8.2 7.0 6.5 2.3 100.0 216 Vermont sscccss-cen 38.3 12.4 33.6 15.7 , 160.0 217
Table 70. Frequency of money problems: Large bills. Table 73. Frequency of money problems: Savinga.
Have money problems: Large *tlis Have money problems: Savings
Sample areas Some * ALl Sample sreas Some - All
within states Never Seldom times Often tamilies within states Never Seldom times often families
% 13 % k] 2 N % 2 % % k4 N
Rural small places: Rural small places:
fows --cm-cecacceee 60.5 6.1 22.2 3.2 100.0 185 fowa ececececececee 35.1 16.2 2.9 23.8 100.0 185
Kensasg ece-ccosevas 73.6 12.0 10.4 4.0 100.0 125 Kansas sccc-sccveca 35.2 1.2 23.2 30.4 100.0 125
LAl LI R R e 72.1 la 6 10.4 2.5 100.0 202 M{BSOUL] =eeocascnn ol.6 17.3 23.3 17.8 100.0 202
Neb' ashg woccce-c-- 57.5 19.1 19.1 4.3 100.0 209 Nebraska c-cc-cec-o 40.7 12.u 21.5% 25.8 100.0 209
Urban ouw-income arcas: trban low<income areas:
Hawafl *- ccovrencen 61.4 1. 21.3 5.9 100.0 202 Hawaff -¢cccccccen 45.6 7.4 18.8 27.7 100.0 202
63.0 lo.1 19.9 1.0 loo.o 287 1llinois 3.8 l10.8 21.6 32.8 100.0 287
38.4 21.2 %.9 15.5 100.0 193 Indiana - 26.9 15.0 28.0 30.1 100.0 193
56.7 13.5 21.2 8.6 100.0 222 Nevada -ccececce.. 6 5 14.3 19.7 35.3 100.0 223
48.1 17.1 2.4 10.4 100.0 loa Ohfo =ececceccscece 2,.% 8.8 15.9 50.0 100.0 170
51.0 18.9 2l.4 8.7 100.0 196 Wisconsin =--- ---= 1>.7 9.6 21.3 3.4 100.0 197
0Ll t ponulations:
Lnl..oTRLA <ccevone 30.7 19.9 2.6 9.0 100.0 166 3.3 17.8 .y 19.6 100.0 163
Texas ~-c-c-c-ovee- 23.1 18.0 32.6 26.3 100.0 255 20.5 9.7 22.4 4l.4 100.0 259
Veroent cee-ceeroce 69.1 6.3 12.9 3.7 100.0 27 26.3 9.2 21.2 43.3 100.0 217



Table 74. Frequency of money problems: Othera spend,

Have monsy prublems: Othera spend

Sanple areas Some - All
within statee Never Seldom times Often families
% L] % % % N
Rural smaall placea:
tows ecececcccccnen 82.6 “.9 5.9 1.6 100.0 18
Kaneas ccococ-cces 87.2 4,8 4.0 4.0 100.0 125
Missourf cc--ccccc- 9.5 4.0 4.0 0.% 100.0 202
Nebraska cccccvecces 86.6 4.3 7.2 1.9 100.0 209
Urban Jowetncome areas:
Hawa({ ec-cccccccce 92.0 3.5 3.5 1.0 100.0 202
Tllinods eececcccne 93.1 3.8 2.8 0.3 100.0 287
Indiang <---co- --. 90.2 .6 3.1 4.1 100.0 193
Nevada =-c-ccccce.e 83.8 4.0 7.6 4.5 100, 0 223
Ohio eet-cocccccens 90.6 4.1 1.2 4.1 100.0 170
Wisconain -«-ccecee 88.8 1.5 5.6 4.1 100.0 197
Other populationa:
Cal{forntg <--<-<-° 70.6 10.5 13.7 $.2 100.0 153
Texsas «----ccc-cnee gl.1 6.2 3.5 1.2 100.0 259
Vermont e-------coe 87.5% 2.8 6.9 2.8 100.0 a2
Table 75. Frequency of obney problems: Money lost.
Have money problems: Money lost
Sample areas Some All
within states Never Seldom times Often familles
% % % % % ) N
Rural smwall placea:
lowg ----<c-c---e-e 97.8 1.1 1.1 0.0 100.0 185
Kansas -<s-cecccee- 96.8 1.6 0.8 0.8 100.0 125
M{SSOUTL ee-c-ceocs 98.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 100.0 202
Nebraska ---------- 98.1 0.5 1.4 0.0 100.0 208
Urhan loweincome areas:
Hawal{ <-ccccevce.e 9.5 2.0 3.5 0.0 100.0 202
lllinots seces-cene 97.3 2.1 0.3 0.3 100.2 287
Indiang ~--ccce--ve 97.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 100.¢ 133
Nevads --cccecvcees 88.4 6.7 (] 0.9 100.0 223
Oh{o eveccecessccne 95.3 2.9 1.8 0.0 100.0 170
Wisconain e-c-c-ace 98.% 1.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 196
Other populations:
California eeecve-- 75.1 9.2 1.1 4.6 100.0 153
Texas ~-----------0 95.0 2.3 2.3 0.4 100.0 259
Vermont --e-ec--e-- 98.6 0.9 0.0 0.5 100.0 212

“seldom,” or ‘‘never.” The response, ""Doesn’t
apply” was permitted for rent because some fami-
lies paid neither rent nor moitgage payments, for
utilities because some families pald these with
their rent and so did not encounter the prublem
directly, and for equipment for the same reasoi..

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 monev 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. Except for Ohio (197, 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.

Monev. problems related to clothing were ex-
pressed, most often in California, Texs, and the
urban low-income samples (table 68). Percentages
of these sanples ranged from 31 for lllinois to 56
for Wisconsin and 58 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%) (tablie 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
(267%) 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 haif 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,
Celifornia, 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 othes
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 seldomn reported in of the
13 samples except California where approximately
one out of every five families *sometimes” or
“‘often” had cthers 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 5ave one of these answers,
but in the samples of all cther 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 (9%) indicated marginal relationships. As re-
ported in table 77, individual variables differed
widely in number of samples that could be tested
and in proportions 