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The effect of working wives
on the incidence of poverty

Earnings of working wives markedly lowered

the incidence of poverty for all ethnic and race groups;
poverty rates for Mexican immigrant and Cuban families
dropped by hefty 25- and 20-percentage points, respectively,
as a result of wives’ earnings

ork (“working-wife families”) are much income was less than $15,08The threshold

less likely to experience poverty than famiwas somewhat higher for a family of five persons
lies in which only husbands work. However, therwith three children ($17,686). Adjusted to reflect
are wide variations in the likelihood of povertyinflation, the dollar amounts for poverty thresh-
among mairried-couple families for different racedlds rise from year to year. These poverty thresh-
ethnic groups. Also, there are wide variations iolds are the basis for determining poverty rates,
the extent to which wives’ earnings reduce povhat is, percentages of persons or families living
erty rates. in poverty.

Previous detailed studies of economic hard-

ship among Hispanic families, in particular, hav&he importance of wives’ earner statusAnnual
tended to concentrate on families maintained averages for 1994, derived from the Current Popu-
women (with no husband present). This articllation Survey¢rs, show that Hispanic and white
extends existing research by focusing on marriedrorking-wife families were approximately one-
couple families and the extent to which workindourth as likely to be poor as those in which only
wives reduce the likelihood of poverty for His-husbands worketllt is clear in table 1 that fami-

FAz/imilies in which husbands and wives bott8 years, was below the poverty threshold if its

panic and non-Hispanic families. lies with working wives markedly outnumbered
families in which the husband was the only earner.
Background This dampened the average poverty rate for mar-

ried-couple families in each ethnic/race group.

The Federal Government’s official definition of These statistics also show that among married
poverty was originally developed by Molliecouples with a working husband, Hispanics had
Orshansky for the Social Security Administratiomn overall poverty rate that was more than four
in 1964 and revised by Federal interagency cortimes that for whites. To a small extent, this dif-
mittees in 1969 and 1980. Orshansky developéetential in poverty rates—the “ethnic gap”™—re-
a set of pre-tax levels of family income, based asults from the fact that these Hispanic families
the Department of Agriculture’s Economy Foodvere somewhat more likely than whites to have
Plan, which vary according to family size ananly the husband employed. This “earner-com-
presence and age of children. Families with irposition effect” should not be overemphasized,
comes below the corresponding threshold are dfewever, because Hispanic households were
ficially defined as poor. For example, in 1994, enuch more likely than whites to be poor for each
family of four persons, with two children underof the husband-wife earner combinations.
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Research objectives.It seems reason- m Average poverty rates for married-couple families, by race and

able to assume that wives’ earnings woul ethnic group,1994 annual averages

substantially reduce the average incidence coverty rat R + dishibufi

of poverty for married-couple families. To Work stafus overlyrates ereeni disiribdtion
gauge this effect, however, it is necessary Hispanic | Black | White | Hispanic| Black | White
to disaggregate it from the impact of hus

bands’ earnings as well as other personalusband worked, tota ....... 16.8 5.3 41 1000 | 100.0 100.0
and family characteristics. Thus, the eX- \wite did not work 305 107 97 38.9 20.6 25.0
tent to which wives’ earnings widened of e worked................ 8.1 3.9 2.3 61.1 79.4 75.0
reduced the ethnic gap in poverty rates

also cannot be assessed without disagg r&ource: Derived from the Current Population Survey.

gating the effects of husbands’ and wives
earnings. Similarly, a more detailed analy-
sis is needed to determine whether wives’ earnings explain taenong working-wife families—excluding the effects of earner
relative advantage of working-wife families over those incomposition—and to determine whether factors other than
which only the husbands work. Consider that, in families witlwives’ earnings explain the relative advantage of working-
nonworking wives, husbands’ earnings are somewhat moeife families over sole-earner families, this article examines
concentrated at the lower levels (for example less thamarried-couple families in which the husband worked, disag-
$15,000) than are the earnings of husbands whose wive$ worfregated by the wife'’s earner status.
Of course, only a detailed analysis can determine whether the
relationship between wife's earner status and husband’s eagjgytq
ings is related to the incidence of family poverty.
The data for this research is from the Latino supplement to

Disentangling the effects of husbands’ and wives’ earningshe Panel Study of Income Dynamics (hereafter, Panel Study),
The approach taken here is modeled after a tabulation layproduct of the Survey Research Center of the University of
Marta Tienda and Lief Jensen, which was intended to gaudéichigan, and the “core” Panel Study surveys of non-His-
“the importance of secondary earners [family members othgranic white and black famili€ésThe Panel Study has been in
than the householder] as a hedge against poVeftyitden-  existence since 1968. It was not until 1990 that a supplemen-
tify the impact of wives’ earnings, Tienda and Jensen calcual survey was carried out, consisting of a sample of 421
lated two sets of “earnings poverty rates.” One was based orfuerto Rican, 493 Cuban, and 1,129 Mexican households.
on husbands’ earnings, while the other was based on the eamterviews with respondents of the Latino supplement were
ings of husbands and wives combined. By excluding nonlabaonducted each subsequent year through 198%ile the
income, as Tienda and Jensen explained, each set of ratediatino supplement oversampled Puerto Rican and Cuban
dicates the percent of families that would be poor based drouseholds to compensate for their relatively small numbers
earnings alone. The difference between the two sets refledtsthe population as a whole, the Puerto Rican sample was
the extent to which the wife’s earnings lowered the incidencstill too small for the purposes of this study, as will be ex-
of married-couple poverty beyond what would have been amplained later.
ticipated based on the husband’s earnings alone. Tienda andRespondents provided a broad range of information, in-
Jensen’s results—for non-Hispanic whites and blacks, as welluding their demographic characteristics, labor force activi-
as for several Hispanic groups—indicate clearly that workingies, and socioeconomic characteristics. For example, house-
spouses substantially lowered the average earnings povehyld heads were asked to identify their own race and ethnicity
rate for married couples. and that of their spouse, as well as the migration status of

Tienda and Jensen’s study took a “wide-lens” approactnousehold members—that is, whether they were born inside
tabulating patterns of poverty for married couples (and, separ outside the United States mainland. Household heads pro-
rately, for families maintained by women), to identify majorvided information concerning their own and their spouses’
trends over several decades. Dual-earner married couphlsrk activities throughout the year, as well as their earnings
were not disaggregated from one-earner married couples. Aad other sources of income. Because questions concerning
a result, the calculations reflect the combined impact of twacome are often sensitive or easily misinterpreted, it was im-
factors: the extent to which 1) wives’ earnings lowered thportant to establish trust and maximize communication with
incidence of poverty fowvorking-wife familiesand 2) “earner respondents. To accomplish these, interviewers were chosen
composition” dampened the overall poverty fale. assess who were themselves Hispanic and bilingual, and, when ap-
the impact of wives’ earnings on the incidence of povertypropriate, were able to conduct their interviews in Spanish.
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As is true for theprsand other major surveys, the Panel Studgn the effect of wives’ earnings, this sample excludes dual-
collected annual income data retrospectively—that is, respa@and multiple-earner families in which wives aidtwork.
dents were asked to disclose their income for the precedinglable 2 uses the official definition of poverty—which in-
calendar year. This study is based on data from the first wastades nonlabor income—to illustrate the variation in eco-
of interviews. As such, most of the information refers to 1988pmic well-being among the ethnic/race groups. As the top
which may represent more normal conditions than tHme indicates, the total poverty rate was highest for Mexican
recessionary years that followed. immigrant families (17.3), followed by U.S.-born Mexicans
The sample used in this article was restricted to marri¢til.8), non-Hispanic blacks (6.1), and Cubans (6.0), while it
couples with husbands 25 years of age or older who had deves lowest for non-Hispanic whites (1.3).
any work for wages or salaries in 198Bhis focus makes it  This ranking tends to be congruent with patterns in table 3,
possible to assess the poverty-reducing effect of wives’ eawhich tabulates several demographic factors traditionally as-
ings over and above those of their husbands. Defined accadeiated with the incidence of povettiot surprisingly, there
ing to husband’s ethnicity, there were 270 Mexican immigrari§ a marked inverse relationship between proportions of hus-
164 U.S.-born Mexican, 165 Cuban, 674 non-Hispanic blattands and wives who completed high school and family pov-
and 1,973 non-Hispanic white families in the sanipecon-  erty rates by ethnicity/race. Thus, as table 3 shows, Mexican
trast to Mexican families, which could be distinguished bynmigrants were, by far, the least likely to have completed
place of birth (United States or Mexico), the small sampldgh school, a strong contrast with non-Hispanic whites. In
size for Cubans prevented a similar breakdown. Another limaddition, relative to the other groups—particularly non-His-
tation is that restrictions imposed by the sample-selection goanic whites—Mexican immigrant families were much more
teria yielded an insufficient number of Puerto Rican housékely to include three or more children, which raises the level
holds, which were therefore excluded. This was primarily thaf income necessary to exceed the poverty threshold. Patterns
result of the disproportionate number of Puerto Rican fanfier the other minority families show that they too tended to be
lies maintained by women and/or by nonemployed personsyeerrepresented among demographic groups most likely to be
pattern that has been discussed in other stifties. poor.

Profiles

I[<[]-WAR Poverty rates, percent distribution, and unweighted sample sizes for
married-couple families with husbands who were wage or salary

Before turning to the core of this re
workers in 1989, by earner status and Hispanic origin and race of

search—the effect of wives’ earnings o

L husband
the incidence of poverty—we should note
that the next three tables (2, 3, and 4) pro- Mexican Non-Hispanic
vide a sense of socioeconomic diversit) Earner status Cuban

among the ethnic/race groups. As is true Immigrant | U.S. born Black White
for tables presented later, these data Poverty rate

from the Panel Study and are restricted Q. 173 118 6.0 6.1 13
married couples with husbands who were Both husband and wife

wage or salary workers in 1989. These iere 63mers oo 84 50 6.1 37 8
couples fall into three categories: those eamer ... 35.4 312 5.9 18.4 38

with two earners (husband and wife), androtar ...............cccccccoorrevrrnn. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

i «. Both husband and wife
those W_lth three or more earners (hus ore oo nawte 670 740 670 83.2 821
band, wife, and other family members).

Husband was the sole
To simplify the presentation of results, the eamer ... 33.0 26.0 33.0 16.8 17.9

ers and those with three or more earnernsotal ..o, 270 164 165 674 1,973
H H Both husband and wife
were collapsed into a single category Were eamers. 168 113 123 563 1641

“both husband and wife were earners.
(See table 2.)

After p_rOflllr?g the Samp_le' the second Norte: This table excludes families in which the husband and one or more other family members (not
half of this article determines the extentwife) were earners.

to which wives’ eamings mitigated thein Source: Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (psip), Institute for Social Re-

cidence of poverty Because the focus Qsearch,University of Michigan,1990 wave.

earner .......... 102 51 42 111 332
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Returning to table 2—focusing this|ERTSISIN Selected characteristics of married couples with wage-earming
time on the percent distributions (middl husbands, by Hispanic origin and race of husband, 1989

panel)—we find clearly that families in Mexican Non-Hispenie
which both partners worked were ver Characteristic Cuban
common across the ethnic/race groups, Immigrant | U.S. born Black White
outnumbering families in which husband:s
were sole earners by at least 2to 1. Att Bercent of husbands with high
same time, non-Hispanic families were school diploma or beyond........... 238 61.2 722 787 87.7

H H i Percent of wives with high school
more Ilkely than HISpanICS to have Work dlploma or beyond ..................... 260 600 605 783 897

ing wives!? In general, families with | mean age of husband 375 40.4 45.6 42.0 43.1
H H H Mean age of wife ...... 35.0 38.0 41.4 39.2 40.8
Worklng WIVES were mUCh |eSS Ilkely to Mean family SIZ oo, 5.1 3.9 3.4 3.7 3.3
experience poverty than were families inpercent with children under
H nAL8 years, total .......cocceeveiiiiienins 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Whlgh husbands were sol_e earners. Cubart N ehidren ' 64 269 263 33 439
families were the exception, with a povi  1chid ...... | 227 27.6 28.4 22.2 19.3
H 2 children ......... 24.3 25.4 20.8 25.6 24.1
erty rate Of apprOXImately 6 percent re 30r more Ch'ldren .................... 466 201 45 209 127

gardless of the wife’s earner status.
major regson for this anqmaly is tha Norte: This table excludes families in which the husband and one or more other family members (not
nonlabor income had a particularly strongwife) were earners.

dampening effect on the poverty rate of Source: Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (psip), Institute for Social Re-
these sole-earner familiés search, University of Michigan,1990 wave.

For a more complete picture of ethnicifsIC¥"8 Components of family income and total family income for married-
race variations in the economic well-be couple families with husbands who were wage or salary workers in

. . . 1989, by Hispanic origin and race of husband
ing of families, table 4 shows various y Hisp 9

components of family income. These Mexican Non-Hispanic
tabulations illustrate that median annual Characteristic _ Cuban _
earnings for Mexican immigrant hus Immigrant | U.5. born Black White
bands were virtually half that for whites median family income, tota ........... $23,005 | $29,350 | $30,800 $34,064 | $46,050

($15,000 versus $29,964). This earnings  pysbands earnings
disadvantage of Mexican immigrants Un-yegian annual earnings of

doubtedly stems, in part, from their lowef husband, total .......ccoocooessirins 15,000 20,000 | 17,000 21,000 | 29,964
. . Where husband was sole
average level of educational attainment,  “oaner T 15,000 14,000 | 16,125 17,900 | 30,000

Table 4 also shows that, across the five Where husband and wife were
ethnic/race groups, a Iarge percentage Of both earners .......ccccvveeeeeeeen.n. 15,000 22,000 17,000 21,000 29,800
families had three earners—that is, hus-
band, wife, and one or more other famil

Wife's earnings (where wife
is an earner)

N i . Median annual earnings of wife ..... 8,000 10,000 10,000 12,500 13,000
members. While the portion of families annual earnings of wife as median
that received nonlabor income was also percent of total family income ... 29.9 33.9 32.3 35.1 28.0
substantial, this varied markedly b Other source of income
ethnicity/race. For example, Cuban fami-Percent of families with three
. . . CAIMEIS ....covvviieeeeeeeiieee e e e e 24.1 22.6 24.9 23.2 25.4
lies were most likely to receive transfe Percent of families with transfer
income, while whites had, by far, the h|gh income ....... [ s 28.3 27.5 38.6 31.0 31.9

/. . Percent of families with income

est percent of families with income from " “om assets .......................... 425 44.6 55.6 395 73.0
assets.

Norte: This table excludes families in which the husband and one or more other family members (not
wife) were earners.

R It Source: The Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics(psip), Institute for Social
esulrs Research, University of Michigan, 1990 wave.

This section turns to the primary objec-

tive of this article, which is to determine the impact of wivesnembersf the wife workedIn fact, as was noted in table 4,
earnings on the incidence of poverty. Accordingly, as wadkis latter category—"“families with three earners"—makes up
noted earlier, a small group of married-couple families wegesubstantial proportion of the sample.

excluded—those in which the husband and one or more otherAs was true for the tabulations by Tienda and Jensen dis-
family members—but not the wife—were earn&rEhe cussed earlier, the poverty rates examined in this section ex-
sample does include families with other employed familgiude income from assets and government transfer payments.
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This eliminates ethnic/race variations in the extent to whicthan three-fifths for Cubans and blaék$he following sec-
nonlabor income cushioned families from poverty. To detertion provides a closer look at the extent to which wives’ earn-
mine the impact of wives’ earnings on the incidence of povings reduced the differential between poverty rates for mi-
erty, two sets of poverty rates were derived. As table 5 showsorities and whites.
the first set (“based on earnings of husband only”) was calcu-
lated as if husbands’ earnings were the only source of familijhe ethnic gaps.Table 6 shows the ethnic differentials in
income. The second set (“based on earnings of husband agatnings poverty rates, derived by dividing the poverty rate
wife”) was calculated as if family income was made up of théor each minority group by that for whites. With the exception
combined earnings of husbands and wives. By contrasting tlé Cubans, minority families in which only the husband
two sets, it was possible to determine the effects of wivestorked were approximately 2 or 3 times as likely to fall be-
earnings on the incidence of poverty. low the poverty line as their white counterparts. The prob-
ability that sole-earner Cuban families would be poor was vir-
A focus on working-wife familie§.he top portion of table 5 tually identical to that for whites. In contrast, for families in
(labeled “husband and wife were both earners”) provides thehich both partners worked, ethnic gaps based on combined
two sets of earnings poverty rates, as well as two ways &arnings tended to be higher. There is little reason to applaud
assess the effects of wives’ earnings—in absolute and reldte lower degree of earnings inequality among sole-earner
tive terms. Thabsolute effeaif wives’ earningss, of course, families, however, as it is based on a relatively high incidence
the simple subtraction of the two sets of poverty rates. As ortd poverty for both whites and minorities.
might anticipate, the size of these differences tended to vary The first two sets of ratios in table 6—for families in which
according to the magnitude of the “initial” poverty rate (basedhe husband and wife both worked—show that the earnings
on husband’s earnings). As indicated in table 5, while workef working wives reduced the incidence of poverty to a greater
ing wives markedly reduced the incidence of poverty acrossxtent among white married-couple families than was the
the five ethnic/race categories, the absolute impact was greagase for Mexican families, whether immigrant or not. Spe-
est for Mexican immigrant and Cuban families. Had their in€ifically, based on husband'’s earnings alone, the poverty rate
comes been based on husbands’ earnings only, 43.4 perctort Mexican immigrant working-wife households was 4.6
of Mexican immigrant families with working wives would times that for whites, while the ratio based ondbmbined
have been poor, for example, compared to 18 percent whearningsof Mexican immigrant husbands and wives was no-
wives’ earnings are included—a percentage-point differendably higher (8.2 times). This means that the earnings of white
of 25.4%° Similarly, 28.9 percent of these Cuban familieswives pushed a larger proportion of their households out of
would have been poor based on husbands’ earnings, verq/erty than was the case for Mexican immigrants. The end
8.9 percent based on combined earn-

ings—a 20.0-percentage-point differ . . -
ence. By way of contrast, the earnings g Table 5. Pc_.verty rates based solely on earnings for mcurnec_:l-couple families

. . . . I with husbands who were wage or salary workers in 1989, by earner
non-Hispanic white wives accounted fo status and Hispanic origin and race of husband

a 7.7-percentage-point reduction. In thi _ o

sense, the poverty-ameliorating effects of ; o Mexican Cuban Non-Hispanic

Mexican immigrant and Cuban working arer siats immigrant | U.S. born Black White

wives were much larger than those of

other ethnic/race groups Husband and wife were both

. ’ . . earners
Therelative (percentage) difference Poverty rate based on
H i i~il  earningstof:

the absolute difference divided by the ini ~ Husband ol ..o 434 16.9 28.9 186 04

tial poverty rate (based on husbands’ Husband andwife ............. 18.0 77 8.9 7.2 2.2

earnings); this calculation adjusts for eth- A;;z't‘;t;]ffg‘féﬁigtage 054 02 200 114 .

nic/race variations in the starting point Relative (percentage)

Wives’ earnings reduced the poverty ratg, dfference ... 585 544 692 613 766

for whites by more than three-fourths| eamer ... 38.6 48.2 16.1 42,0 17.2
£

This was the most dramatic reduction af

all ethnic/race groups. Nevertheless, the * Inthis table, earnings exclude income from transfer payments and assets.

reductions for minority families were Norte: This table excludes families in which the husband and one or more other family members (not
wife) were earners.

substantial. Wives earnings reduced the Source: The Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (psip), Institute for Social
poverty rate by more than half for both Research, University of Michigan, 1990 wave.

groups of Mexican families, and by more,
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result was to increase the already existing advantage of whES¥PS™ :qtios of minority-to-white poverty rates for

families relative to Mexicans. The difference between the tw0 married-couple families with husbands who were
sets of ratios was much less pronounced for blacks and mini- wage or salary workers in 1989, by earner status
m.al for Cupans.. In sum, therg is no evidence that including Mexican Non-
wives'’ earnings in the calculation of poverty rates reduced the Earner status Cuban Hmeér:(-c
ethnic gaps, at least as defined in this articdéthough wives’ Immigrant| U.S. born
earnings greatly reduced poverty rates for each ethnic/raC8uspand and wife were
group. both earners

. . . . . . . Ratio based on

Why did the earnings of minority wives fail to lift a greater| earmings of:

proportion of their families out of poverty than was true for :usgang On'dy e g-g ég 3-3 gg

. . . . .. usband and wite .... . . . .
the earnings of white wives? Answering this involves comr uspand was the sole
paring minority and white low-income families by level of | eamer ... 2.2 2.8 9 24
wives’ earnings, as well as by the ratio of husband’s earnin JS Nore: Data for this table were derived from table 5.
to the poverty threshold. For example, perhaps Mexican im- source: The Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
migrant families lost the race to the poverty line because thés). Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1990 wave.

earnings of their husbands placed tHartherbelow the pov-
erty threshold than was the case for whites, and the earni
of Mexican immigrant wives did not sufficiently compensate
for this disadvantage.

The data in table 7, which are for working-wife families in
which husbands earned below the poverty threshold, suggg
this tended not to be the case. (U.S.-born Mexican famili
were excluded from these tabulations because of their sm !
sample size.) At the outset, note that the median ratio of husgresnai. ... 0.69 0.66 0.66 0.56
bands’ earnings to the poverty threshold was slidtitiher Husbands’ median annual

Selected characteristics of low-income married-
couple families in which both husband and wife
were wage or salary workers in 1989, by Hispanic
origin and race of husband

Non-Hispanic

Mexican Cuban

st  Characteristic immigrant

S
Alledian ratio of husbands’

Black White

. . . . - L . INOS woeeeeeeeee e 10,400 8,000 8,000 6,200

for minority than for white low-income families. This is pri- Wi o oo
marily because minority husbands in low-income families ag- earnings ...........cc....... 7,000 7,800 7,067 8,000
Median family size. ............. 6 4 5 4

tually earned more than whites. This relative disadvantage for _
whites was counterbalanced by lower median family sizes ang?™P'* siz¢
wives’ higher median earnings. These differentials were payr- Nore: Low-income families are those in which the husbands earned below
ticularly dramatic for Mexican immigrant wives. The differ- |\0p foiord eeio, b2 borm He e gy, o Ccded from these
ences between black and white fam”y sizes and wives’ earn- Source: The Latino Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
ings were less pronounced, and thus, as was noted earl énsio), Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1990 wave.
wives’' earnings had a relatively slight effect on this ethni€
gap. Finally, family sizes and earnings for Cuban and white
wives tended to be rather similar and thus wives’ earnings hauch more than their sole-earning counterparts. In contrast,
a minimal effect on their poverty-rate gép. for Mexican immigrant and Cuban families, the lower inci-
dence of poverty for working-wife families is exclusively at-
Working wives, versus nonworking wivell. may seem tributable to the effect of wives’ earnings. Before including
commonsensical that wives’ earnings are the pivotal reasdhese effects, as the chart shows, the incidence of poverty was
why the poverty rate for families in which both partners workactuallyhigherfor dual-earner families than for those in which
tends to be lower than that for families in which the husbandnly the husband worked.
is sole earner. If this were true, the predominance of working
wives could be said to exert an especially strong dampeniny SUMMARY, this article has shown that wives’ earnings had
impact on the overall poverty rate for married couples. Aan important poverty-mitigating effect for Mexican immi-
chart 1 illustrates, however, the role of wives’ earnings in thigrant, U.S.-born Mexican, Cuban, and non-Hispanic black and
regard varies by ethnicity/race. In fact, for U.S.-born Mexiwhite families. Focusing exclusively on working-wife fami-
can, and non-Hispanic black and white families, thdies, the first analysis provided two different, yet equally valid,
commonsensical view does not apply, as husbands’ earningsys of analyzing ethnic/race variations in the impact of
alone explain why working-wife families were less likely towives’ earnings. On the one hand, #fisolutedeclines in the
be poor than sole-earner families. This implies that, amongoverty rate attributable to wives’ earnings were most impres-
families of similar size, husbands of working wives earnedive for Mexican immigrant and Cuban families. Their ex-

........................ 73 33 103 157
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(OUEV M Earnings poverty rates by earner status and Hispanic origin and race of husband, 1989
Percent Percent
60 60
Poverty rate based on:
I Il Combined earnings of husband and wife |
50 48.2 O] Husband’s earnings only 1950
" 43.4 420 1
40 |- 38.6 - 40
30 | 28.9 — 30
20 - 18.6 - 20
18.0 16.9 161 17.2
10 |- 77 8.9 25 94 - 10
i 2.2 |
Dual- Sole- Dual- Sole- Dual- Sole- Dual- Sole- Dual- Sole-
earner earner earner earner earner earner earner earner earner earner
Mexican immigrant U.S- born Mexican Cuban Non-Hispanic black Non-Hispanic white

tremely high “starting points” (poverty rates based on huswhite families to be smaller than those of minorities.

bands’ earnings) dropped by hefty 25 and 20 percentage A second analysis notes that, regardless of ethnicity/race,
points, respectively, as a result of wives’ earnings. This fdamilies in which the husband and wife both work are much
exceeded the reductions for the other ethnic/race groups.l&ss likely to be poor than those in which the husband is sole
contrast, theelative declines, which adjust for the startingearner. It seems tempting to attribute this entirely to the pov-
points, show that the incidence of poverty tended to fall aterty-mitigating effects of wives’ earnings. This is the correct
faster pace for white families than for minorities. As a resulgxplanation, in fact, for Mexican immigrant and Cuban fami-
wives’ earnings did not decrease the “ethnic gaps” (the raties. However, the story is different for black and white non-
of minority/white family poverty rates). In fact, relative eth-Hispanic, and U.S.-born Mexican, families. The lower inci-
nic/race equality—albeit with a higher incidence of povertygence of poverty for these families with working wives is
for all—was more closely approximated when the effects gfrimarily attributable to their husbands, who tended to earn
wives’ earnings were excluded. This is attributable to the tesubstantially more than did the husbands of nonworking
dency for white wives to earn more than minorities and fawives. ]

Footnotes
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on earlier drafts of this article. Steve Miller graciously provided assistancglispanic origin, primary families, March 1995,” unpublished marital and
with tests of statistical significance. family tabulations from th&€urrent Population SurvegU.S. Department
L “poverty Thresholds by Size of Family and Number of Related chil-of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics), table A.
dren: 1994,” inncome, Poverty, and Valuation of Noncash Benefits: 1994, 4 Marta Tienda and Leif Jensen, “Poverty and Minorities, A Quarter-
Current Population Reportseries P60-189 (U.S. Department of Com- Century Profile of Color and Socioeconomic Disadvantage,” in Gary D.
merce, Bureau of the Census), table 8. Sandefur and Marta Tienda, ed3ivided Opportunities: Minorities, Pov-
2“Work Experience of Family Members, by Poverty Status of Families:erty, and Social PolicfNew York, Plenum Press, 1988). The term “house-
1994,” unpublished tabulations from tRairrent Population Survey, Pov- holder” generally refers to the person in whose name the home is owned or
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rented. If a home is owned jointly by a married couple, either the husbarehrner counterparts. See table 5 in this article for poverty rates based solely
or wife may be the householder. While Tienda and Jensen used the terors earnings.

“head (Yy?lchhwas ;epI?c_ed klj.y. hoﬁsef‘f?'g?f |r} the 19.8% cens?s) and 4, Depending on ethnicity/race, these families made up 6.1 percent to
spouse,” for the sake of simplicity, their findings for married couples are;g g percent of all married couples with working husbands.

discussed here in terms of “husband” and “wife.” . . . : . .
15 These findings are in keeping with other evidence that multiple earn-

5 i K i i i - . . .pe . .
Tienda and Jensen's analysis also provides evidence that the poverys in immigrant groups tended to mitigate the incidence of poverty below

reducing effects of working wives increased over the 25-year period of tf}% . . - B

f . . at of their native-born counterparts. See Leif Jensen, “Secondary Earner
study (1959_84)' These tabullatlons do not esfimate t_he extent to wh|c_h trg?rategies and Family Poverty: InEl)migrant-Native Differentials 1960—y1980 "
reflects growth in the proportion of working-wife families among married ’ H '

L A - International Migration Reviewdanuary 1991, pp. 113-39; and Leif Jensen,
couples, as opposed to a strengthening in the ameliorative impact of WIVe’%overty and Immigration in the United States: 1960—1980Diwided
earnings among working-wife families. ' '

; ; . . Opportunities For an earlier analysis focusing on Cubans, see Lisandro
5 For an earlier article using the Latino Supplement to the Panel Study @férez, “I/mmigrant Economic Adjustment and Family Organization: The

Income Dynamics, see Johanne Boisjoly and Greg J. Duncan, “Job loss€§pan Success Story Reexaminddtgrnational Migration Reviewdanu-
among Hispanics in the recent recessibiphthly Labor Reviewdune 1994, 41y 1986, pp. 4-20.

pp. 16-23.

7 Greg Duncan, Martha Hill, James Lepkowski, Rodolfo de la Garzay,
Angelo Falcon, Chris Garcia, and John Gardiacumentation for the 1990
psiD/LNPSEarly Release File(Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Survey

16 Tests of statistical significance indicated that, for black, U.S.-born
exican, and Mexican immigrant families, the reduction in poverty rates
was significantly lower than that for whites at the .10 level. In contrast, the

- . : - test showed that the reduction in the poverty rate for Cuban families was not
Research Center, April 1992). The website address for information a’-ig]niﬁcantly different than that for whites. This means we must remain

data on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics is http://www.umich.edu/~psi nostic as to whether, in fact, wives' earnings had a lesser or greater im-

® Self-employed workers were excluded because distinguishing betwegact on the poverty rate for Cuban families relative to that for whites. It is
the labor and asset portion of their income tends to be rather imprecise. possible that the failure to obtain a statistically significant difference in this

% The sample of Mexican families used in this article does not representégard is the result of the relatively low number of Cuban families in the
that in the population with regard to nativity. Thus, the 1990 census indsample. These tests were performed using t-tests based on standard errors
cates that slightly more than half of Mexican families were native bornderived from Taylor series linearization and approximated design effects
versus 38 percent in this sample. However, within the two categories fappropriate for the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
nativity, the statistics resemble those in the census for several relevant vari-

ables, including the incidence Qf family poverty, presence of children, anglveen the ethnic gap based on husband’s earnings relative to the gap based

householder’s age and educatpnal att(ilmment. ) on the combined earnings of husband and wife. For black, U.S.-born Mexi-
»* For example, see Marta Tienda, “Puerto Ricans and the Underclaggn, and Mexican immigrant families, wives’ earnings increased the ethnic

Debate,"The Annals of the American ACademy of Political and Social SC|gap by an amount that was Statistica”y Signiﬁcant' As was also shown by

ence Januaryl989, pp. 105-84; Gary D. Sandefur and Marta Tienda, “In-the test described in footnote 16, the difference between the two ethnic gaps
troduction: Social Policy and the Minority ExperiencBjVided Opportu-  for Cubans was not statistically significant.

nities, pp. 1-17; and Tienda and Jensen, “Poverty and Minorities: A Quar-
ter-Century Profile of Color and Socioeconomic Disadvantage.”

17 Tests of statistical significance were performed on the difference be-

18 Additional tabulations, not shown in this article, indicate that minority

. . ) . husbands in low-income families tended to work more hours per year and to
™ For example, see Monica Cas_tlI{bProflle of the Working Poor, 1994 be paid at a higher rate than white husbands in low-income families. In

Report 905 (Burea.u of Lgbor Statistics, June 199@' ) contrast, while average annual hours for minority and white wives were
‘2 For an analysis of this tendency, see Marta Tienda and Jennifer Glaggmilar, average hourly earnings for minority wives were generally much

“Household Structure and Labor Force Participation of Black, Hispaniciower. See Jensen, “Immigrant-Native Differentials,” for further research

and White Mothers,Demography August 1985, pp. 381-94. concerning the poverty-mitigating effect of “secondary earners” (wives and
13 Thus, excluding nonlabor income, the incidence of poverty for soleether family earners) in families with husbands whose earnings were below

earner Cuban families was 16.1 percent, versus 8.9 percent for their dutite poverty line.
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