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Abs t r a c t  

I n  t h i s  research  we use the 1980 Public-Use Microdata Sample to  con- 

s i d e r  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between household s t r u c t u r e  and economic well- 

being among American Indians.  We focus i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  on the r e s i d e n t s  

o f  19 "Indian s t a t e s "  where, a s  suggested by Passe l  and Berman (1985), 

t he re  has been r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  growth i n  the Indian  populat ion by means 

o f  changes i n  r a c i a l  s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  of our a n a l y s i s  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  mean per  c a p i t a  household income i s  lower f o r  Ind ians  than 

f o r  b lacks  o r  whites  i n  Ind ian  s t a t e s .  Then, using Sweet 's  (1984) scheme 

of  household types,  we f i n d  t h a t  f o r  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  household ca t egor i e s  

Ind ians  have the  lowest  mean per  c a p i t a  income. Poverty r a t e s  f o r  

s p e c i f i c  household types tend to be h ighes t  f o r  Indians ,  but t h e i r  

o v e r a l l  poverty r a t e  i s  approximately the same a s  t h a t  of blacks. This  

occurs  because the Indian  household d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  heavi ly  weighted by 

couple-headed household types,  which have lower poverty r a t e s  than o the r  

household types. Rac ia l  d i f f e r ences  i n  mean per  c a p i t a  income among 

female-headed households and among married couples wi th  ch i ld ren  mostly 

r e f l e c t  r a c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  mean per  c a p i t a  incomes f o r  each s p e c i f i c  

family s i ze .  



American Indian  Household S t r u c t u r e  and Income 

There has been very l i t t l e  demographic research on American Indians,  

though r ecen t  years  have seen an  increase  i n  work i n  t h i s  area.  Some 

re sea rch  has examined the h i s t o r i c a l  demography of American Indians  and 

explored the reasons underlying the des t ruc t ion  and subsequent recovery 

of  the American Indian  populat ion (Dobyns, 1983; Thornton, forthcoming). 

Other research  has examined the  r ecen t  resurgence of Indian  e t h n i c  iden- 

t i t y  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the populat ion counts  from the 1960, 1970, and 1980 

censuses (Passe l ,  1976; Passe l  and Bennan, 1985). I n  add i t ion ,  some work 

has examined the  l abor  fo rce  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and earnings of the Indian  

populat ion (Sandefur and S c o t t ,  1983) and the migrat ion of American 

Indians  (Sandefur,  1986). There has been, however, no research  on two of 

t h e  most bas i c  demographic i ssues :  household s t r u c t u r e  and household 

income. 

Careful  a n a l y s i s  of American Indian  household s t r u c t u r e  and income is 

important  f o r  a t  l e a s t  two reasons. F i r s t ,  a v a i l a b l e  statis t i c s  i nd ica t e  

t h a t  American Indians  a r e  a very poor and disadvantaged group r e l a t i v e  to  

the  white  population. S t a t i s t i c s  from the 1980 Census showed t h a t  i n  

1979, 23.7 percent  of American Indian f ami l i e s  had incomes below the 

poverty l i n e ,  whereas 7 pe rcen t  of white American f ami l i e s  had incomes 

below the poverty l i n e .  Median household income among households headed 

by Indians  was $12,256; median household income among households headed 

by whites  was $17,680 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983b). 

Second, d i scuss ions  of pol icy i ssues  regarding American Indians  need 

b e t t e r  information on t h i s  group. Although i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  Indian  



households a r e  more l i k e l y  to  be poor than white  American households, i t  

i s  n o t  c l e a r  how the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the American Indian populat ion 

a c r o s s  types of households (e.g., female-headed households; households 

headed by couples) o r  the s i z e  of Indian households is r e l a t e d  to poverty 

and income. Many researchers  have argued t h a t  female headship i s  a major 

f a c t o r  i n  producing black poverty. The high incidence of female headship 

among blacks i s  wel l  known. I n  1980, 41.8 percent  of black family house- 

holders  were women, whereas only 14.2 percent  of white family house- 

holders  were women (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983a). In  1980, 60.6 

percent  of poor black ind iv idua l s  were members of female-headed f ami l i e s ,  

whereas 25.8 percent  of poor white indiv iduals  were members of female- 

headed f ami l i e s  (Bane, 1986). It is unl ike ly  t h a t  female headship 

accounts  f o r  a s  much American Indian  poverty, s ince  i n  1980 26.9 pe rcen t  

o f  Indian  householders were women, a f i g u r e  intermediate  between t h a t  of 

wh i t e s  and blacks (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983a). Consequently, ana- 

l y s e s  of the r e l a t i o n s h i p  of household s t r u c t u r e  t o  poverty and income 

among Indians  could provide information t h a t  would be usefu l  i n  d i r e c t i n g  

an t ipove r ty  e f f o r t s  f o r  t h i s  population. 

I n  t h i s  paper we examine more c a r e f u l l y  the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

household s t r u c t u r e ,  poverty, and income among American Indians. The 

i s s u e s  t h a t  we address  a r e  s t raightforward.  F i r s t ,  we compare the  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of household types among blacks,  whites,  and Indians,  and 

examine the poverty r a t e s  and incomes f o r  these d i f f e r e n t  types of house- 

holds.  Second, we examine the e f f e c t s  of household s t r u c t u r e  and house- 

hold s i z e  on r a c i a l  income d i f ferences .  



METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES I N  THE STUDY OF AMERICAN INDIAN HOUSEHOLDS 

An a n a l y s i s  of American Indian  households must f a c e  two unique 

problems. F i r s t ,  Pas se l  and Berman (1985) have documented t h e  changes i n  

r a c i a l  s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i n  Census r epo r t s  from non-Indian t o  Ind ian  

t h a t  have taken p lace  s i n c e  1960. Between 1960 and 1970, 67,006 o r  9.2 

pe rcen t  of the 1970 American Ind ian  populat ion changed t h e i r  s e l f -  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  from non-Indian to  Indian;  between 1970 and 1980, 357,655 

o r  25.2 pe rcen t  of the 1980 American Indian  populat ion changed t h e i r  

s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  from non-Indian t o  Indian. These changes i n  s e l f -  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  probably expla in  p a r t  of the improvement of economic con- 

d i t i o n s  among Indians  r e l a t i v e  to o t h e r  groups i n  r ecen t  years.  For 

example, t he  s t a t i s t i c s  suggest  t h a t  Ind ians  have been making more rap id  

g a i n s  than blacks. Y e t  a s  r ecen t ly  a s  1960, Indian  income was s i g n i f i -  

c a n t l y  lower than black income. I n  1960, American Ind ian  median personal  

income was 88  percent  of black median personal  income (U. S. Bureau of 

t h e  Census, 1963). The 1980 s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  Ind ians  were 

s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  o f f  than blacks. 1 

Second, published s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  Indian  f ami l i e s  and households a r e  

based only on those households i n  which the householder, who is  usua l ly  a 

man o r  a s i n g l e  woman, is  an Indian. Those households which conta in  

Ind ian  women married t o  non-Indian men a r e  excluded. Although the same 

p r a c t i c e  is used t o  de f ine  white,  black, and o t h e r  households, it is 

e s p e c i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t he  case  of American Indians  because i n  1980 

ove r  50 pe rcen t  of married American Indian  women were married to  

non-Indians (Sandefur and McKinnell, 1985). 



These me thodologica l  problems make it d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  t he  impact 

o f  e x i s t i n g  s o c i a l  programs on the  American Indian  populat ion and to  p lan  

f u t u r e  programs. For tuna te ly ,  there  a r e  ways to  dea l  with the  changes i n  

s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and the  d e f i n i t i o n  of Indian  households using the  

1980 Public-Use Microdata Sample. Passe l  and Berman (1985) i d e n t i f i e d  

a r e a s  of the country i n  which Indian  i d e n t i t y  has been c o n s i s t e n t  over 

t h e  period 1960-1980. They r e f e r  to  these a r e a s  a s  "Indian 

statesw--states t h a t  had 3,000 o r  more Indians  i n  the 1950 Census. 

( C a l i f o r n i a  is excepted because the  changes i n  s e l f - iden t i f  i c a  t i o n  there  

have been very s i m i l a r  t o  those i n  "non-Indian states. ") The Ind ian  

s ta t e s  are: Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 

Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carol ina,  North Dakota, 

Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

These s t a t e s  contained 87 pe rcen t  of the  American Indian  populat ion i n  

1950, and 66 pe rcen t  of the American Indian  populat ion i n  1980 (Passe l  

and Berman, 1985).2 I n  t h i s  paper, we focus our ana lyses  on the popula- 

t i o n  i n  these  s t a t e s .  I n  doing t h i s ,  of course,  we exclude those Indians  

r e s i d i n g  i n  non-Indian states. I n  add i t i on ,  we de f ine  Indian  households 

a s  those wi th  a n  Indian  householder o r  spouse. This  is important even i n  

Ind ian  s t a t e s ,  where 42 pe rcen t  of married Indian  women were married to  

non-Indian men i n  1980. 

DATA AND METHODS 

I n  t h i s  s tudy w e  use the 1980 1 pe rcen t  Census Public-Use Microdata 

Sample (PUMS). This d a t a  s e t  represents  a random sample of households 

from a c r o s s  t he  e n t i r e  United S ta t e s .  The Census Bureau c rea t ed  t h i s  



f i l e  from a subsample of the records f o r  those households which received 

t h e  "long-form" ques t ionnai re  of the 1980 Census. Because of i t s  l a r g e  

s i z e ,  we do no t  use a l l  the a v a i l a b l e  cases  from the 1980 PUMS data .  I n  

o r d e r  to  reduce cos t s ,  we se l ec t ed  a l l  Indian households, 25 percent  of 

black households, and 3 percent  of white households. We def ine  race a t  

t h e  l e v e l  of the household. Indian households r e f e r  t o  households i n  

which e i t h e r  the household head o r  the head 's  spouse is Indian. White 

households a r e  defined a s  households i n  which the household head is white 

and the  spouse is no t  Indian. Black households r e f e r  to  households i n  

which the household head is black and the spouse is n o t  Indian. 

I n  descr ib ing  r a c i a l  d i f f e rences  i n  economic well-being, our u n i t  of 

a n a l y s i s  is the household. Since the consumption and production a c t i v i -  

t i e s  of indiv iduals  a r e  scheduled and organized i n  the context  of t h e i r  

household l i v i n g  arrangements, the household is  an appropr ia te  u n i t  f o r  

t h e  s tudy of economic well-being. In  order  to  s tandardize f o r  the d i f -  

f e r e n t  kinds of household s t r u c t u r e s ,  we u t i l i z e  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of 

family/nonfamily household types. This  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  follows Sweet 

(1984, p. 131) and includes e i g h t  d i f f e r e n t  types: (1 )  married couples 

wi thout  ch i ldren;  ( 2 )  married couples wi th  ch i ldren;  (3)  mother-child 

f ami l i e s ;  ( 4 )  fa ther -chi ld  f ami l i e s ;  ( 5 )  o the r  f ami l i e s ;  ( 6 )  men l i v i n g  

a lone ;  ( 7 )  women l i v i n g  alone;  and, ( 8 )  multiperson nonfamily households. 

A s  a measure of the c e n t r a l  tendency f o r  household income we use mean 

p e r  c a p i t a  income. 



RESULTS 

Household S t ruc tu re ,  Poverty , and Income 

Table 1 shows, f o r  each r a c i a l  group, the frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

households by household types. A s  expected , the frequency d i s  t r i b u  t i o n  

f o r  white  households c lose ly  follows the r e s u l t s  of Sweet (1984, p. 1311, 

which r e f e r  t o  the na t iona l  aggregate.  In  p a r t i c u l a r  our da ta  ind ica t e  

t h a t  almost three-quarters of white households a r e  family households. Of 

family households, most a r e  married couples,  who a r e  about evenly s p l i t  

between those with and those without chi ldren.  The l a r g e s t  component of 

t h e  nonfamily households is  the category of women l i v i n g  alone: 14 p e r  

c e n t  of a l l  white  households. 

For blacks,  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  between family and nonfamily households 

i s  about the same a s  f o r  whites. But wi th in  these two broad groupings 

t h e r e  a r e  s i z a b l e  d i f fe rences .  For example, i n  sharp c o n t r a s t  to whites,  

t h e  black household d i s t r i b u t i o n  is more heavi ly weighted by m o t h e r c h i l d  

f a m i l i e s  than by married couples without ch i ldren .  Compared to  whites,  a 

sma l l e r  percentage of black households a r e  represented by the t r a d i t i o n a l  

grouping of married couples with ch i ldren .  Furthermore, while only 5 

percent  of white  households a r e  represented i n  the "other  family" cate-  

gory, 11 percent  of black households f a l l  i n t o  t h i s  r e s idua l  group. A s  

f o r  nonfamily households, the men-living a lone  category is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h igher  than i t  is f o r  whites. In  shor t ,  i n  comparison to whites,  blacks 

have a g r e a t e r  propensi ty to form non t rad i t iona l  households. 

The oppos i te  extreme seems to be represented by the Indian household 

d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Indians appear to  be more l i k e l y  than whites  to  l i v e  i n  



Table 1 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Households by Type and Race, 1980 
(based on da ta  pe r t a in ing  to the  19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

HOUSEHOLD 
TYPE 

I N D I A N  BLACK WHITE 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Married couple,  
no ch i ld ren  

Married couple,  
w i t h  c h i l d r e n  

Mo ther -ch i ld  
Fa ther -ch i ld  
0 t h e r  family 

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Men l i v i n g  a lone  
Women l i v i n g  a lone  
Mu1 t i pe r son  

TOTAL PERCENTAGE 

Notes: Ind ian  household: householder and/or spouse is  Indian. 
Black household: householder is black and spouse is no t  
Indian.  White household: householder is white  and spouse 
i s  n o t  Indian. 

Ind ian  s t a t e s :  Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, 
North Carol ina,  North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
South Dakota, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. 



t r a d i t i o n a l  household forms. F i r s t  of a l l ,  Indians have a g r e a t e r  pro- 

pens i ty  than whites  to  form family households (83 percent  versus 73 

pe rcen t ) .  For Indians,  i n  c o n t r a s t  to whites,  most family households a r e  

married couples with ch i ldren .  In f a c t ,  f u l l y  43 percent  of a l l  Indian  

households a r e  married couples with ch i ldren ,  compared with 32 percent  

f o r  whites  and 24 percent  f o r  blacks. Indians a r e  a l s o  l e s s  l i k e l y  to  

l i v e  alone than e i t h e r  blacks o r  whites. Only 7 percent  of Indian  house- 

holds a r e  women l i v i n g  alone compared t o  13  percent  f o r  blacks and 14 

pe rcen t  f o r  whites . There a r e ,  however, proport ionately more mother- 

c h i l d  f ami l i e s  among Indians  than among whites ,  though n o t  a s  high a pro- 

po r t ion  a s  is  the case  f o r  blacks.3 

I n  Table 2 we repor t ,  f o r  each race and household type, one of the 

most bas ic  ind ica to r s  of economic well-being: the percentage of house- 

holds  whose p o s t t r a n s f e r  income f a l l s  below the  Census poverty line.4 

The most obvious r a c i a l  d i f f e rence  t h a t  one can d iscern  i s  t ha t ,  f o r  

every household type, whites  a r e  much l e s s  l i k e l y  to be i n  poverty than 

a r e  e i t h e r  Indians o r  blacks. (The one exception here  appears to be the 

smal l  r e s i d u a l  category "mu1 t ipe r son  household," f o r  which whites  and 

Ind ians  have equal  poverty r a t e s . )  For example, while 5 percent  of white 

married couples with ch i ld ren  a r e  i n  poverty, the corresponding f i g u r e  is 

14 percent  f o r  blacks and 20 percent  f o r  Indians. Consequently, when we 

weight each household-specific poverty r a t e  by the corresponding percen- 

tage  of the  t o t a l  household d i s t r ibu t ion - - tha t  is ,  when we compute the 

poverty rate ac ross  a l l  households--we f ind  t h a t  whites  have the l e a s t  

poverty ( i . e . ,  11 percent  versus 28 percent  f o r  e i t h e r  blacks o r  

Indians .  ) 



Table  2 

Percentage i n  Poverty,  by Race and Household Type, 1980 
(based on da t a  pe r t a in ing  to the 19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

HOUSEHOLD 
TYPE 

I N D I A N  BLACK WHITE 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Married couple ,  
no c h i l d r e n  

Married couple ,  
w i t h  c h i l d r e n  

Mo t h e r c h i l d  
Fa t h e r c h i l d  
Other  family 

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Men l i v i n g  a lone  
Women l i v i n g  a lone  
Mu1 t i pe r son  

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 

Notes: Ind ian  household: householder and/or  spouse is Indian. 
Black household: householder is black and spouse is n o t  
Indian.  White household: householder is  white  and spouse 
i s  n o t  Indian.  

Ind i an  states: Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, 
North Carol ina,  North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
South Dakota, Utah, Washing ton, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. 



A s  f o r  the Indian-black comparison of poverty l e v e l s ,  Table 2 indi-  

c a t e s  t h a t  the poverty r a t e  across  a l l  households is the same f o r  the  two 

races ,  namely 28 percent.  However, t he re  is  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a t i o n  be- 

tween the two races  i n  t h e i r  respec t ive  household-specific r a t e ~ . ~  

Blacks have higher r a t e s  f o r  father-chi ld f ami l i e s  and f o r  multiperson 

households, but  these two ca t egor i e s  cons t i  t u t e  a r e l a t i v e l y  minor pro- 

p o r t i o n  of a l l  households (and t h i s  holds t rue  f o r  any race) .  Although 

f o r  the  rest of the household types the Indian poverty r a t e s  a r e  higher ,  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Indian household types serves  to ameliorate  the 

e f f e c t s  of poverty so t h a t  blacks and Indians have approximately the same 

o v e r a l l  poverty ra te .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  the Indian  household d i s t r i b u t i o n  

i s  heavily weighted towards married couples,  who tend to have low poverty 

r a t e s .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of black households, on the o the r  hand, is more 

heav i ly  weighted towards female-headed f ami l i e s  and nonfamily households, 

which tend to  have high poverty r a  tes.6 

I n  Table 3 i s  presented, f o r  each race  and household type, the mean 

p e r  c a p i t a  t o t a l  household income. Since these measures a r e  meant t o  be 

i n d i c a t i v e  of average economic well-being, w e  have standardized them f o r  

v a r i a t i o n s  i n  household s i z e  by der iv ing  per  c a p i t a  f igures.7 

S ince  whites  have the lowest poverty r a t e s ,  i t  should no t  be 

s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  whites a l s o  c l e a r l y  have the h ighes t  mean per  c a p i t a  

incomes f o r  every household type. For married couples without ch i ldren ,  

f o r  example, per  c a p i t a  household income is  $10,463 f o r  whites ,  $7565 f o r  

blacks,  and $7162 f o r  Indians. S imi lar  l e v e l s  of income disadvantages 

f o r  the  minor i t i e s  a r e  ev ident  f o r  the o the r  household types a s  well .  

Accordingly, the mean per  c a p i t a  income over a l l  households is around 

$3000 g r e a t e r  f o r  whites  than f o r  blacks o r  Indians. 



Table 3 

Mean Pe r  Capita Tota l  Household Income 
For Each Household Type, by Race, 1980 

(based on da ta  pe r t a in ing  to  the 19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

HOUSEHOLD 
TYPE 

I N D I A N  BLACK WHITE 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 

- - 

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Married couple, 
no ch i ld ren  

Married couple, 
wi th  ch i ld ren  

Mo ther-child 
Fa ther-chi ld 
Other  family 

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Men l i v i n g  a lone  
Women l i v i n g  a lone  
Mu1 t iperson  

ALL HOUSEHOLDS 

Notes: Indian household: householder and/or spouse is  Indian. 
Black household: householder is  black and spouse i s  n o t  
Indian. White household: householder i s  white  and spouse 
i s  n o t  Indian. 

Indian  s t a t e s :  Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
South Dakota, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. 

Figures rounded t o  the n e a r e s t  do l l a r .  



Mean per  c a p i t a  income is  higher  f o r  blacks than f o r  Indians f o r  

every household type except  f a t h e r c h i l d  f ami l i e s  (who represent  the  

s m a l l e s t  p ropor t ion  of a l l  household types f o r  any race) .  Across a l l  

households the black-Indian d i f f e r e n t i a l  amounts to  $662. A 1  though t h i s  

black-Indian d i f f e r e n t i a l  is much smaller  than t h e  white-black d i f fe ren-  

t i a l  ( i n  terms of both abso lu t e  d o l l a r s  and percentages) ,  no te  t h a t  t he  

black-Indian d i f f e r e n t i a l  i s  no t  g r e a t l y  ameliorated by the  weights 

embodied i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Indian  households ( a s  was the case  wi th  

poverty r a t e s ) .  Although married couples  without ch i ld ren  have a high 

mean per  c a p i t a  income, i t  is low f o r  married couples  with ch i ld ren ,  who 

c o n s t i t u t e  43 percent  of the  Indian  households but  only 24 percent  of the  

b lack  households .8 

The Impact of Household S t r u c t u r e  on Racia l  Income Dif fe rences  

To a s s e s s  t he  impact of family s t r u c t u r e  on r a c i a l  d i f f e r ences  i n  

mean per  c a p i t a  income, w e  have u t i l i z e d  Kitagawa's (1955) decomposition 

technique to de r ive  the  components of the  d i f f e r ence  i n  two r a t e s  ( s e e  

a l s o ,  Bianchi, 1980). I n  t h i s  i n s t ance  the  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  is to  be 

decomposed is  the  r a c i a l  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i n  mean per  c a p i t a  household 

income. The " ra tes"  r e f e r  to  each of the  household-specific means of per  

c a p i t a  income (given i n  Table 3)  and the  "weights" a r e  represented by the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of family types (given i n  Table 1 ) .  I n  the following decom- 

p o s i t i o n s  we have chosen the  white " ra tes"  and "weights" a s  the stan- 

dards.  

A s  shown i n  the  top panel of Table 4 ,  the  black-white d i f f e r e n t i a l  i n  

mean per  c a p i t a  family income is  about $2785. About 72 percent  of t h i s  



Table 4 

Decomposition of White-Black, White-Indian, and Black-Indian 
Dif fe rences  i n  Mean Per  Capi ta  Household Income, 1980 
(based on da ta  pe r t a in ing  to  the 19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

white-black decomposition using white  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  as the s tandard:  

whi te-Indian decomposition using white  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  as the standard: 

black-Indian decomposition using black d i s t r i b u t i o n s  as the s tandard:  

Notes: The percentages a r e  ca l cu la t ed  by using the abso lu t e  va lues  
o f  the components of the d i f fe rences .  

P : the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  household types f o r  whites.  

P:: 
the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  household types f o r  blacks. 

Pi: t he  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  household types f o r  Indians.  
M : household-specific mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  whites.  

M:: household-spec i f  i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  blacks. 

Mi: 
household-specific mean pe r  c a p i t a  income f o r  Indians.  

S r e f e r s  to  summation ac ros s  a l l  of the  ca t egor i e s  f o r  t he  subsc r ip t .  

I nd ian  s t a t e s :  Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carol ina,  
North Dako t a ,  Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dako t a ,  Utah, 
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 



i s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the rates component--that is,  to  the r a c i a l  d i f fe ren-  

c e s  i n  household-specif i c  means--and about 24 percent  r e f l e c t s  the e f f e c t  

of the black d i s t r i b u t i o n  of family s t r u c t u r e  being more heavi ly weighted 

towards family types which have below average mean per  c a p i t a  incomes. 

While the whi te-Indian d i f f e r e n t i a l  is l a r g e r  ($3446 ) , the proport ions 

due to the r a t e s  component and to the weights component a r e  approximately 

the  same a s  the black-white case. Thus, the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Indian 

family types is about  equal to t h a t  of blacks in  a f f e c t i n g  the r e spec t ive  

r a c i a l  income d i f f e r e n t i a l s  vis-&is whites. 

However, a s  we noted i n  our d iscuss ion  of Table 1, the Indian and 

b lack  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of family types do d i f f e r  subs t an t i a l l y .  The Indian 

household d i s t r i b u t i o n  is more " t r a d i t i o n a l "  than the white  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  

whereas the black household d i s t r i b u t i o n  has been termed "pathological." 

Espec ia l ly  r e l evan t  here is t h a t  the Indian d i s t r i b u t i o n  is more heavi ly 

weighted towards married couples with ch i ldren ,  while the black d i s t r i bu -  

t i o n  is more heavi ly weighted towards female-headed households. Since 

both of these family types have below average per c a p i t a  incomes ( f o r  any 

r a c e ) ,  one might surmise t h a t  the e f f e c t s  of household type, a l though 

equa l  i n  magnitude f o r  the two minority groups, d i f f e r  between them i n  

terms of the importance of these p a r t i c u l a r  household types. I n  sum, 

these  r e s u l t s  show t h a t  a more t r a d i t i o n a l  household d i s t r i b u t i o n  is no t  

n e c e s s a r i l y  a s soc i a t ed  with higher  per c a p i t a  income, and t h a t  f a c t o r s  

o t h e r  than the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of household types a r e  most respons ib le  f o r  

r a c i a l  i nequa l i t y  i n  household income. 



The Impact of Household S i z e  on Racia l  Di f fe rences  i n  Income 

I n  order  t o  examine the e f f e c t s  of household s i z e  on r a c i a l  d i f fe ren-  

c e s  i n  income, we considered both married couples wi th  c h i l d r e n  and 

f emale-headed households (wi th  o r  without  ch i ldren)  s epa ra t e ly  i n  decom- 

p o s i t i o n s  by family s i z e  and family-size-specif ic  mean per  c a p i t a  

incomes. I n  these  decompositions, the " ra tes"  r e f e r  to  each of the 

family-size-specif ic  means of per  c a p i t a  income, and the  "weights" a r e  

represented  by the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of family s i ze s .  Again we have chosen the 

wh i t e  f i g u r e s  a s  the s tandards.  We have r e s t r i c t e d  the a n a l y s i s  to  

households with nonelderly heads, and the upper i n t e r v a l  of the family 

s i z e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  inc ludes  households with 6 o r  more family members. 

(Note t h a t  e l d e r l y  households were included i n  Table 3 and t h a t  the cate- 

gory of female-headed households i n  Table 5 inc ludes  households o the r  

than  the  mother-child households i n  Table 3.) 

The average s i z e  of white  female-headed households is 2.9 compared to  

3.4 f o r  blacks and 3.6 f o r  Indians.  A s  ind ica ted  i n  Table 5 ,  there  is  a 

$1197 d i f f e r e n c e  i n  mean per  c a p i t a  income between white  and black 

nonelder ly  female-headed households. About 64 pe rcen t  of t h i s  d i f  feren- 

t i a l  i s  due t o  r a c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  family-size-specif ic  means i n  per  

c a p i t a  income, and about  36 pe rcen t  is due t o  r a c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

family s i z e .  For the  white-Indian d i f f e r e n t i a l  of $1685, the r e spec t ive  

components a r e  70 pe rcen t  and 26 percent.  Thus, i n  terms of proport ions,  

t hese  r e s u l t s  sugges t  t h a t  ( a t  l e a s t  f o r  female-headed households) d i f -  

f e r ences  i n  family s i z e  a r e  somewhat more important f o r  blacks than f o r  

Ind ians  i n  expla in ing  t h e i r  o v e r a l l  income d i s p a r i t i e s  wi th  whites.  I n  

a b s o l u t e  d o l l a r s  however, the  Indian  component f o r  family s i z e  is s t i l l  

g r e a t e r  than t h a t  f o r  blacks. 



Table  5 

Decomposition of White-Black, White-Indian, and Black-Indian 
Dif fe rences  i n  Mean Pe r  Capi ta  Income by Family S ize  f o r  

Nonelderly Female-Headed Households, 1980 
(based on da t a  pe r t a in ing  to the 19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

whi te-black decomposition using white  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the s tandard:  

white-Indian decomposition using white d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the s tandard:  

black-Indian decomposition using black d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the  s tandard:  

Notes: The percentages a r e  ca l cu la t ed  by using the  abso lu t e  va lues  
o f  the components of the  d i f fe rences .  

P : the frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  family s i z e s  f o r  whites.  

P:: 
the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  family s i z e s  f o r  blacks. 

Pi: the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  a c r o s s  family s i z e s  f o r  Indians.  
M : family s i ze - spec i f i c  mean pe r  c a p i t a  income f o r  whites.  

family s i ze - spec i f i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  blacks. si family s ize-specif  i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  Indians.  
i' S r e f e r s  to  summation ac ros s  a l l  of the ca t egor i e s  f o r  t he  subscr ip t .  

I nd ian  s t a t e s :  Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carol ina,  
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, 
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 



The case  of nonelderly married couples wi th  ch i ld ren  is  reported i n  

Table 6 .  The average s i z e  of white  households i n  t h i s  category is  4.2 

compared t o  4.5 f o r  both blacks and Indians.  The d i f f e r ences  i n  s i z e  a r e  

sma l l e r  than i n  the  case  of female-headed households, and the e f f e c t s  of 

s i z e  a r e  a l s o  smaller .  Here the  white-black d i f f e r e n t i a l  is $1340 and 

t h e  r a t e s  and weights components a r e  88 percent  and 6 pe rcen t  respec- 

t i v e l y .  C lea r ly  i n  t h i s  case,  d i f f e r ences  i n  family s i z e  do n o t  account  

f o r  much of the r a c i a l  income d i spa r i t y .  For the  white-Indian d i f fe ren-  

t i a l  of $1897 however, the corresponding f i g u r e s  a r e  83  pe rcen t  and 14 

percent .  That is ,  f o r  Indians ,  the r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t  of family s i z e  d i f -  

f e r ences  on the  income gap is g r e a t e r  than is  the case  f o r  blacks. 

Fu r the r ,  n o t  only is the propor t iona te  e f f e c t  of family s i z e  l a r g e r  f o r  

Ind ians  than f o r  blacks,  bu t  i n  abso lu t e  d o l l a r s  a s  wel l  the  Indian  

fami ly  s i z e  e f f e c t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g rea t e r .  

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Our r e s u l t s  show t h a t  i n  1980 Indians  were much more l i k e l y  to  l i v e  

i n  family households, and i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  family households (couples  wi th  

ch i ld ren )  than e i t h e r  blacks o r  whites.  Although the o v e r a l l  household 

poverty r a t e s  f o r  blacks and Indians  were approximately the same, more 

s p e c i f i c  types of Indian  households were l i k e l y  to  be poor than the 

same types of black households. Overa l l ,  per  c a p i t a  household income was 

lower f o r  American Indians  than f o r  blacks. A decomposition of 

blacklwhi  t e  and Indianlwhi  t e  income d i f f e rences  shows t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of household types had about  equal  e f f e c t s  on the two 

s e t s  of d i f fe rences .  Among nonelderly female-headed family households, 



Table 6 

Decomposition of White-Black, White-Indian, and Black-Indian 
Dif fe rences  i n  Mean Pe r  Capita Income by Family S ize  

f o r  Nonelderly Married Couples wi th  Children, 1980 
(based on da t a  pe r t a in ing  to  the 19 "Indian s t a t e s " )  

white-black decomposition using white  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the standard: 

white-Indian decomposition using white  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the s tandard:  

black-Indian decomposition using black d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a s  the s tandard:  

Notes: The percentages a r e  ca l cu la t ed  by using the  abso lu t e  va lues  
of  the  components of the d i f fe rences .  

P : the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  family s i z e s  f o r  whites.  

P:: the frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  family s i z e s  f o r  blacks. 
P the  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n  ac ros s  family s i z e s  f o r  Indians.  
~~i family s ize-specif  i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  whites.  

M:: family s ize-specif  i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  blacks. 

Mi: family s i ze - spec i f i c  mean per  c a p i t a  income f o r  Indians.  
S r e f e r s  t o  summation ac ros s  a l l  of the ca t egor i e s  f o r  the subsc r ip t .  

I nd ian  s t a t e s :  Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carol ina,  
North Dako ta, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, 
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 



family s i z e  accounted f o r  more of the black/white income d i f f e r e n c e  than 

t h e  Indian lwhi te  income d i f fe rence .  Among nonelderly couple-headed 

family households, family s i z e  accounted f o r  more of the ~ n d i a n / w h i t e  

income d i f f e rence .  

The g r e a t e r  prevalence of family households, and e s p e c i a l l y  couples 

w i t h  ch i ld ren ,  among American Indians  should be taken i n t o  account i n  

des igning  s o c i a l  p o l i c i e s  to  a s s i s t  t h i s  group. Many s o c i a l  programs 

designed t o  amel iora te  o r  e l imina te  poverty a r e  o r i en t ed  toward female- 

headed households, s ince  these  a r e  c l e a r l y  the households t h a t  a r e  most 

a t  r i s k .  I n  each r a c i a l  group i n  our  sample, s i n g l e  mothers wi th  

c h i l d r e n  a r e  the most l i k e l y  of any household type t o  be below the 

poverty l i n e .  Fur ther ,  among blacks i n  our  sample, mothers wi th  c h i l d r e n  

make up 35 pe rcen t  of the poor households, whereas couples wi th  c h i l d r e n  

make up 12 pe rcen t  of the poor households. Among American Indians ,  

however, couples  wi th  c h i l d r e n  make up 31 percent  of the poor households, 

whereas mothers wi th  c h i l d r e n  make up 23 percent  of the poor households. 

Consequently, i t  is  important  t h a t  the c u r r e n t  preoccupation of s o c i a l  

po l i cy  d iscuss ions  wi th  the  problems of female-headed households n o t  lead  

u s  t o  overlook the f a c t  t h a t  among some s e c t o r s  of the populat ion,  

inc luding  American Indians ,  couples wi th  c h i l d r e n  cons ti t u t e  a l a r g e r  

propor t ion  of the poor than do mothers wi th  ch i ldren .  

These r e s u l  ts demonstrate t h a t  the American Indian  household d i s  tri- 

bu t ion  has a higher  percentage of f ami l i e s  than e i t h e r  whi tes  o r  blacks,  

b u t  the  r e s u l t s  do n o t  show why t h i s  is so. Two poss ib l e  "demographic" 

explana t ions  come to  mind. F i r s t ,  the r e l a t i v e  youth of the American 



I n d i a n  a d u l t  populat ion compared to  t h a t  of the black and white popula- 

t i o n s  may help expla in  the  h igher  propensi ty  of Indians to  l i v e  i n  family 

households. E lder ly  i nd iv idua l s  a r e  more l i k e l y  to l i v e  i n  nonfamily 

households,  and the  Indian  populat ion has a much lower percentage of 

e l d e r l y  i nd iv idua l s  than e i t h e r  blacks o r  whites. To t e s t  the  e f f e c t  of 

t h e  age  d i s t r i b u t i o n  we s tandardized the  household d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

Ind ians  and blacks using the  white householder age d i s t r i b u t i o n  a s  the  

s tandard.  The s tandardized household d i s t r i b u t i o n  f o r  Indians  included 81 

pe rcen t  family households r e l a t i v e  to  83  i n  the  unstandardized d i s t r i b u -  

t i on .  The s tandardized household d i s t r i b u t i o n  f o r  blacks included 70 p e r  

c e n t  family households r e l a t i v e  to  72 percent  i n  the unstandardized 

d i s t r i b u t i o n .  To r e i t e r a t e ,  73 pe rcen t  of white households were family 

households. The age d i s t r i b u t i o n  he lps  expla in  p a r t  of the  d i f f e r e n c e  

between whites  and Indians ,  but  a s u b s t a n t i a l  gap remains. 

A second poss ib l e  explana t ion  is  the r e l a t i v e  concent ra t ion  of 

American Indians  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s ,  where the  l i ke l ihood  of l i v i n g  i n  family 

households is h igher  f o r  a l l  races.  Unfortunately,  i t  is  n o t  poss ib l e  

w i t h  the  1 percent  PUMS-A to i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  s ince  the  da ta  

do n o t  a l low d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of r u r a l  and urban r e s iden t s .  It is ,  

however, poss ib l e  t o  use published Census da t a  to  shed some l i g h t  on t h i s  

mat te r .  Caution must be used, s ince  published da t a  r e f e r  to  a l l  s t a t e s  

r a t h e r  than j u s t  Ind ian  s t a t e s ,  and exclude Indian  women l i v i n g  with 

non-Indian householders. Published da t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  73 percent  of 

wh i t e  households were family households i n  1980, whereas 77 percent  of 

Ind ian  households were family households (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 

1983b). The f i g u r e  f o r  whites  is the same a s  our f i g u r e  f o r  whites  i n  



Appendix Table A,  whereas the  f i g u r e  f o r  Indians  is  considerably lower 

than  our f i g u r e ,  owing to  the d i f f e r e n t  way we de f ine  Indian  households. 

Using the  white  household r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a s  the s tandard pro- 

duces an  Indian  household d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  which 76 pe rcen t  of Indian  

households a r e  family households. Residence seems to  exp la in  only a 

small  amount of t he  Indian/white/black d i f f e r e n c e  i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

household types. 

One "soc ia l"  explana t ion  of the high propor t ion  of female-headed 

f a m i l i e s  among blacks i s  the l ack  of economic oppor tun i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  

black men (Rainwater, 1970; Wilson and Neckerman, 1986; Walker, 1985). 

Given the  poverty and low per  c a p i t a  incomes of Indian  households, it is  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  be l i eve  t h a t  the  preponderance of Indian  couple-headed 

households is due to  b e t t e r  economic oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  Ind ian  men than 

a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  black men. A second poss ib l e  s o c i a l  explana t ion  is the  

r e l a t i v e  absence of b a r r i e r s  t o  Indian lwhi te  in te rmarr iage  compared to  

cont inuing  white  d isapproval  of blacklwhite  in te rmarr iage  (Sandefur and 

McKinnell, 1985). Indians  have access  t o  a source of p o t e n t i a l  mates 

t h a t  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  to  blacks. F ina l ly ,  a t h i r d  poss ib l e  s o c i a l  expla- 

n a t i o n  is  t h a t  c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  of American Indian  c u l t u r e  may be respon- 

s i b l e  f o r  the  family d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Anthropologists  and s o c i o l o g i s t s  who 

s tudy American Indians  have noted c o n s i s t e n t l y  t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  Indian  

c u l t u r e  p laces  a s t rong  emphasis on family and community (Wax, 1971). 

Perhaps t h i s  he lps  exp la in  the  Indian  household d i s t r i b u t i o n .  I n  sum, i t  

i s  probably a combination of age, r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  the  r e l a t i v e  

absence of b a r r i e r s  to  Indian lwhi te  in te rmarr iage  and the  c u l t u r a l  empha- 

s is  on f a m i l i e s  t h a t  expla ins  t he  r e l a t i v e l y  high proport ion of American 

Ind ian  family households. 



Appendix 
Table A 

Household S t r u c t u r e  by Race, and Poverty i n  A l l  S t a t e s ,  1980 

I N D I A N  BLACK WHITE 
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 

HOUSEHOLD 
TYPE 

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Married couple,  
no c h i l d r e n  

Married couple,  
w i th  c h i l d r e n  

Mo ther -ch i ld  
Fa ther -ch i ld  
0 t h e r  family 

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Men l i v i n g  a lone  
Women l i v i n g  a lone  
Mu1 t i pe r son  

TOTAL PERCENTAGE 

Notes: Ind ian  household: householder and/or spouse i s  Indian. 
Black household: householder i s  black and spouse i s  n o t  
Indian.  White household: householder is white  and spouse 
i s  n o t  Indian. 

The numbers i n  parentheses  a r e  the percentage of each group wi th  
incomes below the  pover t y  1 ine. 



Notes 

l ~ h o s e  r ec ru i t ed  i n t o  the  Indian  populat ion may be much b e t t e r  of f  

than Ind ians  i n  general .  Coleman and Rainwatert s (1978) a n a l y s i s  of the 

" e t h n i c  r ev iva l "  found t h a t  upper-middle-class p ro fe s s iona l s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  

t h e  younger ones) were most l i k e l y  to  become i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e i r  e t h n i c  

roo t s .  The lowermidd le  and lower-class respondents wanted t o  make su re  

t h a t  t h e i r  primary i d e n t i t y  was viewed a s  American. Coleman and 

Rainwater a t t r i b u t e  t h i s  to the secure l i f e  chances of the upper middle 

c l a s s ,  which allow them to  engage i n  e t h n i c  r e v i v a l  without  f e a r  of nega- 

t i v e  consequences. Lowermiddle and l o w e r c l a s s  persons don ' t  want 

o t h e r s  to suspec t  them of being d i s l o y a l ,  s i nce  they a r e  s t i l l  t ry ing  to 

g e t  ahead. 

 h he procedure used by Passe l  and Berman (1985) to  a s s e s s  changes i n  

s e l f - i d e n t i f  i c a  t i o n  involves an a n a l y s i s  of s t a t e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  implied 

b i r t h ,  death,  and migrat ion r a t e s .  This  a n a l y s i s  showed t h a t  s t a t e s  

which have h i s t o r i c a l l y  had l a r g e  Indian  poulat ions i n  genera l  had high 

b i r t h  and dea th  r a t e s  and reasonable migrat ion r a t e s .  Many o the r  s t a t e s ,  

however, had anomalously low b i r t h  and dea th  r a t e s  wi th  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  

h igh  implied migrat ion r a t e s .  The high implied migrat ion r a t e s  a r e  

a t t r i b u t e d  t o  changes i n  s e l f - i d e n t i f  i ca t ion .  

3 ~ s  we pointed o u t  above, published s t a t i s t i c s  on household com- 

p o s i t i o n  f o r  Indian  households exclude those Indians  who a r e  married to 

non-Indians. This ,  of course,  reduces the proport ion of Indian  house- 

ho lds  t h a t  a r e  family households, and wi th in  family households, it redu- 

c e s  the propor t ion  t h a t  a r e  couples. 



4 ~ o s t t r a n s f e r  income r e f e r s  to  t o t a l  household income, inc luding  

income from publ ic  a s s i s t a n c e  and s o c i a l  s ecu r i ty .  

5 ~ p p e n d i x  Table A g ives  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of household types and 

poverty r a t e s  i n  t he  United S t a t e s  a s  a whole. A comparison of Table 1 

w i t h  Table A shows t h a t  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of household types among the  

t h r e e  r a c i a l  groups is q u i t e  s i m i l a r  i n  the two s e t s  of s t a t e s ,  bu t  t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  poverty r a t e s .  The o v e r a l l  poverty 

r a t e  among blacks and whites  is  approximately the  same i n  the  United 

S t a t e s  a s  a whole a s  i n  the  Indian  s t a t e s ,  whereas the o v e r a l l  poverty 

r a t e  among Indians  is h igher  i n  Indian  s t a t e s  than i n  the  United S t a t e s  

as a whole. There a r e  wider v a r i a t i o n s  among s p e c i f i c  household types. 

Note t h a t  the  o v e r a l l  poverty f i g u r e s  f o r  whites  and Indians  r e f e r  t o  

households and thus d i f f e r  from those given i n  the in t roductory  s e c t i o n  

o f  t he  paper, which r e f e r r e d  to  fami l ies .  

6 ~ h e r e  appear  t o  be some bas i c  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  the rank order ing  of 

poverty l e v e l s  ac ros s  t he  household types f o r  each race. For a l l  t h r ee  

r a c e s  t he  household types wi th  the l e a s t  poverty a r e  married couples  

wi thout  c h i l d r e n  and married couples with ch i ldren .  On the  o t h e r  hand, 

t h e  household type most l i k e l y  t o  be i n  poverty is  c l e a r l y  the m o t h e r  

c h i l d  family. Furthermore, f o r  each race,  women l i v i n g  a lone  have a 

poverty r a t e  much h igher  than the  corresponding r a c i a l  average. For the  

o t h e r  household types,  however, the  rank order ing  of the  poverty l e v e l s  

does vary s l i g h t l y  between r a c i a l  groups. For example, among whites ,  

mu1 t i pe r son  households have a r e l a t i v e l y  high poverty r a t e ,  while  i n  the  

c a s e  of Indians ,  i t  is  r e l a t i v e l y  low. The poverty r a t e  f o r  men l i v i n g  

a l o n e  has a r e l a t i v e l y  low rank order  i n  the  case  of blacks,  bu t  a re la -  

t i v e l y  high rank o rde r  i n  the  case  of Indians.  



However in  the case of mo ther-child families  the expected relationship 

holds for  each race: the poverty rate i s  re lat ive ly  high and mean per 

capita income i s  re lat ive ly  low. 


