INCOME, CHILDREN, AND GAINFUL WORKERS IN
URBAN SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

BARKEV S. SANDERS AND ANNE G. KANTOR *

In BaruiER articles dealing with the study of
family composition in the United States it was
demonstrated that in the sample of families ana-
lyzed the larger the number of children per family
the less favorable was the income status of the
family. On the other hand, the larger the number
of gainful workers in the family the more favor-
able was its income status.! The present article
explores the variations in the pattern of income
distribution among the urban single-family house-
holds in this sample with respect to both the
number of children and the number of gainful
workers por family.2

To afford a background for this discussion of
incomo variations with respect to children and
workers, the distribution of children and adults
in families with and without workers is presented
in table 1. In the single-family household sample
there were relatively fewer children than adults
in families without workers, except for families
headed by a woman;? these latter included less
than 7 percent of all children in the sample
population. Three-fourths of all children were in
families which had only one worker, about one-

*Bureau of Research and Btatistics, Division of Health Studies. [ This
article, the seventh In a serles, is based on findings from the study of family
composition in the United States, which utilizes data from schedules of the
National 11ealth Survey and is conducted 83 Work Projects Administration
Project Nos. 305-31-3-5, 765-31-3-3, and 05-2-31-44 under the supervision of
the Bureau of Research and Btatistics. DData are preliminary and subject to
revision. For earlior articles, sce the Bulletin for April, May, Beptember,
October, November, and Decomber 1939.

1t 8anders, Barkev S., ‘‘Children and Income In Urban Single-Family
Households," Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 2, No. 11 (November 1939), pp.
3-10, and ‘“‘Gainful Workers and Income in Urban 8ingle-Family House-
holds,” Soclal Securily Bulletin, Vol. 2, No. 12 (Docomber 1039), pp. 20-36.

1 Childron include persons who have not attained thelr sixteenth birthday.
Qalnful workers include all porsons who were reported in regular employment,
those on work relief, and those seeking work at the timo of the canvass. The
term family rofers to tho bio-logal family, unless otherwise specified.

1 The famllies studied aro classified by 5 major types, as foliows, according
to the rolationship of the members to tho head: (1) Flusband-and-wife fami-
lies—~Familios with both spouses, with or without unmarried children;
(2) Ilusband-or-wife families, Ausband.— Families with only the male spouss,
with or without unmarried childron; (3) Flusband-or-wife familles, wife.—
Famlilles with only the fomale spouse, with or without unmarried childron;
(4) Nonparent familics, male.—Familles without eithor spouse, with an
unmarried malo as the head, with or without unmarried sisters and/or broth-
ors; and (5) Nonparent families, female.—Families without either spouse,
with an unmarriod femalo as the head, with or without unmarriod sisters
and/or brothers. The head of the famlly was determined as follows: 1n
husband-and-wife familics, the husband was designated as tho head; in one-
spouse famllles, the spouso; and In nonparent fainllies, the oldest person.

Bulletin, February 1940

eighth in families with two workers, and less than
one-twelfth in families with three or more workers,
The fact that 76 percent of the children in single-
family households were in families with one worker
should not be construed to mean that the economic
security of only 76 percent of the children is
governed by the earnings of one worker. The
urban study of consumer purchases ¢ indicates that
more than 90 percent of all families derive the
major portion of their incomes from the earnings
of the principal income producer in the family.
This proportion would probably hold for all family
types and not merely for husband-and-wife fami-
lies, the only type included in the income analysis
of the study of consumer purchases.

Variations in Composition of Families at
Different Income Levels

The relationship between income of the families
studied and their composition in terms of children
and gainful workers may be demonstrated in terms
of the differences in the proportions of children,
workers, and nonworking adults at the various
income levels. Chart I shows, for families of
specified type and size, the relation between in-
come group and average number of children and of
workers per family.®

Among families of a given type and size, those ut
the higher income levels were found to have a
larger number of workers than those at the lower
lovels. Some exceptions were found among fami-
lies with annual incomes of $5,000 and over. This
is also the income group in which there is a rever-
sal in the general pattern of decreasing rvopor-
tions of children in families at higher income

¢ U. 8. Burcau of Labor Statistics, Family Income and Erpenditure in
Chicago, 1635-36: Vol. 1, Family Income, Bullotin No. 642, April 1938, p, 53;
and U. 8. Bureau of Ylomo Economics, Family Income and Erpenditures,
Pacific Region: Part 1, Family Income, Miso. Pub. No. 839, 1939, p. 29, and
Family Income and Erpenditures, Plains and Mountain Reglon: Part 1,
Family Income, Miso. Pub. No. 345, 1939, p. 25.

§ The chart 18 read as follows: the numbers at the left of the solid lines and
at theright of the dotted lines indicate the family size. Thus, among 7-person
husband-and-wife familles, those on rellef have on the average sbout 8.9
children (from the solid line) and 1.7 workers (from the dotted line) per
family. In like manner it is found that, of these familles, those with
annusl incornes of $3,000-2,000 have on the average 2.5 children and 2.8 workers
per {family,
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Chart L.—Mean number of children under 16 and of gainful workers in urban single-family households of specified type and size,t by income status
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Jevels. In husband-and-wife families of larger
gizo the increase in the number of workers per
family with rising income lovel was somowhat
gharper than was the decrease in the average
number of children per family; in small familics
the correlation between children and income was
more pronounced than that between workers and
income. In onec-spouse families the inverse cor-
relation between income and number of children
was greater than the direct correlation between
workers and income. In nonparent families, es-
pecially those headed by men, the direct correlation
between workers and income was relatively small
and did not hold for income groups above $3,000,
while the inverse correlation between income and
number of children was more marked than in hus-
pand-and-wife families. IFor almost all types of
families the inverse correlation between children
and income status was relatively slight in the upper
income categories, and in some groups families
with incomes of $3,000-%$4,999 had fewer children

Table 1.—Number of families, persons, and children
under 16 years of age in urban single-family house-
holds of specified type, and percentage distribution
by number of gainful workers per family

[Preliminary data subject to revision]

Familles Persons Children
Type of family ! and

number of workers | Ny | per- | Num- | Per- | Num- | rer-

ber 3 cent ber cent ber cent
Altypes.. ... 532,202]  100.001,735,635]  100.0{ 405,168] 100.0
No workers ... ... 37, 005 7.1 0, 250 4.1 15,213 3.1
1worker.._......._. 357,128 07. 111,003,077 63.0| 370, 340 70.0
2workers ... __ ... 93, 767 17. 6| 328,775 18.9] 62,930 12.7
3or more workers . .| 43,465 B. 2| 242,527 14.0{ 40,0679 8.2
Husband and wife . ... 415,155 100.0]1,400,600]  100.0] 457,331 100.0
No workers ... ... 1, 940 2.9] 29, 220 1.9] 4,259 .9
I worker............ 201, 164 70.1] 985, 770 05. 9] 358, 805 78.5
2workels...._... ... 70, 032 1R. b} 277,047 1R.6| 57,203 12,6
3 or more workers . .| 35,120 8. 6] 203, 663 13.6] 30,884 8.1

Husband or wife, hus-

band.. .. ... ... 100.0] 30,014] 100.0{ 6,123 100.0
No workers . 12.8 3,020 7.8 110 2.1
1 worker. 04.0] 18,805 48.2 2,039 b7.4
2workers .- 13.7 8,308 21,3 1,135 22.2
3 or more workers.. . 1,022 0.6 8,875 27 939 18.3
Husband or wife, wife..| 67,884 100, 0] 101, 438 100.0} 32,430 100.0
No workers.... ... .. IR, 155 20,7 31,013 10.8] 10,804 33.3
Iworker ... ... . .| 33,002 48. 8| 67,175 41.6] 14,435 44.8
2 workers oo 11,1582 16.4; 35,830 22.2 4,412 13.6
3 or more workers . 5, 485 8.1 20,514 10.4 2,779 8.6
Nonparent, male....... 13,458 100.0| 17,048 100.0 122  100.0
oworkers ... .. 1, 681 12.5 1, 11,1 7 5.7
) worker. ... ... .. 10, 252, 76.2¢ 10,007 4.3 33 27.1
2workets. ... 1,111 8.2 2, 887 15.2 45 36. 9
3 or more workers . 414 3.1 1,009 0.4 37 30.3
Nonparent, female...... 15,474 100,00 21,620 1000 162 100.0
oworkers.... ... 3, 630 22.9 4,212 10.6 33 20, 4
1worker............ 9, 043 02.3| 11,254 62.3 44 2.1
2workers.___.____ .. 1,780 11.6] 4,007 10.0 45 27.8
3 or more workers. _ 515 3.3 1, 966 9.1 40 24.7

: For definitions of tyrcs of families, see footnote 3 in text,
Excludes familles with unknown number of children and/or workers,
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Table 2.—Mean family size and mean number of child-
ren under 16, gainful workers, and nonworking
adults in urban single-family households, by family

type
[Preliminary data subjoct to revision)

Mean number por family
T f famil IMNIIIn
ypo of family amily Non-
sire QGainful

Ohildren | o oryors 1 :vg{lll(tlgg
ANLYDPOS...ooceraaeaianen 3.20 0.93 1.80 1.03
Husband and wife......... 8.00 1.10 1.36 1.14
Husband or wife, husband. 1.92 .25 1.28 .80
Husbhand or wife, wife...... 2.88 .48 1.13 .77
Nonparent, male................. .27 .0l 1.05 .21
Nonparent, fomalo..__._......... 1.39 .01 .98 .40

1 For dofinition of gainful workers see footnote 2 In toxt.
% The nuinber of nonworking adults {s slightly undorstated, sinco tho as-
sumption was made that all galnful workers are adults,

per family than those with incomes of $5,000 and
over.

In husband-and-wife families the correlation
between the level of the family income and the
average number of children or workers was most
marked for large families. In one-spouse families,
and more so in nonparent families, the inverse
correlation between average number of children
and the cconomic status of the family was, on
the whole, stronger in the smaller families. In
almost all family types the correlation betweon
average number of workers and income level was
most marked in the large families. One-spouse
and nonparent families headed by a woman
showed a much greater tendency than did husband-
and-wife families to have a smaller number of
workers in families with incomes of $5,000 and
over than in families with incomes of $3,000-
$4,999. In those families with female heads the
average number of workers per family often de-
creased after the $2,000-$2,999 income level.

These relations suggest that a larger proportion
of families in the intermediate income groups than
in the highest income category had more than
one income producer, an inference which is con-
firmed by an analysis of the number of non-
working adults. The average number of non-
working adults was, in general, greater in the
higher income groups.® The average size of
family and composition of the family in terms of
average number of children, workers, and non-

¢ In the analysis of family composition with respect to workers, children,
and nonworkiog adults, it was assumed that all gainful workors are adults,
since children constitute a negligible proportion of gainful workers, This
method results in a slight understatement of tho average number of nonwork-
ing adults.
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working adults are given for each family type in
table 2.

Variations in Income Status With Specific
Numbers of Workers and Children

Chart I indicates the patterns of association
between the number of workers and children, and
the family income status, in terms of averago
number of children and workers. Table 3, on
the other hand, indicates the interrelationships
between family composition and income status
for families with specific numbers of workers and
children. Porcentage distributions of families
by income level are given only for husband-and-
wife families in single-family households comprising
three and four, and five and six porsons.

The following discussion presents an analysis of
the relationships which were found to exist in the
urban single-family household sample surveyed
in the winter of 1935-36. The associations de-
scribed are a qualitative statement of the interre-
lations in the proportions of children and workers
in the family and family income. Thus, tho state-
ment that there is an inverse correlation between
children and family income indicates that the ex-
amination of this cross section of the population
showed that families with larger proportions of
children were more frequently found in the low
income groups. Analysis of this cross section
indicated another association; namely, that under
certain circumstances a larger number of workers
per family is associated with a smaller family
income. This statement does not imply, of course,
that if the supplementary workers of a given
family were to withdraw from the labor market
the annual income of the family would increase.
Rather, it indicates that the wife or young adult
children of families in which the principal wage
earner is receiving low wages are, in general, more
likely to be in the labor market than those of fami-
lies in which the earnings of the principal wago
earner are relatively high. Such differentials as
the time interval between successive births, the
number of children born to parents at the various
socio-economic levels and the number who survive,
the length of time children from different groups
are kept at school, and the age at which persons
seek work when the family does not require sup-
plementary earnings, account largely if not en-
tirely for the associations illustrated in tables
3 and 4.
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The principal relationships between income and
family composition in families of three to six per-
sons, illustrated by table 3, may be summarized
as follows:

(1) With respect to workers, the most pro-
nounced difference in income status was found
between families with no workers and those with
one worler. - After the first worker the improve-

Table 3.—Number and percentage distribution of in-
come of urban husband-and-wife single-family
households of selected size with specified number of
gainful workers and children under 16

[Prellminary data subjeot to rovision)

Tncorno status of family
Number
Number of workers
and children of famit- 1 Relter
Hest $1,000- $2,000- $3,000
andundert "0 | 200 [andover
3 and 4-person families

No workers. .. _._..... 1,525 67.0 23.6 4.7 4.1
Nochildren....... 567 88.7 3.4 8.2 6.7
child__ ... ... 5590 71.1 20.9 4.4 3.6
2children......... 369 80.2 15.7 3.0 1.1

1 worker_ ... .. 135, 083 31.1 46.2 11.90 4.8
No children. 13, 182 31.6 43.7 15.2 9.3
lchild...... -- 72,810 37.1 40.9 1.7 43
2children......... 48, 181 38.9 46.0 1.0 4.1
2workers...__...__... 37,700 31.7 44.1 14.2 7.0
No children. . 24,718 30. 4 45.1 15.0 8.6
lchild._.. 10,720 41.4 43.1 1.8 40

2 children. 2,360 40.4 39.4 8.6 2.6
3workers............. 9,032 27.1 43. 4 18,8 10.7
Nochildren. ... 8, 6568 20,4 43. 4 10.1 1.1
lehild.o o ... ... an 4.7 43.1 12,7 2.8

5 and 6-person familes

No workers___._.._... 523 81.90 1.9 1.8 L7
2children. .. 81 74. 1 190.8 1.2 4.9

3 children... .- 261 80.2 10.7 1.9 1.2

4 children......... 152 04.7 -3¢ 1 RO P

1 worker__...... 41, 502 40.9 40.1 0.2 3.8
No children. 284 21.8 38.0 20.1 20.1
lchild. ... 1,746 20.0 42.6 16.5 1.9
2childron... 8, 270 37.0 43.4 13.0 6.6

3 children. .. . 24,327 47.2 41.0 8.7 31
4childron.._.__.._. 9, 869 55.4 35.8 6.8 20

2 workers.. ... 11,726 42.5 42.0 10. 5 8.0
No chlldre 1,018 26.7 4.9 18.7 127
tehild . 3, 881 33.7 46.3 13.4 (X ]

2 children. .. 4, 536 44.0 41.9 10. 2 3.9

3 children. .. . 2,282 50.8 35.8 8.4 20

4 children......... 341 05.1 20.1 3.5 2.3
8,983 33.1 44.1 15.6 7.2

2, 894 20. 4 43.9 10.1 10.6

4, 200 32.7 48.5 18.4 6.4

1,600 44.4 41.0 10.8 3.3

10t 57.8 37.6 4.9 ...l

4workers. . ........... 4,492 24.3 42.2 20,2 13.3
No children. 3,222 21.0 41.3 21.8 1.3
1child. ... 1,203 20.5 449 17. 4 8.2

2 children. 65 4.7 4.6 9.2 1.8
workers....._..._._. 784 18.8 41.3 23.2 16.7
Nochildren....... 737. 17. 4 40.8 24.3 17.8
1ehildae.oaoo.o... 48 41.3 47.8 6.5 4.4

1 Excludes familes in which one or more of the following factors aro un-
known: income, number of workers, and number of children.
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ment in income status with each additional worker
was less marked. :

(2) The inverse correlation between number of
children and amount of family income seemed to
be such that, although the greatest decroase was
often found between families without children
and those with one child, in general the drop in
income was greater with each added child after
the first.

(3) The inverse correlation between number of
children and family income was strongest in
families with no workers or with a large propor-
tion of workers.

(4) The difference in income status between
families with one worker and families without
workers was greatest in those with many children.

The percentage distributions with respect to
income of three-four and five-six person families
of specified child-size and worker-size were exam-
ined to determine the variations in representa-
tion of families in a specified income category
as the child-size and worker-size of the family were
varied. The following patterns were observed:

(1) The percentage of families on relief or with
incomes of less than $1,000 increased fairly regu-
larly with increasing number of children. The
rate of increase was greatest for families with no
workers; it usually was least in families with one
worker and tended to become more pronounced
as the proportion of workers in the family in-
creased. Families with one worker and with
children were present relatively less often in this
income group; the proportion of families with
two workers was higher than the proportion of
families with one worker. No consistent rela-
tionship was apparent for families with more than
two workers.

(2) In the income group $1,000-$1,999 the
rate of decrease in the proportion of families as
the number of children increased was most
marked in families without workers. Among
families with workers the changes in relative pro-
portions were small. The greatest difference in
the percentages in this category occurred when
families without workers and families with one
worker were compared. The difference between

Table 4.—Estimated mean income of urban husband-and-wife single-family houscholds of selected sise with
specified number of children under 16, by number of gainful workers

Number of children

6izo of famlly and number of None 1 2 3 4
workers
Number of | MeanIn. | Numberof| Mean in. | Numberof| Meanin. | Numberof | Mean in- { Numberof | Mean in-
familles come families oome families como families come families oome
Nonrelief families
{-person familles:
Noworkers. ............... a8 $1, 748 83 41,855 181
1worker. . _..... 2,107 2,328 6,022 1, 86 40,217
2 workers 5, 695 2, 000 5,002 1,023 1,074
3 workers 6, 820 2,008 310 2,430 |oceaniaann..
4 workers 249 U 1T DR R

4-person families:
No workers. ... ...........
1 worker. ...
2 workers. ..
3 workers. _ .
4 workers. ..

6-person famflles:
1 worker.__.
2workers. ..
3 workers. ..
4 workers. .. ..
SWOrkers. .. cocececannnnnn

&person famflies:
1worker ... ..o .....
2 workers
3 workers
4 workors
& workers
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the proportions of one and two-worker families or
of two and three-worker families in this income
group were slight but were relatively more pro-
nounced among families with many children.

(3) An inverse correlation was found between
the proportion of families in the income group
$2,000-%2,999 and the number of children in the
family. The inverse relation was clearest for
families without workers. Among families with
workers the inverse relation between the propor-
tion of families in this income group and the nuin-
ber of children in the family became intensified
as the child-size of the family increased. When
the number of children in the family was held
constant, a direct correlation was noted between
the number of workers per family and the pro-
portion of families in this income group. The
relation was most pronounced for families with no
workers and families with one worker. Beyond
the one-worker families the correlation was not
consistently direct for all combinations of number
of persons per family and child-size of family.

(4) There was a marked decrease in the pro-
portion of families in the highest income groups
the larger the number of children in the family;
the most marked decrease was noted among
families without workers. Irrespective of the
number of children in the family, the greatest
increase in the proportion of families in this
income group was noted between families with one
worker and those with two. However, when the
number of children per family was introduced as
a factor, the proportions in this income group
decreased after the first worker.

The indicated relationships probably arise from
the large difference between average annual earn-
ings of the principal income producer in a one-
worker family and those of the principal income
producer of a family with several workers. It is
reasonable to suppose that the latter’s earnings
are so small, probably because of his occupation
or the uncertainty of his employment or both,
that even when his income is supplemented by
earnings of other workers the total family income
is less than that of a family with one worker.

In general, it was found that families with a
specified number of children had a consistently
better status than families with one more child.
The most extreme differences in income status as
between families with one child and families with
one more child were observed, on the one hand,

26

botween families with one child and those with
none, and, on the other, between families in which
the number of children approaches the tota]
family size and families with one less child. Wity
respect to workers, the relationship is less con.
sistent. The difference in income status as be.

Chart Il.—FEstimated mean income of urban husband.
and-wife single-family households of selected size
with specified number of children under 16, by num.
ber of gainful workers
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tweon families of a particular worker-size and
families of the same size but with one more
worker was most pronounced in comparing fami-
lies without workers and those with one worker.
Families with a large number of workers had the
gmallest representation in the relief categories and

Chart III.—Estimated mean income of urban husband-
and-wife single-family households of selected size
with specified number of gainful workers, by number
of children under 16
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the largest in the intermediate income groups.
Families with one worker had, in general, the
largest proportion in the highest income groups.

The interrelationships among the three vari-
ables—number of workers, number of children,
and income—are presoented in table 4, in terms of
average income of families. Estimated mean
incomes of four and six-person husband-and-wife
families are shown separately for all and for non-
relief families. The method used in estimating
the mean income of relief families was described
in the third article of this series.” A comparison
of the estimated income for relief families of differ-
ent sizes with a recent study of income of relief
families in Rhode Island ® tends to confirm these
estimates, insofar as the relation between family
sizo and income i8 concorned.

Both for all families and for nonrelief families, a
progressive decrease in estimated average income
was found with increasing number of children in
the family except for four-person families without
workers, in which those with one child had a
higher mean income than those with no children.
Among the nonrelief families there was a definite
tendency for the inverse correlation between num-
ber of children and family income to become in-
tensified among families with many gainful work-
ers (sco chart II). This tendency was somewhat
loss pronounced in relief and nonrelief families
combined than in nonrelief families only.

With respect to number of workers, the lowest
incomes—for each family size—were found in fam-
t1lies with no workers, and the highest incomes in
those with only one worker. Among families with
children, the estimated mean income generally
decreased with the addition of each worker after
the first. The relative drop in estimated mean
incomo wns greatest between families with so
many workers that either the mother of children
under 16 or a child was in the labor market, and
families of the same size and number of children
but with one less gainful worker (see chart III).

The apparent differences between tables 3 and
4 may boe attributed to the fact that the criteria

1 Sandors, Barkev 8., and Kantor, Anne Q., “Income of Urban Famille:
and Individuals in Singlo-Family Iouseholds,” Soclal Securily Bullelin,
Vol. 2, No. 9 (S8optember 1939), pp. 27-28. 1n the estimate given in table ¢
of tho present article, it is assumed that the incoms for rellef families varies
only with respect to size and not with the composition of the family. On this
basls the average Income of 4-porson families reporting rellef was assumed to
be $700, and that of 6-person families $860.

t Myors, Dorothy W., One Family in Five. Providenoe Counoil of Boclal
Agencles, 1030, p. 34, table XA.
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used in evaluating “favorable’” income in table 3
are qualitative. In table 4 the criterion is a
quantitative estimate of the net result of various
socio-economic forces expressed in terms of mean
income. Differing proportions of workers and
of children in families of the same size may result
in different treatment with respect to relief.
There is an indication that, even though the
income of a family is low enough to warrant aid,
the presence of a large number of gainful workers
is prejudicial to a family’s receiving relief. The
reverse may often be true in families with a large
number of children. The highest income group
contains relatively few families in which most of
the members are gainful workers, especially among
families with children. It seems clear that in
families with children the presence of secondary
wage earners commonly is the result of inadequate
earnings on the part of the primary wage earner.
It would also seem that the earning opportunities
of workers from a family in which the father’s
income is inadequate also lie in the low-paid field.

Family Income in Relation to Age of Head

The inverse relationship between number of
gainful workers and family income for families
of specified size and number of children persisted
when the age of the family head was taken into
consideration. In the previous articles on family
income in relation to number of children and num-
ber of workers, it was shown that the age of the
family head was one of the significant variables.
Indexes were constructed of the relative income
distributions of families of specified type, size,
number of children, and number of workers,
segregated according to age of family head, using
as a base the proportion of all single-family house-
holds in each income group. From these indexes
the following relationships were found for husband-
and-wife families:

(1) In general, the income status of the family
tended to be progressively higher with each age
group up to age 54, and in some instances up to
age 64. There were, however, patterns of varia-
tions which reflect not merely differential birth
rates of families in the various socio-economic
levels but also differential timing of births. For
instance, in families without children the improve-
ment in income status continued at least through
age 59 and for some family sizes through age 64,
while in families with a relatively large propor-
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tion of children the improvement in economie
status of families often continued only to age 44,
There was thus some tendency in larger familjeg
for the direct correlation between ago of head ang
income status of the family to be reversed in ap
earlier age group in families with children. Therg
was a general tendency for families with heads
in the intermediate age groups, especially thogs
with a large number of workers, to be in the inter.
mediate and high income categories, while families
with aged heads more often tended to be in the
lowest and in the highest income groups.

(2) When size of family was introduced as g
factor and number of children and workers was
held constant among families with younger heads,
the smaller families were found to have the more
favorable income status. Among those with
older heads, the larger families had the more
favorable status, at least for families with heads
in ages 45-59. These patterns reflect the inter-
action of numerous factors, such as the effect of
differential birth rates, timing of births, and
employment of maximum or less than maximum
available members of the family. Income status
tended to be more favorable for larger families,
except for those without workers. Since the
number of workers and children was held fixed,
variations in size meant an increase in the number
of nonworking adults, which accounts for the
slight direct correlation which was found between
family size and economic status.

(3) Families with a larger number of children
showed a progressively less favorable income dis-
tribution. This was most marked in families with
older heads.

(4) On the whole, there was an inverse correla-
tion between the proportion of workers in the
family and the level of the family income. How-
ever, variations in the patterns of this relationship
appeared when age of the family head and number
of children in the family were introduced as factors.
Thus, the inverse correlation held for families with
younger heads. For families with heads aged 60
and over the correlation was direct among families
without children and tended to be inverse for
families with children. When the family-size
factor was taken into account, the inverse corre-
lation between number of workers and family-
income level appeared to be more pronounced for
four and five-person families than for six-person
families. Even among groups of families for
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which the correlation between workers and income
was direct, families with many workers were rela-
tively rare in the highest income group.

In one-spouse families with the husband as the
head, the observations were scanty, but on the
whole they conformed to the general pattern,
except that the inverse correlation between chil-
dren and income was more pronounced and the
correlation between workers and income less pro-
pounced than in husband-and-wife families.

In one-spouse fomilies with the wife as the head,
the patterns are somewhat different from those in
husband-and-wife families:

(1) The most favorable income status was found
for families with aged heads.

(2) Economically the "most favored familics
were those without workers. Some of these fami-
lies were probably headed by widows whose in-
comes wero assured before the death of their late
husbands. TFamilies with onoe worker had the
least favorable economic status, and in those with
a high proportion of workers the economic status
tended to be better. The economic status of
families without workers was at least as favorable
a8 that of husband-and-wife families of comparable
size without workers.

(3) With increasing family size, the relative pro-
portions of families on relief and in the highest
income groups tended to increase.

(4) There was some indication of an inverse
correlation between income and number of children
for the age groups in which there were sufficient
observations to justify generalizations.

A positive relation between number of workers
and income was eovident for nonparent families
without children. The number of families with
children was too small to warrant conclusions.

Summary

The statistical relationships found in the present
analysis of the sample of urban single-family
households are:

(1) The correlation botweon aggregate family
income and children was inverse for families of all
sizes—more so for families of larger sizo—while the
correlation between family size and number of
workers was direct, especially in husband-and-wife
families of six or more members. There was also
an indication that with improved economic status
the number of nonworking adults was larger.

(2) The proesence or absence of one worker was
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the most important factor in determining the n-
come status of the family., Among one-spouse
families with a woman as head, those without
workers had the most favorable income status and
those with one worker the least favorable; the
reverse was true, with some slight variations, for
all other family types.

(3) In general, the correlation between income
status and number of children was inverse; the
intensity of this relation appeared to be greater in
families without workers and greatest in those with
a high proportion of workers.

(4) Larger families tended to have a more favor-
able income status, except for those with a high
proportion of children. In large families the di-
rect correlation between workers and income was
stronger than the inverse correlation between
children and income, but in small families the
reverse was true.

(6) In families of specified size and number of
children there was no consistent direct correlation
betweon number of workers and income. In
husband-and-wife families with workers, the net
correlation between number of workers and
income for specified size of family and number
of children was, on the whole, inverse. The
inverse correlation between income status of the
family and number of children was not changed
when the number of workers per family was held
constant. The intensity of the correlation was
greatest, however, in families with a high pro-
portion of workers and in those with no workers.

(6) In one-spouse families with workers and
with a woman as head, there was, in general, a
direct correlation botween income and number
of workers when size of family and number of
children were held constant.

(7) The main correlations for worker-size,
child-size, and income were not greatly affected
whon age of family head was introduced as a
factor, although there were certain variations
that are of sociological significance.

(8) In general, families headed by older persons
had a more favorable income status than those
with younger heads. This relation held through
age 64, and sometimes through age 64.

The most conspicuous finding from this analysis
has been that the direct correlation demon-
strated earlier between family income and number
of workers disappears entirely or in fact becomes
reversed when number of children per family is
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introduced as a factor. However, the inverse
correlation between children and income persists
for each worker-size. It would scem, therefore,
that the correlation between children and income
is the stronger factor. Moreover, the correlation
between workers and income, ignoring the number
of children, is in effcct a description of what takes
place when children are replaced by workers.
That is, for families of a given size the greater the
proportion of workers in the family the smaller
the possible proportion of children in it, and con-
sequently the greater the likelihood of a favorable
income distribution.

The apparent anomaly of an inverse correlation
between proportion of workers in the family and
family-income status has at least a threefold
explanation:

(1) The definition of gainful worker used here
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includes not only persons actually occupied byt
also those who are sceking work, many of whop
are only nominally in the labor market. Tp,
correlation between income and gainful worker
will be explored further in future articles, with
respect to such factors as employment status ang
occupation of the worker.

(2) There are wide variations in the carning
power of workers in different occupational groups,

(3) Families with low incomes tend to have 4
larger proportion of their members in the labor
market than do families with higher incomes,
This would suggest that insuflicient income of thg
chief breadwinner is one of the important factors
which determine the number of workers per
family and that the earnings of the secondary
workers in these families also tend to be relatively
small.
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