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Abstract 

 

Using household data from the Current Population Survey, we analyze the trends in income 

inequality from 1979 to 2013 for the United States, and for the 50 states and the District of 

Columbia.   

 For the entire U.S., for the cash-based CPS income measure with no demographic 

adjustment, we find the well-established result that the 90th percentile moved strongly away from 

the median, while the gap between the median and the 10th percentile increased much less.  

Adding in-kind benefits reduces the measured levels of inequality substantially.  When in-kind 

benefits are included, the growth in the gap between the 90th percentile and the median is 

reduced, while the growth in the gap between the median and the 10th percentile is increased.  

 Adjustments to reflect differences in household size and structure also reduce the levels 

of inequality, and they reduce the growth in the gap between the 90th and 50th percentiles, when 

compared with the situation in which no demographic adjustments are made.  The growth in the 

gap between the 50th and 10th percentiles is increased by the demographic adjustment when we 

consider CPS income, but not when we consider the broader income measures.  

 We perform the calculations for the 50 states and the District of Columbia.  These 

calculations reveal large differences among regions of the country, both in the initial level of 

inequality and in subsequent inequality growth.  However, the effects of different income 

definitions and demographic adjustments are broadly similar for most jurisdictions to the effects 

found for the entire U.S.   
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Variation in the Level and Growth of Income Inequality in the United States, by 

Definition of Income and Household, for the 50 States, 1979-2013 

 

 

I. Introduction 

Since the 1970s, the distribution of income in the United States has become dramatically more 

unequal.  This trend has been documented in a large literature.1  We assess the robustness of the 

measured changes in income inequality along three dimensions.  First, we consider three distinct 

definitions of income.  We begin with the standard definition of income in the Current Population 

Survey (CPS), which includes income received in cash form.  The other definitions differ in the 

extent to which they include in-kind benefits.  The first of these broader definitions, which we 

call “Near Cash / Medical,” augments CPS income by adding estimates of the value of Food 

Stamps,2 the Earned Income Tax Credit, Medicare, and Medicaid.  The final definition, 

“Expanded Income,” begins with Near Cash / Medical, and then adds an estimate of the value of 

employer-paid contributions to health insurance. 

The second dimension of the analysis involves an adjustment for household size and 

structure.  For each of the three income definitions, we begin by measuring the changes in 

income inequality with no adjustment for household size and structure.  In other words, in this 

specification, we treat all households with a given income the same, regardless of the numbers of 

adults or children in the household.  We then adjust household income using the demographic 

adjustment put forth by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), and re-calculate the changes 

                                                           
1 For example, see Atkinson (1996), Autor, Katz, and Kearney (2008), Bakija and Heim (2009), 

Bernard and Jensen (1997), Bound and Johnson (1992), Gottschalk and Smeeding (1997), 

Karoly (1996), Levy and Murnane (1992), Piketty and Saez (2003), and Wolff (2009). 
 
2 The name of the Food Stamps Program was changed to Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP) in 2008.  In this paper, we use “Food Stamps,” which was the name of the 

program during most of the period studied here. 
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in income inequality.3  The NAS measure of household equivalence incorporates economies of 

scale in household size, as well as differences between adults and children. 

Finally, the third dimension of the analysis involves calculations for each of the 50 states 

and the District of Columbia. 

Using annual household data from the CPS from 1979 to 2013, we calculate three 

measures of income inequality.  The first of these is the 90/10 Ratio (the ratio of the income of 

the household at the 90th percentile to the income of the household at the 10th percentile). We 

also use the 90/50 Ratio and the 50/10 Ratio, which allow us to observe important differences in 

the inequality trends in different parts of the income distribution.  Thus we track the trends in 

three measures of income inequality, for each of three definitions of income, and for each of two 

treatments for household size and structure.  This gives us a total of 18 measures.  We assess the 

patterns of change in income inequality for each of these 18 measures, for the U.S. as a whole 

and for each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia, for the 35 years from 1979 to 2013. 

Throughout the entire period studied here, the measures of income inequality for the 

entire U.S. tend to be smaller when we use a broader income definition than when we use the 

CPS definition.  The measures of income inequality are also typically smaller when we adjust 

household income for differences in household size and structure.  Some of these reductions in 

measured inequality are substantial—in a few cases, an inequality measure is reduced by more 

than 30 percent when we use a broader income definition and adjust for demographics, when 

compared with the case in which we use CPS income with no demographic adjustment.   

                                                           
3 We also carry out these calculations using the demographic adjustments suggested by the 

Congressional Budget Office and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.  

The results are fairly similar for any of these demographic adjustments.  Detailed results are 

available on request. 
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When we broaden the income definition (while making no demographic adjustment), the 

growth in the income gap between the household at the 90th percentile and the median household 

is reduced, for the U.S. as a whole and for most jurisdictions.  On the other hand, the growth in 

the income gap between the median household and the household at the 10th percentile is 

increased, for the U.S. as a whole and for most jurisdictions.  When we combine the faster 

growth of the 50/10 Ratio with the slower growth of the 90/10 Ratio, we find that the net effect 

on the growth rate of the 90/10 Ratio could either increase or decrease as a result of these 

adjustments.  In many cases, the growth rate of the 90/10 Ratio is very similar with a broader 

income definition than with the CPS definition.   

When we use the NAS adjustment for household size and structure, the growth in the 

income gap between the household at the 90th percentile and the median household is reduced, 

for the U.S. and for most jurisdictions.  This reduction in the growth of the 90/50 Ratio comes 

through strongly, regardless of the income measure that is used.  However, the effect of the NAS 

adjustment on the growth in the income gap between the median household and the household at 

the 10th percentile depends on which income measure is used.  When we consider CPS income, 

the growth rate of the 50/10 Ratio is increased by the NAS adjustment, for the U.S. and for most 

jurisdictions.  When we use expanded income, the growth rate of the 50/10 Ratio is reduced very 

slightly by the NAS adjustment for the U.S. as a whole, but the NAS adjustment increases the 

growth of the 50/10 Ratio for expanded income for a slim majority of the 51 jurisdictions.  

In our view, although these adjustments are worth noting, they do not fundamentally 

change the conclusion that this was a period of rapid increase in income inequality, especially 

between the top and middle of the income distribution.   
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Both the levels and trends in income inequality show a great deal of variation among the 

different regions of the United States.  Most of the 51 jurisdictions followed the national trend 

toward a substantial increase in income inequality, although there are large differences in the 

degree of disequalization.  The South was the most unequal region at the beginning of our period 

of study, but income inequality grew much less rapidly in several southern states than in many 

other parts of the country.  On the other hand, several states in the Northeast had relatively lower 

levels of inequality at the beginning of the period, but these states tended to experience much 

more rapid increases in inequality.   

The augmented definitions of income and the demographic adjustments have effects for 

the 51 jurisdictions that are similar to the effects for the U.S. as a whole: The measured levels of 

inequality are reduced, the growth of inequality in the top half of the distribution is typically 

reduced, and the growth of inequality in the bottom half is often increased.  In our view, 

however, the overall trend toward increasing inequality remains very pronounced, both for the 

U.S. as a whole and for most regions of the country. 

 

II.  Data 

The data used in this study are from the March CPS, for 1979 to 2013.4  This data set has been 

widely used by others (e.g., Karoly (1996), Katz and Autor (1999), Burkhauser, Feng, Jenkins, 

and Larrimore (2012), and Meyer and Sullivan (2013)) to analyze the income distribution for the 

entire United States.   

                                                           
4 The CPS is a joint effort between the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Census Bureau.  For 

more information on the CPS, see http://www.census.gov/cps/.  We use the CPS Utilities, 

provided by Unicon Research Corporation.  Data for the standard CPS definition of income are 

available for years before 1979.  However, we begin our analysis with 1979, which is the first 

year for which the data set includes estimates of the in-kind benefits studied here.   
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We use the household as the unit of analysis.5  One reason for focusing on household data 

is that the Census Bureau uses the household for its annual report, which is the most widely 

publicized source of data on the income distribution in the United States.6   

We calculate measures of the distribution of income in each of the 50 states and the 

District of Columbia.  While we acknowledge that economic and social conditions can induce 

migration from one jurisdiction to another, we do not attempt to model these flows.  We merely 

study the income distributions in different jurisdictions and different years, taking the resident 

populations in those jurisdictions as given.  

 Using data from individual income-tax returns, Piketty and Saez (2003) show that a large 

portion of the income growth in the United States in recent decades has accrued to the top one-

hundredth of one percent of households.7  The sample size in our CPS data set is not sufficiently 

large to allow us to make reliable inferences at the level of disaggregation used by Piketty and 

Saez.  This is true even at the national level, and it is especially true when we consider individual 

jurisdictions.  Fortunately for our purposes, the CPS oversamples the jurisdictions with the 

smallest populations.  Thus in most years, even the smallest jurisdictions have a sample size in 

the vicinity of 500 or 600 households.  Consequently, although we cannot make meaningful 

statements about the top one-hundredth of one percent of the income distribution, we believe our 

                                                           
5 Piketty and Saez (2003) use the tax unit, rather than the household.  Most households consist of 

a single tax unit.  However, a sizeable and growing percentage of U.S. households has more than 

one tax unit.  See Burkhauser, Larrimore, and Simon (2012) for discussion. 
 
6 See DeNavas-Walt and Proctor (2014).  
 
7 The data tables associated with Piketty and Saez (2003) have been updated through 2014; the 

updated tables are available at http://elsa.berkeley.edu/~saez/.  They show that the share of 

income received by the top one-hundredth of one percent has increased from barely more than 

one-half of one percent of total U.S. income in the 1970s to more than three percent in recent 

years.  If capital gains are included, the share of this group has increased to more than four 

percent of total U.S. income in several recent years. 
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90/10, 90/50, and 50/10 Ratios are measured with reasonable accuracy, even for the smaller 

jurisdictions.  Even though a substantial portion of the increase in income inequality was taking 

place at the very top of the income distribution, our results show substantial changes throughout 

the distribution.  Also, by using the 90th percentile, we avoid the difficult issues associated with 

topcoding.8 

If any bias is imparted by our use of the CPS, we believe it is more likely that we have 

understated the increase of inequality, rather than overstated it.  This argument is reinforced by 

the fact that our data set does not include an estimate of capital gains, which are heavily 

concentrated in the upper echelons of the income distribution.9   

 

III.   Household Equivalence Measures and Alternative Income Measures 

 
While larger households require greater resources to achieve the same standard of living, it is 

generally agreed that the relationship between household income, household size, and the 

standard of living is characterized by economies of scale.  Thus when researchers have 

developed household equivalence scales, they have typically incorporated economies of scale.  

                                                           
8 An alternative approach, that we have not pursued here, is to impute the top values of the 

distribution.  For example, see Jenkins, Burkhauser, Feng, and Larrimore (2011). 
 
9 Bakija and Heim (2009) build on the work of Piketty and Saez, to demonstrate that a 

disproportionately large part of the income received by those at the very top of the income 

distribution comes from the financial-services industry.  This industry is heavily concentrated in 

certain areas of the country, especially in the New York metropolitan area.  Using the CPS data, 

we find that some states in the Northeast (including New York) experienced much greater 

disequalization than the nation as a whole.  If our data were to include capital gains, it is possible 

that we would find that the disequalization in New York and some other states was even more 

pronounced.  We also note that our data do not include an estimate of the imputed rent from 

owner-occupied housing.  It is possible that adding imputed rent would also lead to an increase 

in measured income inequality. 
 



9 
 

While the existence of an ideal equivalence scale is very much in question (see Blundell and 

Lewbel (1991)), we use equivalence scales that have been used previously. 

The NAS measure (Citro and Michael (1995)) is  

   YNAS = Y / (A + θC)γ ,      (1) 

where A is the number of adults, and C is the number of children.  In equation (1), θ is a 

parameter reflecting the lower amount of consumption of children relative to adults, and γ is an 

elasticity reflecting economies of scale with respect to adjusted household size.  The NAS 

recommends a value of 0.7 for θ, and a value for γ ranging from 0.65 to 0.75. (In this paper, we  

choose γ = 0.7.)10 

As mentioned above, we use three definitions of income.  These are (i) CPS income; 11 

(ii) “Near Cash / Medical” = CPS Income + Earned Income Tax Credit +  

 

                                                           
10 The household equivalence measure used by the CBO (Congress of the United States (2014)) 

divides household income by the square root of household size.  Thus 

YCBO = Y / n0.5,      (2) 

where Y is unadjusted household income, YCBO is the adjusted value of household income, and n 

is the number of persons in the household. Equation (2) exhibits economies of scale in household 

size in a very simple way.  The OECD measure (Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (1982)) is  

YOECD = Y / (1.0 + 0.7(A -1) + 0.5C),    (3) 

where A is once again the number of adults in the household, and C is the number of children. 

The CBO measure does not adjust for adult-child consumption differences, and the OECD 

measure makes only a rough adjustment for scale economies.  Therefore, we place the greatest 

confidence in the results associated with the NAS adjustment for household size and structure;  

in this paper, we only report on calculations based on the NAS measure.  However, we have also 

made all of our calculations using the CBO and OECD equivalence scales.  The results of those 

calculations, which tend to be fairly similar to the results using the NAS scale, are available on 

request. 

  
11 CPS income includes wages and salaries, non-farm self-employment income, farm income, 

Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, public assistance, interest, dividends, net rent, 

veterans’ payments, government pensions, alimony, child support, unemployment insurance, 

workers’ compensation, education assistance, income from retirement funds, and other income.   
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Food Stamps12 + imputed value of Medicare and Medicaid benefits; and (iii) “Expanded 

Income” = Near Cash / Medical + employer contributions to private health insurance.13 

 

IV. Results for the Entire United States                                                      

We begin by presenting information on the levels of and trends in inequality for the entire United 

States, from 1979 to 2013.  Later, we will report results for the 50 states and the District of 

Columbia. Tables 1(a) and 1(b) show the 90/10 Ratio for the entire United States at the 

beginning and end of our period of study.  We use the average of the 90/10 Ratios for 1979-81, 

and the average for 2011-13, to reduce the possibility that the results could be biased by 

transitory measurement error.   

<Tables 1(a) and 1(b) here> 

As we look down either column of Tables 1(a) or 1(b), we see that expanding the income 

concept from cash (the CPS definition) to Near Cash / Medical reduces the measured level of the 

90/10 Ratio.  However, the 90/10 Ratio increases somewhat when we include employer 

contributions to private health insurance.  In other words, while including public in-kind benefits 

(some of which are means tested) reduces measured inequality, including private in-kind 

compensation does not.  The effect of the public in-kind benefits is greater than the effect of 

                                                           
12 Although it could be argued that a dollar of Food Stamps is not as valuable to the recipient as a 

dollar of cash, the possible difference is sufficiently small that researchers investigating an 

improved poverty measure have chosen to use the unadjusted value of the Food Stamps. (See 

Citro and Michael (1995).) 
 
13 Imputed values for employer contributions to health insurance are determined by the Census, 

based on information from the National Medical Expenditures Survey and the personal 

characteristics of employees, combined with the worker’s occupation and industry, and other 

details available from the Census survey.   
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employer-provided contributions for health insurance.  Thus the 90/10 Ratios for Expanded 

Income are smaller than the 90/10 Ratios for CPS Income.  In other words, when we measure 

income inequality by the 90/10 Ratio, the net effect of including the in-kind benefits studied here 

(including both public and private in-kind benefits) is a reduction in inequality. 

Looking across any row of Tables 1(a) or 1(b), we see that the NAS adjustment for 

household size and structure reduces the 90/10 Ratio substantially, relative to the case with no 

demographic adjustment.  This is because larger households have higher incomes than smaller 

households, on average.14  The reductions in measured inequality are fairly substantial: With the 

adjustment for household size and structure, the 90/10 Ratios are between 23 percent and 28 

percent lower than the unadjusted 90/10 Ratios.   

Regardless of the definition of income, and regardless of whether a demographic 

adjustment is used, the 90/10 Ratio for the United States was substantially higher in 2011-13 

than in 1979-81.  Between 1979-81 and 2011-13, the 90/10 Ratio increased by amounts ranging 

from 28.9 percent (for Near Cash / Medical with no adjustment) to 36.3 percent (for CPS income 

with the NAS adjustment). 

Tables 1(a) and 1(b) only use values from the beginning and end of the period of our 

study.  Next we use the entire data set, with 35 years of observations, to estimate a regression of 

the logarithmic values of the 90/10 Ratio.  This gives us an estimate of the annual percentage rate 

of increase.  The estimated values are presented in Table 1(c). 

<Table 1(c) here> 

                                                           
14  The weighted correlation between household income and the number of persons in the 

household was greater than 0.3 in the early years of the period studied here, although it decreased 

somewhat in the1980s and 1990s.  In nearly every year since 2000, the correlation has been 

between 0.22 and 0.24. 
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The estimated annual percentage growth rates of the 90/10 Ratio are all substantial.  They 

range from more than six-tenths of one percent per year to more than eight-tenths of one percent 

per year, and all are statistically significant at the one-percent level.  When we make no 

adjustment for household size and structure, the growth rate of the 90/10 Ratio is slightly larger 

when we use a broader income measure than when we use CPS income.  On the other hand, 

when we use the NAS household equivalence measure, the estimated growth rate of the 90/10 

Ratio is smaller with the broader income measure.  Our view is that, on balance, all of these 

growth rates are of fairly similar magnitude.  Thus when we use the selected forms of in-kind 

income and demographic adjustments, we find that they reduce the levels of measured income 

inequality, but they do not fundamentally change the estimated trend toward an increase in the 

90/10 Ratio over this 35-year period. 

Tables 2(a) and 2(b) show the 90/50 Ratios for the beginning and end of the period. The 

data show that adjusting for household demographics and using alternative income measures 

only leads to minor changes in the 90/50 Ratio in 1979-81. The changes are somewhat larger in 

2011-13, although even then, the adjustments have effects on the 90/50 Ratios that are smaller, 

both absolutely and relatively, than they have on the 90/10 Ratios. 

<Tables 2(a) and 2(b) here> 

The estimated growth rates in the 90/50 Ratio are shown in Table 2(c).  For the 90/50 

Ratio, we find that the estimated growth rates are substantially smaller when we include 

estimates of the value of in-kind benefits.  This is primarily a result of the increasing relative 

importance of publicly provided health-insurance benefits for middle-income households. 

<Table 2(c) here> 
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          Finally, we present results for the 50/10 Ratio.  Tables 3(a) and 3(b) show the 50/10 Ratio 

at the beginning and end of the period.  Looking across any row of either of these tables, we see 

that at both of these times, the 50/10 Ratio is reduced substantially when we adjust for household 

size and structure.  We also find that the 50/10 Ratio is smaller for Near Cash / Medical than for 

CPS income.  This is not a surprising result, since Near Cash / Medical includes Food Stamps, 

the Earned Income Tax Credit, and Medicaid, which are relatively important for low-income 

households.  When we include employer contributions for health insurance to get Expanded 

Income, the 50/10 Ratio increases relative to Near Cash / Medical.  This reflects the importance 

of these private in-kind benefits for middle-income households.15       

<Tables 3(a) and 3(b) here> 

 Table 3(c) shows the estimated growth rates of the 50/10 Ratio from 1979 to 2013.  If we 

focus only on CPS income, without adjusting for demographics, the estimated growth rate is 

positive and statistically significant, but quite small.  However, when we include in-kind income 

and/or make adjustments for demographic differences among households, we find growth rates 

of the 50/10 Ratio that are much more substantial.  In every case, however, the estimated growth 

rate of the 50/10 Ratio is smaller than the growth rate of the 90/50 Ratio.  Thus even when we 

adjust the data in a variety of ways, we still find that the top of the income distribution in the 

United States pulled away from the middle to a greater degree than the middle pulled away from 

the bottom. 

<Table 3(c) here> 

                                                           
15 While Food Stamps and the Earned Income Tax Credit are negatively correlated with CPS 

income in our data, employer contributions for health insurance are strongly positively correlated 

with CPS income. 
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 The results in Table 1(c) show that the strong growth in the 90/10 Ratio is only modestly 

affected by changes in the income definition, or by adjustments for demographics.  On the other 

hand, Table 2(c) shows that the growth of the 90/50 Ratio tends to be smaller when we broaden 

the income definition or adjust for demographics, while Table 3(c) shows that the growth of the 

50/10 Ratio tends to be larger when we make these adjustments.  We interpret this as meaning 

that the broader income definitions and the demographic adjustments tend to improve the 

position of the median household somewhat, relative to the household at either the 90th percentile 

or the 10th percentile. 

 In a 2012 paper, Burkhauser, Larrimore, and Simon (BLS) challenge the widely held 

notion that middle-class Americans have failed to benefit from economic growth in recent 

decades.  They find that “the evidence of a middle class decline is far from clear,” and that “such 

results are highly sensitive to how available resources are measured.”  They characterize their 

results as providing a “second opinion” regarding the economic progress of the middle class.  

They show that the income of the median household performed better when the analysis is based 

on households, rather than tax units.16  They also show that the income of the median household 

fared better when adjusted for household size, and when the value of health insurance is 

included.   

 The focus of BLS is on the income level of the median household, while we concentrate 

on income inequality.  Nevertheless, many of the points made by BLS are consistent with our 

results.  They find that the inflation-adjusted income of the median household does better when a 

broader income definition is used, and when demographic adjustments are employed.  Similarly, 

                                                           
16 All of our analysis uses the household as the unit of analysis, so we do not provide 

independent verification of the comparison between households and tax units.  Nevertheless, we 

find the calculations of BLS in this regard to be convincing. 
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we find that these adjustments improve the position of the median household, when compared 

with either the household at the 90th percentile or the 10th percentile.  However, we believe our 

results provide an additional perspective, which we might call a “third opinion.”   

 Even though the real income of the median household improved somewhat from 1979 to 

2013, we always find that income growth for the median household was very substantially less 

than income growth for the household at the 90th percentile.17  When BLS offer their second 

opinion, they say they are challenging the view that “the middle class is not sharing 

proportionately in the fruits of American economic growth.”  But our results demonstrate that, 

indeed, in recent decades the middle class has not shared in the fruits of economic growth to 

nearly the same extent as those who are higher up on the income scale.  As shown in Tables 2(a)-

2(c) and 3(a)-3(c), if we augment the definition of income and adjust for demographics, the 

median household does somewhat better than if we do not make those adjustments.  However, 

those tables always show that the median household lost considerable ground relative to the 

household at the 90th percentile.  The widening gap is both statistically significant and 

economically meaningful.  In our view, the fact that the middle of the income distribution 

experienced some real income growth should not obscure the fact that, over the period studied 

here, middle-class Americans fared much less well than those on the top rungs of the income 

distribution. 

 

 

                                                           
17 Also, as shown by Piketty and Saez, the 99th percentile (and especially the top one-tenth and 

top one-hundredth of one percent) experienced exceptionally rapid income growth in recent 

decades.  Although Piketty and Saez use tax-unit data, while we use household data, their 

evidence from the 99th percentile is very persuasive; it leaves us with little doubt that the 99/50 

Ratio and the 99.9/50 Ratio rose even more sharply than the 90/50 Ratio. 
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V. Results for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 

We now present our findings on the levels and trends in income inequality in the 50 states and 

the District of Columbia.  In Table 4(a), we present the values of the 90/10 Ratio for CPS income 

for the 51 jurisdictions, with no adjustment for household size and structure, for 1979-81.  Table 

4(b) shows the same information for 2011-13. 

<Tables 4(a) and 4(b) here> 

 Table 4(a) shows a remarkable degree of variation in the 90/10 Ratios among the 

jurisdictions.  In 1979-81, the 90/10 Ratio in Louisiana (the state with the highest ratio) was 

more than 50 percent larger than the 90/10 Ratios in the nine states with the lowest ratios.  Table 

4(b) also shows a large degree of regional variation in the 90/10 Ratios for 2011-13.  In fact, the 

coefficient of variation of the 90/10 Ratios across the 51 jurisdictions is more than 60 percent 

larger in 2011-13 than in 1979-81.  

 Comparing Tables 4(a) and 4(b), we see that the 90/10 Ratio increased in nearly every 

jurisdiction between 1979-81 and 2011-13.  (The exceptions, with very slight decreases in the 

90/10 Ratio, are Nebraska and North Dakota.)  Some of the increases were very large.  The 90/10 

Ratio increased by more than 50 percent in six jurisdictions, and the median increase was more 

than 25 percent.  This shows that the increase in income inequality (as measured by the 90/10 

Ratio) was quite widespread throughout the United States.  However, a closer look at Tables 4(a) 

and 4(b) reveals that different regions experienced substantially different rates of increase in the 

90/10 Ratio.  The largest increases were in the Northeast, while many states in the South and 

Plains experienced much smaller increases.  For more discussion of these trends, see Ballard, 

Menchik, and Tan (2016) and Ballard and Menchik (2015). 
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Table 4(c) presents the estimated annual percentage growth rates in the 90/10 Ratio for 

each jurisdiction over this period. The data reveal that 42 of the 51 jurisdictions experienced a 

statistically significant rise in the 90/10 Ratio over the period, and that 34 of these increases are 

significant at the one-percent level.  We do not find any statistically significant reductions in the 

90/10 Ratio.   

<Table 4(c) here> 

In Tables 5, 6, and 7, we show additional estimates of the rates of growth of the 90/10 

Ratio.  These are similar to those shown in Table 4(c), except that Tables 5-7 involve an 

expanded definition of income and/or an adjustment for household size and structure.   

<Table 5 here> 

 Table 5 shows the estimated annual percentage rates of growth of the 90/10 Ratio for 

“Expanded Income,” which includes the Earned Income Tax Credit, Food Stamps, Medicaid, 

Medicare, and employer contributions for health insurance, but without any demographic 

adjustments.  Table 6 shows the growth rates of the 90/10 Ratio for CPS income, with the NAS 

adjustment for household size and structure.   

<Table 6 here> 

Finally, Table 7 shows the growth rates of the 90/10 Ratio, for an income measure that includes 

the features of both Table 5 and Table 6—in Table 7 we show the growth rates of the 90/10 

Ratio for Expanded Income with the NAS demographic adjustment.   

<Table 7 here> 

 The results for Tables 4(c), 5, 6, and 7 share a number of common features.  First, in 

every case, there is great variation in the 90/10 growth rates in different parts of the United 

States.  In every case, the largest estimated growth rates are well above one percent per year and 
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are highly statistically significant, while the smallest growth rates are small, or even negative, 

and insignificant.  Second, in every case, none of the negative growth rates is statistically 

significant, and the numbers of significantly positive growth rates are similar.  When we use CPS 

income with no demographic adjustment (as shown in Table 4(c)), 42 of the 51 jurisdictions have 

a significantly positive increase in the 90/10 Ratio. When we use Expanded Income with no 

demographic adjustment (as shown in Table 5), we find significant increases in 40 jurisdictions.  

When we use the NAS adjustment for household size and structure, we have 43 significant 

increases in Table 6 and 44 significant increases in Table 7.  Third, northeastern states are 

heavily represented among the jurisdictions with the largest growth rates in every case.  On the 

other hand, states in the South and Plains are among the jurisdictions with the smallest (or even 

negative) growth rates of the 90/10 Ratio in every case.   

 Thus if we concentrate our attention on the 90/10 Ratio, the demographic adjustments 

and broader income definitions do not appear to have had a large effect on the growth rates of 

inequality.  However, we have seen from Tables 2(c) and 3(c) that the growth rates of the 90/50 

Ratio and 50/10 Ratio for the entire United States were noticeably affected by those adjustments.   

Space constraints preclude us from showing all of the details here,18 but Tables 8(a) and 8(b) are 

designed to show how the demographic adjustments and broadened income definitions affect the 

growth rates of the 90/50 Ratio and 50/10 Ratio for the 51 jurisdictions. 

 Table 8(a) shows the number of jurisdictions experiencing a statistically significant 

increase or decrease in the 90/50 Ratio from 1979 to 2013.  Table 8(b) shows the same 

information for the 50/10 Ratio.  Comparing the upper-left corners of these tables, we see that 

the trajectories of the 90/50 Ratio and 50/10 Ratio are very different for the case of CPS income 

                                                           
18 A large number of additional tables are in an Appendix, which is available on request. 
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with no adjustment for household size and structure.  In that case, the 90/50 Ratio exhibited a 

statistically significant increase in every one of the 51 jurisdictions, but the 50/10 only increased 

significantly in 16 jurisdictions, and 10 jurisdictions had a significant decrease in the 50/10 

Ratio.  In other words, for CPS income with no demographic adjustment, the household at the 

90th percentile pulled strongly away from the median household throughout the country, while 

the median household was nearly as likely to lose ground relative to the household at the 10th 

percentile as to gain ground.   

However, as we move downward and to the right through Tables 8(a) and 8(b), the 

patterns for the 90/50 Ratio and the 50/10 Ratio become much more similar.  When we adopt 

broader income measures, fewer jurisdictions have a statistically significant increase in the 90/50 

Ratio, and more jurisdictions have a significant increase in the 50/10 Ratio.  The same thing 

happens when we adjust for household size and structure.  If we use both demographic 

adjustments and broader definitions of income, the patterns for the 90/50 Ratio and the 50/10 

Ratio are quite similar: For either variable, a majority of the jurisdictions have a statistically 

significant increase, and few, if any, have a significant decrease. 

To summarize, Sections IV and V of this paper contain several key results.  First, if we 

consider the 90/10 Ratio, the results are unequivocal: This measure of income inequality 

increased very substantially for the United States as a whole, and for the vast majority of 

jurisdictions. Neither a broader income definition nor an adjustment for household size and 

structure leads to any major change in this conclusion. No matter how we look at the data, the 

top pulled away sharply from the bottom during the 35-year period studied here. 

Second, if we consider the 90/50 Ratio, the picture is slightly more complicated than for 

the 90/10 Ratio.  For CPS income with no demographic adjustment, the 90/50 Ratio increased 
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substantially in the entire United States and in every jurisdiction.  If we broaden the income 

definition, and/or adopt adjustments for household size and structure, the same basic story 

emerges, although the rate at which the income of the household at the 90th percentile pulled 

away from the income of the median household is reduced, and the increases are no longer 

statistically significant in some jurisdictions.  This is because the broader income definitions and 

the demographic adjustments tend to boost the income of the median household relative to the 

income of the household at the 90th percentile, and they tend to do so to a greater extent later in 

the period studied here. 

The picture is similarly complicated for the 50/10 Ratio.  For CPS income with no 

demographic adjustment, the 50/10 Ratio exhibits only a very modest increase for the U.S. as a 

whole, and only about one-third of the jurisdictions have a statistically significant increase.  

However, if we broaden the income definition, and/or adjust for demographics, we observe a 

substantial increase in the extent to which the income of the median household pulled away from 

the income of the household at the 10th percentile. Once again, this is because the demographic 

adjustments and broader income definitions are increasingly relatively favorable to the middle of 

the income distribution.  As a result of the broader income definitions and the demographic 

adjustments, the growth rate of the 90/50 Ratio declines and the growth rate of the 50/10 Ratio 

increases.  Thus our results are consistent with Burkhauser, Larrimore, and Simon, in that the 

results underline the importance of these adjustments to an understanding of what is happening 

to the median household (although, as we have said above, we disagree with some of the 

interpretations put forth by Burkhauser, Larrimore, and Simon). 

If we merely consider unadjusted CPS income, we see that the top incomes increased 

dramatically in relation to the middle incomes, but the middle incomes did not grow strongly in 



21 
 

relation to the incomes near the bottom of the distribution.  However, if we allow for a broader 

definition of income and adjust for differences in household size and structure, the increases in 

inequality are more uniform throughout the income distribution. 

 

VI.  Conclusion 

In this paper, we present the trends in various measures of income inequality in the United 

States, and in the 50 states and the District of Columbia, from 1979 to 2013.  We begin with the 

cash-based CPS definition of income, and then broaden the definition to include estimates of the 

value of the Earned Income Tax Credit, Food Stamps, Medicaid, Medicare, and employer 

contributions for health insurance.  For each of the income definitions, we begin with the case in 

which every household with the same income is treated the same, and we then adopt the 

adjustment for household size and structure suggested by the National Academy of Sciences.   

When we consider the 90/10 Ratio, the trend toward increasing inequality is quite robust 

with respect to these adjustments.  This measure of income inequality increased very 

substantially for the U.S. as a whole, regardless of the definition of income and regardless of the 

adjustment for demographics.  The 90/10 Ratio increased in nearly all jurisdictions, although the 

rates of increase were much more rapid in the Northeast than in the South and Plains.     

For the 90/50 Ratio and the 50/10 Ratio, the trends are somewhat more sensitive to the 

definition of income and the adjustment for household size and structure.  When we use CPS 

income with no demographic adjustment, we find that the income of the household at the 90th 

percentile increased dramatically when compared with income of the median household, in every 

part of the country.  However, broader definitions of income and demographic adjustments serve 

to boost the income of the median household relative to that of the household at the 90th 
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percentile.  The trend toward an increasing 90/50 Ratio is still clearly apparent, but it is not as 

strong as in the case of CPS income with no adjustment for household size and structure.   

 When we use unadjusted CPS income, we find that the 50/10 Ratio only experienced a 

very small increase for the U.S. as a whole from 1979 to 2013, and only about one-third of the 

jurisdictions experienced a statistically significant increase.  However, when we adopt broader 

income definitions and/or demographic adjustments, the effect is more favorable for the income 

of the median household than for the income of the household at the 10th percentile.  Thus these 

adjustments increase the extent to which the 50/10 Ratio increased for the entire U.S., and they 

increase the number of jurisdictions experiencing a statistically significant increase.   
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Table 1(a) 

The 90/10 Ratio for the United States, 1979-1981 

       

                                                         Adjustment for Household Equivalence 

                              None                        NAS              

   CPS      9.192             6.767               

Income Measure  Near Cash / Medical    7.951             6.128                 

Expanded Income    8.111             6.202               

 

CPS = Current Population Survey.  NAS = National Academy of Sciences. Near Cash / Medical 

= CPS income + Food Stamps + Earned Income Tax Credit + an estimate of the fungible 

equivalent value of Medicare and Medicaid.  Expanded Income = Near Cash / Medical + an 

estimate of employer contributions to private health insurance.   

 

 

 

Table 1(b) 

The 90/10 Ratio for the United States, 2011-2013 

 

                                                      Adjustment for Household Equivalence  

                               None            NAS               

CPS    12.004          9.224    

Income Measure Near Cash / Medical  10.249                     7.917                

Expanded Income   10.740                     8.215     

 

 

 

Table 1(c) 

Estimated Annual Percentage Growth Rate in the 90/10 Ratio for the United States, 

1979-2013 

 

                                  Adjustment for Household Equivalence 

                                  None            NAS   

CPS        0.706            0.802                           

Income Measure  Near Cash / Medical      0.707            0.619    

Expanded Income      0.774            0.689    

 

All estimates in Table 1(c) are statistically significant at the one-percent level. 
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Table 2(a) 

The 90/50 Ratio for the United States, 1979-1981 

               

                                              Adjustment for Household Equivalence 

                                  None  NAS   

CPS Income        2.232  2.205    

Income Measure  Near Cash / Medical       2.278  2.163               

Expanded Income       2.273  2.151    

 

CPS = Current Population Survey.  NAS = National Academy of Sciences. Near Cash / Medical 

= CPS income + Food Stamps + Earned Income Tax Credit + an estimate of the fungible 

equivalent value of Medicare and Medicaid.  Expanded Income = Near Cash / Medical + an 

estimate of employer contributions to private health insurance.   

 

 

Table 2(b) 

The 90/50 Ratio for the United States, 2011-2013 

            

                                              Adjustment for Household Equivalence  

                                 None  NAS   

CPS Income       2.889  2.649   

Income Measure  Near Cash / Medical      2.639  2.436               

Expanded Income      2.655  2.439    

 

 

Table 2(c) 

Estimated Annual Percentage Growth Rate in the 90/50 Ratio for the United States, 

1979-2013 

       

                                  Adjustment for Household Equivalence  

                                      None  NAS   

CPS Income       0.626  0.543   

Income Measure        Near Cash / Medical      0.441  0.368   

Expanded Income      0.460  0.384    

 

All estimates in Table 2(c) are statistically significant at the one-percent level. 
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    Table 3(a) 

The 50/10 Ratio for the United States, 1979-1981 

                  

                                              Adjustment for Household Equivalence 

    None  NAS   

CPS Income       3.958  3.068    

Income Measure  Near Cash / Medical      3.491  2.833                                                                               

Expanded Income      3.569  2.882    

 

CPS = Current Population Survey.  NAS = National Academy of Sciences. Near Cash / Medical 

= CPS income + Food Stamps + Earned Income Tax Credit + an estimate of the fungible 

equivalent value of Medicare and Medicaid.  Expanded Income = Near Cash / Medical + an 

estimate of employer contributions to private health insurance.   

 

 

Table 3(b) 

The 50/10 Ratio for the United States, 2011-2013 

                 

Adjustment for Household Equivalence  
    None  NAS   

CPS Income       4.155  3.482   

Income Measure        Near Cash / Medical      3.884  3.250   

Expanded Income      4.044  3.368        

 

 

Table 3(c) 

Estimated Annual Percentage Growth Rate in the 50/10 Ratio for the United States, 

1979-2013 

       

Adjustment for Household Equivalence  
    None  NAS   

CPS Income       0.080  0.259       

Income Measure        Near Cash / Medical      0.267  0.251       

Expanded Income      0.314  0.305       

 

All estimates in Table 3(c) are statistically significant at the one-percent level, except for CPS 

Income with no adjustment for household equivalence, which is significant at the five-percent 

level. 
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Table 4(a) 
The 90/10 Ratio for CPS Income, with No Adjustment for Household Structure,  

Averaged from 1979-1981, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 
 

       90/10          90/10 

                  Ratio          Ratio 

Rank     Jurisdiction   1979-81   Rank    Jurisdiction        1979-81 

1   Dist. of Columbia 12.643  26 Alaska 8.876 

2   Louisiana 11.607  27 West Virginia 8.834 

3   Alabama 11.158  28 Florida 8.760 

4   Arkansas 10.503  29 Montana 8.730 

5   North Dakota 10.386  30 Ohio 8.674 

6   Mississippi 10.324  31 Iowa 8.658 

7   Texas 10.124  32 Washington 8.625 

8   Oklahoma 10.044  33 Colorado 8.506 

9   New Mexico 9.993  34 Arizona 8.471 

10   Kentucky 9.978  35 Pennsylvania 8.453 

11   Tennessee 9.894  36 Indiana 8.442 

12   South Carolina 9.877  37 Rhode Island 8.351 

13   New York 9.595  38 Maryland 8.289 

14   Georgia 9.501  39 Oregon 8.207 

15   California 9.344  40 Idaho 8.081 

16   Nebraska 9.293  41 Nevada 8.061 

17   South Dakota 9.285  42 Kansas 7.750 

18   North Carolina 9.220  43 Maine 7.727 

 

United States 9.192  44 Vermont 7.682 

19   Virginia 9.191  45 Minnesota 7.661 

20   Missouri 9.191  46 Connecticut 7.649 

21   Michigan 9.167  47 Hawaii 7.581 

22   New Jersey 9.001  48 Wisconsin 7.570 

23   Delaware 8.968  49 Utah 7.560 

24   Illinois 8.884  50 New Hampshire 7.537 

25   Massachusetts 8.879  51 Wyoming 7.407 
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                                                                Table 4(b)      
The 90/10 Ratio for CPS Income, with No Adjustment for Household Structure, 

Averaged from 2011-2013, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 

       

      90/10                    90/10 

      Ratio                               Ratio 

Rank  Jurisdiction             2011-13   Rank Jurisdiction  2011-13 

1 Dist. of Columbia 23.947  26 South Carolina 10.838 

2 New Mexico 14.524  27 Colorado 10.811 

3 New York 14.271  28 Alaska 10.763 

4 Massachusetts 14.080  29 Oklahoma 10.735 

5 Arizona 13.961  30 Arkansas 10.716 

6 Georgia 13.513  31 Indiana 10.566 

7 New Jersey 12.993  32 Washington 10.536 

8 California 12.991  33 Nevada 10.520 

9 Rhode Island 12.934  34 Ohio 10.501 

10 Louisiana 12.761  35 Kansas 10.296 

11 Connecticut 12.406  36 Oregon 10.226 

12 Virginia 12.375  37 Delaware 10.212 

 

United States 12.004  38 Kentucky 10.144 

13 Tennessee 11.857  39 Minnesota 10.135 

14 Mississippi 11.843  40 Maine 10.079 

15 Texas 11.826  41 Wyoming 9.984 

16 Alabama 11.707  42 New Hampshire 9.913 

17 Hawaii 11.687  43 North Dakota 9.856 

18 Pennsylvania 11.666  44 Wisconsin 9.815 

19 Michigan 11.606  45 Montana 9.736 

20 Illinois 11.540  46 South Dakota 9.408 

21 North Carolina 11.267  47 Nebraska 9.253 

22 West Virginia 11.265  48 Iowa 9.108 

23 Missouri 11.162  49 Vermont 9.057 

24 Maryland 11.125  50 Idaho 9.004 

25 Florida 10.964  51 Utah 8.271 
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                                                                     Table 4(c) 

Estimated Annual Percentage Rate of Growth of the 90/10 Ratio for CPS Income, 

With No Adjustment for Household Structure, 

From 1979 to 2013, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 

 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

 Annual    

Growth      

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

 Annual       

Growth 

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

1 Dist. of Columbia 1.824 ***  26 Colorado 0.574 *** 

2 Connecticut 1.465 ***  27 Ohio 0.560 *** 

3 Massachusetts 1.414 ***  28 Delaware 0.535 *** 

4 Arizona 1.304 ***  29 Wyoming 0.514 *** 

5 Rhode Island 1.225 ***  30 Minnesota 0.477 *** 

6 Hawaii 1.084 ***  31 Texas 0.474 *** 

7 New York 1.082 ***  32 Alaska 0.434 * 

8 California 1.057 ***  33 Michigan 0.413 *** 

9 New Jersey 1.014 ***  34 Missouri 0.404 ** 

10 New Hampshire 1.003 ***  35 Kentucky 0.384 ** 

11 Maryland 0.984 ***  36 Georgia 0.371 * 

12 Pennsylvania 0.943 ***  37 West Virginia 0.363 *** 

13 Maine 0.893 ***  38 Illinois 0.363 *** 

14 Virginia 0.870 ***  39 South Dakota 0.326 * 

15 Washington 0.841 ***  40 Nebraska 0.240 * 

16 New Mexico 0.803 ***  41 Idaho 0.235 * 

17 Florida 0.792 ***  42 Tennessee 0.216  

18 Vermont 0.714 ***  43 Montana 0.194 * 

 

United States 0.706 ***  44 Alabama 0.194  

19 North Carolina 0.695 ***  45 Utah 0.188  

20 Wisconsin 0.679 ***  46 Iowa 0.153  

21 Kansas 0.678 ***  47 North Dakota 0.136  

22 Nevada 0.675 ***  48 Oklahoma 0.098  

23 Oregon 0.670 ***  49 Louisiana 0.040  

24 Indiana 0.657 ***  50 Arkansas 0.003  

25 Mississippi 0.606 ***  51 South Carolina -0.071  

    

     
 

a Significance levels are indicated as: * = 10%; ** = 5%; *** = 1% 
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Table 5 

Estimated Annual Percentage Rate of Growth of the 90/10 Ratio for Expanded Income,  

With No Adjustment for Household Structure, 

From 1979 to 2013, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 
 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual 

Growth   

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual 

Growth 

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

1 Dist. of Columbia 1.974 ***  26 Colorado 0.625 *** 

2 Massachusetts 1.554 ***  27 Vermont 0.576 *** 

3 Connecticut 1.404 ***  28 Wyoming 0.543 *** 

4 Rhode Island 1.289 ***  29 West Virginia 0.532 *** 

5 Arizona 1.246 ***  30 Illinois 0.528 *** 

6 California 1.218 ***  31 Texas 0.503 *** 

7 New Jersey 1.142 ***  32 Delaware 0.501 *** 

8 New York 1.049 ***  33 Kentucky 0.485 *** 

9 Pennsylvania 1.021 ***  34 Minnesota 0.438 *** 

10 Florida 0.946 ***  35 Alaska 0.415 * 

11 Hawaii 0.943 ***  36 Michigan 0.401 *** 

12 New Mexico 0.904 ***  37 Georgia 0.389 * 

13 Maryland 0.884 ***  38 Missouri 0.371 ** 

14 Maine 0.878 ***  39 South Dakota 0.299  

15 Virginia 0.860 ***  40 Nebraska 0.295 * 

16 Washington 0.822 ***  41 Tennessee 0.255  

17 Ohio 0.796 ***  42 Alabama 0.247 * 

18 New Hampshire 0.794 ***  43 Louisiana 0.241  

 
United States 0.774 ***  44 Arkansas 0.222  

19 Indiana 0.765 ***  45 Montana 0.167  

20 Oregon 0.725 ***  46 South Carolina 0.149  

21 Mississippi 0.724 ***  47 Iowa 0.128  

22 North Carolina 0.710 ***  48 North Dakota 0.107  

23 Nevada 0.686 ***  49 Idaho 0.074  

24 Wisconsin 0.680 ***  50 Oklahoma 0.071  

25 Kansas 0.655 ***  51 Utah 0.001  
 

        

   

 

 

a Significance levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 
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Table 6 

Estimated Annual Percentage Rate of Growth of the 90/10 Ratio for CPS Income,  

With NAS Adjustment for Household Structure, 

From 1979 to 2013, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 
 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual 

Growth 

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual 

Growth

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

1 Dist. of Columbia 1.788 ***  26 Texas 0.701 *** 

2 Connecticut 1.691 ***  27 Virginia 0.696 *** 

3 Massachusetts 1.673 ***  28 Mississippi 0.609 *** 

4 Arizona 1.548 ***  29 Ohio 0.609 *** 

5 Rhode Island 1.546 ***  30 Kentucky 0.586 *** 

6 California 1.323 ***  31 Delaware 0.563 *** 

7 New Jersey 1.261 ***  32 Minnesota 0.509 *** 

8 New York 1.182 ***  33 Illinois 0.500 *** 

9 Colorado 1.067 ***  34 Missouri 0.479 *** 

10 Pennsylvania 1.027 ***  35 Utah 0.451 *** 

11 Nevada 0.972 ***  36 Idaho 0.447 *** 

12 New Hampshire 0.961 ***  37 Wyoming 0.404 *** 

13 Indiana 0.931 ***  38 Oklahoma 0.402 *** 

14 Maine 0.911 ***  39 Nebraska 0.401 *** 

15 Washington 0.903 ***  40 Tennessee 0.397 *** 

16 Florida 0.870 ***  41 South Carolina 0.376 *** 

17 Oregon 0.852 ***  42 Michigan 0.337 ** 

18 Hawaii 0.839 ***  43 West Virginia 0.326 * 

19 Maryland 0.818 ***  44 Arkansas 0.321  

 

United States 0.802 ***  45 Alabama 0.263  

20 Wisconsin 0.799 ***  46 Louisiana 0.217  

21 New Mexico 0.787 ***  47 North Dakota 0.183  

22 Vermont 0.787 ***  48 South Dakota 0.179  

23 Kansas 0.763 ***  49 Montana 0.130  

24 Georgia 0.750 ***  50 Iowa 0.039  

25 North Carolina 0.736 ***  51 Alaska -0.143  

    

     
 

  
a Significance levels are indicated as: * = 10%; ** = 5%; *** = 1% 
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Table 7                       

Estimated Annual Percentage Rate of Growth of the 90/10 Ratio for Expanded Income,  

With NAS Adjustment for Household Structure, 

From 1979 to 2013, for the 50 States and the District of Columbia 

 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual   

Growth   

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

 

 

Rank 

 

 

Jurisdiction 

Annual 

Growth 

Rate 

 

 

Significancea 

1 Dist. of Columbia 1.750 ***  26 Virginia 0.624 *** 

2 Massachusetts 1.450 ***  27 Ohio 0.525 *** 

3 Connecticut 1.434 ***  28 Texas 0.524 *** 

4 Rhode Island 1.315 ***  29 Vermont 0.440 *** 

5 California 1.277 ***  30 Illinois 0.440 *** 

6 Arizona 1.254 ***  31 West Virginia 0.435 *** 

7 New York 1.183 ***  32 Delaware 0.427 *** 

8 New Jersey 1.134 ***  33 Kentucky 0.413 *** 

9 Colorado 0.933 ***  34 Minnesota 0.362 *** 

10 Pennsylvania 0.901 ***  35 Michigan 0.340 *** 

11 New Mexico 0.763 ***  36 Arkansas 0.328 * 

12 Nevada 0.751 ***  37 Missouri 0.322 ** 

13 Oregon 0.749 ***  38 Tennessee 0.321 ** 

14 Washington 0.745 ***  39 Alabama 0.314 ** 

15 Florida 0.733 ***  40 South Carolina 0.303 ** 

16 Indiana 0.731 ***  41 Wyoming 0.287 * 

17 Wisconsin 0.721 ***  42 Louisiana 0.271  

18 New Hampshire 0.719 ***  43 Idaho 0.256 ** 

19 Maine 0.703 ***  44 Nebraska 0.248 *** 

20 Hawaii 0.699 ***  45 Oklahoma 0.242 * 

21 Maryland 0.695 ***  46 Utah 0.228  

 
United States 0.689 ***  47 North Dakota -0.010  

22 North Carolina 0.670 ***  48 South Dakota -0.058  

23 Mississippi 0.668 ***  49 Montana -0.062  

24 Kansas 0.661 ***  50 Iowa -0.143  

25 Georgia 0.652 ***  51 Alaska -0.149  
 
a Significance levels are indicated as: * = 10%; ** = 5%; *** = 1% 
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Table 8(a) 

Number of Jurisdictions Experiencing Statistically Significant  

Rates of Change in the 90/50 Ratio from 1979 to 2013 

       

                                   Adjustment for Household Equivalence  

                                  None                      NAS            

CPS Income                      51+, 0-                  48+, 0-                                   

 

Income Measure Near Cash / Medical                       45+, 0-                  37+, 1-           

 

Expanded Income                         47+, 0-                  37+, 1-           

 

NOTE:  “+” indicates the number of jurisdictions with an increase in the 90/50 Ratio that is 

statistically significant at the 10-percent level; “-” indicates the number of jurisdictions with a 

decrease in the 90/50 Ratio that is statistically significant at the 10-percent level.  

 

 

 

 

Table 8(b) 

Number of Jurisdictions Experiencing Statistically Significant  

Rates of Change in the 50/10 Ratio from 1979 to 2013 

       

                                   Adjustment for Household Equivalence  

                                  None                     NAS            

CPS Income                    16+, 10-                26+, 0 -                                

  

Income Measure Near Cash / Medical                  20+,  2-                 28+, 1-          

 

Expanded Income                               26+,  1-                 32+, 0-         

 

NOTE:  “+” indicates the number of jurisdictions with an increase in the 50/10 Ratio that is 

statistically significant at the 10-percent level; “-” indicates the number of jurisdictions with a 

decrease in the 50/10 Ratio that is statistically significant at the 10-percent level.  

 
 

 


