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PREFACE 

This paper was presented a t  the Annual Meeting o f  the American Economic 
Associat ion 1 n New York, NY, on December 29, 1985. It was included i n  
t he  Session e n t i  t l e d  "The Survey o f  Income and Program Par t i  c i  p a t i  on-- 
Ear ly  f i nd ings  from a New Data Resource,' chaired by Mart in David of 
the  Uni vers i  t y  o f  W i  sconsi n-Madi son. 

The other papers included i n  t h f  s session were as follows: 

"S IPP Labor Force T rans i t i  ons : Probl ems and Promi ses ," 
by Paul Ryscavage and Kathleen Short, Bureau o f  the  Census. 

?P 
"Patterns o f  Asset Ownership and Wealth Hol d i  ngs," by 
Enrique F. Lamas and John M. ObNei 1 , Bureau o f  the Census. 

Glen C. Cafn o f  the Univers i ty  o f  W i  sconsin and James Tobin 
of Yale Univers i ty  were t he  discussants. 

This paper reports ear l y  f i nd i ng  and work underway on studies of the  
short-run dynamics o f  household membership and economi c status using 
monthly data on household composition, fami ly  status, and current  
income flows from the  1979 Research Panel o f  t he  Income Survey Develop- 
ment Program ( ISDP) . 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper repor t s  ea r ly  f indings and work underway on some s tud ies 'o f  the  

short-run dynamics of household memberdrip and eoonomic status.  The 

Survey of Inoome and Program Par t ic ipat ion (SIPP), 88 well 88 its 

precursor survey, the 1979 Reaearoh Panel of the  Income Sumey Developant 

Program (ISDP), provides monthly p n e l  data on household oompoaitian, 

family s t a tu s ,  and ourrent income flows. When a f u l l  set of data frm a 

SIPP panel is available,  we w i l l  be able  t o  analyze time ae r i e s  up to 32 

months i n  length. The ISDP provides 12 months of data for the  f u l l  panel 

and 15 months f o r  8 subset. Time aeries on a monthly hais, with proper 

nrrtohing of household daiao@viphio and eoonoaio obaraaterfs t ios ,  offer 

exc i t ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  ana lys i s  of bcrw changes i n  both oategories of 

var iables  may influence moh o tbe r  and how eaoh i 8  affected by psoperly 

e m p n o u s  iactors .  nib paper rppremnts  =me preliminary effort.  to move 

forward toward such malyaos. 

More specif ioal ly ,  t h i s  paper first examines t h e  extent and var ie ty  of 

intra-year W g e  i n  both o o p o d t i o n  and poverty s t a tua  f o r  8 -pie of 

households drum frvro the ISDP. Smond, this aample i a  analyzed t o  

di8oover the oonsequenoes of u d n g  a l te rna t ive  ru le8  for dotemining the  

oontinuity of a housrbhold versus its d i soon t inu t ion  and suooesaicm by one 

o r  more mnewm units. .Third, an  r l t e r m t i v a  8trrteglr for analyt ing 

household ohanga is explained and outlined. This approach follows persons 

88 the household8 they oooupy ohm&@, dissolve, and reform fro. m n t h  t o  

month and 81490 regards t h e  eoonomic s t a t u s  o f  t h e  #are rrwosaaioa of 



households as another environmental charac te r i s t i c  a f fec t ing  t h e  behavior 

and development of the person. 

BACKGROUND 

There is a r i c h  l i t e r a t u r e  documenting and analyzing changes i n  household 

and family s t ruc ture  in t he  20th century U.S. (aee Koo, 1985). Recent 

t rends  include decline i n  t h e  nmber of two-parent households, growth i n  

single-parent, nonfamlly, and one-person households, and decrease i n  

average household size.  However, feu s tud ies  t o  date have looked a t  gross 

changes i n  household composition on a longitudinal basis, and fewer still 

a t  changes occurring within t h e  span of a year. The March Current 
- 

Population Survey (CPS); whiah repremnts  8 prlme aource of infonmtion on 

patter- of ahange i n  f a n l l y  and household s t ruature ,  provides measures 

only of net  change year-by-year and does not  follow intra-year household 

Yet we lmow t h a t  throughout t h e  year  persons join  and leave households 

fo r  reasons of b i r th ,  death, marriage, divorce, going back and fo r t h  t o  

school, and so on. What we do not know is t h e  incidence and tlmlng of  

each kind of change and the duration of eaah type of household. M e o v e r ,  

we do not know the  extent t o  which arm-1 zt ta t ia t ics  on houwholds by type 

(hu tmd-wl fe ,  female family head, eta.),  size, and other  e h a r a c t e r i s t i w  

reasonably repremnt  t h e  experience of t h e  population throughout t h e  year 

or d i s t o r t  that e.p.riinoe i n  iapor tant  ways. 

This question takes  on added lmporhnae when we oonsider mewures of 

household eooncmlc pe r fo rm~oe .  There is a riah l i t e r a t u r e  analyzing t h e  

year-by-year dyn8mics of inacme and poverty, w i n g  both repeated 



oross -ac t ion  and l o n g i t u d l ~ l  panel data. Analysis of t h e  Panel Study of 

Income Dynamic8 (PSID), now i n  its 18th p a r ,  hs  found evidence of 

considerable income ias tab i l i ty - -whi le  the whardoorew poverty population 

t h a t  remains below the poverty l i n e  year after year is r e l a t i ve ly  mall, a 

much larger proportion of t h e  population has experienced one or  more years 

of poverty. This retwaroh ha8 a l so  amply docammted that  changes i n  

f m i l y  composition--the gain o r  l o rn  of one o r  more members-=are fPlportcmt 

determinants of ohaages in poverty status (Duncan and Horgan, 1982). 

Relatively l i t t l e  is known about intra-year inwme dyna.mic8 and t h e i r  

relationship with household oompoaitioa ahangc. To the extent  t h a t  

intra-year wmpositioa chanms a f fea t  t h e  inaome reoe ip t s  and needs of a 

s izeable  element of t he  population, than it may ba that our annual 

measures of h o w h o l d  income and poverty s ta tuu bamd on t h e  lkrch CPS am 

flawed. 

The CPS measures of fnwme and poverty, m well m houmhold type, 

s ize ,  etc.,  simply ignore latra-year Wges in household oomposition. I n  

t h e  CPS, inoome is measured over the  preceding calendar year fo r  members 

of each sample household who were premnt  i n  t h o  following -oh, although 

not a l l  of the80,membera may have been part of the household during t h e  

income accounting period and some members premnt earlier i n  the year may 

haye l e f t  before t h e  l ~ t e ~ 1 1 0 ~ .  ~DXWWW, ;k1=~0 of of 

household8 who died, were i n s t i t u t i o n r l i m d ,  o r  moved a b d  before the 

interview is exaluded an t i re ly .  

Limited empirical evidence, h s s d  on work with data i r on  t he  Inoome 

~ n t a n a n ~  Experlmntr (Sorrdamlia ,  1978) 88d the  first two waves of the 

1979 ISDP Remarob Panel (Czajka and Citro, 1982), s w r r t r  t h a t  t h e  CPS 

mced\ r re  d i s t o r t 8  t o  ~ X t ~ n t  P M ~  0 8 t w t e 8  of fmuie8 and mr#)IlS 



in poverty beoause of the d i f fe ren t  accounting periods w e d  for family 

oomposition versus family inacme. l o  work has been done t h a t  would 

ind ica te  whether measures of ehange i n  poverty rates from year-to-year are 

a l s o  affected,  nor have there been s tud ies  of problems i n  

character izat ions  of hourreholds by type and other  var iables  f rm~ the 

yearly cross-sectional CPS observations. 

Intra-Year Data from the  ISDP and SIPP 

The 1979 Inoome Survey Developmcmt Program Remarah h n e l  represented the 

first e f f o r t  t o  ocrnduot a longltudiaol survey of a large nationally 

representat ive  sample of households pr incipal ly  t o  ob t r in  data on 

lntra-year lnoome and government prow= par t iolpat ion (see Teas and 

Liningor, 1981, for 8 desoriptlon). Baaed on axperienoe gained In the 

ISDP and o ther  surveys, t he  Survey of Inoome and Program P P r t i c l ~ t i o n  was 

launched i n  t he  fa l l  of 1983 as r oontinuing data oolleotlon vehicle f o r  

obtaining information on lntra-year lnoome and program par t ie lpat ion i n  

addi t ion t o  other  topios  from lor* pone18 followed over p@riods of 

two-aad-oae-half years (see Nelson et al., 1984, f o r  an 0vervi4w)~ The 

de ta i led  lnoome da ta  l n  the  ISDP and SIPP, obtalned by month f o r  -st 

sources, and monthly data on household and family oonpodtion permit 

measurhg lntra-year changes i n  bousebold oompoaltion and 80~1~00noPPlo 

8tatU8w - (A 08~-t to note i 8  t h a t  t h e  SfPP do08 not &&old 

oomposition ohurge durlng tho months oorered by the first h t e R i e v .  mi8 
is also l a rge ly  trw of t he  ISDPw The ISDP suffer8 8s well f r a  e r r o r s  In 

8 r r i v a l  and departure dates of household member8 umd t o  develop the 

monthly oomposition data.) 



Information about part-yeor boome and oomposition is  Important f o r  

mny purpobes, notably policy planaing and evaluation f o r  means-tested 

transfer programs t h a t  use part-year accounting periods for  e l i g i b i l i t y  

and benefit  determination. However, the ava i l ab i l i t y  of regular part-year 

s t a t i s t i c s  from SIPP w i l l  not lessen t h e  need f o r  annual measures t b a t  

document t rends  i n  l i v i n g  arrangements and in haw the  oountry fared 

economically over t h e  year. I n  par t icular ,  there  w i l l  oontinue t o  be a 

need f o r  annual householQ s t a t i s t i c s .  Although measures of t o t a l  annual 

avai lable  inoome and poverty s t a t u s  can be reported and analyzed fo r  

permns, they must be defined on a household o r  family besis. Tbe income 

avai lable  t o  many jmraons 1s not aimply thelr %wan receipts, but r ece ip t s  

earned or otherwise acquired by o the r  members o f  t h e  household o r  family. 

S l m i l . ~ l y ,  standards of  need r e c o g ~ i z e  e c o n ~ ~ ~ l e a  of  s-le f o r  larger 

families. There is publio policy i n t e r e s t  social and eoonomic 

s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  the  u n i t s  i n t o  whlob persons group thepremlves i n  addi t ion 

t o  In t e r e s t  in s t a t i s t i c s  on a person bas. 

The Challenne of Annual Lonnitudinal Ebmhold  S t a t i s t i c @  

The SIPP d a t a  p e a t  developing annual household a k t i a t i c s  th.t ba t t e r  

r e f l e c t  ac tua l  experienae during t h e  year. Yet, perplering methodological 

issws arise when one tries t o  oonstruct auah me88urea. There ore complex 

questions involved In t h e  deve lopant  o f  appropriate l-itudfnrl uei&ts 

th.t acoount for surple  a t t r i t i o n  over t- and af 8pproprUte 

longitudinal imputation teobniqws f o r  m f a 8 l n g  dak. Another oolsplex 

i s sue  which we address irr t h i s  paper oonwma def ln l t ion  of houemholds on 

8 longftudlnal  baala. Givea irrtra-year oompoaltioa ahan-, whoa is it 

appropriate for annual measures t o  r e o o g ~ ~ i z e  I n  household 

5 



composition and when not? For example, it may be t h a t  ana lys t s  would 

agree that the  b i r t h  of a second ohild t o  a hubarrd-wiie family is not 

enough of a change t o  wamant recognition of a new family, whereas gaiaing 

o r  los lng a spouse is. There is l i k e l y  t o  be less aweeaemt on treatment 

of changes between these two extremes. 

Researchers a t  the Census Bureau and o ther  i n s t i t u t i o n s  have given 

considerable thought t o  t h e  question of d e f w  howeholds and famil ies  

on a longitudinal  basis (me  HoUllen and Herriot, 1984, f o r  a review of 

t he  l i t e r a t u r e ) .  Considerations involved i n  uhoico of def ini t ion 

include: (1) remarch  app l i cab i l i t y ,  (2) ease of octap~tation,  aad (3)  

f e a s i b i l i t y  of estimation. Vith regbrd t o  t h e  s u i t a b i l i t y  of various 

longitudinal definitions f o r  annual measures of Income and poverty s t a tu s ,  

views have been expressed t h a t  a def in i t ion  t h a t  e ~ ~ p h a a i z e s  continuity and 

produces a sna l le r  number of  longer-lived households w i l l  tend t o  r e s u l t  

In a lower poverty r a t e  compared with a def ln l t ion  t h a t  recognizes many 

kinds of change and produces a larger number of shorter-lived households. 

Impl ioi t  i n  t h i s  view is a model that hou8eholds undergoing rapid 

oompositional change .re also ~ d e r g o i n g  e o o n d o  swirrgs in and out of 

poverty. Examples can read i ly  be oonstructed t h a t  both 8upport and 

contradict  this view. 

Opinions have also been exgresmd on a re la ted  i a su ,  of hov t o  premnt  I 
longitudinal  household atatistics once a def ini t ion is cbomn, given that 

m y  longi tudirvl  dof ini t ion wUl result in p r t - y e a r  households. One I 
approroh is sinply to  tabula te  full-year and part-year households 

w p r a t e l y .  However, t h iu  h m  t h e  drawhok t h a t  t h e  s u  of the two 

d is t r ibu t ions  w i l l  grovide a count greater than the oount obtained on a 

~088-sectional baals a t  any point f o r  the y e w  and t h a t  each part-year 



hoU8ehold w i l l  oomt  f o r  as much i n  t h e  oombined d i s t r i bu t ion  a s  each 

full-year household. Another approach is t o  tabu la te  full-year and 

mrt-year  households together and t o  time-might t h e  l a t t e r ,  t h a t  i a ,  

oount part-year households f o r  only the  f rac t ion  of the year each 

existed.  This approach w i l l  produoe an estlmate t h a t  is  c loss  t o  

cross-sectional es t iPu tes  of the  number of households, but the e s t a t e  

baaed on time-weightixq w i l l  mprewn t  %ouaehold yews r  r a the r  than 

households per ae and may, oonseqwntly, take somt, getting uaed to. 

Obviously, t h e  question of tabulations i n t e r r e l a t ea  with the choice of 

def ini t ion.  Those def in i t ions  that emphasize oontinuity have the  

a t t r a c t i o n  of not produoing a s  many part-year h o u ~ ~ h o l d s ,  but oontinulty 

f o r  oont inui tyls  sake may well mask important difference8 betwen 

household8 t h a t  t r u l y  do not change acmposition and tho- t h a t  a m  defined 

a s  continuous but i n  f a a t  had one o r  more oh.clges. 

ANALYSIS OF HOUSEEIOLD COMPOSITIOM AMD ECOPOIUC U G B  WITH THE ISDP 

Ow empirical armlyair haa a two-fold purpoaet. F i r s t ,  we want t o  describe 

p8tterna of lntra-year household aompositioa change and associated changes 

in poverty a ta tus .  Second, we want t o  e ru lym t h e  i m p l i o a t i ~ s  of change 

f o r  8nnu8l meaaurea by oonstruoting annual howehold type 8nd poverty 

s t a t u s  a t a t l a t i c s  under aetver8l a l t e rna t ive  l ong i tud iml  botmohold 

def ini t ions .  

pat. sourea 

Although tho SIPP is a nuah larger and l e s s  probl-atio data brae than t h e  

ISDP, a t  t h e  tiwr of our ana lys i s  we had n a i l a b l e  a l l  s i x  waves of the  



ISDP, providing 12 to  15 ooaths of data for ample  houwholds, but only 

two waves of the SIPP--&~ latter not s u t i i c i e n t  f o r  a 12-nth study. 

Hence, we wed  t h e  ISDP. .Becam of Amom data problems encountered i n  

previous work that we feared would prevent t-ely completion of useful  

measures (see Ikyle  and Citro,  1984), we developed amdl 8 ~ b ~ ~ l e s  t h a t  

could be readi ly  manipulated ra ther  than attempting t o  use a l l  of the 

7,500 or ig ina l ly  -pled households. 

We drew two independent random ample8 of about 10 and 8 percent of 

the or ig ina l  ISDP households designated f o r  Intemiew a t  the flrst wave. 

These samples included o r ig ina l  mmple members plus  a l l  o the r  persons who . 

subsequently Joined one o r  more of the  or ig ina l  members. Tbe combined 

18-percent sso~ple e v e  us reasonably good eel1 d z e s ,  a d  t h e  two scrparate 

samples permitted asses-nt of tbe robustness of our  results. Ue 

careful ly  reviewed eaoh woup aalected f o r  our aub8a111ples and, 8s we 

ant ic ipated,  enoountered a high proportion of data  problems. In t o t a l ,  we 

had t o  drop 27 percent of t h e  mws--we did no t  have t h e  reaoureea t o  

undertake imputation f o r  missing data or t o  correct  t he  various kinds of 

problems t h a t  we fomd. Most groups t b a t  we deleted--oror 90 percent of 

the  total--had one o r  more interview waves risaiag. (Qroupa *ere the 

or ig ina l  household s p l i t  i n t o  two o r  more hou8eholds were deleted even if  

only one aons t i t  uant hou8ebold had a misdng  wave. ) The remaining uaw a 

were deleted beawe of problems such a s  a p p r e n t l y  er~~neoua o&artges in 

re la t ionsh ip  t o  referenoe person o r  i n  b o u a ~ o l d  type. 

- - - -- - - - - - -  -w- 
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Lonnitudinal Household Definit ions I 
One of our analpais goals was t o  i n v e s t i g ~ t e  developornt of annual 

h o w h o l d  statistics t h a t  refleot i n t r a - w  aooial and eooncnic o h m s  
n 
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Hence, we wanted t o  experiment w i t h  a s  many d i f fe ren t  types of def ini t ions  

as practicable. Ue par t iau la r ly  wanted t o  include def ini t ions  

repremnt ing  widely spraed points  along a continurn from def in i t ions  

emphasizing continuity t o  those emphasizing change. Ve oonstruoted 

longitudinal  household def ia i t ions  over 8 12-month span on t h e  hsis of 

t he  ISDP data  f o r  eaah group in our mmples. (The 12 months do not  

rePrewnt  a fixed oalendar period ku8u80 of t he  staggered Interviewing 

u80d ln the XSDP--for one-third of the 8ample. the period is November 1978 

through October 1979; f o r  another th i rd ,  December 1978 through November 

1979; and for the  last th i rd ,  January througb December 1979.) 

We bemn w i t h  two def ini t ions  t h a t  emphasize oontinuity: 

(1) Referen- parson d e f i n i t b n :  A &usehold o n t i n u s  over t h e  if it 

has t h e  8ame referenae person o r  householder. 

(2) Principal  person definit ion: A household oontinuss over time i f  i t  

has t h e  ~ m e  prinaipal  person. This def in i t ion  d i f f e r s  frum the  first 

fn tFe8 tmnt  of married aouple households f o r  whiah the  reference 

person m y  be e i t h e r  t h e  h u h n d  o r  wite as desigruted by t h e  

household but the  prinaipal  peraon is always the wife. For all other  

houtmholds, t h e  prirraigml person is t h e  reference person (the person 

who owns or r en t8  t he  &we). - 

Ye then irplcresrrted two def in i t ions  t h a t  amphasite change: 

(3) Family type defierition: A houssbold oontfnws over t h o  if it has the 

w e  refemnae p r m n  and if it 18 t h e  asme family type, where famiry 

type m a y  k: huaburd-wfie household, W e  head family household, 



female head famiry household, male head nonfamily household, or female 

head nonfamily household. 

( 4 )  No ahange i n  composition: A h o w h o l d  aont inws  over time i f  t he  

memberahip remains aonstant ; that is, no or ig lna l  household member 

leaves o r  new member arrives.  

Definition (3) w i l l  give different  results frool e i t h e r  of t he  first two 

definitions i n  a number of tsituations. For example, l n  the cam of a 

divorce, deffaf t ion (3) w i l l  reaognize dissolution of one household and 

formation of two new households. In contrast ,  def ini t ion (1) w i l l ,  in 

most cases, continue t h e  husband's howrehold and recognize only one new 

household, t h a t  of the  wlfe, while def ini t ion (2) w i l l  oontinue the wife's 

household and r e ~ ~ g n i z e  only the husband's household 8s new after the  

divorce. Defiait ion (4) is a t  one ertrme of the  oontuuum f'rcm 

mlnimizjq t o  naxlmlziag reao@ltion of chtange--thb defirrition reoognizes 

every single change in household membership, whether it be the b i r th  of a 

child,  the  l o s s  of a parent, or  the  a r r iva l  of a roomer. 

For a number of reasons, we dld not oonstruot the CPS re t rospeat ive 

household def ia i t ion  with our ISDP data. The ISDP does not oontain 

aomplete inoome data for new aample members nor doas it have su f f i c i en t  

months of data to slmulate a Wrch interview about inoome i n  t h e  

previoia ~ e n d a r  year..  meo over, it has missing data f o r  a number of 

perwns  who r t t r i t e d  from the  ample. In disaus8ing our results, we 

mggest some Implfo(~tion8 for possible problems with the CP8 definit ion.  

For each of t he  four def lnl t iona specified abova, w oonsbruoted a 

f i l e  from our ISDP amplea oontalniag 8 set of fillbd-length r e a d s ,  one 

f o r  08ch longltualnal household, w i t h  the  following v8rlables: 



(1) Howohold s t a t u s  by m n t h  (1 fo r  each month I n  whioh the household 

e x i s t s ,  0 o t h e m i w ) ;  

(2) Eouaehold s i z e  by month; 

(3)  Family type by month; 

(4) Total  hotmehold inoome by rronth ( them t o t a l s  a r e  underestimate8 in 

mny -808 b O C 8 ~ 8 0  of d8-g &a); 

(5) Bouaehold poverty threshold by month (the appropriate value from a 

matrix of threaholds by household s i ze  and month tbrt was oonstructed 

by assigning the  U.S. O f f i c e  of h n 8 ~ e n t  and Bud-t weighted average 

threaholds by household size e8tegories f o r  1978, 1919, and 1980 t o  

Ju ly  of each of tho- years, dividing by 12, and interpolat ing 

l i n e a r l y  for the intemenlng months) ; and 

(6) Demographic aharacteristics of t he  howohold head. 

The reoorda a l s o  w n t a i n  t h e  brae weight f o r  Wave 1, repremnting 

essentially the inverm of the  mmpllng fraction.  The ISDP aample was 

drawn t o  overrepresent high m d  law inoome group8 and t h e  weights vary 

widely. Ye deoided ultimately not to u w  the weights boorwe, 8s we 

examined d i f f e r en t  ways of def la ing and describing h o ~ h o l d s  over tine, 

t he  weights g rea t ly  exaggerated the  e f feo ts  of novemont uPong t a b u h t i o n  

cells of a hurdful of a m 8  in o w  mall srplples. 

RESULTS OF THE ISDP UAL'ISIS 

For m y  reasons, t h e  r e s u l t s  of our uulyrrfs,  pt-eaented blow, ahould be 

viewcrd as exploratory and suggestive, rrther than defirritive. A s  Just 



1 noted, we used unweigbted data which means, f o r  example, t h a t  the  

incidence of intra-year houmhold omposit ion ahiinge found may not  

represent t h e  experience of t h e  t o t a l  population. Our rrrunples were small 

and contained many problematic data elwmnts, including missing inooare 

data f o r  aome cases and inaccuracies i n  t h e  t i m i n g  of income receipt  and 

composition change. Nevertheless, the  ana lys i s  r ep rema t s  one of t he  

first attempt8 t o  eremine these issues and can a m r e  t o  guide future  work 

with t he  SIPP. 

We first describe t h e  extent of intra-year booial and e00naIIiC change 

experienced by or ig ina l  households in our  18-percent ISDP w p l e .  Then, 

we construct and evaluate annual mausures of household type and poverty 

s t a t u s  under our  four  longi tudinal  household definit ions.  

bmuosition Cban~e Experienced by Orininol Sam~le  Households 

OW data pP0vid9 m088LUW8 both of ne t  Md -88 -68 in h0~8&0ld 

composition. Table 1 &ow8 t h e  household d iu t r ibu t ion  in months 1 and 12 

frum our ISDP sample. Also shown is the  household d i s t r ibu t ion  i n  t he  

k r c h  1979 and 1980 CPS. The d i s t r ibu t ions  am similar, exoegt t h a t  t h e  

- ISDP aample ha8 8 lower proportion of husband-wife bousobolds and a higher 

proportion of female head nonfamily hou8ehold8 oomprred with the CPS. 

Looking a t  net  change over time, the number of hou80hold8 in the ISDP 

sample 'wow over the  12-month o b a e n a t i o .  period by 3.5 percent -pared 

with 8 2.3 WOOnt mOWth b the stock of ho~8eh0ld8 a8 ma8IJX'ed by the 

CPS. The distributions by family type abaned  very l i t t l e  over time f o r  

e i t he r  the ISDP o r  the CPS. Similarly,  f'rom &k not shown, there  u s  

l i t t l e  net  change in h o w h o l d  alee in t h e  XSDP. Over 12 months, averam 



household s i z e  i n  the  SSDP ample  declined from 2.63 to  2.60 p r s o n s ,  

l a rge ly  due t o  a dewearn i n  a h  of huband-wife households. 

Looking a t  t h e  gram oomposition change experienced by original 

households i n  our ISDP 18-percent sample reveals  a c t i v i t y  that the  net  

ohango f i gu re s  obsaure. Over 15 percent of o r ig ina l  houwholds 

experienced a chanm i n  family type andfor household s i z e  within the 

12-month span (see t a b l e  2). Most ohms a l t e r ed  only the household 

size--72 percent of o r ig ina l  households that proved unstable during the  

year obaaged s l z e  but re ta ined t h e  8ame type; t h e  remalnlng 28 percent of 

unstable households chanpd  type as w e l l  8s size. Single-parent 

households were moat l i k e l y  to experience change, p . r t i cu la r ly  change t h a t  

a l t e r ed  their family type. Husband-wife houlreholdrr a l s o  had a 

higher-than-avsrage proportion eqa r i enc ing  ah-, but moat chan-8 t o  

these housebolds a l te red  only t h e i r  size. Eonfamily households, 

espec ia l ly  tho- headed by women, were least l i k e l y  to experience change 

during the year. 

On average, unstable households las ted  a l i t t l e  more than 6 months of 

the 1240nth jwriod of o b m m t i o n  (see t ab l e  2). Eou8oholds first 

experienciag a chaw i n  family type las ted  about a ha l f  moth longer than 

h0~8eholds  first mdergoing 8 -go i n  size. Over one-fifth of the  

original m p l e  hou8eholdb t h a t  d id  not abmg. type experienoed more than 

one &go In  size during the you--17 percent had two &anger, 4 percent 

tbrue ohangem, and 1 household (1 p r o s n t )  had four s i te  ohanges. 

bU8&0ld8 f0-d 8 f t ~  8 w m  in f a 4  t y w  also a baa0 a8W-8 

urderment fu r the r  oh-. 

Unstable o r i g i m l  m p l e  howohold8 differed in a o v d  respects from 

those households ranalning tbe sme over t he  1 2 o n t h  spo. Unst8ble 



howeholds that changed s i z e  were larger i n  s i z e  than stable households 

across  a l l  fanrily types.-. I n  turn,  s t a b l e  households were larger in s i z e  

than unstable households t h a t  ohangad family type, except i n  the  case of 

nonfamily households (me t ab l e  3). 

On average, unstable households t h a t  change~d type were somewhat more 

l i k e l y  t o  be poor than were s t a b l e  households, while s t a b l e  households 

were more l i k e l y  to be poor than ur~stable  houwholds t h a t  simply changed 

size (aee t a b l e  3). However, tbis pattern does no t  hold by family type. 

Among hwband-wife h o ~ o l d s ,  thorn t h a t  changed type had t h e  highest 

poverty r a t e  but s t a b l e  households had t h e  lowest ra te .  Among family 

households headed by single woolen, tho80 t h a t  changed s i z e  had t h e  highest 

poverty r a t e  and those that ehanged type the lowest. Among noniamily 

h o u p ~ e ~ o l d ~ ,  thorn t h a t  remained s t a b l e  had t h e  highest poverty rate. The 

poverty rates shown in this and other  t a b l e s  a o u l d  not be c a p s r e d  w i t h  

CPS ra tes .  They ore h m d  on urweigbted dat8, and, .ore Importantly, are 

calculated over the duration of' t he  housebold within the  12-month period 

of observation (see t a b l e  3 note). . 

The tmstable houaaholda in our 18-percent ISDP aample changed i n  many 

way8 during t h e  year. About the  8am proportion of households added one 

or more new members during t h e  yo8r a s  t h e  proportion t h a t  l o s t  one or 

more menber8--45.3 versus  44.7 puroent, respect ively  (me table 5). A 

somewhat higher proportion of h o u ~ ~ h o l d a  los ing  ouubers albo ahangod t h e i r  

f-17 type - w e d  with hou8ehold8 adding 8mbsr8. r- 10 

percent of unstable h o u w h a l d ~  had 8-bers Join and leave t h e  howehold 

durlag the  year, but, on net ,  d id  not change household size. (%e t a b l e  4 

note  f o r  the acoourting rules uaod t o  a 8 d ~  howeholda t o  t h e  

wloat., and .net zamm ~ l t e g o r i e s . )  



The moat oomon types of ohango affeoted t h e  size of huband-wlfe 

howeholda. Over 26 peruent of unstable bouaeholds repre-ted married 

oouples acquiring new members, largely  through b i r t h  (38 psruent of  the^ 

oouples were u h i l d l ~ s s  a t  the start of the year). Another almost 23 

peroent were married couples loaing members, chief ly  adult abildren 

settiag ou t  on t h e i r  own. (Almost 39 percent of t h e m  oouplea ended the 

year childless.  O f  the aemanoiprtedn adu l t  ahlldren, about 55 FWwnt aet 

up a married oouple household and t h e  rmainder  a nonfamily household.) 

Close t o  11 peroent of unstable households were married uouples who 

experienced a sp l i t up  o r  l o s s  of a spouse, about half  of these Changsa 

involving ohildren. I n  t o t a l ,  married w u p l e s  acoounted fo r  67 percent of 

all unstable households ompared with 57 per-t of rll or ig ina l  

houaeholda, and they were more l i k e l y  to be involved in obanges t h a t  

resu l ted  in a net  l o s s  a s  opposed to gain of members. 

Families headed by women also aooourted for a disproportionete share 

of unstable households--14.5 peruent -pared with 11 of the t o t a l .  I n  

contras t  with nrarried uouples, they-were more often involved in abanees 

that resu l ted  in  a ne t  addi t ion of 8mb.r~. (0.t. f o r  male herd f8mllies 

are not ahom koruw of -1 0011 aizes. 1 About 35 pareeat of ma tab l e  

f e a s l e  head families,  r vp~ssn t5n .g  5 p.rcsnt of t o t a l  bouseholdrr 

experiencing ohango, added members through marriage. Another 26 percent 

of unstable female head frriries l o s t  members and 17 psruont ware left  

.lone as a ahgle-parson a o n f u i l y  hous+bold. I k l r i u i l y  bou-holds were 

also more Involved in net  addit ions,  largely ,  i n  the case of male head 

n ~ n i s r i l p  ho-oids, m i a g o ,  a d ,  in t h e  o r  t-0 hmd 

I n o a f u i l y  hounebolds, througb beeorring f d a  h a d  f u i l i e a  & tbe 

addi t ion of one o r  more re la t ives .  Overall, nonfamily households 

15 



accotnrted f o r  only 16 ~ r c e n t  of matab le  h o w h o l d s  cornpared with t h e i r  

31 percent w e  of t o t &  or ig ina l  households. 

E C  

J u s t  a s  research w i t h  the PSID and other surveys has doct~#rated t h a t  

households experience economic ups and downs t h a t  awing them above and 

below poverty on an annual hsis, ISDP data  lndioate  t h a t  households 

experience intra-year changes i n  t h e i r  eooncmic fortunes. The group of 

o r ig ina l  households i n  our aample that refnained s t ab l e  and a l s o  the  group 

t h a t  changed composition during t h e  year inoluded caws w i t h  su t f ic ien t  

var ia t ion  i n  Income t o  a f feo t  t h e i r  poverty s ta tus .  

Looking a t  household boome-to-needa r a t i o s  on 8 monthly basis, almost 

16 percent of s t ab l e  households were always fir poverty, 54 p e r o a t  were 

never i n  poverty, and t h e  remaining 30 peroent had a tsmbilution of poor 

and nonpoor months within the  1240nth span (see t a b l e  5). Unstable 

households t h a t  changed family type ahawed sinrilu. patt-8--16 percent 

were always in  poverty, 52 percent never, and the remalndbg 32 percent 

had a &xed experience. Unstable houaeholda t h a t  chauged s i z e  Ineluded a 

muoh hi@* proportion that were never poor-&at 64 pwoent--and a mob 

lower proportion always poor--just over 10 peraent. About 26 percent of 

these  householda had both poor and nonpoor mnth8.- O f  hou8ehold8 newly 

, formed durSng t h e  yew, Saaludlng offahoots termed by arngipted children 

as the  oonaaquenae of 8 change i n  f u l l y  t y p ,  a lom t o  70 poroent wore 

never poor, 14 ps rmnt  r l w . y s  poor, and only 16 p r o a n t  had, mma poor and 

rronpoor montha. (New houaeholda ware, on arerage, of ahorter  duration 



within t h e  12-nronth observation period, whiah may be one factor  acoounting 

for  the mall proportion w i t h  both poor and nonpoor months. ) 

Another way of looking a t  lntra-year poverty experience is t o  a& what 

proportions of households c l a s s i f i ed  a s  poor and nonpoor over the  duration 

of their exlateace were 80 c l a s s i f i ed  every month. The data ahow t h a t  

nonpoor households were less l i k e l y  t o  have poor m n t h s  than poor 

households were llikely to have nonpoor months. The proportions of Donpoor 

households t h a t  were nonpoor each month range f i o m  a low of about 74 

percent of s t ab l e  Donpoor houaeholds t o  a higb of 85 percent of newly 

formed nonpoor houaeholds. In  oontrast ,  the  proportions of poor 

households t h a t  were poor each month range from a low of 52 percent f o r  

unstable poor households that chan-d s i z e  t o  a higb of 77 perpert fo r  

newly formed poor houaeholds (880 t a b l e  5). 

An Important question o o ~ o e r n s  the  re la t ionship,  noted in  t he  

l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e  annual dynamics of poverty, between lntra-year h o w h o l d  

composition change and e c o n d o  change. Ye looked a t  poverty .Prong 

unstable o r ig ina l  houaeholds i n  our ISDP 18-perwnt maple  before and 

after a change in ccmpodtion m d  found that, i n  total, 17 percent of 

t hem houaeholds changed poverty a t a tu s  (see t ab l e  6 and t h e  note 

describing our poverty measurement prowdure). -at 63 peroent of t he  

households ohanglng poverty s t a t u s  went from poor before t h e  household 

~ompoait ion u g e  t o  nonpoor a f t e m r d s ;  tbe o tha r  37 p e r a n t  w n t  i n  the 

reverm direotion,  r e su l t i ng  in a ne t  &ore880 in t he  poverty rate u o n g  

metmbar8  of m s t a b l e  o r ig ina l  hou8eholds of wer 4 peran tage  points. Of 

the  houaeholda t h a t  added one or more members, 19.5 pareor& c h q d  

poverty a ta tus ,  with 8 net  reduotion in poverty of 11 peroent8ge points. 

The houaeholds t h a t  had m v e r a l  s i z e  ohangem resulting In n e t  zero c h a w  



had t h e  highest proportion chan&q poverty atatua--31.3 peroent, a m i n ,  

with a net  reduction in .poverty of about 6 percentage points. The 

households los ing one or more members were lea& l i k e l y  t o  experience a 

change in poverty status+nly 11 percent did so. But the ne t  r e su l t  of 

these changes was an incream i n  poverty of 3 percentage points, due t o  

t he  famil ies  tha t  changed type. 

Among husband-wife or ig ina l  howehold8, ropremnting t h e  lrrgest 

family type, t h e  .D& s t r u n g  fiad1~1g l a  the dramatic increase in poverty 

subsctquent t o  a marital s p l i t  f o r  the  h o w h o l d s  having t h e  partner who 

kept the  kids. I n  oontrast ,  the new households fomed by the  partner not 

keeping t h e  kids  had no oh- i n  poverty compared with .:eir 8tatua 

before the s p l i t .  Rcm data not shown, unstable household8 with minor 

ohildren were about a s  l i k e l y  to oh- poverty s t a k r s  as a r e s u l t  of 

composition a s  .15 unstable bousebolda (18 versus 17 peroent 1, but 

were somewhat l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  move out o f  poverty (59 versus 63 percent 1 

and saewhat  more l i k e l y  t o  fa l l  into poverty (41 versus 37 paroeat) . 
Over 16 percent of emanuipeted adu l t  ahildren leaving t h e i r  parents1 home 

had a -8. in P ~ V W ~ Y  ~ h t u 8 ,  but tb-0 la8 no net  h ~ O V P ~ Y  

rate.  

Annual Household Cowts  Under Four Alternative Loanitudlaol Definit ions 

We next ' conaider annual hous.hold atatistlw rmdu. I l t emmtive  

l 0 w t u -  dOfut ia8 .  f;.ple~atw O W  f 0 ~  d0ffniti-8 w i t h  tb0 

18-percent ISDP m p l e  generated t h e  longitudinal  housshold oounts that 

shown in t a b l e  7, b f b i t i m  (l)--whiob r eoo~g ieea  hornhold8 88 

oontinuiag so long 88 the refereaoa paraon rm-s the mme--rrrd 

d e f b i t i o n  (2)--which oont inws  houaeholda so long 88 t h e  prinaipal  person 



remains t h e  me--both generated 1,078 longitudinoi households o r  5 

percent more than the  starting month 1 moss-motional oount of 1,030 

households. Definition (31, which wnt inues  h o w h o l d s  only so long as 

both t he  reference person and the  family type remain the  mme, genwated 

1,123 howeholds, o r  9 percent above t h e  s t a r t i n g  count. Finally,  

def ini t ion (41, which continues households only so  long a s  every member 

remains and no new meabers ar r ive ,  generated 1,302 households o r  more than 

26 percent above t h e  month 1 oount. Applying tlme weights t o  the  

longitudinal  households under each def ini t ion ( t ha t  i 8, f rac t iona l  weights 

for part-year households t h a t  existed only par t  of the year), gives 8 

oount of 1,044.5 houwhold years, o r  1.4 percent above t h e  s t a r t i n g  month 

1 count. (The results f o r  a l l  def ini t ion8 are m a t h ~ t i c a l l y  equiv8lent.) 

In terns of  duration, clone t o  95 peraent of l o n g i t u d i ~ l  hou8eholds 

under t h e  first two def in i t ions  exlated f o r  the  e n t i r e  year 8nd the  

average duration f o r  the t o t a l  was over 11.5 rronths. Under def in i t ion  

(31, t he  average duration dropped t o  j u s t  over 11 -nth8 due t o  a aanewhat 

l a rger  number of p r t - y e a r  howho lds .  Under definition (41, average 

duration dropped t o  Jus t  over 9.5 months. Looking more closely a t  the 

part-year households generated by each d e f b i t i o n ,  t h e  predominant form of 

intra-year composition chsnge reoognized under the first two d a i n i t i o n s  

involved t h e  formation of mu houaholds 88 otfsboots o t  continuing 

househoicia (tor example, adu l t  ahfldren leaving tho neat  ). Definition (3) 

reoogaited t h e m  kind8 o t  ohmgos 8s well, but, in addit ion,  -6nited 

mges i n  houueholds with the  m e  reference or priac1p.l person that 

changed type (for example, frca huaband-wife to nooiral ly  h o w h o l d  or 

vioe ve rm) ,  resulting i n  higbar oounts both of dissolved and newly formed 

houwholds. Definit ion (4) produeed t h e  higbeut pcoportioa of dissolved 



households and of houwholds t h a t  both m e  i n t o  being and went out of 

existence during the 12aonth span. The average duration of pu t -year  

householda overall--.bout 5 months-did not  d l f fu  appreciably among t h e  

four def ini t ions .  (Duration for dissolved and newly formed households is  

observed only withln t h e  12-month period and not f o r  the  f u l l  spe l l  of 

t h e i r  existence. 

Tm~llcat ion8 of Alternative Lonnitudinal Definit ions f o r  Annual Household 

T Y D ~  S t a t i s t i c s  

Clearly, a amber  of households i n  t h e  aample exgerienced oh-8 i n  

composition during the  apace of a year, with greater  o r  l e s s e r  recognition 

of these changes by the  various def ini t ions .  The question is whether 

d f f fe ren t  longitudinal  household def in i t ions  have an  e f feo t  on annual 

s t a t i s t i c s .  Is it appropriate, for example, t o  o lasa i fy  l o ~ i t u d i n a l  

households by i D f t i a l  f-ly t y p  (tht i a ,  t h e i r  t y w  a s  oi t he  first 

month t he  household exis ted) ,  and t o  w h a t  extent does 8- a 

characterization mask Lntra-year change? 

It turns  out  t ha t ,  on a the-weighted baais, the dia t r fbut ion of 

annual longitudinal  hous&olda by initial family type i r  v i r t ua l l y  the 

m e  regardless of w h l a h  de f in i t ion  is w d  (see t a b l e  8). With time 

weights, the proportions that huabrrrd-wffe households repcemnt  of the 

total di f fe r  by oo more than two-tenths of paroentqp point among t h e  

def in i t ions  ahm, aad the  figures are as o lom or o l o m r  for We other  

family t y p 8 .  The dia t r ibu t ioaa  repremat ing  rimple unweighted t o t a l s  of 

full-year and part-year households and the  d i s t r i bu t ions  f o r  full-year 

houaeholda show aomarhat greater dif fwenoes ,  but 8ro still very similar, 

while t he  d i s t r ibu t ions  for p t - y e a r  households ara s t r ik ing ly  different. 



The- pa t te rns  are t h e  r e s u l t  both of the  Linda of &an-8 experienaed i n  

our 88mple-4esaribed d e t a i l  above-4nd the kinds of changes reoognized 

by each deflnlt ion.  (Definition (2) l a  not &own t o  almpllfy oomgariaon, 

8s it is the only one of t h e  four def in i t ions  t ha t  does not key off the  

household reference permn. Distributions under t h i s  def ini t ion,  

nonetheless, m e  very m a r  t o  the  other  def in i t ions  on 8 time-weighted 

brsis. ) 

It is not  surprfw t h a t  t h e  the-welgbted and slmple t o t a l  

d i s t r i bu t ions  a r e  s o  muah a l i ke  among def ini t ions ,  given our f indings on 

gross  intra-year oomposition changes. A s  we aaw,  about equal proportions 

of unstable households added as l o s t  members, erperienced a marital s p l i t  

as a marriage, eta.  But although ohoica of def in i t ion  does not a f f ec t  t h e  

d i s t r ibu t ion  of longitudinal  houaebold8 by initial family type, there  

remains t h e  question of t he  extent t o  whlah dif ferent  def in i t ions  o h c u r e  

an understanding of t he  intra-year house&old ooaposition ohango8 

experienced by -ah type of household. We evalmted t h e  extent t o  whicb 

two definitions--. r e s t r i o t i v e  longitudinal  def in i t ion ,  speaff iaal ly  

def i n i t i o n  (1) t h a t  reoognizes oh- only uhen t h e  reference person 

obmges, and a re t rospeat ive  def in i t ion  that ortmgorlzes household8 by 

type i n  month 12--obaaured a h u s  i n  family type. (One could perform 

slmilm aaloulat ions  to datemine  the  extent  t o  whiab t h e m  def in i t ions  

o ~ ~ U X ' O ' C ~ ~ ~  in housrhad s ize ,  krt type oh-8 8pmW 

furdamental and therefore  more hporknt  to oapture.1 

It turn8 out t h a t  8 retrosjmative def in i t ion  would erroneoubly 

n p r e 8 e n t  7.5 percent of total households a d s t i n g  i n  -nth 12 88 having 

had t h e  mae f r r i l y  type for the e n t i n  y e w  (sea t a b l e  9). -wing t h e  

mall n u b o r  of f u l l l e a  headed by single men, the w e a n t a g o 8  

2 1 



mi8repremnted 8s s t ab l e  r w  fmm a low of 5.6 percent f o r  husband-wife 

households t o  8 high of 10.1 W c e n t  f o r  nonfamily households headed by 

women. Resmab ly  the current CPS defini t ion,  which oonstructs household 

type d i s t r ibu t ions  f o r  various annual measures based on da ta  f o r  March of 

t he  following year, would yet  further miarepresent household s t a b i l i t y .  

Our r e s t r i c t i v e  longitudinal  def ini t ion (1) performa better on average 

(forgoing t h e  use of time weights t o  simplify the  determinations), 

although not  as w e l l  for dagle-parent female head families.  This 

def in i t ion  would erroneously represent 3.7 percent of longitudinal  

households categorized by t h e i r  initial family type as havlng had the same 

type f o r  the  period of  t h e l r  eriatencu, with percentages varying f ~ l m  a 

law o f  1.8 percent f o r  husband-wife households t o  a hi* of 10.8 percent 

f~ faaPilie8 h-ded by ma. 

f i n ~ l i c a t i o n s  of Alternative Defjaitiona f o r  Annual Hsaaures of Household 

Economf a S t a t u s  

We now turn t o  t h e  question of whether d i f fe ren t  longitudinal  hourrehold 

concepts have an e f f ec t  on annual poverty measures, ba-d on determiniag 

poverty ataturr for t h e  period of -ah housshold's er ia tence a s  t h e  a m  of 

monthly incoma divided by the a m  of monthly poverty thresholds. Our 

results shaw t h a t  t h e  choice of longitudilrrl houaahold def ini t ion h r s  

v i r t u a l l y  no effect on the annual povrrty rate orloulatod in the nrmner 

Just  described. W a i n &  t h e  oourt of tine-w01ght.d hourrehold8 88 the  h m ,  

tho perosnkga poor I8 v i r t w l l y  idont io r l  f o r  all four  def ini t ions  (me 

a b l e  10)--ranging fm 25.2 percont for def ini t ion8 (1) .ad (2) t o  25.4 

percant for definition (3) urd 25.5 pwoont for da in i t lon  (4). The 

poverty ~ t e 8  for t h e  bkl & ml-YOW ~d wrt-y88P h ~ ~ h o l d s ,  Without 



apply* f rac t iona l  weigbts t o  t h e  l a t t e r ,  are also very s imilar  across 

the four definit ions.  (Them percentages are not  i n  any way amparable 

with t h e  CPS, given t h a t  they are bamd on unweighted ISDP data and 

developd uaing a d i f fe ren t  procedure. ) 

We eee t h a t  under de f in i t i ons  (1) and (21, p8rt-year households exhibi t  

lower poverty r a t e s  than do full-year households, but there  a r e  so  few 

mrt-year households t h a t  the full-year rates domirute t h e  time-wighted 

figures.  Under def in i t ion  (31, the  poverty rates for both full-year and 

part-year households a r e  very similar a t  about 25 percent. Finally,  under 

def in i t ion  (4), full-year households have a somewhat higher poverty r a t e  

than rmder any other def in i t ion  and part-year hou8eholds a lower r a t e  than 

under def in i t ion  (3). The r e su l t ,  once more, is t imt  the time-uef@ted 

t o t a l  rate differs very l i t t le  frm the rates for the  other three  

def ini t ions .  

Categorizing longitudinal  h o ~ h o l d s  by initial f u l l y  type, t he  

poverty r a t e s  for eaob a t e g o r y  . r e  r ~ h b l y  8 I m i l u .  across the  four 

defini t ions  based on time-weighted howehold o o m t s  (800 t ab l e  10). The 

r a t e s  for the two largest oategories-busbrrd-vlfe households m d  female 

head nonfamily howeholbs--differ by only two-tenths of a percentage point 

and eigbt-tenths of a percentage point, respeatively. Scoewhat higber 

poverty rates f o r  &qle f W e  head f l u i l y  h o ~ h o l b s  8nd male hsrd 

noafamily h o u ~ o l d s  .re observed far def in i t ions  (3) md (4) o o o p e d  

w i t h  de f in i t ions  (1) U3d (2); ~ W W W ,  a lzes  8- -1 for th- 

groups. Sample 8-8 for &gle m8le he8d family bouaeholds .re too m8ll 

to permit any oonolusions ditferenoes i n  poverty mtw for d i f fe ren t  

def ini t ion 8. 



Baaed on our earlier findings remrding  t h e  association of changes i n  

poverty w i t h  changes i n  household type and s ize ,  the  negl igible  effect  of 

the  choice of def ini t ion on annual longitudinal  h o w h o l d  poverty r a t e s  is 

not s u r p r i e g .  AS we ww, only 17 oi unstable o r ig ina l  

households and even smal lw proportions of newly formed offshoots of 

o r ig ina l  households fe l l  i n t o  or climbed ou t  of poverty a s  a r e s u l t  of a 

oornposition change. Horeover, t he  charrges in poverty s t a t u s  t h a t  did 

occur were largely  offnett ing.  

We need t o  ask the  w ~ e  qws t ion  w i t h  regard t o  poverty measures a s  we 

did f o r  measures of household type--namely, does choice of definition, 

whi l e  not affecting d is t r ibu t ion8  in t h e  a g g r e e t e ,  Importantly obscure 

lntra-year income changes? We caloulated t h a t  def in i t ion  (11, based on 

continuity of t h e  reference person, would erroneously represent only 0.4 

percent of longitudinal  households a s  having maintained both the m e  

family type a- t h e  same poverty s t a t u s  for t h e  period of thdr existence 

and only another 1.9 percent a s  having maintained both t h e  rrrmre s i z e  and 

the  8ame poverty status.  I m o r i n g  families headed by s ing le  man, the  

combined percentam ranps fmm a low of 1.2 p r c e n t  f o r  noniamily 

households headed by woman t o  a hi& of  5.0 percent f o r  female head family 

households (see t ab l e  11). We fur ther  calculated t h a t  def ini t ion (31, 

based on oontinuity of family type, would erroneously repremnt  1.8 

pe rwn t  'of  longftudiaal  h o w h o l b s  a s  h a v u  maintained both t h e  aare a t ze  

aA the 8ame poverty a k t u a  for the  period of t h e i r  erdstence, witb the 

poreentam ranging f n  a law of 0.4 percent for  nonfeaily households 

headed by wumn t o  a h i& of  3.1 p e r o a t  f o r  female head family 

households. (No time weights wwe usad i n  t h e m  determinations.) Ye did 

not attempt t o  mloula to  t h e  misrepresentation of poverty s ta tua  bamd on 



any type of n t r o 8 p o c t i r e  def ini t ion,  giroa, uong other rewons,  the 

8baence of ecmplete i n o a e  data  for new ample  m e m b e r s  in the ISDP. 

Sununary of bnal~sis of Intra-Year Homhold C h w  

Ekmd on our 8nalysi8, we o8n make 8 number of o b a e m t i o n s  regarding 

5ntr8-year abangaa I n  aooioooonoaic s ta tua  among t h e  b o ~ ~ ~ h o l d a  in our 

very l iai ted ISDP ~ p l e  md the i .p l i t r t iona f o r  annual longitudinal 

boU8ohold 8t8tistic8. The Q k  ol-ly Lndl-te t h a t  8 bit88bl8 

proportion of our or ig ina l  & ~ 8 e h o l d 8 - - ~ ~ ~  15 percent-xperienced 8 

OOBp08ition oh- duriag t h e  12sonth  period of  o b ~ ~ ~ . t i m ,  a tbough 

8l1~)st threelquartera Ot tho- d u m p s  affected only household rlze and 

B O ~  f m i l y  type. The at8 a180 ahaw t h a t  8 high proportion of  both atable  

8nd u ~ a k b l e  or ig ina l  h o u & o l d a ~ t  30 parcent orrr8ll-rxperienosd 

vr r ia t iona  in poverty a ta tua  fm .oath to .oath. (This rerult 

undoubtedly 28 ur o v e r e s t h t e  of the e r p r l e n o e  in the popuhtion, glven 

overaampllng of l o w  inoome h o w h o l b  and riralng Inoome data in t he  

ISDP. 1 Belatfvely fw or ig ina l  households--2.6 peroemt Ot the t o t a l ,  

r e p r e s s n t a  17 perosnt of ma tab le  horrsrbolbs--r~~den.nt  8 aomposftioa 

a h n g e  t h a t  reaul ted I n  8 obag. Sa por.rty r k t u s ,  m8aured over tbe l i f e  

of t h e  howohold kfore and aftor.  But t h e  poverty 8tatua ohanger t h a t  

ocowrod, ruoh 8s the hlgb pmportton of n.u d n # e - v n t  families that 

f o l l  i n to  poverty, have important polioy JlplimUoo8. O l d l ,  tb- 

i u d i n @  8-8t th.t tb8 a P P  8-q m n m t @  8 UOda & 

d 8 k  for me8awaeat  and urrSyrir  of Lpor tan t  p t t 8 r a a  of  Lntr8-yar 

tmcial and e o o n a o  dung. rrroag th. population. 

With r e m r d  t o  maul &.U&iea f u  ow 'mple b a d  on l e t *  

bous&olda, our m a u l t a  ladlate  'that tb. oh0100 of dafinl t ion &or not  



a p p U  to have 8x1 -pet on 8 n n u l  Baaawe8 of poverty or of houaeholda by 

t y p e  p t i o u l a r l y  U 8 b g  the+t@i&ted  dis t r ibut ions .  f . b U t i o n 8 ,  not 

ahm, frcm m ~ . r a t e  8nalyaIs of the 10- and 8-percent ISDP mmplea, 

similarly evidence very feu  dlfferencea among the  four dofinitlonrr. 

However, defirr i t ians t h a t  emphaalze oontinuity do overs ta te  t h e  extent of 

intra-year household s t a b i l i t y - d e f i n i t i o n  (1) would miarepreaent a h o a t  4 

percent of longitudinal  bou8ehold8 88 having remained t h e  m e  typo. A 

retrospective def ini t ion b a e d  on famlly type in  month 12 would 

miarepremnt 7.5 percent of houaebold~ a s  &able ln type throughout t h e  

year. Obscuring oh.nges i n  poverty rssocla ted with ohangas la eompoaition 

l a  much l e a s  of a problm. Definition (1) would miareprewnt i n  t o t a l  2.3 

PWOOnt of lon@tudinr l  h0~8&0ld8 88 h8Ving r a a i n e d  the -8 in t y m ,  

8lzer ~d p o v ~ t y  8t8tU8, a d  8i8Pegr08Ont 08ly 0.4 p @ r ~ n t  88 having 

rmained the  8880 ln type and poverty 8 t r t u r .  Ye d id  no t  8 t t r p t  to 

explore t he  imw of r e p r e a e n t w  t h e  moathly inoome U a b i l i t y  

experienced by housebold8 in  the  ample. 

Clearly, we have only scratched t h e  swfaoe  of t h e  remarah t h a t  

ahould be car r ied  ou t  on irrtrr-year weill 8nd eoonorie ahage m d  

implioationa f o r  urnul s t a t i a t i ~ a .  The result8 preaent.4 here, Vhiah a r e  

bawd on mall -plea oontainiag n u c r r o u  data p b l - ,  rust a t  k8t be 

viewed as p r d i s i a a r y  m d  s-ative i n  nature. #rob m e  uork w i l l  be 

required to determine tho extant  t o  w h i o h  they orn k gsner.limd. Ye .re 

ourrently m g . 6  in m a l y r l r  of data f r o  the f i ra t  four  wnea of the 

SXPP t o  ~'Opliate tho ISDP .tubye U@ m t l d m t ~  f ~ c  bk 

problem8 with the SIPP and ehould b. ab le  to uh tuw of the full m p l a  

p rev iou ly  i.plemeated on t h e  ISDP, w intend t o  i.pltmmt t h e  dofiaitiorr 



t h a t  the b n 8 ~  Bureau is currently considering f o r  w i t h  the  SIPP. 

Developed pr incipal ly  by Don Hernandez and Roger Herriot, t h i s  def in i t ion  

~ombines  elements of the family type def ln l t ion  and of the recfprocal 

majori ty def ini t ion (used i n  ana lys i s  of t he  National Medical Care 

Ut i l i za t ion  and Expenditure Survey) t h a t  my8 a household is t h e  seme if a 

majority of t he  household members a t  time t represent a majority of the  

membership a t  time t + 1. 

A PERSON-ORIENTED APPROAQI: TO HOUSEEIQLD CEANGE 

Both because of the  ambiguities of household oontinuity md because t h e  

individual is  a natural  unit of ana lys i s  f o r  many purpoms, we have a l so  

developed some ooncepts t h a t  treat aanglng h o w h o l d  features and 

fortunes 88 tlme-dependent a t t r i b u t e s  of the individual. This section 

p r e w n t s  the  ra t iona le  f o r  t h i s  approach m d  describes t h e  var iables  t h a t  

have been developed t o  Implcllnsnt it. Unfortuartely, there is not a 

following sect ion t h a t  a h w s  haw the apprmch worka out e i t h e r  in  

demographic d e t a i l s  we needed, .nd we decided t o  ooncentrate t h a t  e f f o r t  

on the SIPP f i les mtbw th8n on a mall mimple of t he  ISDP. Ye have 

begun t h e  work but tadareatimated t h e  time required t o r  o o n p l e t i ~ ~  t h e  

a p p ~ o r c h  is o o r k i n l y  psrctical, m d  80 tu. the pro~edure8 we h m e  planned 

ap-r viable. 

The indlvidrvl  l a ,  in fmt, the  prototypical  deeialoa maker or ohoieo 

agent in economic theory. Individuals having oonalstent prdwanaa 

orderingr, .re repreaonted in indlfferenee oume diwams, not  houaaholds 



o r  other agmegatiorrs of persons. Indeed, Arrow's oelebratcbd theorem 

denles the pos s ib i l i t y  of 8 similarly well-behaved preference aystem f o r  

groups of persons. Uhlle t h e  notion of 8 benevolent houaehold d ic ta tor  

can be appealed t o  for ailvaging t h e  household as 8 unit of analysis ,  

there  remains some s t r a i n  between ordinary micro-theory and empirical 

ana lys i s  of survey data. Certainly the  household is a oonvenlent un i t  f o r  

mapling. It is a l s o  a natural  t a r i t  for bookkeepiag sin- moat upending 

and several  incane aources cannot be associated uniquely with individual 

household members. Perhaps f o r  t h e m  reaaons t h e  howohold and/or family 

unit has been the  basic unit f o r  s t a t i a t i o a l  reporting from 

croas-sectional sumreya, but some a t a t i a t i c s ,  e.g. -, am usually 

reported f o r  individuals. 

A s  we have men above, harmer, t he  notion of a houwhold booones 

problematical in panel surveys. Boumbolds of f ixed  ampoait ion a r e  

r e l a t i ve ly  ephemeral, and there  is no typ ica l  l lfo-oyule for a household 

regarded a s  8 network o f  kinahip re la t ions ,  haa m e  pmanence,  but such 

a network extends over 8 oonuturtly &aa@ag sst of households md is a 

very d i f f i ou l t  a t  to maple  and i n t o r v i ~ .  The oo-reaidant family tarits 

that -0 usually 8Weyed  -8 -st 88 s~bjeot  to ohm- 88 bou88hold8 Of 

which they are a part. 

The& o n s i d e r a t i o n s  suggoat t h a t  fw or purpoz~os t h e  individual r y  

be 8 much more t rac tah la  and l og io r l  unlt f o r  l o n a t u d i n a l  ana lyds .  

Between b i r t h  and death .o& Znd i r idu l a  @ through 8 q u i t e  pod io t ab l e  

progression of 8 ~ 8 ,  and, i n  many other  nspeots, enrot wears that have 

common fea tures  about whiah we a n  introspect f ru i t fu l ly .  )lost 

l spor tant ly ,  they maintain t h e i r  iden t i ty  and integrity 8s 8 uni t  



throughout t h e i r  natural l ives .  -opt f o r  the poss ib i l i ty  of temporary 

departurea f r o m  the designated population (8s with ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion ,  

f o r  example), and for always-premnt mortali ty,  we can follow persons 

through tlme as they experience a sequence of household circumstarrcea. 

Using t h e  individual as t h e  rpit of analysis,  one s u s t  still remgnize 

that t h e  household is the  immediate'environment for a person and tha t  a 

great many of t he  influences t h a t  afteat h i s  o r  her behavior derive from 

the h0~80hold of residence. This s w a t 8  8 need for 8 88t of ~ a r i 8 b l 0 8 ,  

asaoaiated w i t h  individuals as a t t r i bu t e s ,  t h a t  describe succinctly and 

symmetrically the  nature of t h e  household and the &araa t e r i s t i c s  of other 

ho\rsOhold D-~OPS, b ~ l u d l ~  kitlbhip w i t h  t he  8ubjeOt indi~idU81 . 
Suah variables,  subjeat  t o  var ia t ion  from month t o  month, along with 

monthly h a m e  var iab les  identifying major aourms, are t h e  objective of 

t h e  reooding effort needed t o  examine ahort-period dynamics of both 

eoonmic and household (or famCy) s ta t -  f o r  indlvidurls.  

The new var iables  for ahwaoterizirrg the p w n s  aharing the sub jea t ta  

hou8ehold a r e  8omewhat d i f fe ren t  from thorn mlpmonly wed  i n  demographic 

work. For e8oh of several  ortegories of possible ao-residents there  are  

vwiab lea  t h a t  indluate: (a) pressnae, (b) n m b w ,  ( 0 )  n\mber of females, 

(dl  average age, and (e) standard dewlation of ages. The a t e g o r i e a  

aurrerrtly be* ooded are: (1) apouae or unmarried mate; (2) ohild o r  

grurdohild, Ineluding all in-law, step- and adoptive deacendints; (3) 

parents, iaaluding 811 in-luw, atep-, and adoptive u o e a t o r s ;  (4) 

aiblinga,  ineluding in-law, step-, and adoptive siblingb; (5) relatires 

mt elmwhere O O ~ O ~ ,  ruoh 88 8mt8, @to. ; .ad (6) 

norrralatives. This aet o f  30 vrr i .b le8 m y  -em acmewhat omberscre, but 

it allows f o r  qu i t e  8lmple and f l ex ib l e  aggregation, and, a t  t he  



tlme, wrrPits recovery of moat individurrl infornution fo r  modest-aized 

fami l ies  within a fixed-length vector that l a  i den t i ca l l y  defined f o r  a l l  

persona. These var iables  are, of oourss, in  addi t ion t o  t h e  usual age, 

BOX, and mari ta l  s ta tua  oodes for the subjeot individual. The w d e  f o r  

redat ion t o  t h e  nominal fan i lp  head, or t h e  reference person in ourrent 

usage, is also retained, but the  infomat ion it oontalns is embodied i n  

t h e  newly defined oodes whioh f a o f l i t a t e  .Itemate apocifioatlons of 

primary, principal ,  or other borts cU p w n a  t o  be aocorded special  

s t a tua  i n  t h e  household o r  famllp. 

A t  present, it is not posslble t o  i den t i fy  in t h e  SIPP Qta a l l  of t he  

f i ve  categories  of re la t ionship mentioned above. For example, a a ibl ing 

of t he  spouse of t he  reference p r m n  would not be m iden t i f l ed ,  but t h e  

a ib l i ng  of the refereneo p e a o n  would be. When t h e  first (1984) panel is 

oomplete, it w i l l  be possible t o  reaolve suah uams by wing 8 s a t r i x  

ahowing r e l a t i ons  between al l  p a l r s  of permns tbt is being oollected a s  

part of t he  eighth wave interview. I n  subsequsnt pmnels t h i s  matrix w i l l  

be obtained much e a r l i e r ,  and 8 r e l a t i ve ly  oumplete ooding be carried 

out  by t he  time a f u l l  year of b i o r r ~ a t i o n  is ava i lab le  for merging. 

The o ther  household oharaoter is t io  that %a reooded for urn 8s 8 

personal a t t r i b u t e  is eoonomic a t a t w .  Our plan8 a t  premnt  call for 

expressing the  t o t a l  monthly money S a o m  of the houssbold 8s a r a t i o  t o  

t h e  monthly mlov Saumem threabold given t h a t  monthta howahold 

ccmposition. The monthly irrooaen threshold f a  defined 8s 8 l i n e a r  

in te rpo la t ion  batween a n n u l  poverty tbreaholds, divided by 12, and 

centered a t  a d y e w .  Them n o m u m  "Welfare ~ t f o 8 '  ~ w i d e  8 

m ~ u l  aeries of measwas of the eoonomio adeqmcy erperianced by 8 



Person even if he or she changes household a f f i l i a t i o n  o r  experiences 

major household change over the  32 months of the -el survey. 

More characteristics of the persons in  t h e  sub j ec t t s  household could 

be added t o  uex and age i f  dealred. Labor force a t a tu s  and educational -. 

achieveaent a r e  l i k e l y  candidates. For i m e d i a t e  purpoms of description 

and primitive ana lys i s  of h o u ~ o l d  damgraphic and eoonomfo change, sex 

and a m  appear adequnte. 

A s  soon as t h e  rwoding  is done and t h e  reoorda for a m p l e  of 

permna merged to produce s e r i e s  of a t  least a year i n  length, we -tend 

t o  develop a number of gram change t ab l e s  bawd on a l t e rna t ive  

c lass i f ica t ions  of household circumstance for par t ioular  oategories of 

persons. For example, we oan exambe har muoh month-to-month change there 

is f o r  pre-school uhildren in terms of the  number of parents or other  

ancestors they l i v e  with. Suoh an ana lys i s  aan be done f o r  poor ohildren 

separately fica nonpoor, o r  for black ohildren mparate ly  from white. A t  

t h e  other  end of t he  age speotrroa, we a n  examine pat terns  of change i n  

houaebold s i t ua t i on  f o r  e lde r s  and r e l a t e  t ha t  t o  l e v e l s  and change I n  

economic s ta tus .  Among t h e  more erciting p o s s i b i l i t i e s  is t h e  cagecity t o  

examtne the pa t te rns  of &anm l n  eoonomio s t a t u s  tha t  wecede o r  follow 

spec i f i c  kinds of major oh- i n  h o w h o l d  s i t an t ion ;  e.g., divorce, 

marriage, widowhood, etc.  A w e a t  deal of descriptive work OM be Qne 

t h a t  is of laterest l a  i t a a l f ,  and other  sorts of al.mple ana ly t ic  t a b l e s  

a serpe a 8  8~p lo ra t0 -  study of b p i 0 8  that 8.y b~ emained 60t'e Closely 

v i t h  f u l l y  specMi.d s t ruo tu ra l  models of behavior. 

3 1 
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TABLES 



TABLE 1 Households by T y p ,  ISDP 18-hrosnt Sample and Current Population 
Survey 

&nth 1 &nth 12 h r c h  h r c h  
ISDP 185 ISDP 18% 1979 CPS 1980 CPS 

TOTAL (#) 1,030 - 1,066 77,330 79, 108 

Wale head famlly 1 .O 1.0 2.1 2.2 

Female head family 11.2 11.3 10.6 10.8 
v 

M e  nonfanrily 9.6 9 07 10.5 10.9 
household 

Femalenoaiamily 21.5 22.3 15.2 15.2 
household 

Over 12 months i X l  
nmber of households 43.5% 

SOURCE: Tabulations of ISDP 18-percent mnple extract; U.S. Bureau of the 
'Census, Household and Family Characterlstios: Harob 1974 and Woh 1980, 
Current Population Reports, Population 'Qamcteri8tic8, Series P-20, No. 
352, Table 19, and No. 366, Tabla 20. 

Mote: CPS weighted oomt8 of howeholds a re  in  tbou88nda; ISDP count8 are 
umeighted. 



TABLE 2. Household Composition Change Experience and Duration of Original 
Sample Households by Ori- Family Type, ISDP 18-Percent Sample 

I 

Original Stable: Changed i n  Qanged i n  Total  
Family Type Unchanged Family Type S ize  Only a?anged 

Compo~ition and S i ze  

Male head family 

Female head fami ly  

Uale head nonfamily 

Female head nonfamily 

TOTAL 

Husband-wlfe 

Male head family 

Female head fami ly  

Male head nonfamily 

Female head nonfemlly 

Cveraue Duration in  Honths 

6.6 6.1 6.2 

(not &own--cell s i z e s  t oo  -1) 

TOTAL 12.0 6.6 6.1 6.2 

SOURCE: Unueigttted tabulat ions  of ISDP 18-percent ample  extract .  

Note: 1 n . t h i s  t ab le ,  crhanges i n  family type always i n d u d e  changes i n  size.  
Two or ig ina l  households in  the ample  that are included i n  the 8stable8 
category also ah-d type--in eaah aam two persons l i v i n g  a s  a n o r r i m y  
household got w r i e d .  8Averag. duration* is measured f'rm month 1 up u n t i l  
t he  first ohango in  f m i l y  type ezp r i aaaed  by an or ig ina l  map le  houwhold 
or ,  If family type did  not change, up u n t i l  t h e  f irst  change in size. (As 
disuwsed i n  t h e  tex t ,  sono howeholds i n  t h e  wohaaged s i z e  onlya o8temry 
experienced more than one ohange. Also, two bouse&olds that ahangod type 
had 8 s i z e  obpngo first whiob is igl~ored i n  t h e  ~ s t e ~ p r i z a t i o o . )  



TABLE 3. H o ~ h o l d  S i ze  and Poverty Statua of Ori&nal Sample Eourvholds by 
Original  Family Type, IS~P..18-Pwcent Sample 

Original  Stable: Changed In Changed i n  Total  
Family Type Unchanged Family Type Size  Only Qlanged 

Composition and S i z e  
- - - - -- - 

b v e n m  s r z e  

Huband-wire 3.3 3.1 4. 1 3.9 

b l e  head family (Hot shown-*ell siterr too mall) 

Female head family 

b l e  head nonfamily 

Female head nonfamlly 

TOTAL 

M e  head family 

Female head f mil  y 

W e  head nonfamily 

Female head nonfamily 

TOTAL 

3.0 2.4 4.5 3.4 

1.2 1.4 2.2 1.9 

1.0 1.0 1.6 1.2 

2.5 2.3 3.9 3.4 

Percent n a  h 

11.1$ 23.5% . 14.4$ 15.9s 

(Not ahawn--cell rrizes too mall) 

35.9 33.3 54.5 43.5 

29.4 0 .0  22.2 14.3 . 

56.9 44.4 0.0 33.3 

26 05 29.5 20.0 22.6 

SOURCE: Unueighted tabulat ions  of ISDP 18-mreant uample extra&. 

Mote: ~ y ' d e f l a l t i o n ,  mob household b t he  .ahanged b s i z e  onlya oa temry  
had tho aame 8- each m n t h  of its d u ~ t i o n ,  as did  ur&tanmd full-year 
households. h to  hourrsbolda I n  t h e  %hanged b family type and size. 
category differed i n  size f iom month t o  ma th ,  beorusel In tho aaaignment to 
a t e g p r i e s ,  f u i l y  type Obaage took premdence war household s i z e  ah-. 
The poverty r a t e s  shown are not ocrapsrable w i t h  CPS rates. Poverty s t a t u s  
18 EIea8Wed O V W  -8 t h e  period of 08& WigIB8l bOUOh0ld'8 
existence--that is, u n t i l  a ohonm In type or a i t e 4 y  dividing the sun of 
monthly household i n w e  by the arm of monthly jmverty threrrbolds fo r  t he  
-nth8 of the h0~8Ob0ld'b d ~ a t i O ~ .  



TABLE 4. Types of Household Composition Change Experienced by Unstable 
Original Sample Householdd, by O r i g i n a l  Family Type, ISDP 18-Peraent Sample 

Original Family Type/ ?? 
TYW of -88 Total  Original Family Type 

Total unstable households 100.0% li. A. 

Added I+ members 45.3 
Changed size only 32.1 
Also ohanged type 13.2 

le t  zero chauge i n  s i z e  10.1 

Lost I+ members 44 .7 
Changed size only 30.2 
A l s o  changed type 14.5 

Husband-vif e 67 3 
Added I+ members (mainly 

young chi ldren)  26.4 
l e t  zero a g e  10 s i z e  7.5 
Lost I+ n a b e r a  33.3 

Qmwd s i ze  only (mainly 
adul t  ahildren left)  22, 6 

Marital s p l i t - k i d s  involved 5.7 
k r i t a l  s p l i t ,  l o s s  of 5 00 

spouse-no k ids  involved 

Female head fami ly  
Added I+ members 

Qanged s i z e  only 
Wriage 

Net zero change i n  s i z e  
Lost 1 + meaUbOr8 

aanged s i z e  only 
Lef t  alone (1-person hb.) 

Male head nonfaaily 
Added I+ members  

Qanged s i z e  only 
Marriage 

. Met t w o  ahango in biz. 
Lost I+ mmber8 

Qanged s i z e  only 
L e f t  alone (1-maon hh.) 



TABLE 4. b n t i n w d  

Original  Fanily Type/ Percent of Unstable Boweholds 
Type of m g e  Total  Original Family Type 

-- 

Female head nonfamily 7.5% 100.0% 
Added 1+ member3 6 3 83.3 

aanged  s i z e  only 0.6 8.3 
Marriage 1.9 25.0 
Added r e l a t i v e s  (single- 3.8 50.0 

parent f ami ly )  
Net zero obazlm b s i z e  0 . 0 0.0 
Lost I+ members 

manged s i z e  only 1 a 3  16.7 

SOURCE: Umeighted tabulat ions  of ISDP 18-prcent sample extract .  Oota a r e  
not shown for unstable o r ig ina l  male head family households beau80 of mall 
cell s i z e s  (N s 3). 

Note: Households t h a t  did not  oh- type but had one o r  more changes i n  
size were assigned t o  the waddedm, mlost*, or %et zerom ootegory based on 
t h e i r  net  change i n  s i z e  over t&e 12-laonth period of observation. 
Households t h a t  also changed type were rsslgned t o  the  waddedw or .lostw 
ortegpry bamd on t h e  net  change oocurring a s  t h e  r e s u l t  of t he  type change. 



TABLE 5. Intra-Year Variations i n  Poverty Status  Among Original Households 
by Type of Household Compoaltion @an@ and Among Newly Fomed Households, 
ISDP 18-Percent Sample 

Intra-year Orininal Howeholds Newly Formed 
Poverty Stable : (haagedin  m a n g e d i n  Total  (Offshootand 
Experience Unchanged Family Type S i ze  Only Changed Continuation) 

Ccmposition and S ize  Eiousebolds 

tiever poor 54.1% 52.35 63 5% 60.4% 69.7% 

Some months 30.2 31.8 26.1 27.7 16.5 
poor, some 
not  poor 

Always poor 15.7 10.4 11.9 13.8 

Noagoor houm- 
holds (over 
t h e i r  l i f e )  : 
S of  t o t a l  73.5 
Never poor 
in any month 73.6 

Some poor mob. 26.4 

Poor households 
(over t h e i r  
l ife):  
5 of t o t a l  26.5 29.5 20.0 22.6 18.0 
Poor i n  
a11 months 59.3 53.8 52.2 52.8 77. 1 

Sac not 40.7 46 . 2 47.8 47.2 22.9 
poor months 

SOURCE: .flmreighted tabulat ions  of ISDP 18-prbrmnt srarple extract .  

Note: Class i f iont ion by %aver poor,. walways poor,. and 'some months poor, 
sane not poorw is determined for -oh houasbold for eaoh month of its 
existence by oonpr ing  t h e  monthly iaoome to  the oorresponding monthly 
poverty threshold. %npoor households (over t h e i r  l ife)m .re households 
determined not  t o  be poor and, oonvertsly, .poor houaeholda (over t h e i r  
life). are households deterarined to be poor on the hais of -paring the 
8um of monthly lnoones f o r  the months of the hou8ehold~a exis terne t o  t h e  
8- of monthly poverty thresholds. The U for newly f o m d  households is 
195. These houmholda inolude offshoots formed, for example, by w o i p a t e d  
ohildren leaving the  pareotr l  horne, plus those households formed a f t e r  a 
change i n  fami ly  type  o r  d e e .  (In t h e  on- of origin81 wnple  houscrholds 
that experienced multiple s ize  ohenges, only the  household after t he  l a a t  
change is wunted a s  newly formed.) 



TABLE 6. Cbwes In  Poverty S ta tus  Experienwd by Unstable Bou8eholds and 
Busband-Vlfe Unstable Bouseholds, XSDP 18-Percent Sample 

TYW of Household 

- -- 

percent of Row Total 
Poor Poor L e i t  Fe l l  Into -- - - 

Coragoaition Cbauge~ Unst ab l e  Before After Poverty Poverty 
&useholds Caange Qaange 

Total  unstable hhs. 159 

Added 1+ rpeprbers 72 
Cbm-d size only 51 
Q-d type alao 2 1 

Net zero change i n  
s i z e  16 . 

Lost 1+ members 7 1 
manged s i ze  only 48 
Changed type 8lao 23 

Busband-wlfe unstable 
households 107 

Added I+ members 42 

Net zero s i z e  obaage 12 

Lost J+ members 53 

changed s i z e  only 3 6 
wital s p l i t  W i t h  kid8 9 

( ~ ~ u M )  keepiw k id s  ) 
Witel s p l i t ,  1088 of 8 

8mU80, n0 kid8 

Off shoots of husband-wit8 
household8 30 13.3 13.3 6.7 6.7 

hanc ip . ted  adu l t  ablldren 24 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Other ha l f  of mm1t.l s p l i t  . . 

(spouse hot keeping k ids )  6 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 

SOURCB: Unweighted tabulat ion8 of rSDP 18-gmrcent sample extract .  

Note: Poverty i 8  Bes8ured over t h e  duration of e8ch household u n t i l  the 
t h e  of 8 f a ~ ~ i l y  type OP 8 i ~  durrge, by dividing the 8- of hourehold 
monthly inoomes by the sm of h o ~ h o l d  monthly porwty  thresholds. hta 
are missing rewdlag the f a t e  of about half  of the persons leaving 
husband-wlfe households. 



TABLE 7. Longitudinal Households Under A l t e r a t i v e  Definit ions by Duration, 
ISDP 18-Percent Sample 
~~--------W-----L---LWH----~H-~-~--U--~-----~W-W---WW--~- 

Definition : 1 2 3 4 
Same Same Same Same 
Reference Principal  Family Household 
Per son Per son Type Members 

Total households 1078 1078 1123 1302 
Avg. duration (ma.) 11.6 11.6 11 .2 9 6 
Percent of month 1 uomt  104.7% 104.7% 109.0% 126.4% 

F ull-year households 1021 1020 984 87 1 
Percent of t o t a l  94.7% 94 621 87 6% 66.9% 

Part-year households 57 58 139 43 1 
Percent of t o t a l  5-35 5 . 4% 12.4% 33.1% 

Percent d l  ssolved 15.8% 1702% 33. 1% 36.9% 
Percent newly formed 78 .9 77 . 6 59.0 45.2 
Percent formed and 5.3 5.2 7 -9 17.9 

dissolved 

Avg. duration t o t a l  5.0 5.0 5.2 4.8 
part-year (ma.  ) 

Avg. duration dissolved 6.7 7.3 6.7 6.2 
Avg. dur. newly fomed 4.8 4 87 8 07 4.4 
Avg. duration formed 3.0 3.0 2.9 3.0 

and dissolved 

~ime-weighted households 1044.5 1044.5 1044.5 1044.5 
(Household-years ) 

- - -~-~H~~IL~H~~~I~~- -~-UI IH- -~~- -~- - -~-~- -~H-- - - - -  

SOURCE: Tabulations of ISDP 18-parcent m p l e  erk.aut. 

Note: Dismlved houscrholds exis ted a t  month 1 but no longer existed by 
month 12; newly formed howeholds did not e r i a t  a t  month 1 but existed by 
month 12; formed and dissolved h o ~ o l d a  exis ted during t h e  yew but not i n  
month 1 o r  12. To derive the  the-weighted oount8 of hou8ehold8, full-year 
household8 have weight 1; part-year h o w h o l d s  have weigbts oorrespooding t o  
the proportion of the  year tihat eaub aIti&ed. 



TABLE 8. Poreentags Distribution of Tim-weighted, Total, Full-year, and 
Part-year h n g i t u d i n a l  &useholds by Initial Family Type, Under Three 
A 1  term t i v e  Definitions, ISDP 18-Perwnt Smple  

I n i t i a l  Def ln i t ion :  1 3 4 
Family Same Same Same 
TY ~e Reference Family Howhold  
~ i s t r i b u t i o n  Person TYW Members 

Percent of total houbeholda, 
time-weighted : . 
Busband-wife 56 3% 
Single male head family 1.0 
Single  female head family 11 .2 
Hale head nonfaaiily 9.7 
Female head nonfamily 21 

Percent of t o t a l  households, 
unweighted : 
Husband-wife 55 .8 
Single male head family 1.0 
Single  female head family 11.1 
M e  head nonfamily 9 -7 
Female head nonfamily 22.5 

Per-nt of full-year households: 
Husband-wife 56.6 
Single male head family 1 .O 
Single female head family 11 .3 
Hale head nonfaaily 9.6 
Female head nonfamlly 21.6 

Per-nt of part-yew howeholds: 
Husband-wlfe 40.4 
Single  male head f a l y  . 1 .8 
Single female bead family 8.8 
Male head nonfamily 10.5 
Female h d d  nonfparfly 38.6 

SOURCE: Unweigtrted t a b u l a t i a s  of ISDP 18-prtxtnt -910 e r t r aa t .  

h t e :  I n i t i a l  family type is t h e  houwboldls type during t h e  fbst month of 
i t8  er is tenae.  In the time-weigbtid k b u h t i o n s ,  full-year hou8oholds have 
weigbt 1; part-peer hotmeholds have weights oorresponding t o  t h e  proportion 
of eaoh year that each erfated.  Tbe part-year tabulat ions  do not 
fnoorporate any time weights for dAfferiag duratioa8. 



TABLE 9. Misrepresentation of Intra-year Family Type S t a b i l i t y  of 
Households, by Family Type, Under Two Alternative Definitions, ISDP 
18-Percent Sample 

Family Definition: Longitudinal Retrospective 
TYWJ Definition : (Cross-section 1 

Same Reference Def irrition 
Person (Family Based on Family 
Type a s  of F i r s t  Type in k n t h  12 
Ho. of Existence) 

percent for Which Family TYDO i~ 
Misrearesented a s  Stable  

H u s  band-wife 1.8% 5.6% 

Single male head family 9.1 45.5 

Single female head family 10.8 7.5 

Wale head nonfamily 6.7 8.7 

Female head nonfamily 4.5 

SOURCE: Umreighted tabulation8 of ISDP 18-percent w p l e  extra&. 

Note: The estimate8 shown were conatruated for the  longitudinal  referents  
person def ini t ion by determining, within eauh initial family type a t e g o r y  
(ineluding h0~8eholds  cl88siiiOd 88 f u l l - y ~  a d  W t - v  by tho 
def ini t ion) ,  what proportion of t h e  households experienced a uhange i n  
family type t h a t  did not  result i n  a dissolution of the hou8ehold. )lo tlme 
wei@ts were umd. For the  ra t rorpeat ive  def ini t ion,  the  estimate8 ware 
oonatruated by determining, with- u o h  family type a t e g o r y  aa of m n t h  12, 
what @Poportion of the b o u 8 ~ o l d s  had not erf8ted In thrt f o r 8  for the 
e n t i r e  year. 



TABLE 10. Percent Poor of Time-weighted, Total, hll-y-, and Part-year 
h n g i t u d i n a l  Households, and of The-weighted bus sho lds  by Initial Family 
Type, Under Four Alternative Definitions, ISDP 18-hreent Sample 
(Unweigbted , not comparable with CPS) 
n--------------------n------o--w----------u--------------- 

Percent Definition: 1 2 3 4 
Poor Same Seme Same Same 

Reference Principal  Family Bousehold 
Papson Paraon Type . habers 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ o N ~ H o ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ o H o ~ o ~ H I C ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ H ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n  

Time-weighted t o t a l  25.2 25.2 25.4 25.5 

Total (unweighted) 25.1 24.8 25.4 24.6 

Part -year 17.5 12.1 24.5 20.7 

Time-weighted households 
by initial family type 

T o k l  25.2 25.2 25.4 25 5 
Elusband-wife 11.5 11.5 11.3 11.4 
Single male head family 28.1 26.7 22.1 22.9 
Single  female head fam. 36.7 35.7 39.5 39.1 
Hale head noafamily 25 07 26.5 2'7.3 27.7 
Famale head nonfamily 54.2 54 .9 54.4 54. 1 

SOURCE: Tabulations of ISDP 18-percent a m p l e  extraot. 

Mote: Io t h e  time-weighted tabulat ions ,  full-year h o w h o l d s  have weight 1; 
part-year households have weights oorrespondlng t o  the proportion o f  the 
year t h a t  each existed. The p r t - y e a r  tabulat ions  & not  h a r p o r a t e  any 
time weights for d i f fe r ing  durations. Poverty s t a t u s  is measured over the  
time period when each h o w h o l d  was i n  a r i8 t enw by dividing t h e  s m  of 
monthly household inoolws by the  sum of monthly poverty thresholds for the 
m a t h 8  when t h e  bou8ehold was r e o o ~ i z e d  8s aont inu iw under a p r t i c u l m  
longi tudinal  household b d h A t i o n .  Poverty rates are not cmparable with 
the CPS. 



TABLE 11. Msrepremntat ion of Intra-Year Poverty S ta tus  and Fornfly 
Composition S t a b i l i t y  of Households, by Family Type, Under Two Alternative 
Def in i t iona ,  ISDP 18-Pesoant Sample 

Initial Definition: 1. Same Refsrenae Permn 3. Same Family Type 
Family Type 

Percent f o r  Which Poverty Status  its 
MiSSe~~elrented a s  Stable  Tonether with: 
Family Tym Size  Only Size Only 

Hos band-wife 0.0% 1.7% 1 .6$ 

Single  male head family 0 . 0 18.2 13.3 

Single female head fami ly  1 .7 3.3 

Male bead nonfamily 0.0 2. 9 

Female head nonfamily 0.8 0.4 

TOTAL 0.4 I .9 

SOUR=: Unweighted tabulat ions  of ISDP 18-pereent asmple extract. 

Note: The estimates shown were oonstruuted by detemining,  within each 
i n i t i a l  f ~ i l y  type a t e g o r y  (ioclu-g f ~ l l - y e w  ~d w t - y e -  h0~8eb0ld8 
reco-ized uuder the  def in i t ion) ,  what p r o p o r t l a  of bou8eholds had uhanged 
f ami ly  type or s i z e  only but the ohange had not resulted i n  8 dissolution of 
the  household a A  had d m  moved i n t o  o r  out of  poverty on t h e  basis of tbe 
wmgoaition oh-. 19o time weights ware uwd. 




