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This paper investigates the impact of economic growth, and more specifically robust economic growth
along with other macroeconomic determinants, on poverty levels using both the U.S. official measure
of poverty and an estimated time series of Sen indices of poverty. The results reveal that the period of
robust economic expansion that the U.S. economy experienced during the 1990s did not have a signif-
icant impact on poverty using either measure. In addition, we find that the impact of growth and other
macro controls is dramatically different when a subset of the poverty population, namely non-white
poverty, is investigated. The percentage of households headed by women is shown to be a significant
factor in examining poverty for this subgroup.

I

Over the past forty years a considerable amount of resources has been devoted
to the investigation of the link between economic growth and poverty. Over this
time period poverty has fallen dramatically, while the macroeconomy has seen
periods of recession and robust growth. The relationship between robust economic
growth and poverty has been one of great concern to policy makers and acade-
mics alike.

Early works by Anderson (1964) and Aaron (1967) showed that there was an
inverse relationship between poverty and growth. During the 1960s real GDP
increased by nearly 46 percent with poverty falling by a half. Coupled with gov-
ernment initiatives to end poverty, researchers were convinced that government
polices aimed at increasing economic well being would end poverty. However,
beginning in the late 1970s, this relationship became less clear.

The 1970s saw a shift in the paradigm that said that economic growth alone
would bring about the end of poverty. Thornton et al. (1978, 1980) and Hirsch
(1980) began to reexamine the relationship between growth and poverty and ques-
tioned whether the “trickle down” theory of anti-poverty policy had run its course.

The 1980s saw a return of robust economic growth. Real per capita GDP rose
by nearly 27 percent during the expansion of this period. There was not the same
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anti-poverty kick associated with the expansion of the 1980s that accompanied
the expansion of the 1960s. In fact, poverty fell by approximately 16 percent during
this period.

Blank (1991), Blank and Card (1993), and Cutler and Katz (1991) all specu-
lated that there was something different occurring during the 1980s expansion that
did not occur during the earlier expansion of the 1960s that was robbing robust
economic growth of its poverty fighting attributes. The authors speculated that
real wages of those persons in the lowest quintile of the population had been stag-
nant during the 1980s and that this caused poverty to be more intractable during
the period. Work by Powers (1995) also examined the relationship between the
macroeconomy and poverty.

After the long and sustained period of robust growth that occurred during
the 1990s researchers were very interested to see how poverty would be affected
by this latest expansion. Haveman and Schwabish (2000) posited that the latest
expansion of the 1990s more so resembled that of the 1960s and said “. . . our esti-
mates suggest that the weakened economic growth-poverty relationship may have
been an aberration of this period [the 1980s] and that the expected relationship of
the 1960s has again been reestablished in the 1990s.”

LeBlanc (2000) examines the relationship between economic growth in the
macroeconomy and poverty and finds that this relationship is tenuous at best and
should be bolstered by policies targeting wage and education programs. In addi-
tion, the author finds these results to be very sensitive to the distributional fea-
tures of those in poverty.

Our paper will also examine the changes that occurred in the poverty rate
using time series analysis that includes the most recent expansion of the 1990s.
Our findings show that the expansion of the 1990s more closely resembles that of
the 1980s than that of the 1960s taking into account the fluctuations in real wages
that occurred over the period. In addition, we show how this relationship could
have been overlooked by previous researchers by using a distribution sensitive
measure of poverty, such as a Sen index. In essence we show that although overall
poverty has fallen since the late 1950s the composition of those left in poverty has
changed dramatically.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: the next section contains a brief
discussion of the issues surrounding the best poverty measure to use in this type
of analysis. We then present the econometric model used and discuss the results.
The final section has concluding remarks and discusses the policy implications of
the paper.

A D S M  P

Before we discuss the specifics of the model used and the results, we present
a brief discussion of the Sen index of poverty and its merits over other measures
such as the U.S. official measure of poverty.

Official U.S. government poverty statistics were developed by Orshansky
(1965a, 1965b) and her colleagues at the Social Security Administration. These
data are available from 1959 forward and are updated annually. Poverty is defined
in absolute terms to measure the “headcount” of persons with equivalence scale
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adjusted incomes below what is generally referred to as the Orshansky poverty line.
Sen (1976) noted that this headcount measure of poverty was lacking because it
neglected other important features of poverty such as the distribution of income
of those in poverty.

Sen (1976) suggested that along with measuring headcounts of persons in
poverty a more comprehensive measure of poverty should incorporate the average
level of income of those persons in poverty and how far this level is below the
poverty threshold. In addition, he stated that this measure should also measure
the income inequality of the poor. In essence, this distribution sensitive measure
of poverty says that a transfer of income among persons in poverty should effect
the poverty index.

If only the number of persons in poverty matters, as with the U.S. official
measure of poverty, then a policy maker could simply redistribute income from
those persons in poverty with the lowest income to those persons slightly below
the poverty line. In this way those persons near the poverty threshold would be
lifted out of poverty, meaning that the number of persons in poverty would have
fallen. However, this measure would be totally insensitive to the increased level of
deprivation of those left below the threshold.

Sen’s index of poverty not only incorporates the official headcount of poverty
but also is sensitive to the income shortfall of the poor.1 In other words, it would
measure the poverty gap of the poor. In addition, it includes a measure of the
income inequality of the poor. To incorporate all relevant features of this distrib-
ution sensitive measure of poverty Sen suggested a weighting of components such
as:

(1)

where H is the headcount poverty ratio, I is the ratio of the average income short-
fall-to-the poverty line (hereafter referred to as the income gap of the poor or
poverty gap), GP is the Gini coefficient of income among the poor, and q is the
number of people below the poverty threshold.

Generally, the income gap is measured as the sum of all shortfalls of fami-
lies in poverty. Our estimated measure is a bit less comprehensive. As stated above,
this estimate is the average shortfall from the poverty line of families. Both the
estimated income gap and the Gini coefficient of the poor are new estimated time
series which should add greatly to this investigation.

T B M

We first investigate the impact of macroeconomic control variables on the
change in the official headcount measure of poverty. We then compare these results
when we use a Sen index of poverty instead of the official headcount measure. The
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1The first discussion of a distribution sensitive measure of poverty was Watts (1968) although
researchers primarily focus on the Sen index because of its intuitive appeal. Another index of this
nature was introduced by (Foster et al., 1984). See Zheng (1997) for a survey of all distribution sensi-
tive measures of poverty.



controls used are similar to those used in Formby et al. (2001) with the exception
of a modified measure of transfer payments and a time series that is extended to
the year 1999.

Our measure of economic growth is the year-to-year change in the Depart-
ment of Commerce’s new GDP series that is calculated using the chain rule for
the implicit price deflator. We also include a measure that accounts for the change
in the structure of American families, the percentage change in female family
heads, which is estimated from the March CPS tapes.

As has been stated by Blank (1991, 1993), Cutler and Katz (1991), Haveman
and Schwabish (2000), and various other authors writing in this area, there should
be some control for the business cycle or macroeconomic performance. We include
the male unemployment rate over the same period to account for this. This
measure has been shown to yield more robust estimates as opposed to that of the
overall unemployment level.

The last control variable that is included is a measure of per capita welfare
benefits as measured by the Social Security Administration’s time series Social
Welfare Expenditures under Public Programs.2 This variable is included to control
for the emergence and growth of the welfare state in America. The growth of per
capita welfare expenditures could increase welfare dependency and diminish the
poverty-reducing effects of economic growth across time.

LeBlanc (2000) reported that economic growth alone will not be sufficient to
permanently and significantly alleviate poverty. In addition, LeBlanc shows that
certain segments of the poor are even less likely to benefit from policies geared
toward increasing growth, such as certain racial demographic groups, namely
black female headed households.

We begin by examining the effects of the macroeconomic control variables on
both the official U.S. poverty measure and the Sen index of aggregate poverty using
the basic equation:

(2)

To this basic model we will add growth and time interaction dummy variables
to allow us to examine the effects of robust economic growth on poverty. The con-
struction of these dummy variables will allow us to compare robust economic
growth periods to each other while using periods of flat or declining growth as the
reference periods. Our choice of growth periods correspond to those periods 
recognized by the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER).

The results are presented in Table 2. For estimates using the official U.S.
poverty measure we have four econometric specifications. These are presented in
columns 1, 3, 5, and 7 of Table 2. The same set of econometric specifications are
analyzed with the Sen index as the dependent variable. These are also presented

D D D DPoverty GDP Female Transfers

Unemployment.
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2The series includes all government transfers (state, local and federal) to low income families
including medical benefits and other non-cash transfers such as food stamps and school lunch subsi-
dies. For a discussion of this statistical series see the Social Security Bulletin, July 1995. To express
total social welfare expenditures in per capita terms we divide by the aggregate population.



in Table 2 in columns 2, 4, 6, and 8. Figure 1 shows the time series for official U.S.
poverty while the Sen index is illustrated in Figure 4.

By presenting all specifications in Table 2 comparisons can be made 
regarding the impact of various macroeconomic controls on poverty when differ-
ent measures of poverty are used. We will highlight some of the more interesting
differences below.

The best models to examine are the ones with the full specifications presented
in columns 7 and 8 of Table 2. Only three variables were statistically significant,
for both models, at the standard levels. Those variables were economic growth over
the entire period, male unemployment over the entire period, and the interaction
of growth with a time dummy variable for the period 1962 through 1972.3 Con-
trary to conservative writings, such as Rector and Lauder (1995), there does not
appear to be any significant impact on either measure of poverty, of increased
transfer payments over the period. In addition, the change in the composition of
the American family, with an increase of female headed households, is not statis-
tically significant in explaining poverty in either specification.

What has been shown to be significant is economic growth. This finding has
been supported by works as early as Anderson (1964) and more recently by Blank
(1997), Haveman and Schwabish (2000), and Formby et al. (2001). Growth is
found to be highly statistically significant in both models 7 and 8. The size of the
estimated coefficient is smaller for the Sen (-0.12181) index than for the official
U.S. poverty measure (-0.17243), however. Translating these estimates into per-
centage terms reveals that by using the U.S. Headcount measure of poverty, 33
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Figure 1. U.S. Poverty Headcounts, 1962–99

Note: Year 1962 normalized to 1. Data from March CPS and author estimates.

3Except for male unemployment being statistically significant in model 8 these results are consis-
tent with those of Formby et al. (2001).



percent of the reduction in overall poverty could be attributed to economic growth.
Using the Sen index of poverty, 29 percent of overall poverty reduction could be
attributed to economic growth.

As was shown in Blank (1991, 1997) the male unemployment rate has been
shown to have a positive and statistically significant impact on poverty. We confirm
this result and find that it is true regardless of poverty measure. The difference,
once again, between the two estimated coefficients in models 7 and 8 is the size.
These results are all consistent with the previously cited works.

The impact of %DGDP was shown to be negative and statistically significant
over the entire period. The question that researchers seek to answer is whether
there is an “extra boost” from robust economic growth in reducing poverty above
that caused by regular sustained growth. With the negative and significant impact
of growth on poverty during the 1960s expansion, researchers speculated that we
could “grow” ourselves out of poverty. Enders and Hoover (2001) showed that 
by using a nonlinear “threshold” technique, it is possible to predict what level of
robust growth is necessary to have a significant impact on poverty.

This relationship seemed to falter during the expansion of the 1980s.
Although we experienced a period of sustained robust growth, there was no extra
boost during this expansion. As was mentioned earlier, Blank (1991) speculated
that the difference in the poverty reducing aspects of the two expansions could be
explained by what was happening with real wages over the periods. Comparing
economic indicators over the two periods, it was clear that real wages for the those
persons in the lowest paying industries had stagnated during the expansion of the
1980s.

There has been a great deal of speculation about the recent economic expan-
sion of the 1990s and its impact on poverty. Would the expansion of the 1990s be
more like the expansion of the 1960s which saw official U.S. poverty fall by nearly
46 percent or would it be more like the expansion of the 1980s which saw poverty
fall by nearly 16 percent but didn’t seem to carry the extra boost expected by an
expansion? If real wages were the main explanatory factor in linking economic
growth to poverty, the 7.3 percent increase in real wages during the 1990s expan-
sion should correspond to a decrease in poverty more so corresponding to the
expansion of the 1980s than the 1960s.4 The latest expansion of the 1990s saw
poverty fall by slightly more than 20 percent which would seem to indicate that
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TABLE 1

C  GDP, U,  R W

Percentage Change

1962–72 1983–89 1992–99

Per capita real GDP 45.8 26.6 29.0
Unemployment -38.6 -47.7 -43.5
Real wages 21.1 0.5 7.3

4Real wages are extracted from the National Income and Product Accounts and reflect the wages
in the 10 lowest paying industries (i.e. fishing, apparel, retail trade etc.). These persons account for
approximately 25 percent of the U.S. workforce.
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this expansion also failed to have the extra boost associated with robust economic
growth.

This casual observation is confirmed econometrically in Table 2. For both
models 7 and 8 we note that estimated coefficients for the interaction of economic
growth and time for the expansion of the 1990s were insignificant. This result is
consistent with that of Haveman and Schwabish (2000) who also report that the
expansion of the 1990s had an insignificant estimated coefficient. Defina (2002)
also examined the latest expansion of the 1990s cautioning against overreliance
on lower unemployment rates in reducing poverty.

In essence, we believe the latest expansion of the 1990s to be more like that
of the 1980s despite the up-turn in real wages for low wage workers. The measures
that comprise the Sen index, namely the Income Gap and the Gini Coefficient help
to shed light on what has changed in regards to the compositional make-up of
those in poverty. As illustrated in Figure 2, since 1977 there has been a steady
increase in the income gap of the poor that continued through the sample period.5

Although some people have been helped by economic growth, even the extra boost
of robust growth has not been enough to help those left over which could be char-
acterized as the “hardcore” poor. Freeman (2001) states that while poverty did fall
during the 1990s there is a poverty subculture of between 6 and 8 percent that can
not be helped by traditional poverty fighting policies.

Robust economic growth in the 1960s was effective in skimming the top and
lifting up those close to the poverty line. As Figure 1 illustrates, throughout the
period of the 1960s and well into the 1970s the income gap of the poor was declin-
ing. Showing that those close to the poverty threshold were being lifted up and
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Figure 2. U.S. Poverty Income Gap, 1962–99

Note: Year 1962 normalized to 1. Data from March CPS and author estimates.

5Income Gaps are indexed so that the year 1962 is normalized to 1.
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Figure 3. Gini Among Poor, 1962–99

Note: Year 1962 normalized to 1. Data from March CPS and author estimates.

those beneath were being drawn ever closer to the threshold. In the late 1970s that
all changed when the income gap started increasing.

This is reinforced by examining Figure 3. During the period of the 1960s the
Gini coefficient for the poor was falling meaning that the distribution of income
of those in poverty was becoming increasingly more uneven. This index began to
rise even earlier than the income gap. Around 1974 the Gini coefficient of those
in poverty began to rise and continued to rise throughout the 1980s and 1990s.
By 1999, which is the last year that we were able to obtain reliable data, the Gini
coefficient for the poor had almost reached 1962 levels. It would appear that 
even robust growth could not counter these trends.

N-W P

Until now our investigation has focused on overall poverty. We now will focus
our attentions on a subset of the poverty population, namely that of non-white
poverty.6 In order to have a time series that would be consistent throughout the
entire sample period we use non-white persons since earlier classifications of race
were not as delineated among those persons of different races. Researchers, such
as Smith and Welch (1989) and LeBlanc (2000) have examined how changes in
poverty levels have been associated with changes in national demographics, namely
for blacks.

6Non-white refers to Hispanic (not white), Black, Asian/Pacific islander, and other.



We will have two primary questions: (1) Do macroeconomic control variables
effect this subset of the poverty population as they do the entire population? (2)
Are these results sensitive to the distributional aspects of the subset when mea-
sured using a Sen index of poverty?

Relative to their starting point, this group has seen a tremendous fall in their
poverty rate over the sample period (see Figure 1). In 1962, this group had a
poverty rate that was more than two and one half times greater than the overall
poverty rate. By 1999 that ratio had closed to slightly more than twice as great.

Table 3 uses the same specifications outlined for Table 2. The dependent vari-
ables now are the Official U.S. poverty measure for non-whites and a distribution
sensitive Sen measure for the same group.

In some areas this groups’ poverty response is similar to that of the entire
population and in other regards there are some striking differences. In addition to
those findings we will also discuss the differences that exist when the U.S. poverty
measure is compared to the Sen index, for this group.

In Table 2, model 7 the three statistically significant factors on poverty were
economic growth, the male unemployment rate, and the robust growth of the
1960s. These same factors are again significant for the non-white subset but there
was an additional variable that was statistically significant, namely, the percentage
of households headed by females. As stated by LeBlanc (2000), when demographic
groups are extracted from the entire poverty population, it is clear that some seg-
ments are over-represented among the poor and the impacts of polices designed
to reduce poverty can have dramatic implications for them.

While the estimated coefficient on %DGDP was -0.17243 for the entire 
population, the same effect for the non-white subset was a smaller statistically 
significant -0.15764. As mentioned previously, the scale of the coefficients is an
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inadequate measure. Translating these into percentage changes in poverty yields
decreases of approximately 33 and 43 percent for overall and non-white poverty,
respectively. In other words, 33 percent of the decrease in overall poverty was
attributable to economic growth.

In addition, unemployment seemed to have a larger positive impact on non-
white poverty. The estimated coefficient on unemployment for the entire poverty
population was 0.15814. For the non-white cohort the estimated coefficient was
0.20088. In percentage terms an increase in the unemployment rate by 1 increased
poverty by 0.29 for overall poverty and 0.39 for non-whites. This finding is con-
sistent with that of Hoover and Wallace (2003).

One of the more striking differences in model 7 of Tables 2 and 3 is the impact
that the robust growth of the 1960s had in the two samples. The statistically sig-
nificant estimated coefficient on the 1960s expansion was much larger for overall
poverty than the non-white cohort. Once again, translating these coefficients into
percentage changes, reveals that the robust growth of the 1960s had a 21 and 35
percent impact on reducing poverty for non-white and overall poverty, respectively.
While poverty fell dramatically over the entire sample period and non-white
poverty fell even more dramatically, by 1972 non-white poverty was still three times
as great as poverty overall although it had fallen by more than 25 percent in
absolute terms.

Table 3 also reveals that an important determinant of non-white poverty was
the percentage of female headed households. This variable had a positive and sta-
tistically significant coefficient in model 7. The percentage of female headed house-
holds increased dramatically over the sample period. In 1962 this percentage was
a little less than 12 percent. By 1999 it had more than tripled to nearly 30.4 percent.
The implications are clear, in that single parent families are more likely to be in
poverty than families with both parents present. During this same period, the per-
centage of female headed households for the entire population never rose above
10 percent. Had non-white female headed households remained at 1962 levels, we
estimate that non-white poverty would have been 17 percent in 1999. Therefore,
non-white poverty would have been approximately 6 percentage points lower in
1999.

We were able to examine the robustness of these results using the Sen index.
These results are presented in model 8 of Table 3. Table 1 revealed that there was
little distributional difference in the specifications presented in models 7 and 8
besides for the size of the estimated coefficients. This is not the case for the non-
white subset.

Model 8 of Table 2 has only two estimated coefficients that were statistically
significant. These were overall economic growth and the robust growth period of
the 1960s. The statistically significant impact of female headed households and
unemployment are not apparent in this model.

Once again, the economic expansions of the 1980s and 1990s did not have a
significant impact on poverty for this subsection. As was the case with overall
poverty, the compositional make up of non-white poverty was changing over this
period as well. Figure 2 shows that from 1962 through about 1977 the income gap
of non-whites in poverty was falling. This meant that the average income level of
non-whites in poverty was rising. The income gap of non-whites began to rise
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around 1977 and reached levels near its 1963 high in 1994. It is not surprising,
then, that robust growth became less effective over this period as those in poverty
were becoming more entrenched.

At the same time that the income gap for non-whites was rising there was also
a steady increase in the Gini coefficient of those non-whites in poverty. After reach-
ing its absolute lowest level in 1977, this measure came to within two percentage
points of its 1962 levels. This meant that at the same time that non-whites in
poverty were becoming more entrenched, there was also a distributional shift of
income taking place.

C

Our investigation set out to see what impact economic growth has had on
poverty over the last four decades. Some of our findings confirm what has been
reported by previous researchers, namely that economic growth does have a sta-
tistically significant impact on poverty. In addition, we find that the period of
robust growth that occurred during the 1960s had an extra boost in reducing
poverty.

This work does find that the results of our initial model specification are not
altered dramatically when a Sen index of poverty is used instead of the U.S. offi-
cial headcount measure of poverty.

We do find some results that are quite new and interesting, however. The eco-
nomic expansion of the 1980s did not have the same extra poverty reducing boost
as the one in the 1960s. Researchers had speculated that this was due to the stag-
nation that occurred in real wages of those in low paying jobs. After the expan-
sion of the 1990s saw real wages begin to grow, it was believed that robust
economic growth would once again regain its anti-poverty punch. This was shown
not to be the case using both measures of poverty.

Our research shows that the expected negative relationship between robust
growth and poverty never occurred. We believe that this is due to the fact that the
composition of those in poverty has been changing since the mid- to late-1970s.
In essence, the poor have been getting poorer which is evidenced by the widening
of both the income gap and the Gini coefficient of those in poverty. The reader
should note, however, that this work does not explain why the widening of the
Income Gap and the Gini coefficient has occurred but use it as one explanation
of why robust growth has lost some of its effectiveness. These findings are con-
firmed by previous research that show robust economic growth was statistically
insignificant in the 1990s.

In addition, we analyzed the effects of economic growth and other macro-
economic controls on a subset of the poverty population. We investigated how the
non-white poor responded to the same economic determinants. We find that the
non-white poor do not respond to the same determinants as the population as a
whole. In addition, the degree to which this subgroup differs from the entire pop-
ulation is only heightened when using a distribution sensitive measure of poverty.

The poverty implications are clear in that policies aimed at reducing poverty
have to be cognizant of the fact that robust economic growth alone will not be
sufficient to alleviate poverty and that some component of the poor are less able
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to enjoy the benefits of a robust economy. In addition, policy makers will need to
be aware of the fact that not all groups that are in poverty respond the same to
economic growth and that the non-white poverty population has been significantly
affected by the dramatic increase in the number of households which are headed
by females.

A

To test the robustness of the results presented in the main body of the paper
we subjected the data to further testing. Table A1 begins this analysis. The control
variables are the same ones used in the specification presented earlier. The differ-
ence in Table A1 is the ordering of the dummy variables. In this specification we
create dummy variables for all periods excluding the expansion of the 1960s.

There were two periods of robust growth after the 1960s. We have included a
dummy variable for the periods 1983–89 and 1992–99. The other periods, 1973–82
and 1990–91 were periods of flat or declining growth. In addition, we run the
regressions using both the official headcount measure of poverty (columns 1 and
3) and our Sen index measure (columns 2 and 4).

As expected, the periods of flat or declining growth were significantly associ-
ated with increases in poverty. What is more interesting is what was happening to
poverty during the periods of robust growth. Although the sign on the estimated
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TABLE A1

T E  E G  O D  A P  
U S, 1962–991

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

D Official D Official
Headcount D Sen Index Headcount D Sen Index

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Intercept -0.665* -0.316 -0.510 -0.111
(-1.82) (-1.13) (-1.28) (-0.38)

% DGDP -0.236*** -0.176*** -0.282*** -0.228***
(-6.85) (-6.70) (-6.67) (-7.32)

% Dfemale heads 0.059 0.061** 0.045 0.042
(1.53) (2.05) (1.13) (1.43)

% Dtransfers -0.002 -0.003 -0.001 -0.001
(-0.77) (-1.19) (-0.36) (-0.54)

Unemployment 0.190*** 0.112*** 0.165*** 0.082*
(3.74) (0.038) (2.99) (2.02)

% DGDP: 1973–82 0.102** 0.103***
(2.12) (2.89)

% DGDP: 1983–89 0.050 0.060
(0.99) (1.61)

% DGDP: 1990–91 0.451* 0.251
(1.98) (1.50)

% DGDP: 1992–99 0.065 0.075**
(1.35) (2.12)

Adjusted R2 0.714 0.686 0.752 0.748
D-W 1.96 1.68 2.06 1.90

Notes:
1t-statistics (in parentheses).
*, **, ***denote significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent levels.
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TABLE A2

N-W; T E  E G  O D  A
P   U S, 1962–991

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

D Official D Official
Headcount D Sen Index Headcount D Sen Index

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Intercept -2.130** -1.424 -2.191* -0.902
(-1.89) (-1.63) (-1.71) (-1.02)

% DGDP -0.364*** -0.310***
(-3.43) (-3.78)

% Dfemale heads NW 0.1984 0.096 0.189* 0.212**
(1.19) (1.03) (1.93) (2.37)

% Dtransfers NW -0.009 -0.001 0.015 0.002
(-0.39) (-0.18) (0.60) (0.31)

Unemployment NW 0.230** 0.350*** 0.210* 0.273**
(2.60) (2.89) (1.99) (2.12)

% DGDP: 1962–72 -0.443*** -0.422***
(-3.46) (-4.58)

% DGDP: 1983–89 -0.310** -0.257**
(-2.16) (-2.51)

% DGDP: 1992–99 -0.245 -0.308**
(-1.36) (-2.53)

Adjusted R2 0.401 0.453 0.412 0.524
D-W 1.85 1.38 2.15 1.78

Notes:
1t-statistics (in parentheses).
*, **, ***denote significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent levels.

TABLE A3

T E  E G  O D  A P  
U S, 1962–991

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

D Official D Official
Headcount D Sen Index Headcount D Sen Index

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Intercept -0.665* -0.316 -0.930* -0.437
(-1.82) (-1.13) (-2.03) (-1.34)

% DGDP -0.236*** -0.176***
(-6.85) (-6.70)

% Dfemale heads 0.059 0.061** 0.011 0.006
(1.53) (2.05) (0.25) (0.19)

% Dtransfers -0.002 -0.002 -0.006 -0.001
(-0.77) (-1.19) (-0.14) (-0.32)

Unemployment 0.190*** 0.112*** 0.205*** 0.112**
(3.74) (2.90) (3.08) (2.37)

% DGDP: 1962–72 -0.228*** -0.187***
(-4.79) (-5.50)

% DGDP: 1983–89 -0.185** -0.133***
(-3.50) (-3.51)

% DGDP: 1992–99 -0.142** -0.097**
(-2.26) (-2.15)

Adjusted R2 0.714 0.686 0.621 0.639
D-W 1.96 1.68 1.72 1.67

Notes:
1t-statistics (in parentheses).
*, **, ***denote significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent levels.



coefficients were positive in both robust growth periods, seeming to imply that
poverty increased during periods of increasing GDP, neither estimated coefficient
was statistically significant at conventional levels. These results mirror those pre-
sented in the main body of the paper. The estimated coefficient for the period of
the 1990s was insignificant. Although Haveman and Schwabish (2000) use a dif-
ferent methodology, a different set of demographic controls, lagged terms instead
of percentage changes, and seek to answer a different set of questions, it is encour-
aging that our results are similar in some regards. The estimated coefficient is 
positively significant for the 1990s using the Sen index of poverty shown in 
column 3.

To further test whether the 1990s had diminished impacts on poverty we use
a specification in which we remove %DGDP for the entire period. The three robust
growth period dummies are still included. In Tables A2 and A3 (see column 3),
although each dummy variable is negative and statistically significant the estimated
coefficient on the period of the 1990s is smaller than that of the 1960s and only
significant at the 5 percent level. Although a specification like this is incomplete
since it does not include growth over the entire period it does demonstrate that 
the period of the 1990s was not as robust as the 1960s and is closer to that of
the 1980s.
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