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Bureau of the Census statistics is a money income
criterion only. It has as its base a matrix of pre-
sumed income needs or poverty thresholds for
families of different size and composition, first
published by the Social Security Administration
in 1965. The matrix itself, however, is derived'
from normative concepts of outlays for food in
relation to money income originally enunciated in
July 1963 .in an article in the BULLETIN entitled
"Children of the Poor." That discussion included
the following assertion:

There is a growing awareness that as. the N.ation
grows richer, the dollar gap between the average
income and the income of kon. poorest citizens
widens. When such poverty befalls families
rearing children-the citiwns of the future-the
social consequences reach far beyond the present
deprivation,'

Obvious enough to seem almost platitude, that
assertion nevertheless remained largely a hypothe-
sis. A subsequent article, "The Aged Negro and
His Income," posited further that many aged
poor do not come newly to their current destitu-
tion but merely continue on a path long evident
as their manifest destiny.a That was but another
enunciation of conventional wisdom, and conven-
tional wisdom, to .1)b sure, is not always wise.

Lacking confirming evidence, -the statements
cited may stand as utterances from an "in love
with the sound of one's own worils" department,
for proof comes hard. A preliminary report. is
made here on work in progress that !seems to
quantify' in economic terms the thesis tihat what
happens to the child lingers on in the man. The

tevidence, to be sure, remains incom lete and
largely circumstantial : An indisputab e verdict
must. come only after long longitudinal study,
well-designed and containing all the right ques-
tions, or from an ingenious well-desig led retro-
spective probe. The data now undeij analysis,
laboriously snipped from this survey ' and that,
can suggest at most avenues warranting further
inquiry. As an alternative form of outcome analy-
sis, they can indicate only the orders of magni-
tude and direction of differences rather than exact

Mollie Orshansky, "Counting the Poor Another Look
at the Poverty Profile," Sorka Security Bulletin, January
19(15,

Mollie Orshansky, "Children of the Poor," Social
S(curity Bulletin, July 1903.

'Mollie Orshansky. "The Aged Negro and Ills Income."
Social Security flulfrtiu, February 1994.

TABLE 1.-Persons with income below poverty level, by age,
1974

[Numbers in millions]

Ago All
persons

Persons poor I

Number Percent

All ages 209.3 24.8 11.6

Under 18 65.8 19.2 15.5In families with-
Male head 55.3 4.8 8.7
Female head 10,5 5.4 51.5

18-54 I 102.9 8.9 8.7
55-64 19.5 1.8 9.665 or older 21.1 3.3 15.7

In families 14.6 1.2 8.5
Unrelated individuals 6.5 2.1 31.8Mon 1.5 .4 26.8Women 5.0 1,7 33.2

I Income of family or unrelated individual be ow appropriate poverty,
threshold for familY size and composition.

Includes 327,000 unrelated individuals, family heads, or wives under
ago 18, of whom 11)5,000 aro poor.

Source: Bureau of tho Census,. "Money Income and Poverty Status of
Families and Persons in the United States. 1974," Current Population Pe-
porta, Series P-60, No. 99, July 1975.

dimensions-not only because the scope is limited,
but because in an upward mobile and changing
society the intensity of relationships will perforce
change over time.

POVERTY STATISTICS FOR 1974

The annual poverty series, available for .1959
alul subsequent years, continues to point .up the
young and the old as more vulnerable to poverty
than persons in the middle years (table 1).4 The
nmnbers continue to show, despite much improve-
ment, that children in large families are two or
three times as likely to be growing up poor as
children in small families; families of a head-
man or woman, white or black-with little formal
schooling are subject to a risk of pcverty much
greater than families of a head who has at least
a high school diploma.

. . .

In 1974, for example, one-third of the families
with five or More children under age 18 had in-
ome below the poverty level, compared with one-
tenth of the families with one or two children.
Among families headed by a man, 1 in 5 of the
families with five or more children was poor com-
pared with 1 in 20 of the smaller families; with a
woman 14s head, three-fourths of the families with
five or more children were poor, compared with
01w-third of those with one or two youngsters
--

3 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Report*,
Series P-00. No. 99, Jtily 1975.
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TABLE 2.-Percent of families with income below poverty TABLE 3.-Percent of families with income below poverty
level, by presence of children and sex of family head, 1974 level, by educational attainment of head, 1974

Children under age Et

Percent poor

All
families

With
male
head

With
female
head

All families

No children
Some children

1-2
3-4
5 or more

0.2 5.7 32.5

5.1
12.4
9.5

15.9
32.7

4.7
6.5
4.5
8.9

21.3

8.3
43.8
36.5
55.0
75.3

Family income below appropriate poverty threshold for family size and
composition.

Source: See table 1.

(table. 2). All told, in 1974 fewer than 1 in 10 of
all families with children included as many as
five or more, but. youngsters from families this
large accounted for 3 in 10 of all children counted
poor.

In like "fa'shion, poverty rates for families
classified by educational attainment of the head
ranged from 3 percent for heads completing at
least. 1 year of college to 17 percent for those who
had at most gone through elementary school. To
put. it more bluntly, in our credential society, a
high school diploma is almost a prerequisite to
any decent-paying job.5 In 1974, families with a
head with no such diploma were three times as
likely to be poor as families of a head with a
diploma (table 3). And finally, familiar to any
student of family income statistics is the fact
of the lower income prevailing among families
residing id rural areas and small towns than
among those in large:cities or their suburbs.

NEW QUESTIONS FROM APRIL 1968 CPS

Wl,at connection might one make between these
sets of facts? Education of the parent is known
to influence that of the children. It has been noted
too-or surmised-that persons with higher edu-
cation seem more successful in keeping the s'ze

of their family within the limits they prefer. And,
as the earl. .Social Security Administration analy-
ses of poverty statistics suggested, children of the
poor were likely to leave the parental home at
an earlier age and with less education than child-

8 See Morris Cohen, Claude Salem, and Selma Mush-

kin, Indicator., of Educational Outcome, Fall .1972,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National
Center for Educational Statistics, 1973,

EAILLETIN, JANUARY 1976

Educational
attainment

Percent poor

All
families le

head

With
female
head

Head aged 35 or older-. 8.5 5.8 29.3

Not high school graduate. 16.1 10.3 40.1
Elementary school only 16.7 12.0 37.8
Some high school 12.7 8.4 43.3

High school graduate 4.8 2.8 19.8
No college 8.0 3.4 23.0
Any college . 3.1 2.2 13.1

See table 2, footnote 1.

Sourue: See.table 1.

ren in more fortunate circumstances.° It seems
reasonable to postulate that the larger the family,
the less likely it is that. children will get to
college or perhaps even to finish high school. It
seems plausible, too, that childrffin born in areas
where families tend to be relatively large and
income small-as in small towns or rural areas-
might. get less opportunity for an education than
children more selective in their choice of a paren-
tal home!

To investigate such a possibility, the Social
Security Administration arranged to add two
questions on the April 1968 Current Population
Survey : Household heads (who by definition must
either head a primary family or be living as a
primary unrelated individual) were asked how
many brothers and sisters they had when they
were growing up and where they were born, as
to both geography and degree of urbanization.
Other items such as current residence, occupation,
education, and the like were already being ascer-
tained as a matter of course.

It has taken a long time-too long-for the
information to be coded, and the analysis is still
not completed. Moreover, in order to associate
1967 family income with- the new qlostions, only
heads also interviewed in March 1968 could be
stndied. The number of sample households was
thus reduced to three-fourths the ilumber in a
normal CPS, and there were problems of appro-
priate weights for the households matched.' Then
there. are the exclusions: Most men normally be-

Mollie Orshansky, "Recounting the Poor : A Five-Year
Review," Serial Reeurity Bulletin, April 11)06.

For this preliminary report, the assigned weight for
each household matched in the March-April MS tapes
represents the March CPS weight expanded by 1.83,
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come. head of a household or a familyby
Census Bureau's rather old-fashioned mechanical
definitionand remain so throughout most of
their adult lives. On the other hand, many,,women
are listed as wives rather than heads, so that-data
for wpmen in this study are incomplete. In March
1974, for example, the designation "household
head" would so identify 5 out of 6 of all men
aged 18 or oldertwo-thirds of thos3 Mider age
35, and 95 percent of those aged 35 or older. By
contrast, the same designation includes only about
1 in 4 of all women aged 18 or older, ranging
from only 1 in 6 for those 18-24 to about 4 in 5
ofthose 55 or older.

From hindsight (inspireeeven more by see-
ing the results) if is clear, too, that the classifica-
tion of urbanization may be imprecise. The inter-
pretation of the categories will necessarily change
with the passage of time. The respondent was
asked :

Was born in
n suburb near a large city
a large city (250,000 or more)
a middle or small-size city (0,000-250,000)
a small city (under 50,000)
the open country but not on a farm
on a farm

One need not be bothered by the fact that few
persons will know the "trues' population at the
time of their birththe answers serye only as a
crude sorting device. There are, however, other
difficulties with the answers to the questions. The
"standard metropolitan statistical area" concept
of inner city and suburb is new. Many adults
in particular, the older onesreporting bitth-
place as in "a suburb near it large city," obviously
were referring to the nearest city they could
think of to identify what may well have been the
.outskirts of a Bina]] town. Others really d(j- mean
the suburb surrounding a large city. Moreover,
the resources and opportunities in our largest
cities today may not hear the same relationship
to smaller places that they once.had.

SIZE OF CHILDHOOD FAMILY AND
ADULT POVERTY

Households Headed by Men

Despite such limitations, the study results still
shiiie through. I htta from other special surveys

24

Q

and the Decennia/ Census of 1970 are also being
studied to test some of the findings but cannot
all be detailed here. This is a report of work
still in progress. Starting first witli the men: Ten
percent of all male primary individuals and
family heads were poor in 1967, under the official
income criteria that take account of family size
and composition.8 Classified by place of birth and
number of brothers and sisters in the childhood
home, the proportion of male household heads in
poverty ranged from 4 percent for those born in
a large city, and with no brothers or sisters or
only one in the childhpod family, to 20 percent
for men born on a farm and growing up with at
least six brothers and sisters, as the illustrative
figures from table 4 below indicate:

Percent poor among male household heads,
by number of siblings

Place of birth

01 2-3 4-5 6 or more

All ageS 7 8 11 14

Large city
Middlp.aite city

4
5

a
5

7
a

7
9

Small city
Suburb near large city

6
8

6
5

8
5

10
9

Open country 10 . 10 10 15
Farm 16 16 18 20

Some of these differences obviously are not in
themselves statistically significant, but the fact
that the pattern holds more or less for familr
heads and unrelated individuals separately and
for the three broad age groups used for summari-
zationnamely, under age 35, aged 35-54, and
aged 55 and olderis signi,ficant. Even more re-
vealing is the fact 'hat the incidence of poverty
in each subgroup tended to rise as the reported
number of brothers and sisters rose (tables 5
and 7).

Households Headed by Women

A similar pattern holds, too, with just enough
exceptions to make it look good, for women as
well 'as men, young as well as old, even though

" Data on poverty status for 1907 as reported here do
not replicate statistics previously publishedas in Census
Report.P-60, No. 08. The present analysis is limited only
to heads of primary families and primary individuals
in the Current Population Survey sample for both March
end April 1908. Moreover, the March 1908 tape itself has
been corrected by SSA to remove some observed errors
in income codes.

6
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TABLE 4.Poverty among male household heads, March 1968: Percentage distribution and percent poor in 1967, by place of
birth, educational attainment, and number of siblings

Educational attainment I and
number of siblings

Male household heads, by urbanization of place of birth

Total Large city
Middle- or
small-size

city
Small city

Suburb near
large

, city
Open country Farm

All male household heads

Total number (in thousands) 43,375 8,808 4,940 14,205 2,539 3,3W 9,766

Educational attainment, total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Elementary school only 29 193. 17 24 43 49
Some high school 17 17' 17 18

,28
17 19 16

High school graduate 30 32 35 32 29 25 24
Any college 24 35 31 26 28 13 11

Number of siblings, total percent 100 100 100 100 1007. 100 100

0-1 23 33 29 23 39 16 12
2-3 30 34 34 32 28 26 24
4-6 '- 21 18 20 21 17 25 28
6 or more 26 15 17 24 16 33 41

Percent poor in 1967

All households. 10 5 8 7 13 18

Educational attalamt
Elementary school only 21 16 17 17 16 22 27
Some high school
High school graduate

8
5 3 3

7
4

6
4

11
4

13
9

Any college 4 3 4 4 , 2 3 4

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-3
4-5
6 or more

8
11
14

4
5
7 6

9

6
6 c
8

10

8
6
6
9

10
10
16
15

16
16

0 18
20

I Defined as highest grade cothpleted: Elementary, 8 years of schooling or
less; some high school, 9-11 years; high school graduate, 12 years; any college,
1 or more years.

the data for women are incomplete, excluding as
they do all married NNomen with the husband
present.

Presumably, young women who are family
headsand in Census parlance this means Women
with no husband present. in a family of two or
more personsby that fact. alone already form
an adversely selected group. It is likely that young
women left to bring up children without a father
these days not usually a- reference to young
widowed mothers--may have been unfortunate or
unwise in their choice of a life partner. As a re-
sult, perhaps statistics for the young women must
be overlooked or at least looked over with skepti-
cism. The findings for older women as household
heads cannot be so readily dismissed. For women
in later life,to be minus a husband finally through
death, if n'ot already for other reasons, must be
taken almost as an anticipated stage in the life
cycle. The large number of elderly women living
alone in povertyand they constitute today Just
about half of the elderly poorhave long been one
of our major policy concerns. To them must now

BULLETIN, JANUARY 1976

7

I Population in large city, 250,090 or more; middle- or small-site city,
50,000-250,000; and small city, less than 50,000 persons. .

I See table 2, footnote 1.

be added the growing problem of the young
family with children but with no father in the
home. IncreasMgly, women of ail ages, whether
by choice or necessity, now assume major respon-
sibility for themselves and thefr families. What-
ever the resultant satisfactions or disappoint-
ments to the women themselves or their children,
there is no doubt that the generally inferior in-
come status of a woman's household poses a
challenge for public, policy, the more so because
-their-number is increasing.

Betwgen March 1960 and March 1975, house-
holds consisting of families headed by a Woman,
or a W0111£111 living as an individual, increased in
number from 1 in every 5, American households to
1 in every 4. Even more important, households
likely to be poor showed the greatest rise: Women
living by themselves represented 15 percent of afl
households in 1975 but only 10 percent. in 1960.
One out of 6 of all families with children in 1975
had a woman for a head, as did 1 out. of 5 of
fandlies with 5 or more childrenroughly twice
the proportions prevailing in 1960.
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TABLE 5.Place of birth and number of siblings: Percentage distribution of household heads, by age and sex, March 1908

Age of head and number
of siblings

Total number, under 85 (in thousands)

Total percent

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-8
4-8
6 or more

Total number, 38-84 (in thousands)

Total percent

" Number of siblings:
0-1
2-8
4-8
6 or more

Total number, 88 or older (in thousands)

Total percent

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-3 ,-
4-5
6 or more

Total number, under 35 (in thoiisandS)

Total percent

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-3
4-8
6 or more

Total number, 86-54 (in tho4ands)

Total percent

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-3
4-8
6 or more

Total number, 55 or older (in thousands)

Total pcntent

Number 01 siblings:
0-1
2-3
4-5
6 or more

Household heads, by Urbanization of place of birth

TOtal
Pestle- or

city

.gubluarlenear lovamaul
city

Farm

Male head

1.0,874 2,551 1,582 3,742 635 802 1,561

1()0 100 100 100 100 100 100

c

29
35

40
35

84
so

26
87

88
33

18
so

15
ao

18 16 16 19 16 23 21

18 9 14 18 18 28 34

18,681 3,858 2,152 6,286 1,184 1,823 3,921

100 100 100 100 , 100 100 100

25
?A
20

84
as
17

29
34
20

24
31
21

86

17

16
25
24

r,

12
28

25 14 17 24 17 86 40

18,849 2,201 1,206 4,197 769 1,194 4,282

100 100 100 1 100 100 100

18
ze

28
82

20
31

18
26

46
21

16
23

10

24
32

22
22

25
23

25
ao

16
16

27
35

24
44

Female head

1,683 457 281 521 134 97 192

100 100 100 100 100 .100 100

74
aa

85
87

32
39

28
aa

57
28

29
aa

14
20

17 12 16 21 7 26 24

19 16 13, 21 7 18 42

199 760 849 1,041 190 254 615

100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Ce

25
28
21

85
81
17

26
83
23

ao
22

47
17
17

29
17

14
21
22

26 17 18
,

28 19 gs 43

6,688 1.068 605 2,012 394 Ce 599 1.981

100 100 100 ' 100 100 100 100

18
26

26
31

19
aa

17
29

49
19

la
23

9
21

23 21 22 25 16 27 22

aa 22 26 29 16 37 49

As a consequence, both the number and charac-
teristics of the poverty population underwent
change in this period. On the basis of 1974 income,

a total of nearly 10 million families and unrelated
individuals were countbd poor. If, however, all
household types had increased in number at the
same rate since 1960with nothing else chang-
ingthere might have been a million fewer poor
households in 1974. More important is the fact
that the "extra" poor households Wet.e all headed
by a woman. Accordingly, of the households ac-
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tually poor in1974, 5.6 million were headed by
a woman, a third more than the 4.2 million that
might have been. The total number of persons
counted poor in 1974 included half a million more
aged poor women than there might have been,
except for the growing tendency among women
of all ages to move out on their own.

The data in table 6 illustrate in summary
fashion the actual number of poor households in
1974, compared with the number expected if the
distribytion of families and individuals by sex,
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age. of head, and number of children under age
18 could be standardized. The distributions were
assumed to be unchanged from that prevailing
15 years earlier but. subject to the poverty rates
by family type actually prevailing in 1974. It is
worth 'recalling here that, by the numbers, a
woman, whatever her age and family status, has
a higher risk of poverty than a man in similar
situation.

In the unliberated days of yesteryear, the in-
come position of an older woman reflected in
large measure how well her husband had been able
to prqvide for her as a wife during his lifetime
or as a widow after his death. In some measure,
it, may still do so. That fact, early on, led to
the postulation that, a womi.m., unlike a man, had

' two chances at poverty-she. could marry into it
or just make it on her own. There appears to be
a third way that. works for wanen as well as men.
Like a man, a woman, early in her life, can settle
her economic status in old age by choosing the
right number of brothers and sisters and the place
of residence to which the stork will deliver her,
as the figures below illustrate.

Age and
place of birth

Percent poor among female household heads,
by number of siblings

0-1 2-3 4-5 6 or mo re

Family head:
Under 35 ........ 41 48 57 59
35-54 25 24 31 42

Unrelated individuals
55 or older 43 48 52 61

Place of birth:
Large city 38 40 39 49
Small city 43 40 51 r,g

Farm or open country_ 45 57 60 00

Size of Childhood Family and Educational
Attainment

Although...time and space.. preclude .detailing
all the findings here, it should be evident that v
relationship between prevalence of poverty among
adults and the number of brothers and sisters in
their childhood family is neither fortuitous nor
obscure. A search for explana ry variables seems
in order and at least. one does present itself. It, is
educational attainment itself correlated with
income and poverty risk, that provides the link
between the size of the childhood family and the
adulthood income, Among Il1e11 aged 55 or older
who were household heads in 1968, for example,
half had not. gone:beyond elementary school and
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TABLE 8.-Trends in living arrangements and poverty: Actual
and theoretical profile in 19741 for distribution by type of
household standardized as of 1959

Type of household and
Number (in millions) Percentage distribution

age of head
Actual 1Theoretical Actual IThectretical

Total 1

Households poor in 1974

9.9 8.7 100.0 100. J

Male head 4.4 4. 5 44.0 51,6
Under 65 3.4 3.5 33.9 40.1

Unrelated individual 1.2 .8 12.8 9.1
Family head 2.2 2.7 21.6 31.0

Number of children:
None .6 .6 5.8 6.6

.7

.6
.7
.8

6.9
6.0

8.4
0 9.7

5 or more .3 .6 2.9 6.3
05 or older 0 1.0 W.1 11.5

Unrelated individual.- .4 .4 3.9 4.3
Family head .6 .6 6.2 7.2

Female head 5. 5 4.2 56.0 4,4.4
Under 05 3.7 2.9 37.7 33.2

Unrelated individual 1. 5 1.4 16.5 15.6
Family head 2.2 1.5 22.2 17.6

Number of children:
None .1 .1 1.3 1.6
1-2 it 2 .7 11.6 8.2
3-4 .6 .5 6.6 5.2
5 or more .3 .2 2.8 2.6

65 or older 1.8 1.3 18. 8 15.2
Unrelated individual 1. 7 1.1 13,1
Family head .1 .2 1.4 2.1

Persons in poor households in 1974

Total, all ages 24.3 25.1 100.0 100.0

In male households 12.5 14.7 51. 5 58.6
In female households 11.8 10.4 48.5 41.4

Ut.der 18 10.2 11.1 42.0 441
In male families 4.8 7.2 19.8 28.9
In female families 5.4 3.8 22.2 15.4

18-04 4 10.8 11.0 44.3 44.0
65 or older 3.3 2.9 13.6 11.7

In familiee 1.2 1.4 5.1 5.6
Unrelated individuals._ 2.1 1.5 8.5 6.1

Men .4 .4 1.6 1.5
Women 1. 7 1.1 6,9 4.6

1"Actual" poor represents number desigmated poor in the March 1975
Current Population Survey; "theoretical" poor represents number that
would be so designated with the distribution by household type standardized
as of 1959 but with the proverty rates by type prevailing in 1974.

t See table 1, footnote 1.
1 Represents families and unrelated individuals.
4 Includes persons under age 18 living as an unrelated individual, family

head, or wife of a head.

only 1 in 7, went to college. But the percentages
(1,1ange dramatically with family size: With no
more than one brother or sister in the childhood
family, 37 percent of the heads had gone no
farther than the eighth grade and 1 in 4 had been
to college. Of those older men growing up with
six or more brothers or sisters, 2 out of 3 failed
to get past grade school and only 1 in 12 sot, to
college.

These are, to be sure, older men and things are
better now, aren't they? They may be, but the
same pattern persists except that all groups have
inore education than used to be the case, as the
following summary figures for household heads
suggest.
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Number of siblings

Percent of male household heads,
not high school graduates, by ago

Under 36-54 85 or older

All ages 27 41 87

0-1 14 26 62

2-3 21 33 as
4-5 34 49 70

or more 52 82 80

Another indicator of how size of family affects
educational opportunity' is the fact that, all told,
nearly half the household heads under age 35
wiet fewer, than two brothers or sisters had
attended college, compared with only a tenth of
those with six or more siblings (table 7). Ad-
mittedly, sonie of the younger men, particularly
those not yet family heads, will go on to get more
schooling than they now have, but it is unlikely
that the differentials already evident will dis-
appear altogether.

When the men who are hOusehold heads are
classified further as heads of families un-
related individuals, the- pattern of "the more
brothers and sisters the less education" repeats
sometimes even more sharply. It is evident, for
women household heads in each category as Well.
And for each subgroup the corresponding poverty
rates behave as one would expectthe more
brothers and sisters in childhood, the less educa-
tion, and, accordingly, the greater the likelihood
of low income in adult life (tables 8 and 9).

No standard errors of estimate nor tests of
statistical significance have yel been computed,
but statistical patterns replicated over time, space,
and age must be considered presumptive evidence
of association as good as p.ny tests. Statistical
continuity is no accident.

PLACE OF BIRTH AND RESIDENCE

The data so far tabulated suggested, too, that
being born in a small town is an added high-risk
factor as far as educational attainment, is con-
cerned and carries an accompanying greater risk
of adult poverty. The extent of relationship is
somewhat constrained by the particular urbani-
zation classes used in the questionnaire. Changing
residence patterns may now impose greater
hazards on youngsters born in a ghetto area in
the central city of a metropolitan area than on

those born in its suburbs, Children born in very
large cities may no longer have the edge on
natives of middle-sized cities. In addition, enough
moving about by families ocours today so that
perhaps questions on place of birth need supple-
mentation With place of reside,.-ice during school
age. We must acknowledge probable differences in
the quality of educatior offered from place to
place that may affect both motivation .to continue
schooling and entual economic performance.
One can hope that such considerations may be
taken into account in future research.

For now, it seems safe to .aflirm that, despite
the limitations noted, persons born in rural areas
and small towns continue by and large to receive
.less formal schoolinkage for age, sex for sex,
family, size for family sizethan persons born
in large cities. This difference .can be illustrated
for men. under age 35 who are family heath
the "best" group in the current sample with re-
spect to completeness and representativeness and
the group one might expect to have benefited most
from the general upward mobility in the greening
of America. With no brothers or sisters or only
one, more than half of those born in a large city
had atteneed college, compared with less than a
third of the young men born in open country
or on a farm. By contrast, with as many as six
brothers or sisters, only a fifth of the young male
family heads from large cities attended college
and only 6 percent of those born in a rural place. (

The figures below are for men under age 35 who
headed a primary family in MarchAiiril 1968.

Place of birth

Male family heads under age 36,
by number of siblings

Percent not high school
graduates

Percent with any

0-1

10
13
14

24

22

2-3

18
18
22

17

32

4-5 8 or
more 0-1 2-3 4-6 or

more

Large city
Middle-sin city......_
Small city
Suburb near large

city
Open country or

farm

30
28
30

34

44

34
48
52

59

63
63
45

38

27

42
32
36

47

21

as
35
22

26

10

IS
12
10

I Base too small to calculate percentages.

EDUCATION AND RACE

Clearly, race must be considered in any analy-
sis inasmuch as it continues even today to affect
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TABLE 7.-Urbanhation of birthplace, educational attainment, and number of siblings: Percentage distribution of male house-
hold heads and percent poor in 1967, by age, March 1968

Place of birth and
educational attainment 3

Age of male head, by number of siblings

Under 85 85-64 55 or older

1. 2_3 4_3 8 or 0_1 2_3 44
ma

or
ore more 0-1 I 2-3 I 4-5 I e or!nom

All places, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high School
High school graduate
Any college

-Large city, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High rohool graduate
Any college

Middle- or small site city, total percent

Elementary only
Some high school
High school graduate.
Any college

Small city, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate
Any college

Suburb near large city, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate
Any college

Open country, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate
Any ceege

Farm, total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate.
Any college

-

All places

Large city
Middle- or sulall-size clty
Small clty
Suburb near large city
Open country
Farm. .,

See table 4, footnote 2.
2 See table 4, footnote 1.

All male household heads

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

4.7 6.7 13.2 24.0 10.7 16.2 27.3 39.1 36.9 41.9 54.4 66.1
9.7 14.6 20.3 28.1 14.1 16.9 21.5 22.5 15.5 18.5 16.9 14.4

37.9 42.7 43.0 88.4 35.8 35.4 32.7 28.4 23.3 22.4 17.6 12.0
47.6 36.0 23.5 9.5 39.9 31.6 18.5 11.9 24.8 19.2 12.3 8.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

2.3 3.2 8.8, 11.6 5'.4 9.5 14.7 23.5 27.7 31.7
-

44.5 48.15
8.1 14.1 22.7 21.7 11.2 16.4 21.8 28.6 17.0 17,5 21.1 21.7

86.0 40.6 42.3 48.6 33.0 33.3 37.9 33.6 27.8 -22.9 17.2 15.9
53.5 42.2 26.3 18.1 50.4 40.8 25.6 16.2 28.0 27.9 17.2 13.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

4.4 2.7 9.7 17.4 6.2 7.6 14.8 30.3 28.8 82.7 89.2 51.8
8.8 14.6 17.2 28.9 12.3 16.6 24.6 28.6 14.9 17.7 19.7 21.6

33.3 44.5 33.6 40.7 38.3 37.8 39.3 29.4 26.9 28.9 23.9 1742

_ 63.6 38.3 34.5 12.9 43.2 p8.0 21.3 13.6 32.4 20.7 17.2 9.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

4.2 7.2 12.7 20.6 . 8.8 14.2 26.0 31.7 29.9 37.1 46.3 57.9
9.9 14.0 17.1 31.7 14.9 16.4 21.3 23.9 c 17.4 17.6 16.3 16.5

38.2 42.3 47.4 37.8 35.6 38.0 84.2 28.8 24.8 24.4 21.8 14.5
47.7 36.6 22.8 10.0 40.6 31.4 19.4 15.6 28.0 20.9 15.6 11.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

9.8 4.7 6.7 22.1 11.7 17.5 23.9 32.0 48.4 41.9 52.1 54.8
13.8 11.7 26.0 33.6 17.9 17.2 19.7 23.5 11.1 13.2 14.9 15.9

3481 it.li 34.84 394.94 354.1 11.1 V2..! N..1 18.1 M..? 1:..! III_
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 11,0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

12.6 14.3 18.0 34.2 27.2 27.3 44.8 46.t 48.8 51.1 64.6 75.8
16.9 21.6 36.1 26.1 19.6 21.1 17.4 24.4 15.4 20.3 10.0 11.0
43.3 48.9 28.8 32.6 31.4 33.0 26.1 23. 16.7 17.8 16.4 8.7
27.2 15.3 18.1 7.0 21.7 18.6 13.1 6.6 20.1 10.8 9.0 4.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1-7-0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0--- ---
21.8 29.3 40.4 62.7 51.9 56.7 68.5 74.37.9 13.6 32.6 31.1

9.5 15.2 16.7 26.2 16.3 17.2 22.1 18.3 14.1 13.4 13.6 10.6
63.1 46.3 47.1 35.9 38.3 34.4 26.1 21.2 20.7 19.0 11.7 9.3
29.6 24.9 14.5 6.3 16.1 17.3 11.4 7.8 13.3 10.9 6.2 5.8

Percent poor in 196 3

6.8 6.6 9.4 13.8 3.0 5.1 7.3 8.0 16.6 13.8 16.6 20.0

6. 4 4.2 7.9 8.5 2.1 4.1 3.8 4,3 8.2 9.1 11.4 11.1
4.7 3.3 5.9 10.1 1.3 2.9 6.3 6.5 16.4 12.3 8.0 13.8
6.0 6.3 8.7 '11.9 3.9 4.4 6.6 7.3 13.1 11.3 12.0 13 0
3. 7 7. 2 6.0 14.1 4. 2 1.9 1.6 4.8 16.9 13.6 10.9 10.5
8.4 10.0 9.6 17.2 8.9 7.6 10.2 11.0 14.3 15.6 26.9 20.0
5.9 13.6 16.4 18.7 10.2 9.6 13.7 12.4 29.1 20.8 23.4 28.5

educational opportunty. Race is also associated
with place of birth and size of family, factors
that in themselves can influence the years of
schoolirig a youngster is likely to attain. In the
present investigation, analyses are still under way,
and the relatively small numbers of household
heads other than white impede some of the com-
pariso.ns by age, size of childhood family, and
place ol birth. These qualifications aside, the data
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I See table 2, footnote 1.

do confirm what one would anticipate a priori :
Age for age,,blacks received less education than
white persons (tables 10 and 11). In addition, the
adverse effect of being born into a large family in
a small town on chances for children to attain
higher education is apparent for blacks as well
as for whites. Among men under age 35 who were
household heads in March 1968, for example, 1 in
6 of the black men had completed at least 1 year
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TABLE 8.-Urbanization of birthplace, numberof siblings, and educational attainment: Percentage distribution of female house-
hold heads and percent poor in 1967, by age, VI rch 1968

Age and educational attainment *
Number of siblings

Total 0-1 2-3 4-6

Under 35, total percent 100.6 100.0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only 11.0 4.7 6.1 14.3
Some high school 23.0 178 19.3 24.6
High school graduate 37.7 39.5 40.0 40.3
Any college 28.2 37.9 34.6 711.8

33-54, total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only 25.8 13.8 17.9 32.3
Some high school 21.3 20.5. 20.4 18.7

, High school graduate 34.6 37.2 39.2 37.7
Any vol lege 18.3 $ 28.5 22.6 11.3

55 or older, total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only 50.7 37.2 42.5 52.1
Some high school 15.1 13.3 16.8 16.6
High school graduate 19.3 25.0 23.6 19.2
Any collIge 14.9 24.5 17.0 12.1

Under 35 40.9 31.2 38.5 49.0
35-54 28.3 22.8 23.1 27.2
66 or older 44.0 37.5 41.0 42.0

Female head

Urbanization of place oi birth 1

6
or

more
Large
city

Middle-
or small
size city

Small
city

Suburb I Onenor large I -
city country Farm

All female household heads

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

26.6
36.2
28.8
8.3

6.0
22.5
36.6
34.8

7.2
23.6
34.5
34.7

15.7
20.2
38.8
25.3

3.4
18.6
39.0
39.0

13.0
36.4
42.1
,8.5

20.2
27.2
39.3
12.3

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 106.0 100.0

40.6
25.2
24.8
9.4

12.5
23.4
42.7
21.4

20.6
18.2
39.9
21.4

24.1
20.1
35.6
20.3

14.2
24.2
37:4
24.2

38.6
26.2
27.8
7.4

46.1
19.9
22.0
12.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 M0.0

63.3
13.7
13.0
10.0

, 42.6
" 16.5

24.8
16.1

44.9
16.5
20.8
17.8

43.3
16.1
23.0
17.6

42.0
12.8
28.3
16.8

100.0 100.0

62.2
16.3
10.0
11.6

62.6
13.1
18.2 ,

11.2

Percent poor in 1997

63.0
39.9
51.0

33.7
19.5
33.3

47.2
25.4
36.3

41.3
25.4
41.6

35.9
27.8
42.4

39.9
38.7
47.1

51,3
41.4
65.8

See table 4, footnote 1. $ See table 2. footnote I.
I See table 4, footnote 2

TABLE 9.-Poverty among primary 'amities and individuals, by age and sex of head and number of siblings, 1967

Agepf head and number 'of siblings

Total
Total

Total 16.2 10.1

Number of siblings:
0-1 12.0 7..3
2-3 13.3 7.9
4-5 17.0 11.1
6 or MOM 22.2 14.2

Under 36 12.6 8.2

Number of siblings:
0-1_ 9.4 6.8
2-3 10.7 6.6
4-5 14.4 9.4
6 or more 19.3 13.8

35-54 9 4 6.2

Number of siblings;
0-1 6.7 3.9
2-3 7.6 5.1
4-5 10.2 7.3
6 or more 13.6 8.9

56 or older 25 6 16.8

Number of siblings:
0-1 22.5 15.5
2-3 22.7 13.8
4-5 24.6 16.5
6 or more 30.4 20 0

See table 1, footnote 1.

Percent poor in 1967

Male head Female head

Family Unrelated
head individual Total Family

head
Unrelated
individual

8.8 26.8 39.2 32.3 44.3

7.9 18.3
6.7 23.2

10.0 261
12.6 35.7

31.4
35.6
38.9
48.6

27.7
29.5
30.6
39.3

33.9
39.6
45.4
55.9

7.8 10.7 40.9 60.3 19,1

5.3
5.9
9.4 1

13.7 f

5.8

6.3
13.0
13.4

31. 2
38.6
49.0
63.0

40.6
47.7
87.3
80.6

17.5
17.6
23.4

A3.6 28.3 30.6 23.0

3.6 11.7
4.8 10.6
6.9 15.5
8.5 17.6

22.8
23.1
27.2
39.9

24.7
24.4
30.7
41.6

13.9 38.1 43.9 24.2

19.7
20.6
20.3
32.9

12.8 33.0
10.9 35 4
14.1 34.0
16.7 46.0

37.6
41.0
42.0
61.0

20.0
23.6
19.9
29.6

t2.7
47.6
51.9
60.7

SO SOCIAL SECURITY
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peroTAT:t1p0t;o-rRain racanumbybersexof siblings) and educational attainment of head: Percentage distribution of household heads and

Educational attainment
Male household

Total I

All races, total number (in thbusands)

Total peroent

43,373 10,181

100,0 100,0

Elementary school only 13.2
Some high school 17.1 18.1
High school graduate 30.0 33.2
Any college. 24.1 38. 3

White, total number (in thousands). 89,619 9,394

Total percent 100.0 100.0_-
27.1 18.6Elementary school only

Some high school 16.9 12.4
High school graduate 80.8 83.8
Any °allege. 25.2 40.8

Black, total number (in thousands) 3,888 098

Total Percent 10G.0 100,0

Elementary seho'olonly 49.2 86. 7
Some high school 20 4 22.9
High school graduate 20.5 24.4
Any college. 9.9 17.0

-"

AU races, total ° -mkt:

Elementary school only 21.3 22. 9
Some high sohool 7.8 . 6.8,
High school graduate 4.5 4.6'
Any college J. . 8.6 3.7

White, total 8.5 6.2

Elementary school only 18.6 )0.8
Some high sohool 7,0 6. 3
High school graduate 4.4 4,1
Any college 3,7 8.4

Black, total 28.0 20,8

Elementaly school only. 41,8 87, 6
Goma high school

/
20.9 11.11

High selool graduate
Any college

12,8
9.0 } 11,4

head, by number of siblings /female household heed, by number of siblings

I 2-8 I 4-3 6 or morel Total

All heads

0-1 24 4-5 16 or Mort

18,030 9,068 11,098 11,639 2,489 8,189 2,470 3,391

100. 0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100;0 100.0 100,0 100.0

20.4 34,1 41.9 38.0 22.9 29.2 42,3 64,2
16.1 19.1 20.2 18.0 16,6 18,3 18,1 18, 7
$4.0 20,4 22.7 26.2 31,9 30,8 26.6 17.4
29.4 17.8 10.1 17.8 23.0 21. 7 12.9 9, 7

12,241 8,302 9,088 9,694 2 118 2,744 MO 3,734

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,4

19,0 32,9 45.7 86.0 20.6 27.3 40.8 51.0
16.0 19,0 20.4 16.4 13.2 17.0 17.3 17.5
84.4 80.4 23.6 27.9 U. 1 32,2 E.:
80. 8 17. 6 10.4 19. 7 31.8 23. 4

18,7
10.8

703 658 1,302 1,760 6 356 425 348 612

100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0

46,2 60.6 67.8 49.6 37,1 42,1 52.6 80.8
18.1 21. 6 19,8 27.A , 34.8 26.6 24.3 23,3
25,9 19.4 16.1 16.1 17.4 20.2 17.9 11, 7
9,8 8. 5 ' 6.8 7.8 8.7 UI1 3.2 8.2

Percent poor in 1967

20.2
7.5
4.8
3. 7

6,8

17.4
6.2
4.0
8.7

21.4 22.3
8.6 9. 5
5.1 5.8
8,7 5.4

. 9.0 11. 9

18.4 19.0
7.8 7. 5
4.5 5.2
8.8 ' 4.8

-100:2
00.6
40.2
26.3
21.8

36.3

81:t 281-
24.0 26.4
19. 7 20.1

276 32.8

-181-

52,8
34,6
28,9
22.0

49.4 51,1
24,4 $6.7
21, 7 '24.4
19.9 20.8

26.8 80.6 81. 5 50.6 55.9 82.5

89.2 45.4
27.6 . 18.4

9.2 12.6

41.6
24.4
11.8

80.2
80.8

j 48.1
I 20, 2

70.6
61.4

} 41.9

I See table 4, footn'ote I.

of college--only 'half the proportion am6ng the
corresponding group of white men (table 12).
Further classification by number of brothers and
sisters and by urbanization of birthplace yields
results illustrated below.

Male household heads under ago 85, by place of birth

Number of
siblings
and race

Percent not high school
graduates

Large
city

Small
city

Open
country
or farm

0-3:
Black. ...

4 or niore:
Black....

4White....

28
13

as
81

aa
18

46
44)

51
26

67
61

Percent with any college

Large
city

Small
city

26
ao

16
24

27
42

14
17

Open
Muntry .
or farm

18
25

a
11

See table 2, footnote 1.

(14.8
57,8
81.6

--Ig.-5

43.6
40.0
24.1
0,4

58.6 -
44,8
30.1

, 81, a:

44,7 'I;

49,'5 88.4
83.1 39.3
23.7 26.8
19.6 32.1

62.4 63.6

.08.7 71.5
70,2 63,1 0

40,0 4$.1

SIZE OF CHILDHOOD. FAMILY AND OCCUPATION

With such pronounced differences in,amount of
formal schooling received by household heads,
-depending on the size of the place and the family
into which they were born, one would logically
expect large differences in occupational patterns
associated with these characteristics, and indeed
they, do appear. From the March 1968 CPS ques-
tionnaire it is possible to classify household heads
by occupation of longest job held in 1967 for
those who worked any time during the yeak. To
avoid overstating or misstating the case some
information was not used : Only men under age 66
were included in this portion of the abalysis
because substantially 'all would still be in the
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TAarm 11.-Poverty among primary families, by sex and
race of head, and number of siblings, 1967

Age and number of siblings

All ages

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-8.
4-5.
6 or me..

Under 35

Number of siblings:
0-1
24
4-6
6 or more

35-84

Number of siblings:
0-1
2-3
4-6
6 or more

55 or older

Numbei of siblings:
0-1
24
4-5

-6 or more

Percent poor in 1967

Male heed Female head

Wldte Black White Black

7. 4 26. 7 24.7 87. 5

5. 1
5.8
8.6

10, 5

19, 7
25. 5
30. 5
29.3

19.9
23.5
22.
31.0

55.8
51.2
60.3
61. 2

8.8 21.2 41, 1 67.0

4.9
' 6.8

7,9
11.2

4. 7

12. 4
17.4
28.1
25.8

29.1
45.2
48. 2
47, 4

60.8

72.3

21, 5 21.9 I 51.5

16. 5
24.2
21.3
23.2

17. 5
15.6
22. 5 1

32. 7 1

48.0
69. 5

61.2

89.2 20.8 I 44.2

10.8i
9,6

12. 2
14.8

32.4
37.1
47.9
39.5

16.6
20.8
16.4
26.0

not have to invest the large amount of capital
it takes to buy one, Table 18 illustrates the influ-
ence of a man's birthplace and the size of his
childhood family on "what he would be when he
grew up."

Obviously, not every man can or should enter
the professions or the other so-called white-collar
jobs: Some may be limited by aptitude and others
by their desire, All the world's work must be
done and it all merits doing! What is difficult
to accept is that, almost automatically by circum-
stance of birth, some are selected as our doctors
or lawyers while others are predestined as solely
"hewers of wood and, drawers of water." A cher- ,

ished goal of our, society is the element of choice
of one's lifework with all the monetary and
psychic rewards such choice, may entail.

8

38.4 SIZE OF CHILDHOOD FAMILY AND NUMBER
46. OF-OWN-CHILDREN

I See table 1, footnote 1.

labor force. The presentation is further restricted
only to white men because, as is well known, a
pattetn of discrimination independent of educa-
lion may still operate to limit access of black

0 men to some preferred jobs. Women, black or.
white, are excluded altogether inasmuch as the
missing occupational data mix for wives might
'differ frop that of women heading their own
household in the absence of 'a husband.

Among whiff) men' who were household heads
'under age 35 and working any time during 1987,
the proportion classed as professional workers
or managers ranges from 44 percent of those
born hi a ,large city, with no more than one
brother or sister, to only 12 percent of those born
on a farm and having six or more' brothers and
sisters. Even within the economically more fa-
Voted group from small families, those born in
the largest cities/ were more likely to erid up in
a white-collar job' than those coming from rural
areas. Working on a farm was, in the main, re-
stricted to persons born on one. Fatin ownership ,

was more likely to be the lot of an only child, or
a man having only one sibling, than a member
of a larger family. Obviously an only child has
a better chance to inherit the family farm-and

On., additional finding warrants mention in
this quick rundown. How good a level of living is
possible with: It given amount of income depends
in part on how many persons the income must
support,. The poverty income thresholds:Officially
used as rough indexes of adequa 37' take account
of family size and composition. q, young fami-
lies', the number of ,dependent chi iren'is a critical
factor assOciated with poverty status,. As dis-
cusse&here, the focus has been on the size of the
family in which the hougehold head grew up,
Information was not. obtained on how many chil-
dren these heads themselves have had; nor how
many more were yet to come before their families
were complete. Only, the number of "own" chil-
dren (of the head or wife) under age 18 and still
at. home is known.

In yoUng families, namely those with a head
under age 35, it. is reasonable to assume that the
children still there are representative of the Tim-
ber ever born, tew children will already have left
home except through death or divorce. Pew are
likely to have already gone off as young [pinks to
take a job or set up households of their own. From
the mirnber of "own" c' iildren still present in the
families of men untler age 35, one must conclude
that it. is the young men who are themselves from
large families who tend toliave fathered the most
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children. It could be that some young men from
smaller families, having spent a longer period
at school, merely have delayed starting their
family and will eventually catch up, but that is
not likely to reverse the group finding.9

Even more striking and more dismaying is the
finding for young women. Women under age 35,
listed as head of a family and thus with no hus-
band- present, have more children than men of
the same age whose marriage is still intact, as
the distributions of the number of "own" children
in relation to size of childhood family suggest.

Number of own
children present

Family heads undor age 85, by number of siblings

White Black

Mon Women Men Women

0-3 4 or
more 0-3 4 or

more 0-3 4 or
more 0-3 4 or

more

_Totatpercent____

None
1-2
3-4
6 or inore

100. - 100 -400- 100- -100 100 100
28'
64
20

3

16
63
26

6

9
65
20

7
52
29
12

25
47
20

8

16
49
21,
15

4
45

20

7
3Z
36
23

Such ,findings *replicate those found in an
earlier and more sophisticated analysis of fer-
tiliv. Cumulative fertility rates Were one-fourth
greater, for example, among women who were
mothers in 1960 but no longer living with a
husband than among those married and still living
with a husband." They imPet reiteration of an
earlier, speculation on the relation 'between too
little income, too many children, and the break-up
of a marriage. The figures remain old-fashioned.
They suggest that, if a woman is to bring up
children, they,will all fare 'better with a man to
share the ,financial responsibility, Presumably, in
modern times, he need not.he officially designated
as husband, so long as the relationship is finan-
cially meaningful.

See, for example, the parallel re' MI) on child-
hood fondly size to number of own a in Thomas
Tissue, Patterns of Aging on Welfare, allfornia Human
Relations Agency, July 1972, tables 4-40,

°John C. Beresford and Alice Rirlin, *Characteristics
of Other Pantilies, paper presented at meeting of the
Population Association of America, April 1903, See also
Pati6Ice Lnuriat, "The Effect of Marital Dissolution on
Fertility," Journal of Marriage and the loaning, August
1909,
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RETIREMENT HISTORY STUDY REPLICATION

Now to move on to another data base. Because
the CPS data used are scant and undoubtedly
subject to error, they have been extended from
several other sources. One such source is a longi-
tudinal survey of the Social Security Adminis-
trationthe Retirement History Study."

That survey, begun in 1969 and scheduled for a
10-year run, ascertained at initial interviews the
number of living brothers and sisters of the re-
spondents. The study sample comprised married
men living with their wives and some men and
women without a 'mouse, all aged 5848 at the
time of the interview. For such a narrow age
band the fact that some brothers or sisters were
no longer living should not distort relationships.
Respondents from that .rvey, classified by mari-
tal status, exhibit patterns strikingly similar to
those already noted between size of childhood
family, educational attainment, and income lath
in-life.-Money-income-of-the-respondent-for-1968----
has been used in lieu of poverty status. Fcr mar-
ried men, that means no &count is taken of the
wife's income for the present analysis. ;Among
married men with no living Siblings,.28 percent
had less than $5,000 income for the year and 27 "'
percent had $10,000 or more. Of the husbands
with four or more living brothers and sisters, N.
percent had less than $5,000 income for the year
and only 18 percent had as Much as $10,000.

With 'no/siblings living, or only one, fe'Wer
than a Oird of the men had quit school at eighth
grade or ):(efore; haif had gone at least through
high school. In contrast, with four 'or more living
brothers ,or sisters, more than half had not gone
'beyond gride school and' only a fourth had com-
pleted high school whether or not they had gone
on to college. As table 14 shows, similar results
are reported. by the, nonmarried respondents, men
and women alike. Unfortunately, no information
from the Retirement History Study about the
wives was tabulated.

Respondents were not asked where they were
born, but.,, curiously enough, classification by
urbanization . of current residence parallels for
the number of siblings and educational attainment
the CPS findings by urbanization of place of birth

" For a description of the survey, (tee Lola M. Irelan,
"Retirement HistorY Study : Introduction,". Social Secu-
rity Bulletin, November 1972,



Mum 12.-Race and educational attainment: Percentage distribution of male household heads, by place'of birth and number
of siblings, Marsh 1968

Age, nuMber of siblings, and educational attainment

Urbanisation of place of birth

AB p aces Large oity Smitll city

White Black White Black White Black

Under 36, total percent 100.0 100,0 /00.0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Elementary seboOl only 9.7 17,8 4.2 6.9 9.3 16.0
Some high school., 15. 7 27,6 12.7 25.0 16,1 24,0
High school graduate. 40.9 38,9 39,3 47,6 41. 5 40,6

Any college 33,8 16.2 43.8 20,6 33.1 19.4

0-3 siblings, total percent 100,0 100,0 100.0 100:0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only 5.8 12.9 2.6 4.0 5.6 13.6

. Some high school 11,9 21.5 10.2 21,8 11.9 19,5

High school graduate 40. 5 41.5 37.6 49.2 40, 8 89.8
Any college 42.3 24.1 49. 7 25.0 41.8 27.1

4 siblings or more, total percent 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0

Elementary school only 18,3 20,6 10.1 9.7 16. 5 17.6

Some high school 23.3 32,2 21,4 28.2 24.0 27.1

High school graduate 41,6 37.0 45.0 48.0 42.9 41.2

Any college 16.9 10,2 23.5 16,1 16.6 '14.1

85-54, total percent 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only 20.9 48.3 10,2 25.7 17,9 42.3

Some high schall 18.1 24.3 16, 5 24.3 18.2 29.2

114.4", school graduate 83.7 18,2 34. 6 25. 7 35,4 20, 8

....ay .C011ege 27.8 9.2 38.9 24.3 28.8 7, 7
===.11VM.,1

0-3 siblings, total percent 100,0 tgo.o lop, 0 100.0 100,0

Elementary school only 12.0 40,9 6,6 24,8 10. 7 31.6

Some high school 16,0 24.3 13,4 19.4 14.9 30.4

High school graduate 36.1 23.5 33. 5 27.1 37.4 29,2

Any college 30.8 11.3'
,

46. 5 28.7 37.0 8.8

4 siblings or more, total percent 100.0 100.0 loo.o. 100,0 100.0 100.0

Elementary school only ........ . 32.1 54.2 18.3 26,9 27.1 50. 7

Some high school 21.9 24,2 23.4 31,2 22.8 28,3

High school graduate 80. 7 14.1 36.8 . 23. 7 32.8 14.2

Any. college 15.4 7.6 , 21:6 18,3 17.8 6.8

56 and over, total percent '100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0, 100.0 100,0

Elementary school only 49.0 79, 4 37,4 88, 42,6 69.0

Some high school 4 16.1 . 9,0 19,2 . 19.3 17,1 16.7

High school graduate 19.0 6.6 21,0 26,3 '21.7 6:2

Any college 16.9 5.1 22.3 15.8 18.6 8,1

0-3 efblings, total percent 100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Elementary school only
Some high school

37, 4
16. 4 .

70 3
'13.6

29.7
17.4 4)

32. 6
, 17.2

66. &
, 23.1

High school graduate 23,6 10.8 -24.6 (44)) 26.6 10.2

Any college 22.6 6,3 28.4 (4) 24,6 10,2

4 siblings or more, total percent 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Elementary schooi only .. 58.2 84.9 47.1, 61.1 , 82.4

Some high rohool 18.9 6,2, 21. 6 16.9 9.8
High school graduate 16.4 4.0 16.7 (4 18.3 2.0

Any college 10. 8 4.9 14, (4 13.6 5. 9

See table 4, footnote 1.
Set table 4, footnote 2.

'4 Includes residents of middle-sisé cities and suburbs near large city, not

(table 15), Many older people Continue to live
not. far from where they were born, Obvii)usly,
patterns of migration differ Recording to educa-
tional ,attaihment and occupation, among other
things, and 'they titt, y well be different today from
what Was common when the survey respondents
were starting on their careers.* The nature, of
geographic mobility-or the lack of it-by age,
sex, race, size of childhood family, and education,

Open country or farm

White Black

100,0 100.0

19.4 31,3
19.6 30.9
43, 5 31.3
17.6 6.4

100,0 100,0

11.2
15,0
48.7
26.1

27,4
28.8
36.7
13.1

100.0 100.0

27,0 33,1
23.9 at,
38.6
10,5

100,0

29.3
3.3

100.0 .

37.6
19,2
29, 7
18. 5

68. 5
19.0
8.9
3. 5

100.0 100.0

25.6 68.1
17,8 17.8
37,2 11.4
19.4 2.71-

100.0 100,0

45.
20.0
26,0
9.8

68.8,
19.6
7. 7
4,0 5

100,0 100,0

62,8
13.6

:14,8
8.9

89.3'
5. 5
2. 5
2,8

100,0 100,0

49.7
16.0
20.6
18.8

87.4
6,9
4,6
1.1 ..

100,0 .100,0

90.0
4,9
1,7
3.4

shown separately.
Base Wo small to calculate percentages.

is something now planned -°or investigation, from
the CPS data already cited.

Conceivably, some of the legendary warmth
and friendliness characterizing rural areas and
small towns stems from the fact that indke of the
members ,from the large childhood families are
likely to remain hi small towns when they lave
sO up housekeeping on their own. In any case,
the fact that rural areas and small cities tend

34
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TABLE 18.Place of birtb, number of siblings, and occupation: Percentage distribution of
in 1907, by age

hite male household heads working

Place of birth land occupation on longest job in 1967

Age of white male (head, by n ber of siblings

Tinder aa 35-54

Total 0-1 2-3 4-5 6 or more Thal 0-1 2-8 6 or more

All places,' total percent

White-collar-worker
Professional, managerial
Clerical, sales worker

Blue-collar worker
%evil:* or farm worker

Large city, total percent

White-collar worker
Professional, managerial
Clerical, sales

Blue-collar worker
Serviee or farm worker

Small city, total percent

White-oollar worker
Professional, managerial
Clerical, sales

Blue-collar worker
Service or farm worker

Parra, total Percent

--White-collar-worker--
Professional, managerial
Clerical, sales

Blue-collar worker
Service worker
Farm worker'

Manager
Laborer...!

(-.

100 )00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

48
so
18
49

64
39
15
89
7

46
82
14
47
7

aa
23
12
57

24
13
11
ea
11

45
aa
12
45
10

59
46
14
38

51

40
9

as
27
11
51
11

81
22

9
67
12

100
1

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

54
37
17
40
6

eo
44
16
82

8

57
37
20
89

4

89
27
12
52
9

40

17
57
3

59
44
15
86

68
52
16
27

62
48
17
aa

a

52
87
15
44
4

87
27
10
aa
7

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

42
30
12
51
7

52
40
12
48

45
81
14
49
6

35
26
9

57

22
11
11
es
12

47
86
12
46

7

60
46
14
aa

7

52
89
13
41
7

88
28
10
65

7

84
24
10
59

7

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

_

18
9

54
a

16
12
.4

21
13
39
6

22
20

2

25
a

50
2

15
18

14
10
58
a

15
10
, 5

12
8

84
4

12
7

, 21
8.

50
4

17
15
2'

81.-
23
8

45
8

21
21

($)
,

"

27
7

44.
4

17
15
, 2

18
8

52

17
15
2

'

19
7

54
4

15
18
.3

See. tali!
I Includ

4, footnote 2.,
residents in middle-4Se cities, open 'country, and suburbs near

. /

to.have adult populations with less formal school-
ing than residents of large cities, means that in-
comes in those areas are likely to remain low.
Thus, children born there may continue to lose
ont; On their own educational opportunity unless
special effort is made to enable them to, stay in
school longer:

ArPOCATIONS

Just ,where does this quick statistical journey
lead:us or leave us? Are there any likely policy
and program implications? From the technician's
view, the data may put new snags in unraveling
the problem of scaling or equivalence: How much
does it take for a family to live it the same
standard or equivalent level of satisfaction in one
place compared with another? "Everybody knows
it costs:, more" to, live in a- big city than a small
city, or in one part of the country compared with
another. gverybody, that is, but those of us con-
cerned with the possible'Aaek in small towns and
rural areas of services and institutions that big
city 'dwellers take for granted. That is one reason
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large city, not shown separately,
$ Less than 0.05 percent.

,

.
our present poverty lines incorporate no gpo.:
graphic adjustinent; another is that there is yet,.
no satisfactory way to' measure., the differential
costs. The iact that there are usually 'fewer doe- c'
tors and, in particular, fewer medical specialists
and ancillary facilities is one' obvious disadvan-
tage that can Tender living in d small town*
out-of-the-way plaee leas of a bargain. It may
be that. lack of equal educational opporttmity,
for whatever reason, is another.- ,

Then there are presumed to be economies of
scale that make for leSser income needs per °per-
son amdng larger families. What' about them?
We all know /that two once were supposed to live
as cheaply a one. What that meant, presumably,
is that. once/ a household is established it takes
less additi ml expense to tidd the second person
than the first, the third than the second, etc.
Some stitl dards assuredly can't be the same for
large fnl4i1ies as for small: The number .of ten-
room nv nsions or apartm.mts for large families
is small at any wive. Thus,Abe American.luxury
of a room to oneself may well have to be given
up by children in large families for the presumed

8.5



TABLE 14.Educationat attainment, income in 1968, and place of residence in 1969: Percentage distribution of persons aged
WWI by number 9f living siblings and marital status

Be looted characteristics

Married men, wife present Nonmarried men Nonmarried Women

Total

Living siblings

0-1 2-3 4 or
more

Total

Living siblings

0-1 2-3 4 or
more

Total

Living siblings

0-1 2-3 or
MOM

Total respondents

Total percent

Less than $2,500
2,000-4,999
5,000-7,499
7,1500-9,929
10,000 or more

Ticl.al percent

Elemental* school only
Some high school

., High sohotl graduate or any college 1

5,900 1,480 1,969 2,461 980 263 321 390 2,489 718 886 935

Income in 1968

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

12 ''. 11 14
22 20 25
25 -- 24 26 26
no- 21 10 17

/ 22 27 24 18

28
19
11
11

31
29
ill
9

14

26
28
22
12
12

85
27
19
10
9

41 38 87 46
36 37 87 84
14 16 17 12
6 a 5 a
4 6 4 a

Educational attainment 2

100

44
19
37

100 100

32 40
19 19
40.

100

64
19
27

100 100

sa
17
30

41
zo
39

ao
17
34

100 100 100 100 100

64
16
20

42
18
39

34
18
48

42
18
40

Total percent

Persons usiding in urban areas
1 million or more
250,000-1 million
Less tfian 250,000

Rural residents

orrioThirren tf-Vildence7111139

26
28'
15
36

100 100 100

31 28 21
26 22 21
15 16 16-
28 34 43

100 100 100 100' 100 100 100 100

32
24

' 14
ac

36
26
14

.26

36
22
16
28

27
25
14
34

81
28
17
24

87
28

.16
'19

84'
28
17
21

, , .. -.

.. ' Exoludas.reapondents not reporting on incomb, number of living sibl nis,
or sohool years Completed.
c,,* See table 4, footno4 1.

.)
..

joys of playing° with one another. But is the op-
. portunity for a good education and the eéonomic

benefits that io wiih it all that, expendable?.
Though there is some question these days about

.4the thillar-for-dollar return in income of addi-,
,/

tional years of education, in our credential society
the high school eliploma.-4tnd some sehooling
beyondwill still raise you up ',from poverty
even if it won't make you rich. For those minori-
ties oi our society who remain espeOally vulner-
Able to low-income ''status, getting across that
poverty line is no mean achievement.

POTENTIAL pouci IMPLICATIONS

Moving fromithe technical side to other, impli-
cations for policy, one can foresee the possibility
for added import of this study. The past 15 years
has brought for all Americans a heightened social
consciousness, rising 'expectations, and the convic-
tion that everyone has a right to t), chance to share
in the land of abundance.

Source: Unpublished data from the Retirement History Stueof the Social
Security Administration.

5)

Equal access,'ehual opportunity, nondiscrimina-
tion for reasons of race, sex, and ethnicity' have
.become almost catchwords as various minorities
step forsbtrd to ,glaim their due. We' may now
have Clarified as worthy of public coiicern an-
othey minority transcendini and overlapping the
mom familiar categorization.

Many proposals, some worse, 6some better),
li'ave been made to ease the plight 'of those who
do not fare so well,. namely the aged, the large
family of the working poorand the nonworking
pooras well.' Children's allowances am? guaran- N
teed incomes have not been popular in this coun-
t Ty and may not ever be except under some other
name. Time and changing customs are lowering
American family size but also changing its com-
position. Along with a general reduction in the
number of children per family, we are witnessing
RUE/N.' and larger proportion of young families
headed only by a womap, with all the attendant
economic disadvantage. Wouldn't it be interesting
if adequate provision for supporting and edu-
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eating today's poor children could be achieved of the 'poverty gap among the aged some years
on the rationale that it would cut down the size hence?

TABLE 1 .Place of residence in 1969, educational attainment, and income in 1968: Percentage distribution of persons aged
5$-63, by number of siblings and marital status

Selected characteristics

Married men, wife pment Nonmarried men .Nonmartied women

To tal

Living sitdings

0-1 2-3
city

or
more

Total

Living siblings

0-1 2-3 4 or
snore

Total

Living siblings

0-1 4 or2-3
more

All respondents

Income in 1968, total percent

Less than $2,000
2,000-4,099
5,000-7,499
7,500-9,999.
10,000 or more.

Educational attainment,' total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate or any college

All respondents

Income in 1968, total percent

Less than $2,000
2,000-4,999
6,000-7,499
7,500-9,999
10,000 or more

Educational attainment,' total percent

Elementary school only
Soule high school
High school graduate or any college

All respondents I

.income In 1968, totalpercent

Less than $2,000
2,000-4,999
5,000-7,499
7,500-9,999
10,1100 or more-

Educational-attainment,' tote', percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
High school graduate or any college

All respondentS

Income in 1968, total per.cent

Less than $2,000
2,000-4,999
5,000-7,499
7, 500-9, 099
10,000 or more

Educational attainment,' total percent

Elementary school only
Some high school
Iligh school graduate or any college

Res ding in urban area of 1 million or more persons, 1969

1,522

100

5
13
26
23
32

461 543 518 312 94 112 106 7,721 269 287 216

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100. 100 100 100

100

5
14
24
23
34

109

5
13
27
22
33

5
13
27
24
30

22
211

26
14
16

27
22
21
11

19

17
19
35
18
12

24
23
22
15
18

31
39
19

29
39
21

4
7

32
37
19
6

32
40
16

4

100 100

38
20
42

28
20
52

37
18
45..

40
22
32

100

45
21
34

. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

41
22
37

37
21

68
18
24

40
20
40

32
21
47

42
20
at;

47
21
32

Resid ng in urban area of 250,000 persons, 1969

332 387 432 513 236 65 72

100

18
20
23
25

100

100

8
18
22
23
29

100

34
22
44

24
20
50

. 100

6
16
28
21
29

100

28
22
so

100 100 100 100

99

100

' 703 198> 230 276

100 100 100

21
27
24
10

23
33
20
12
12

20
35
25
.8
12

24
33
14
14
15

24.

22
13
10

35
41
14
6
5

35
39
14

7
5

32
45
14
4
5

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

46
24'
ao

46
21
33

38
24
38

49
19

31

so
19
31

34
20
46

28
13
59

41
19
40

32
26
42

Residing I turban area of less than 250,000 persons, 1969

,

909 218 318 373 140 36 47 57 418 117 142 159

100 100 100, 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

10 6 11 10 35 33 25 44 43 39 40 48
22 19 23 23 29 36 . 32 23 33 39 27 38
26 25 27 27 16 6 . 19 21 15 11 20 13
20 21 18 21 0 11 11 7 6 .., 5 9 a
22 29 21 20 10 14 13 6 3 6 3 1

'19e 100 100 100 100 100 100 ilk 100 ilk 100 100

43 31 42 51 59 39 62 70 46 37. 37 60
16 16 14 18 16 17 , 8 19 13 16 11 14
41 53 44 31 26 44 ao It 41 47 52 26

ItuSal residents, 1969

, . .
2,137 414 . 666 1,0,57 292 68 90 134 596 134 177 295

100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100

16 19 . 22 45 46 3g 49
,

59 58 51 6420
30 25 28 34 30 28 33 29 2)3 28 32 20
24 26 23 24 13 10 14 13 8 8 13 6
12 15 15 10 6 9 ' 4 7 3 2 2 -: .. 3

4 18 15 10 6 7 .., 10 2 2 4 2 ,-, ,' 1

100 100 100 100. 100 100 : 100 100 1 1 100 100 100 100
.-i-

43 63 64 17 77 63 44 6115 50 / 69 46
17 19 19 10 12 15 i 12 10 17 19 18 16
28 38 31 21 24 38 i 29 13. 30 37 30 24

Excludes respondents not reporting on (neon nUt her of living
or school years completed,

See table 4, fobtnote 1,
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Source: Unpublished:tan from the Itqlrenient Illstory Study of the Social
Security Adininistratio
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