


















































































































































































































































education in addition to race and marital status, and eliminated two

nonsignificant explanatory variables. This procedure was selected

as a statistically superior method of projection.

The family income stability tables, Probability of a § Percent

Decline in Family Income and Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in

Family Income, are interpreted in the same manner as the income growth

projection tables. The dependent variable, "probability of an income
drop," used in the family stability regression is binary. It is assigned
a value of 1 if the family's income fell below the 1966 base, and a
value of 0 otherwise. The R? values are not presented for these
regressions in Appendix B since they have an ambiguous statistical

meaning for a binary dependent variable.
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APPENDIX A

Two-Year and Four-Year Projections on Family Income

Growth and Stability for Potential
Women Borrowers and Co-Borrowers
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Tables Al through A24 present two- and four-year actuarial
projection series on expected family income growth and stability for
potential women borrowers and co-borrowers. The tables show pro-
jected income in 1968 (1970) and the probabilities of an income
decline of 5 percent and 20 percent for ohe or more years during the
two-year (four-year) projection period as a function of a woman's
marital status, race, education, family income in 1966, and (if she
is married) her percentage contribution to family income in 1966. Each
entry 1n the actuarial tables represents an income growth (or proba-
bility of an income decline) projection for a fam:ly which is average
with respect to age, number of children, presence of a child under
s1x, and other (stable unearned) income in 1966. Section 4.5 of the
main text; Using the Tables; describes how the tables were generated

using the economic autoregression model and how to read the tables.

Standard errors are given in parentheses under the projected
cell means. Standard errors can be translated into statistical con-
fidence levels by simply multiplying them by 1.96 for the 95 percent
confidence level. That is, the true average family income growth
(or probability of an income decline) will fall within the range defined
by plus-or-minus 1.96 times the standard error around the projected
mean, with a probability of .95. These are not forecasts, however,
for individual families; actuarial tables project mean values for large

numbers of persons in different actuarial group classes.

"White" as used in these tables includes all non-Negro
minorities such as Mexican Americans, American Indians, and
Orientals. Given the race classifications (Negro, white, and cther)
used 1n the Parnes sample, 1t was impossible to separate all minorities

from Anglos.
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Each actuarial series contains three types of projections as

follows:

Projected Growth in Pamily_Incor_ne,JI'S 66-1968

Al  Whate, Married Women
A2 Black, Married Women
A3 White, by Marital Status
Ad Black, by Marital Status

Family Income Stability: Probability of a 5
Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1968

A5 White, Married Women

Ab Black, Married Women

A7 White, by Marital Status
- Black, by Marital Status

Family Income Stability: Probability of a 20
Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966~-1968

A9 White, Marned Women
Al0 Black, Married Women
All White, by Marital Status
Al2 Black, by Mantal Status

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1970

Al3 White, Marrted Women
Al4 Black, Married Women
Al5 Whte, by Marital Status
Al6 Black, by Marital Status

Family Income Stability: Probability ofa 5
Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1970

Al7 White, Married Women
Al8 Black, Marned Women
Al2 White, by Mantal Status
A20 Black, by Marital Status
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Family Income Stability: Probability of a 20

Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1970

p21
AZ2
A23
Az24

White, Marrned Women
Black, Married Women
White, by Marital Status
Black, by Marital Status
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Note:

TABLE Al
Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1968

White, Marned Women

Woman 15 not a hiah school araduate

Total family

income in Woman's contribution to incoms

1966 0 20% 30% 403,
$5,352 | $5,423 | $5,370 | 35,319
$ 4,000 (203) |  (366) (356) (357)
) 7,172 7,207 7,130 7,032
$ 6,000 (145) (290) 267} (273)
B 8,991 8,992 8,888 8,785
$ 8,000 (158) (244) (201) (221)
10,811 | 10,777 | 10,847 | 10,518
510,000 {(231) (248) {184) (223)

12,630 | 12,562 | 12,406 -

$12,000 (326) (299) |  (228) -

$14,000 - - . -

Woman is a hieh school craduate

$ 4,000 - _ - -
. $8,046 | $8,714 | $8,548 | $8,381
$ 6.000 C(173) (342) (334) (342)
9,974 | 10,367 | 10,145 9,923
$ 8,000 (135) (269) (249) (265)
11,902 | 12,019 | 11,742 | 11,485

10' r ] I

$10,000 (129) |- (34) | (94 | (222)
13,830 | 13,672 | 13,339 | 13,008
512,000 {159) {253) (195) (232)
. 15,758 | 15,325 | 14,936 | 14,548
$14,000 209) |  (316) s52) | (29m)

Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean estimates.

Dashes indicate that family income level i1s tod far from

sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE A2

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, Marrned Women

Woman 1s not a high school graduate
Total family
income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 0 20% 30% 4057
$ 4,000 $5,227 $4,803- $4,800 $4,737
(373) {278) (253) (2¢7)
$ 56,0060 6,396 6,243 6,238 6,234
(412) {(257) {210) {253
$ 8,000 8,765 7,681 7.576 7,67
620) (345) {278) {3:3)
$10,000 - - - —
$12,000 - — - -
$14,000 - - - --
Woman 1s 2 high school graduate
$ 4,000 $5,516 55,050 $5,088 $5.,127
(395) (495) (495) (51}
$ 6,000 7.678 7.175 7,234 7.,2%1
(334) {405) (366) {362)
$ 8,000 9,841 9,302 9,379 9,435
(484) (424) {314) {(2749)
$10,000 12,003 11,428 .11,525 11,613
(723) {(541) (373) (271}
$12,000 - - — -—
$14,000 - - - -
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean estimates.

Dashes indicate that family 1ncome level is too far from

sample mean for a statistically vahd projection.

-70-



TABLE A3
Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1968
- White, by Martital Status

"Woman 1s not a high school graduate

Total family

income in Married, Family
1966 not workingl Single* head
52,000 - $3.341 $3,406
- (278} {289}
$4,000 . 38,352 5,4€6 5,239
(203) (211) (4386)
$6,000 7,172 7,592 -
{145) (242) -
58,000 - 8,991 9,718 -
. {158} (347} -~
Woman 1S a high school graduate
$2,000 -- $3,341 $4,238
-— {278) (293)
$4,000 -— 5,466 6,431
—= {211) {303)
$6,000 $8,046 7,592 8,623
{173) (242) (483)
48,600 9,974 9,718 -
{135) (347} --
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income leval is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
* Education was not a significant factor 1n explaining
projected income growth and stabilhity for single
Jwomen, so separate estimates were not developed. /
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TABLE 24
Proiected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1368
Black, by Marital Status

Woman 15 not a high school graduate

Total family

incaome 1n Marred, Fam:ly
- 11966 not working| Single* head
$2,000 - §2,688 $§2,817
] - (239) (156)
$4,000 85,227 4,738 4,877
(373) (297) (327}
$6,000 ‘6,996 6,791 —
(412} (497) -
$8,000 8,765 - e
(620) -~ o
. Woman 1s a high school graduaie
$2,000 C - $2 688 $3,154
- (239) (232)
54,000 55,516 4,739 4,985
{395} {297) {294)
$6,000 7,679 6,791 6,816
{334) (4587) {476)
$8,000 g,841 - -
{484) — -
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dasnes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
* Education was not a significant factor in explaiming

projected income growth and stability for single
women, SO Separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE AS

Fanily Income Stability: Probability
of a § Percent Decline 1n Familv Income, 1966-1368

White, Marned Women

Woman 1s not a ligh school graduate
Total family

income in Woman's contribution to income
(11968 0 20% 30% 407
$ 4,000 .204 .227 .243 .239
{.032) {.068) (.066) (.053)
$ 6,000 .218 .237 .2861 .285
{.023) {.053) {.049) (.050!
$ 8,000 .226 .246 -279 -311
(.025) | (.045) (.037) (,041)
$10,000 237 .256 }  .29% .337
{.036) (.046) {.034) (.041)
$12,000 .248 .286 .314 _—
(.051) {.055) (.042) -
$14,000 - - - --

—— —— -

‘Woman 1s a high school graduate

$ 4,000 — — - -
$ 6,000 .127 .123 .132 .141
(.017) {.035) {.033) {,035)
$ 8,000 L1486 .142 .155 .167.
{.014) (.028) (.025) (.027)
$10,000 .165 .162 .178 .1e3
(.013) (.024) {.020) (.022)
$12,000 - .184 .182 .201 .219
(.018) (.026) (.020) {.024)
$14,000 .203 202 .224 .245
(.021) (.033) (.026) {(.030}

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far from
sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE A6

Family Income Stability: Probability
of & § Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, Married Women

Woman 1S rict a hich school graduate
Total famly

 income 1n Woman's contnbution to income
1366 ) 0 20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 - .323 .278 .278 .278
- (.041) (.053} (.050) {.054)
$ 6,000 . 341 .354 . 354 . 353
' © {.045) {.049) (.040) (.05
L $ 8,000 .358 -430 .430 .432
_(.068) {.065) {.052) (.053)
$10,000 - - - -
$12,000 - - - - -=
$l‘_4.000 i - - -

‘Woman is & high school graduate

$ 4,000 . .320 [ .388 . .372 .357
(.072) (.072) (,072) {.072£3
$ 6,000 .323 .353 .330 .307
(. 081) (.059) {.053) {.054}
$ 8,000 .325 - .318 .288 .257 ¢
(.088) (.062) {.046) (.039;
310,000 .328 .283 .246 .207
{.132) {.079) {.054) {.030)
$12,000 —-— —— - -
$14,000 - - - —-—

Note: Standard errors are given 1n parentheses below mean esumates.
Dashes indicate that family income level 15 too far from
" sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE A7

Family Income Stability: Probability
of a § Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1968

White , by Marital Status

1 Woman 15 not a high school graduate
Total family i

income 1n Marmed, Family
1866 not working| Single* head
$2,000 - .164 .313
- (.037) {.050)
$4,000 .204 .152 .377
. {.032) {.028) {.075)
56,000 215 141 --
(.023) {.032) e
$8,000 .226 .129 —
(.025) {.046) ==
Woman is @ high school greduate
$2,000 - .164 .139
— {.037) (.033)
$4,000 - .152 .153
- (.028) {.034)
$6,000 127 .141 167
(.017) (.032) {.054)
$8,000 .146 .129 -
(.014) (.046) -—

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses helow mean
estimates. -
Dashes indicate that family income lavel 1s too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.

* Educaticn was not a significant factor 1n explaining
projected income growth and stability for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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Note:

TABLE A8
Familvy Income Staplity: Probability

of a 5 Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, by Marital Status

Woman 15 not a high school graduate

Total family

income 1n Married, Family
1966 not working! Single* head
$2,000 — .363 .309
- {.059) {.041)
$4,000 .323 376 .411
. (.041) {.073) {.087)
$6,000 .341 .389 -
(.045) (.123) -=
$8,000 . 358 - -
(.068) - i -
Woman 1S a high school graduate
$2,000 - .363 .237
- - {.059) {.043)
$4,000 . 320 . 376 275
(.072) {,073) {.055)
$6,000 . 323 .388 .314
(.081) (.123) {.089)
$8,000 .325 — —
(.088) - ——

Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean

estimates.

Dashes indicate that family 1ncome leveal 15 too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.

Education was not a sigmficant factor 1n explaining

projected income growth and stability for single

women, SO separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE A9

Family Income Stability: Probahility of a
20 Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1968

White, Marnied Women

Womart 15 not a high school graduate
Total family -
income 1in Woman's contribution to income
1966 g 20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 L1289 .134 .139 .144
{.022) {.051) (.049) (.049)
$ 6,000 .107 .129 .137 142
{.016)} {.040) (.037) (.03
$ 8,000 .086 124 .135 J1dd
(.018) {.034) {.028) (.03
$10,000 .054 .119 .133 145
(.026) (.034) {.025} (.031}
$12,000 .043 114 .130 -
(.038) (.041} (.032) --
$14,000 - - - -
Woman 1s a high school graduate
$ 4,000 - - - -
$ 6,000 .058 .046 .058 070
(.012) (.028) {.025) {.025"
$ 8,000 085 .055 L071 .08%
{.009) (.020) (.018) (.020)
$10,000 070 .064 .084 .102
{.009) {.018) (.015) (.017)
$12,000 .076 .072 .0%6 L1198
{.011} {.019} - (.015) {.018)
$14,000 .081 .081 .108 L1335
(-015) (.024) {.019) (.022)

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean es-
timates.
Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE AlQ
Family Income Stability; Probability of a

2D Percent Dechne in Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, Married Women

Woman 15 not a high school graduate

Total family

income in ‘Woman's contnibution to income
1966 -0 20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 .163 213 .238 .2064
(.033) (.049) {.048) {.051)
$ 6,000 .189 .230 .268 .307
. (.036) (.045) {.037) (.043)
3 8,000 .216 247 ) .299 L350
{.054) (.0561) (.049) {.081)
$10,000 - - - -
$12,000 - - - -
$14,000 - - - -

Woman is a high school graduate

$ 4,000 - .187 .203 .196 L1860
(.057) (.054) (.055) -{.058)
$ 6,000 .153 .179 .169 .158
(.048) (.045) (.040) {.040)
$ 8,000 .120 .155 .141 127
(.069) {.047) (.034) (.030)
$10,000 .087 .131 +114 .096
- {.104) (.059) {.041) {.030)
$12,000. -— g — -—
$14,000 -- -- - -=

Note: Standard errors are given 1n parentheses below mean estimates.

Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far from

sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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Note:

TABLE All

Family Income Stability: Proballity of a
-20 Percent Decline in Faunly Income, 1966-1968

Whtte, by Marntal Status

Woman is not a high school graduate

Total family

income in Married, Pamily
1966 not working! Single* head
$2.,000 - W11l .254
-- (.029) {.046)
$4,000 .129 .097 .282
(.022) (.022) (.070)
$6,000 ".107 .083 -
(,016) (.026} -—
$8,000 . 085 .069 -
(.018) (.037) -
Woman 1s a hwgh scl‘gool cradugte -
$2,000 - 111 .90
- {.029) (.027)
$4,000 -- .087 .085
-- {.022) {.028)
$6,000 .059 .083 .081
(.012) {.026) {.044)
$8,000 .065 .069 -
{.009) {.037) ~=

Standard errors are given 1n parentheses below mean
estimates.

Dashes indicate that family income level 15 too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.

Education was not a sigmficant factor in explaining
projected 1income growth and stability for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE A2

' Family Income Stabhlity: Probability of a
20 Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, by Mantal Status

Woman 1s not a high school graduate
Total family

incodme in Marriad, - Family
1966 not working| Single* head
$2,000 - .260 .209
- (.054) (.037)
$4,000 -163 .234 .252
(.033} (.068) {.078)
$6,000 ".189 .208 -
(.036) (.113) -
$8,000 216 — ——
{.054) - —--
Woman is a higt school graduate
$2,000 - L2607 .179
- (-054) (-038)
54,000 .187 .234 .131
(.057) {.068) (.048)
$6,000 .153 .208 .215
(.048) (.113) {.078)
$8,000 .120 — ——
{.069) — -

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection,

Education was not a significant factor in explaining
prolected 1ncome growth and stability for single
women, 50 separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE A13
Projected Growth 1n Family Income, 1866-1970

White, Married Women

Woman 1s not a high school graduate
Total family
income in Woman's ceontnbution to income
1966 0- 20% 30% 403
$ 4,000 $6,613 36,165 $6,134 86,104
(337) (626} {(610) (619)
$ 6,000 8,654 7,962 7,917 7,871
(240} (495} (457) (453)
$ 8,000 10,695 9,760 9,700 9,63¢
{263) (418) {343) (378)
$10,000 12,737 11,558 11,482 11,438
{384} {425} {315) (382}
$12,000 14,778 13,356 13,265 --
(541) (512) {390, -
$14,000 - - - -
Woman 1S a hiah school graduate
$ 4,000 - - — -
$ 6,000 $10,023 | $9,516 $9,298 | $9,080
(260) {536) (525) (537)
$ 8,000 11,960°] 11,348 11,0585 10,754
(203) {422) (391) {417)
$10,000 13,898 | 13,176 12,812 12,449
(194) {367) (305) (349)
$12,000 15,836 | 15,006 14,568 14,134
{238) (396) (307) (364)
$14,000 17,773 | 16,835 16,326 15,819
(314) (495) (396) (455)

Note: Standard errors are given i1n parentheses below mean sstimates.
Dashes indicate that famly income level 1s too far from

sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE 14

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1970

Black, Married Women

Woman is not a high school graduate
Total family )
income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 0 -20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 $5,095 $5,333 $5,086 | $4,839
(234) {557) (526) (s71)
$ 6,000 6,711 6,979 6,608 6,238
(258) . (515} (426) (527)
$ 8,000 8,327 . 8,626 8,132 7,838
(389) {691) {553) (687)
$10,000 - - - -
$12,000 - - - -
$£14,000 - —— - -
Woman is & high school agraduats
$ 4,000 $6,789 $6,314 36,227 $6,140
{564) (735} {735) {737)
$ 6,000 8,601 8,604 8,473 8,342
(477} {601) (543) (543)
$ 8,000 10,413 10,893 10,719 10,544
(691) (629) (465) {400}
$16,000 12,225 13,183 12,965 12,746
{1033) (803) (554) (402)
$12,000 - —-— - —-—
514,000 - - - -
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses bslow mean estimates.

Dashes indicate that family 1ncome level 1s too far from
sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE A 15
Projected Growth in Family Income, 1866-1970
White, by Marital Status

Woman 1s not a high school graduate
Total family | . . : N B
income in Married, - Family

1956 not working! Single* | ~ head
$2,000 -- | $3,916 $3,918
-~ (612} (607)
$4,000 $6,613 7,119 6,504
(337) {463} (915)

$6,000 8,654 10,321 -

(240) {532) -

$8,000 10,695 13,524 -

(263) (762) r -—

Woman is & high school graduate

$2,000 - $3,9186 $5,853
-- (612) (412)
$4,000 $8,085 7,119 7,597
. (342) (463) (4286}
$6,000 10,023 | 10,321 9,341
(260) (532) {679)

$8,000 11,960 13,524 -

(203) (762) -

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates. .
Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projecticn,

* Education was not a significant factor 1n explaining
projected income growth and stability for single
women, SO separate estimates were not developad.
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TABLE Al16
Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1970
Black, by Marital Status

Woman 1s not a high schocl graduate
1Total family |- s -
income 1n Married , . Family
1966 not working| Single* head -
$2,000 - $3,906 $2,984
- (323) {203)
54,000 55,095 6,034 4,650
(234) (489) {(426)
36,000 " 6,711 8,162 -
(258) (817) —
$8,000 8,327 - --
(389) ~-- --
Woman 15 a high school graduate
$2,000 - $3,906 $3,800
— {393) {277)
$4,000 $6,788 6,034 5,647
(564) (4889} {351)
56,000 8,601 8,162 7.502
(477) {(817) {568)
$8,000 10,413 - -
(691} - -=

Note: Standard errors are given in parenthesés below mean

*

estimates. :
Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.

Education was not a swgnificant factor 1n explaining
projected income growth and stability for single
women, so separate estimates were not devel'oped.

-84-



IABLE A7

Family Income Stability: Probability of a
S5 Percent Decline 1n family Income, 1966~1570

‘White, Marned Women

Woman 1s not a high school graduata
Total family i
income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 0 20% 30% 403%
$ 4,000 .305 .375 .396 .413
(.0386) {.073) (.071) (.071)
$ 6,000 .302 .376 .409 .44l
(.025) {.058) (.053) {.053
$ 8,800 .300 .378 .421 L4654
(.028) {.049) (.040) (.04=}
$10,000 .297 .379 .433 487
{.041) (.050) (.037) {.043)
$12,000 . 294 .381 443 -
(.057) {.060) (.046) -
$14,000 - - - -
Woman 15 a high school graduats
$ 4,000 - - - -
$ 6,000 .174 .231 .241 L2581,
{.020) (.041) {.040) {.041)
$ 8,000 .196 .259 .273 .287
{.015) {.032) {.030) (.032)
$10,000 .218 .287 .305 .322
{.015) {.028) (.023) {.027)
312,000 .241 .316 .337 .355
(.018) (.031) {.024) (.02%)
$14,000 .263 .344 .369 .391
(.024) (.038) {.030) (.033)

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean s2stimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far from
sample mean for a statistically valid projection.
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TABLE A18
Fami'v Income Stability: Probability of a

§ Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966=1970

Black, Marned Women

Woman 1s not a high school graduate

Total family

Note:

income in Woman's contribution to income

1966 0 20% 30% 409
$ 4,000 .418 .419 411 L402
{.044) (.055) {.052) {.057)

$ 6,000 .448 .500 .487 .475
(.048) {.051) {.042) (.os2)

$ 8,000 .478 .580 .564 .547
(.072) (.069) {.055) (.06%)

$10,000 -~ - - T

$12,000 - - - -

'$14,000 - - -— --

Woman is a high school graduate

$ 4,000 .339 .424 .428 .431
{.077) {.085) {.085) (.og7

$ 6,000 +422 . 389 . 384 . 399
{.065) {.089) (.062) {.063,

$ 8,000 .506 . .354 . 360 367
{.094) {.072) (.054) (.045)

$10,000 ~ .580 .318 .326 .335
(.141) (.092) (.064) {.048)

$12,000 - - - -

514,000 - - - -

Standard errors are given in parentheses

below mean estimates.
Dashes 1ndicate that family income level was too far from
sample mean for a statlstlcally valid projection.
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Note:

TABLE AlS
Family Income Stability: Probability of a

S Percent Dechine 1n Famly Income, 1866-1970
White, by Marital Status

Woman 15 not a_hiwgh school graduate

Total family

incowme 1n Marned, Famly
1966 not working] Single* head
$2,000 - 231 . 457
- (.042) (.051}
$4,000 .305 .210 .535
£.036) (.032) (.077)
56,000 .302 190 -
(.025) {.036) -=
$8,000 . 300 .169 -—

(.028) (.052) --

Voman is a high school graduate

$2,000 - .231 .191
-- {.042) (.037)

$4,000 - .210 .223
- {.032) {.038)

$6,000 .174 .190 .254
(.020) {.036) {.060)

$8,000 .196 .169 _—

(.015) (.052) -

Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimatus.

Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far
from sample mean for a statistically vahd projection.

Education was not a significant factor in explaining
projected 1ncome growth and stab:ility for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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Note:

TABLE A20
Family Income Stability: Probability of a

5 Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966-1970
Black, by Marital Status

Woman 15 not a high SC}wol graduate
Total famly : ;

income in Married, Family
1966 not working| Single* head
52,000 -- .376 .447
- {.059) {.044)
$4,000 .418 .392 619
(.044) (.073) (.092)
$6,000- " .448 .408 -
(.048) {.122) -=
$8,000 1478 - -
(.072) - -
Woman 1s a high school graduate
$2 ;000 - 1376 0307
- {.059) (.047)
$4,000 .339 .392 .356
{(.077) {.073) (.060)
$6,000 422 .408 424
(.065) (.122) (.097)
$8,000 .506 e -
(.094) -— -—

Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.

Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically vahd projection.

Education was not a significant factor 1n explaining

projected income growth and stabihity for single

women, SO separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE A2l

Pamily Income Stability: Probability of a
20 Percent Dechine 1n Family Income, 1966-1970

‘White, Married Women

Woman is not a high school agraduate
Total family
income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 g 20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 .202 225 .234 .242
(.028) {.065) (.063) (.063)
$ 6,000 .1868 .225 .238 .251
(.020) {.051) {.047) {.048)
$ 8,000 .133 +225 242 .260
(.022) {.043) {.035) (,032)
510,000 .098 225 .247 .269
(.032) (.044) {.032) (.039)
$12,000 .063 .224 .251 -
. (-045) (-053} (0040) i
$14,000 - ~- - -
Woman 1s a high school graduate
$ 4,000 _— - _— o
$ 6,000 .104 .098 110 123
{.015) (.034) {.033) (.034)__
$ 8,000 111 L117 .133- .1439
{(.012) (.027) {.025) (.0286)
$10,000 .118 .136 .1586 175
(.011) {.023) (.019) {.022)
$12,000 .126 .154 .17¢9 .202
{.014) {.025) {.019) {.023)
$14,000 .134 - .173 .202 .228
(.019) (.031) {.025) {.029)
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean estimates.

Dashes 1indicate that famly income level was too far from
sample mean for a statistically valid projechon.
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TABLE A22

Family Income Stability: Probability of a
20 Percept Decling 1n Family Income, 1966-1970

Black, Married Women "

Woman is not a hiagh school graduate
Total family

income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 0 20% 30% 40%
$ 4,000 .279 .351 .367 .383
; (.040) (.055) (.052) {.057)
$ 6,000 .298 .377 .401 425
(.044) {.051) (.042) {.052)
$ 8,000 .317 .404 . 435 L4567
(.066) (.068) | (.055) {.063)
$10,000 -- - Lo -
$12,000 - - -- -

$14,000 -- -~ -~ -

Woman 18 a high schoogl araduate

$ 4,000 .236 .302 .299 .294
(.069) (.073) (.073) (.073)
$ 6,000 .243 .276 .270 .264
(.058) (.060) {.054) {.054)
$ 8,000 +250 .249 .242 .234
(.084) {.062) {.048) {,040)
$10,000 .257 .222 .214 .204
. (.126) (.080) (.055) (.040)
$12,000 -— -— - -
$14,000 -- -— - -

—— — - —

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean estimates.
Dashes i1ndicate that family 1income level was too far from
sample mean for a statistically vahd projection.
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Note:

TABLE A23

Family Income Stability: Probability of a
20 Percent Dechine 1n Family Income, 1966-1970

White, by Mantal Status

Woman 1s not a high school graduate

- |Total famly

(.041)

income in Marmed, Famly
1866 not working] Single® head
$2,000 ! — .+152 .349
—~ €.033) (.052)
$4,000 .202 .129 .430
{.028) (.025) {.078)
$6,000 .168 .107 -
i (.020) (.029) -
$8,000 133 .085 -
{.022) (.041) -
Woman 1s a high school grzduate
$2,000 — .152 »188
— (.033) (.033)
$4,000 - .129 164
- {.025) {.034)
$6,000 .104 107 .166
{.015) (.029) {.055)
$8,000 \111 .085 -
(.012) -

Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.

Dashes indicate that famly income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projectioz.

Education was not a sigmficant factor in explarning
projected 1ncome growth and stability for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.,
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TABLE A24

Family Income Stability: Probability of a
20 Percent Decline 1n Family Income, 1966~-1970

Black, by Mantal Status

Woiman 1s not a nigh school graduate
Total family i

mcome in i Married , Family
1966 not working] Single* haad
$2,000 - .207 .344
-- (.054) {.043)
$4,000 .279 .181 .444
{.040) {.067) (.091)
$6,000 .298 .154 - -
{.044) {(.112} --
$8,000 1317 = —--
{.066) - -—

Woman 15 a high school graduate

$2,000 - L207 .243

—— {.054) {.043)

$4,000 .238 .181 .198

{.069) {.067) (.055)

$6,000 .243 .154 .152

- {.058) (.112) (.088)
$8,000 .250 - -
(.084) — ———

Note: Standard errors are given 1n parentheses bzlow mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level 1s too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid projection.

* Education was not a significant factor in explaining
projected income growth and stability for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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APPENDIX B

Regression Models Explaining Four-Year
Family Income Growth and Stability for

Potential Women Borrowers and Co-Borrowers
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Tables Bl through B6 present results of the 1970 income

growth, probability of 5§ percent income decline, and probability of
20 percent income decline regressions. These regressions form the
analytical base for the actuarial tables in Appendix A. The Parnes
sample is divaded into eight self-contained partitions, defined by
marital class/loan applicant category (married women, not working;
married women, working; single women; and women family heads) and
race (white; black). Regression coefficients which are significant at

the 95 percent confidence level are asterisked.

The regressions are grouped by dependent variable and race

as follows:

Page

Bl 1970 Family Income Regression: White 95
B2 Probability of a 5 Percent Decline in Pamily

Income, 1966-1970: White 96
B3 Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family

Income, 1966~1970: White 97
B4 1870 Family Income Regression: Black 98
B5 Probability of a § Percent Decline i1n Family

Income, 1966-~1970: Black 93
B6 Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family

Income, 1966-1970: Black 100
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TABLE Bl

1970 Family Income Regqression: White

I';‘Z
Y = lgl |51Xl +oa

Married women,

Married womoen,

Women family

not working workLrg Single women hecads
B By By B,

Varrable Mean | Reg.Coeff.] Mean |Rog.Cooff.| Mean |Reg.Coeff,| Mean | Reg.Coeff.
Age 35-39 }(1 .328; - .680* 332 - .018 . 356 ~1.08 .279 ~1.22
hge 40-44 Xq 301 - .984% 402 128 306 ~2,30%* 412 ~1.01
One child X3 .089 .862 .167 737 - - .275 ~-2.57
Two or more X4 860 -61§ .688 .524 - - .721 -2.37
children
Presence of Xe .510F - .815* .223 164 - —— .260 877
child under 6
Fducation - }(6 .70? 1.28% 692 1.21% .713 - .746 .574 1.99*%
12 or morce years
Job tenure - Xy - - 147 ] - .541 050 1 -2.17 113, -1.57
1 to 2 yvears
Job tenure - XB —— -— .565 .164 718 -1.59 .54% -1.07
more than 2 vearsd
Hushand's Xg 8.530 975% 7.243 950 - - e -
ncome, 1966
Woman's X0 221 .582% 3.281 .661* 4,400 1.73* 2.481 1.05*
income, 1966 :
Other income, xll .096 1.39%* 070 1.38* 265 .G78 .506 .222
1966
Flome ownerstup | Xy4- .786 127 .808 1.19%* .238 -1.56 . 397 604
Family income'70l Y { 12.076 - 12.826 - 7.760 - 5.429 -
RZ .358 L273 .423 .262
a 2.82 1.31 3.18 5.03
Sample s1ize - N 1138 600 160 204

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B2

Probability of a 5 Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1970: White

_ 12
Y = 151 ;alxi + o

Married women,

Married women, ¢

Women family

not working working + 8ingle women heads

By . By By (N
varlable Mean { Reg.Coeff.] Moan | Rog.Coeff.} Mean |Reg.Coeff.| Mcan | Reg.Coeff
Age 35-39 Xl 1328 .049%* +332 ~.049 . 356 ~,012 279 063
Age 40-44 -, XZ 301 L120% 402 -,053 306 -.043 412 .041
One child X3 .089 ~.040 . 167 -.159% - - 275 J799%
Two or more X4| -860| -.024 688 -.104% | - - 721, .816*
childron
Presence of X5 +510 .026 .223] -~-.018 - - .260] =~.022
child under 6
Education - Xs .702 -.099% 692 -, 147* .713 -.021 574 -.266*%
12 or more years
job tenure - X7 - - 147 017 050 =.083 L1131 ~-.033
1'to 2 vears
Job tenure - XB - - .565 -.020 718 ~.,058 549 ~.117%*
mote than 2 _yecard
Husband's Xg | 8:530 .009% | 7.243 .006 - -= -- e
tncome, 1966
Woman's Xid .22 064* 3.281 JO31* 4.400f -.00% 2.481 D44*
ingome, 1966 \
Ogtggr ncome, X“ 096 L050* 070 .020 .265 L108%* 508 _.159*
1 ,
Home ownership | X;4 .786] -.01§ .805 1 -.050 .238 .036 .397 .029
Prob. ofa 5%de- |y .238]  -- 3451 -- L2086 -- L3609 =
clineinfam. inc.
R i - —— — .
a .185 .488 .283 ~ 508
Sample size ~ N 1138 600 - 160 204

* Significant at 85 percent level.




-Ls_

TABLE B3

Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966~1970- White

Y
Ynlél ﬂlxl b

Married women,

Married women,

Women family

not working woiking Single women heads

By : o B, 6
Variable Mean | Reg.Coeff.] Mean [Reqg.Coeff.| Mean |Reg.Coeff.| Mean | Req. Coeff,
Age 35-39 Xl +328 017 .332 ~.039 .356 -.027 278 .015
Age 40-~44 KXo .301 049+ L402 -.020 +306 .006 .412 .008
One child X3 .089 023 167 -.083 - Sl 2273 672
Two or more X4 .860 016 .688 -.009 . - —— .721 J707*
children
Presence of Xs .510p .009 .223 007 - - .250 -.028
child under 6
Education - Xz + 702 -.035 .692 -.081* 713 ~.011 574 -.179*
12 or more years '
Job tenure - Ko —_— - 147 027 050 -.005 113 .018
1 to 2 vears
Job tenure - Xy e - .565 ~.019 .718 ~.061 .549 ~.169%
more than 2 vearn
Husband's Xg 8.530 .0002 7.243 L0058 - - - -
income , 1966 :
Woman's ch 221 L055%* 3.281 L023* 4.400 -.009 2.481 .018
tncome , 1966
Other income, X“ .096 .057* 070 .036 L265 L112% 506 B33
1966 '
Home ownership | X34 786} ~-.0l0 .805{ -.155% .238 .042 .397 .047
Prob.ofa20%de-| Y .128 - .193 - .125 —-— 240 -
clineinfam. inc.
R% -- -= -= aad
] +101 , 306 .184 -,392
Sample size - N 1138 800 160 204

* Significant at 95 percent lavel.
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TABLE B4

1970 Family Income Rogressions Black

12

Yo 5 R e

Married women,

Married women,

Women family

not working working E';lngle women heads

By By By By
Variable Mean | Reg.Cocff.| Mean |Reg.Coeff.| Mean {Reg,Coeff.| Mean | Req.CoofL.
Age 35-39 X1 .366 - ,5698 .335 .371 .15% .441 .331 .B71%
Age 40-44 Xz 317 - .339 . 346 .232 563 .154 .334 .065
One child X3 .089 1.18 +170 1.92%* -— - .198 1.19
Two or more X4 817 1.06 677 1.40 -= - .785 «759
children .
Prosence of Xs .574 .093 .34 - .199 - - 3861 - .032
child under 6
Education ~ Xg .307 1.42* A5 2.11%* .437 .286 .321 .504*
12 or more years
Job tenure - Xq -~ - LI06 - .255 0147 - .79} L1021 - .987%
1 to 2 vears ‘
Job tenure - XB - - 612 .047 .634 - 557 ‘.566 - 857~
mora than 2 yeard
Husband's Xg| 4.939 .B833* 4.679 1,03* -- - - ~—
incomea, 1966
Woman's ch . 309 .5B4* 2.659 B45%* 2,509 l1.11%* 1.411 .914%*
income, 1966 . -
Other 1ncome, xll . .073 1.21¥ 0400 ~2.71%* 123 - J785 320 «S574%
1966
Home ownership X14 .533 267 558 - .969 .183 ~1.18 .208 .606*
Family income'70§ Y 6.420 —— 8.747 - 4,447 — 2.722 -—
RZ 414 .401 .381 . 409
o ,795 =.C51 2.06 443
Sample size - N 202 263 ' 71 293

* Significant at 95 percent level,
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TABLE BS

. 7 \
Probability of a § Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966~1370: Black
Az : |
Y = 1::-:1 B[Xl koo
Married women, Married women, . “Women family
not working working Single women ' heads
By By By By
Variable Mean | Reg.Coeff.] Mcan [Reg.Cocff.| Mecan |Reg.Cocff.] Mean | Rog.Coefl,
Age 35-39 Xl .366 111 .335 '-.040 .158% 106 .331 -.B356
Age 40-44 XZ L3171 075 .346 .035 .563 -.179 L334 -.043
One child A3 .089 ~-,090 179 -.047 - - 198 -.354
Two or more X4 .817 +126 L8677 | -.170%* - - - w785 | =-.300
children ’ '
Presence of X5 574 036 . 342 -.003 -— - .386 066
-{ehild under 6 '
Education - X L3071 -.035 456 | ~.178* © 437 .053- .321 -,122%
12 or more years :
Job tenure ~ Xq - - .106 .050 .014 -.165 102 120
1 to 2 vears: :
Job tenure ~ Xa e - .612 -.035 -.634 .082 .566-] ~-,037
more than 2 years . .
Husband's Xg 4,939 .025%* 4,679 018 - e - -
income, 1966 : . 1 - - ' .
Woman's ch , 1309 037 2.659 -.002 2.508 005" 17411 060
income, 1966 -
Other income, le 073 245% 040 167 123 371* 320 .169%*
1966 - ’ - -
Home ownership X1’2 .535 -.072 .55% T .027 . 183 017 .208 -.085
Prob.ofa5%de- |Y .421 - 422 | - .380 - 1345 -
ctinoinfam. inc.
RZ - — - —
a . 345 545 331 ,584
Sample size - N 202 263 71 293

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B6

Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family Income, 1956-1970: Black

L
Y= 5 X te

Married women,

Married women,

Women family

not working working Single women heads
ﬁi ?’1 ﬁi ﬁi

Variable Mean | Reg.Coefl.] Mean |Reqg.Coeff.| Mesan jReg.Coeff.| Mean | Reg. Coefl,
Age 35-39 Xl . 366 .128* .335 -.027 «155¢  -,100 . 331 -, 025
Age 40-44 Xy .317 .058* .346 ) ~.008 .563] -.118 .334 ] ~.009
One child X3 .089 .154 .179 -,083 -— -— L1981 ~-.162
Two or more X4 B17 L097 .677 -, 164* » - 7851 ~.144
children
Presence of X5 .5741  ~-.048 v 342 -.046 - - .386 .051
child under 6
Education ~ XG L3071 -.049 4561 ~.218% <4377 -.137 .321 -.073
12 or more years
job tenure — Xg - - 106 .102 .014 ~-.169 .102 .126
1 to 2 vears
Job tenure - X8 -— - L6112 -.077 634 .153 . 566 -.044
more than 2 years
Husbkand's Xg 4,939 .008 4,679 .002 - - — -
income, 1866
Woman's X1 .309 .040 2.659 .Q00 2.502 -.018 1.411 .013
income, 1966 :
QOther 1ncome, X“ 073 047 .040 .258% .123 L315% .320 L113%
1968 :
Home ownership | X4 .535 ~-.006 555 023 183 -.079 .208 -.078
Prob.ofa20%de-| Y 272 — 23186 -— 268 — ,273 -—
clhine infam, ing..
R2 -- ~= = -
o .1086 .576 . 335 406
Sample size ~ N 202 263 71 293

* Significant at 95 percent level.




Numerical Results of Chow-Type Tests of Significance
on Validity of Separating the Parnes
Sample by Race

|
|
|
|
APPENDIX C
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Tables Cl through C4 present numerical results of Chow-type

tests of significance on validity of separating the Parnes sample by
race. Stratification by race was analytically tested, partly because
previous studies on the labor-force participation of women show
marked differentials by race and partly because the black women were
oversampled in the Parnes survey relative to white women. Black and
white women could not be combined into a single regression model
without using weighting procedures. Chow-type tests of significance
were performed to statistically establish whether the sample should be
subdivided by race. This procedure involved running three sets of
eight regressions on income growth and income stability by mantal
class: one set for whites alone, a“second set for blacks alone, and a
third set for the combined (total) sample. Then, using the parameters

from these regressions, an F-statistic was computed as follows:

F = E
k,{(B+¥W-2k) D
S- (SB+ SW.)
where: N =
k
5o Btsw
B+W-2k '
and where:

W = number of white women in the sample,
B = number of black women in the sample,

Sy = residual sum of squares error in the regression
for whites only,

Sp = residual sum of squares error in the regression
for blacks only,
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S = residual sum of squares error in the combined
regression, and

k = number of parameters in the regression.

% has an F-distribution with k and (B+W - 2k) degrees of freadom.

The tables di_splay the parameter values (SW, Sg. W. B, etc.)
and the results of these tests for each loan appiicant category and
dependent variable. The hypothesis being tested was: Is the regres-
sion plane for the white sample the same as the regression plane for
the black sample? The last column of these tables indicates that ac-
ceptance or rejection of the hypothesis. In most cases, the hypothesis
is rejected —— wmplying that the two regression planes are different,
and thus providing statistical substantiation forgthe stratification of

the sample on the race variable.

Test results are presented in tabular form by loan applicant

category as follows:

Chow-Type Tests of Significance on Validity Page
of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

Ci1 Loan Applicant Category: Married Women,

Not Working (Industry Standard) 104
Cc2 Loan Applicant Category: Married Women,

Working (Two-Income Family) 105
C3 Loan Applicant Category: Single Women 106
C4 Loan Applicant Category: Women Family Heads 167
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TABLE C1
Chow-Type Tests of Significance on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Married Women, Not Working {Industry Standard
- ~
88 |8 |85 (o] x|a|3 Ll
= i '
= |eg et (B |0 1El L ER] E
Z 7 @ = @ | s ' X &
)= 'm t s s 1612 + |3 q
—t -t — 5] hart -
@ 0 SRR 5 = o N iy " ]
8 % g 8 B % al B lalwn “ila | w &
Definition of Regregston @B @3 o 3 sl s |3 ! 1 . g
Analyses & 0 ® @ & w Z Z 1= =z zl0 | 5
Family income in 1970 on 19464.60] 780.00 | 20903.5{12 { 1076|178 |54.908 | 16.459 3.335| Yes-]
family income in 1968 and in 99%
1968
Family income in 1970 on 23873.9001075.59 | 25247.0f 9 1076{178(33.057 | 20.1861.638} No
family income in 1966
Probahility of a § percent in-
come decline, 1966-1970, on 130.23] 31.235} 1G67.467122 110761178 .500 .1313 3.808] Yes-
family wncome in 1966 and tn . 99%
1968
Probability of a 5 percent in- . |
come decline, 1966-1970, on 166.76] 37.513 208.61; 91 1076 1‘78 ,4819 1653 2.91% Yeos
99%
family 1ncome in 1966
Probability of a 20 percent in-
come decline, 1966-1970, on 73.607} 22.305} 99.585 |12} 10767178} .3061 0780 3.924 YesH
family income in 1966 and in 99%
1968
Probability of a 20 percent in~ .
come decline, 1966-1970, on 84.505] 25.410} 112.344] 9] 1076178 .2699 .088% 3,060 ;ﬁga;—
family income in 1966 ) ¢
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TABLE C2
Chow~Type Tests of Siqniflcanc;e on Validity of Separating the Parnes’ Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Married Women, Working (Two-Income Family)

g |y - U
‘c 8 Y ‘|93 i 3 |a | 3 &5
g2 g 8 g € 84 y | A A h !
33 549 |38 o v o |5 S e f 3!
o ® oy » E IR I I P B B 5| e
- (} — 1) R 1 ke [3) 2 + |2 o M
o o g Wl own =] = o ! A1 8 A o
3 % g % 3 % B, 2 1O w N ia iy & |
Definition of Regression @3 ':g 5 . .;3, 5, K s 134 [ I o1 B
Analyses ® 0 & 0 S 2] A 2, fa) zlal | &,
Family income in 1970 on ' . . ' .
family income in 1956 and In |} 13992.7 {4118.92] 18417.3| 14} 555 {219(21.83424.278} .83% | No
1968 ' . 1
Lamly income in'1370 on 14464.7 {4253.16] 18992:8] 11 | 555 }219(24.995]24.8911.004 | No
family income in 1966 )
Probability of a & percent in- . : '
come decline, 1966-1870, on { oy a55 | 31,640 126.11| 14| 555 {219} 2296 .1647{1.394] No
family income in 1966 and in . .
1368 ' X
Piobability of a 5 percent in-~ ' '
come decline, 1966-1970, on 111,579 | 44.606| 158,22 | 11} 555 | 219 L1851 .20771 .89071 No
family tncome in 1966 ‘ 1 '
Probability of a 20 percent in- )
come dechine, 1966-1970, on 56.629 | 25.900¢ 85,815 §14] 555 219 .2'3{17 LI106]2.1221 Yes-
family income in 1966 and in . ' 99%
1268
Probabilily of a 20 percent in- .
coma decline, 1966-1970, on | 65.051 31.58.9_ 99.452 | 114 555 (219} .2556}( .1285]1.98% ;’g;—
(+]

family 1income in 1966
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TABLE C3

Chow-Type Tests of Siqnlficanée on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race
LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Single Women ’

+

d EY;
<] ' =
S8 83 % 3 Py 3 |af >z , &
o a M i
SRR E - A I - < R
(7S i in g o | Mo wgl p: =1
—- ! I'/? L v [ hirt &) 2 + 13 ~ o
@ 0 T unw|au 5 = 8 i m| a2 3
3 % 3 % g % o 2 |@ | wm Dila [ ™~ o
Definition of Regression ‘3 3, g o ';m: 5 K s 14 9 i ) &
Analyses & o & o & a b= 2 & 2 za | 4
Family income in 1970 on ,
family tncome in 1966 and in |2953.38 | 572.80{3813.91{ 9| 128 59 {31.97 120.865|1.532{ No
19638 1
Family income in 1970 on
family 1ncome in 1966 3462.18 { 603.51{4302.26¢ 71 128 {59 (33.796(23.501(1,438] No
Probability of a 5 percent in- .
come decline, 1966-1970, on { 1, aq) | ¢ 168) 22,966] 9 128 |59 | .2674] .1217 [ 2.197] Yes-
family income in 1966 and in o
. 95%
1968 —
Probability of a 5 percent in- -
come decline, 1966-1970, on 20.340 } 11.038) 34.040 ] 71} 128 |59 .38091 .1814]2.099 \s(}esso-—
family income in 1966 %
Probahility of a 20 percent in- .
come decline, 1966-1970, on 9.165 5.749( 17.164 84128 |59 .25 .088212.834] Yes-
family income in 1966 and in , - 99%
1968
Probabtlity of a 20 percent in-
come decline, 1966-1370, on 12.413 8.796} 23.306) 7 128 159 {.,2996 | .1226]2.444 f)‘:;s‘;/—
o

family income in 1966
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TABLE C4
Chow-Type Tests of Signtficance on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Women Family Heads

g kY,
© 1 ——
88 |8Y¥ (35 |z| 2 |o |3 L%
< X g 2 1 :

£ 5 EZ 158 18| o ial* =3 I

[ w Bt g o ¥ 25 % LV it o+ b

— ! ; - v ] o (3] @ + 1z ,Q'. o

M W Ul T aw| g w o e o i el ™ o

SET LSETIEE |8 B A el B ) g
Definition of Regression ) a5 ™3 K P f I " &
Analyses 2 q & a & @ zi 2 |2 2 a {292} &
Family income in 1870 on
family income in 1966 and In {2097.55 §317.675) 2538.62[ 11} 105 {185)11.218} 9.012 |1.245] No
1868 .
Famuly income in 1970 on 2415.16 [633.59 | 3221.8¢] 9| 105 |185[19.28811.209 | 1.716] No
family income 1n 1966 i : h ) .
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