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which we peg the concept of “too little,” the
measure  of ‘income used should reflect at least
roughly an equivalent level of living for individ-
uals and families of different size and composition.

In such terms, it is the purpose of this paper

to sketch a profile of poverty based on a particu-
lar income standard that makes allowance for the
different needs of families with varying numbers

of adults and children to support. It recognizes,

too, that a family on a farm normally is able to
manage on somewhat less cash income than a
family living in a city. As an example, a family

of father, mother, two young children, and no

other relatives is assumed on the average to need
a minimum of $1,860 today if living on a farm
and $3,100 elsewhere. It should go without say-
ing that, although such cutoff points have their
place when the economic well-being of the popu-

- lation at large is being assessed, they do not neces-

 for an adequate diet at minimum co

sarily apply with equal validity to each 1nd1v1dual

family in its own specml setting.

The standard itself is admi
but not unreasonable. Tt is ba
the amount of income remmnmg aft

Under the
criteria adopted, it is estimated that in 1963 a
total of 7.2 million families and 5 million indi-
viduals living alone or with nonrelatives (exclud-
ing persons in institutions) lacked the where-
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level.
Literally, for the 3414 million persons involved—
15 million of them children under age 18 and 5
million persons aged 65 or older—everyday living
implied choosing between an adequate diet of the
most economical sort and some other necessity be-
cause there was not money enough to have both.

There are others in need not included in this

~count. Were one to add in the hidden poor, the

1.7 million elderly and the 1.1 million members
of subfamilies—including = 600,000 children—
whose own income does not permit independent
living at a minimum standard but who escape
poverty by living in a household with relatives
whose combined income is adequate for all, the
number of poor rises to nearly 37.5 million
persons. '

The aggregate income available to the 7.2 mil-

lion families and 5 million individuals in 1963

was only 60 percent as much as they needed, or

- about $1115 billion less than their estimated mini-

mum requirements.

allowance

THE POVERTY PROFILE

From data reported to the Bureau of the
Census in March 1964, it can be inferred that 1 in
7 of all families of two or more and almost half
of all persons living alone or with nonrelatives
had incomes too low in 1963 to enable them to eat
even the minimal diet that could be expected to
provide adequate nutrition and still have enough
left over to pay for all other living essentials.
Such a judgment is predicated on the assumption
that, at current prices and current standards, an
average family of four can achieve an adequate
diet on about 70 cents a day per person for all’
food and an additional $1.40 for all other items—
from housing and medical care to clothing and
carfare.! For those dependent on a regular pay
check such a budget would mean, for the family
of four, total family earnings of $60 a week.

By almost any realistic definition, individuals
and families with such income—who include more

_ than a fifth of all our children—must be counted

among our undoubted poor. A somewhat less con-
servative but by no means generous standard,

‘calling for about 90 cents a day for food per per-

son and a total weekly income of $77, would add 8.8
million adults and 6.8 million children to the ros-
ter. There is thus a total of 50 million persons—
of whom 22 million are young children-—who-live
within the bleak circle of poverty or at least hover
around its edge. In these terms, though progress
has been made, there are still from a fifth to a
fourth of our citizens whose situation reminds us
that all is not yet well in America:

Who are these people who tug at the national
conscience? Are they all social casualties, visited
by personal misfortune, like the woman left alone
to raise a family ¢ Are they persons who find little
opportunity to earn their living, like the aged and
the unemployed? Or are they perhaps mainly
Negroes and members of other minority groups,
living out the destiny of their years of discrimi-
nation? These groups, to be sure, are among the
poorest of the poor, but they are not alone.

The population groups most vulnerable to the
risk of inadequate income have long been identi-

1 Estimates are based on a per capita average for all
4-person nonfarm families.  Costs will average: slightly
more in small households and less in larger ones, A
member. of ‘a-2:person family, for example, would need
74 cents a day for food and $2 a day for other items.
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fied and of late much publicized, but they make
up only a small part of all the Nation's poor.

Families headed by a woman are subject to a
risk of poverty three times that of units headed -

by a man, but they represent only a fourth of all
persons in families classed as poor. Indeed, al-
most three-fourths of the poor families have a
- “man as the head.

Children growing up without a father must get

along on less than they need far more often than

children living with both parents. In fact, two-
thirds of them are in families with inadequate
income. But two-thirds of all the children in the
families called poor do live in a home with a man
at the head.

Many of our aged have inadequate incomes, but
almost four-fifths of the poor families have some-
one under age 65 at the head. Even among persons
who live alone, as do so many aged women, nearly
half of all individuals classified as poor have not
yet reached old age.

Nonwhite families suffer a poverty risk three
times as great as white families do, but 7 out of
10 poor families are white.

And finally, in our work-oriented society, those
who cannot or do not work must expect to be
poorer than those who do. Yet more than half of
all poor families report that the head currently
has a job. Moreover, half of these employed
family heads, representing almost 30 percent of
all the families called poor, have been holding
down a full-time job for a whole year. In fact,
of the 7.2 million poor families in 1963, 1 in every
6 (1.3 million) 1s the family of a white male
worker who worked full time throughout the
year. Yet this is the kind of family that in our
present society has the best chance of escaping
poverty.

All told, of the 15 million children under age 18
counted as poor, about 534 million were in the
family of a man or woman who had a full-time
job all during 1963,

DEFINING THE POVERTY LINE

Poverty has many facets, not all reducible to
money. Even in such terms alone, it will not be
possible to obtain unanimous consent to a list of
goods and services that make up the sine qua non
and the dollars it takes to buy them. The dif-

ficulty is compounded in a country such as ours,
which has long since passed the stage of struggle
for sheer survival.

In many parts of the world, the overriding
concern for a majority of the populace every day
is still “Can I live?” For the United States as a
society, it is no longer whether but how. Although
by the levels of living prevailing elsewhere, some

of the poor in this country might be well-to-do,

no one here today would settle for mere subsist-
ence as the just due for himself or his neighbor,
and even the poorest may claim more than bread.
Yet as yesterday’s luxuries become tomorrow’s

“necessities, who can define for today how much is

enough? And in a society that equates economic
well-being with earnings, what is the floor for
those -whose earning capacity is limited or absent
altogether, as it is for aged persons and children ?

Available Standards for Food Adequacy

Despite the Nation’s technological and social
advance, or perhaps because of it, there is no gen-
erally accepted standard of adequacy for essen-
tials of living except food. Even for food, social
conscience and custom dictate that there be not
only sufficient quantity but sufficient variety to
meet recommended nutritional goals and conform
to customary eating patterns. Calories alone will
not be enough.

Food plans prepared by the Department of
Agriculture have for more than 30 years served
as a guide for estimating costs of food needed by
families of different composition. The plans rep-
resent a translation of the criteria of nutritional
adequacy set forth by the National Research
Council into quantities and types of food com-
patible with the preference of United States
families, as revealed in food consumption studies.
Plans are developed at varying levels of cost to
suit the needs of families with different amounts
to spend. All the plans, if strictly followed, can
provide an acceptable and adequate diet, but—
generally speaking—the lower the level of cost,
the more restricted the kinds and qualities of food
must be and the more the skill in marketing and
food preparation that is required.?

2 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Family Food
Plans and Food- Costs, Home Economic¢s Research Re-
port. No. 20, November 1962,
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Each plan specifies the required weekly quan-
tities of foods in particular food groups for.indi-
viduals of varying age and sex. The Department
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States
average prices based on the assumptmn that all
meals arc prepared at home from foods purehased
at retail. Because no al e is made for using
any food from the home farm or garden, the cost.
estimates are not applicable to farm families with-
out some ad]ustment, although the quantities
presumably could be. =

The low-cost plan, adapted a'the food patterns
of families in the lowest third of the income.
range, has for many years been used by welfare
agencies as a basis for food allotments for needy
families and others who wished to keep food costs
down. Often, how ever, the actual food allowance
for families receiving pubhc assistance was Jess
than that in the low-cost p an. Although spend-
ing as much as this food plan recommends by no
means guarantees that diets will be adequate,

~families spending less are more likely to have

diets falling below the recommended allowances
for some important nutrients,

Recently the Department of Agmculture began
to issue an “economy” food plan, costing only
75-80 percent as much as the basic low-cost plan,
for “temporary or emergency use when funds are
low.” In January 1964, this plan suggested foods
costing $4.60 a week per person, an average of
only 22 cents a meal per person in a 4-person
family.* For some family members, such as men
and teen-age boys, the cost was higher; for others
—young children and women, for example—-—it
was less.

The food plan as such mcludeﬂ no additional
allowance for meals eaten out or other food eaten

3. With recommended adjuistments for family size; small -

families are allowed somewhat more-and larger families
somewhat less, and for all familles the actual amounts
of ‘food suggested will vary with the sex and age of the
members. ‘Even-in a 4-person family, the per capita cost
will . vary slightly from the figure cited, depending upon
whether ‘it -includes teen-agers with high food require-
ments or 8. younger child or an aged member with food
needs less than average. ~

Recent revisions in suggeated iood auantities to allow
for changes in the Recommended Dietary Allowances re-
sult in almost no change in the costs of the plans on

' the average. Foods for men of all ages and girls aged

0-12 cost slightly less than before, and foods for women
under:age O cost slightly more, (8ee Family Economics
Revieww (U8, Department of Agrieuttuze), October
1964.)

_of different types. An additional set of poverty

_to define the family size and composition prot

away from home. Meals eaten by family members.

at school or on the job, whether purchased or
carried from home, must still come out of th
same household food allowance.

The food costs for individuals accordmg to this
economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were used
as the point of departure for determining the
minimum total income requirement for familie

income points was computed, using the low-cost
plan with its average per capita weekly cost o
$5.90.

Choosing Representative Family Types

Moving from the cost of food for a family to
the total income required entailed three basic
steps. First, since the food plans show estimated
costs sepamtely for individuals in 19 age-sex
classes, and since it is suggested that these be
further adjusted for family size, it was necessary

types for which food costs would be computed
It was then necessary to decide how much addi-
tional income to allow for items other than food,
and finally how to relate the cash needs of farm
families to those of their comparable nonfarm
cousins. 5

In view of the special interest in the economic
status of families with children, and because logi
suggests that income requirements are related to
the number in the family, estimates were made
separately for nonfarm families varying in size
from two members to seven or more, further cla:
sified by sex of head and number of related chi
dren under age 18. To allow for the special inter-
est in the aged, the majority of whom live alon
or in couples, 2-person families were further clas-
sified by age of head as those under age 65 or aged
65 and older, for a total of 58 nonfarm family
types. Four additional income cutoffs for male
and female unrelated individuals—classified '1%;‘1
under age 65 or aged 65 or older—were derived
from the standards for 2-person families, With
the matching set of economy level incomes fo
farm residents and, finally, the replication of the
entire matrix at the low:cost level, a total of 248
separate income points was derived by whlch
families could be classified.

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex compos
tion grouping could be assumed for each of t

~ Yy
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separate family types, but even with this restric-
tion there was still much left to decide. There
was no existing cross-tabulation showing family

size by number of minor children, let alone by °

their age. And correspondingly little information
was available on the age and sex of adults other
than the family head and spouse. The Decennial

Census of 1960 does include distributions of fami-
lies with specified numbers of own children, by

ages of youngest and oldest child:* For families
with more than two children, ages were arbi-
trarily assigned to the intermediate children,
and corresponding food costs for all of them com-
puted from the food plan. Families with a given
number of children, who in the original table
were arrayed in order of age of youngest child by
age of oldest child, were then rearrayed in order
of ascending cost of food for all their children.

The age constellation chosen for the budget

prototype of families with s sPemﬁed number of

children marked the two-thirds point in the dis-
tribution of families arrayed by the estimated
total food cost for the children. Because food re-

quirements for children increase rapidly with ad-
vancing age and the food plan cost is already
critically low, this protection was deemed neces-
sary to ensure adequate allowance for growing
youngsters. Children tended to be older in fami-
lies with a female head than in families with a
male head, and the larger the family the younger
the average age of the children. The average
costs as computed therefore vary accordingly.

For example, the per capita weekly food cost
for all family members combined, after adjust-
ment for family size, was $6.00 per person for a
2-person family consisting of a man and a child;
it was $4.30 for a 6-person family of a mother and
five children.

Since no data were avalls,ble to indicate the
age and sex of persons in the family other than
the head and spouse and own children under age
18, arbitrary assumptions were made. Related
children were considered the same as own children

for computing food costs, but an additional esti-
mating procedure was devised for other adults.

The Decennial Census age and sex distributions
of all persons in families classified by number of
children were used to derive a composite that
would be representative of adult relatives other

* Buredu of the Census, U.8. G‘en.éua of - Population:
1960—Families, Final Report, PC(2)-4A,; 1963,

the husband-wife families were sons or daughters
_aged 18-24; only a fifth of the adults in the
 families with a female head were sons or daugh-

lating tham mt:o total income reqmrementa st o

than the head o wife, and the most suitable indi-
vidual food costs from the plan were welghted

~ together accordingly.®

Generally speakmg, in families with both .

. husband and wxfe present, the “other” adults
. tended

younger thm femaie heads of fa.mlhes of they mmegf{?{ .
size, and the “extra” adults were also younger.ﬂf
Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in

ters in this age group. -
‘The family still headed by a husband and wife,
if it shares the home, is more likely to have a
married child and his or her family living with
them. The female head is more likely to be shar-
ing the home. with an older person——posszbly a
parent—or a subfamily consisting of a daughter
and her chlldren but no husband. To some extent
the data may reflect the fact that a man in the
house tends to be designated as the head regard-
less of age or relationship, but in a mother-

as the head, what;her in fact it is she who is hvmg .
w1th the &aughter or the other way around.

The data on family composition are summarized
in tables A and B (Lettered tables on pages 27—- _
29,)

lncomw !xpcmﬁlm Rslm‘iomﬁip‘ ‘
The food costs camputed the task of tmns-

remauwd

 uals as for nations that the propettmn of income

alloc&ted to the “necessarzes,” and m partz

Ime standands for tamiues
ther adults, the first sdult in
to the heaa was cnnsidered A wﬁe .

s
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nomic pressure because of the assumed economy
of scale. Yet, on the whole, larger families are
less likely to have diets that satisfy the recom-

“mended allowances in essential nutrients. The

dearth of data on expenditures of families classi-
fied by both size and income has made it difficult
to assay the situation, and the fact that as families
increase in size the age and sex distribution of the
members changes too further obscures the picture.

In its 1955 study of household food consump-
tion, the Department of Agriculture found that
the diets of almost a fourth of the 2-person house-
holds but about half of the households with six
or more members had less than the recommended
amounts of calcium—a nutrient found mainly in
milk products. Similarly, large households were
twice as likely as small households to have diets
lacking in ascorbic acid and two and a half times
as likely to have diets short in protein. The latter
situation is particularly striking because, though
lack of protein is far less common in this country
than deficiency in other nutrients, it is more
telling: Diets too low in protein are more likely
than other diets to have deficiencies in other essen-
tial nutrients also.”

It thus appears that what passes for “economy
of scale” in the large family may in part reflect
a lowering of dietary standards enforced by in-
sufficient funds. Support for this thesis may be
gained from the fact, illustrated later in this
report, that families with large numbers of chil-
dren do indeed have lower incomes than smaller
families. Moreover, analysis of recent consump-

- tion data suggests that large families, given the

opportunity, prefer to devote no larger a share of
their income to food than do smaller families with
the same per capita income,

The Agriculture Department evaluated family
food consumption and dietary adequacy in a 1955
survey week and reported for all families of two
or more—farm and nonfarm—an expenditure for
food approximating one-third of money income
after taxes® Two-person nonfarm families used

7 U.8. Department of Agriculture, Household Food. Con-
sumption Survey, 1955, Dietary Evaluation of Food Used
in Housecholds in the United  States, Report No. 16, No-

~¥vember 1961, and Food Qonsumption and Dietary Levels

of Houscholds of Different Size, United States, by Region,
Report No. 17, January 1963,

8 See U.8. Department of Agriculture;, Food Consump-
tion: and - Dictary Levels. of  Households in the United
States (ARS626), August 1957,

about 27 percent of their income for food, and
families with three or more persons about 35 per-
cent. A later study made in 1960-61 by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics found for urban families that
nearly a fourth of the family’s income. - (after

_taxes) went for food. There is less variation by

size of family than might have been anticipated,
ranging between 22 percent and 28 percent, as

.the following figures indicate:

USDA 1955, nonfarm ! | -BLS8 1960-61, urban

Family size Average | Percent | Average | -Petcent

per capita | spent for | per capita. | spent for

income food income food
3) @ $2 967 23
$1,328 33 22
2,036 2 750 22
1,603 31 2,302 22
1,299 35 1,854 24
1,8367 28 1,512 26
7

- o IR T 2%

¥ Derived from U.8. Department of Agriculture, Food  Consumption
Survey, 1955, Report No. 1, December 1956,
2 Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Ezpmdtturea and
Income, Supplement 3, Part A, to BLS Report No, 237-38, July
¥ Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirement for Lhis study, the
single individualsincluded are not representative of all persons living alone.

The data suggest that the declining income
per person in the larger families may have been
responsible for the different rate of spending as
well as possibly more efficient utilization of food.
Indeed, on more critical examination of the com-
plete income-size distributions, it would appear
that, given the same per capita income, the spend-
ing patterns appear to converge considerably
(tables C and D). Urban families in 1960-61, for
example, spending on the average approximately
every third of their available dollars for food,
are estimated to have had incomes of approxi-
mately $1,000 per person when there were two in
the family, $900 when there were three, $910
when there were four, $915 for five, and $800 for
six or more.

Some of the difference in the results of the two
studies cited may be attributed to differences in
methodology. The questions employed by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics to obtain the data on
annual food outlays usually have yielded lower
average expenditures than the more detailed item-
by-item checklist of foods used in a week that
sérves as a questionnaire for the Agriculture
Department. Moreover, since the Department
studies are limited to families who have 10 or
more meals at home during the survey week, they

#
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1get that for herself, a husband,
mlg children—an average family—
to about 70 cents a day per person.
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uals no tax would be reqmred By  some evadence that families with very

particularly Jarge families, cut their
below the economy plan level—a level
y nmutritionally good diet, though pos-
_to achieve. Indeed, a study of bene-
ld-age, survivors, and disability in-
ed to 1- or 2-person families—
hat only about 10 percent of those spend-
 than the low-oost plan (prmed about a

t, u; is hamﬂ, i reﬂnement :
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H Lamaie ami Margaret 5 Stotz, “The In-:'
City Warker’s Family 'Budget,” Mmthiy La&ar
Re uzw, Auguse 1960.

$4,880 to $5,870, not including taxes,

prepare nutritious, palatable
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third higher than the economy plan) had meals
furnishing the full recommended amounts of es-

sential nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had -
. lies receiving some food and housing without

even as much as two-thirds the amounts recom-

mended. Only when food expenditures were as
high as those in the low-cost plan, or better, did

90 percent of the diets include two-thirds of the

recommended allowance of the nutrients, and 60{ ,
percent meet them in full?* Few housewives with

greater resources—income and other—than most
poor families have at their disposal could do
better. Many might not do as well.

VARYING THE REFERENCE POINT

Much of the recent discussion of the poor has
centered about an ad hoc definition adopted in
1963. Under this definition a family of two per-
sons or more with income of less than $3,000 and
one person alone with less than $1,500 were con-
sidered poor. At the time, a more refined poverty
income test was believed to be desirable. The hope

was expressed that, although the statistical mag-

nitude of the problem would undoubtedly be
altered by a different measure, “the analysis of
the sources of poverty, and of the programs
needed to cope with:it, would: remain. substan-
tially unchanged.”* Since programs are selected
on other than purely statistical considerations,
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But
at least the relative importance of various phases
of the poverty question does depend on the
criterion used.

The present analysis pivots about a standard
of roughly $3,130 for a family of four persons
(all types combined) and $1,540 for an unrelated
individual-—a level in itself not materially dif-
ferent from the earlier one. The standard assumes
in addition that families with fewer than four
persons will, on the average, require less and that
larger families will need more, despite the fact
that in actuality they do not always have incomes
to correspond. The resulting count of the poor
therefore includes fewer small families and more
large ones, many of them with children. More-

15 U.8. Department of ‘Agriculture, Food. Consumption
and Dictary Levcls of -Older  Houscholds in Rochester,
New York, by C. LeBovit and D, A, Baker (Home Ec¢o-
nomics  Research Report No. 25}, 1964.

16 Council of Economic Advisors; Annual Report 1964,
chapter 2.

over, the preceding standard treats farm and
nonfarm families alike, but the one discussed
here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami-

direct out]ay, as part of a farming operation.
Accordmgly, farm  families, despite their low
cash mcome, have a somewhat smaller repre-
sentation in the current count of the poor for
1963 than in the earlier statistic.

- The gross number of the population counted
as poor will reflect, in the main, the level of living
used as the basis. In this respect the old definition
and the present one are much alike: Twenty-eight
and one-half million persons in families would be
called poor today because their families have in-
come less than $3,000; 2934 million persons in
families would be poor because their family in-
come is considered too low in relation to the
number it must support. What is more telling,
however, is the composition of the groups se-
lected, for in considerable measure they are not
the same.

To the extent that families differing in com-
position tend also to differ in income, the power
of the poverty line to approximate an equivalent
measure of need determines how accurately the
selected group reflects the economic well-being of
families of different composition. It may be that
the consistency of the measure of economic well-
being applied to different types of families is
even more important than the level itself.

TasLE 1.—Persons in poverty status in 1963, by alternative
definitions

{In millions]

i Total U.8.

Type of unit Al | B? | C3 | D¢ population
33.4 | 34,01 34.5 | 34.6 187.2
4,9 6.4 5.1 3.2 12.6
28,5 1 27.6 | 20.3 | 31.4 114.6
4.9(54.0; 49| 4.9 11. 2

21 1.4 .2 .1

4.7 | 2.6 47} 4.8 10. 8
28.5 ' 30,0.] 20.6:1 20.7 176.0
4.7 5.0 4.9} 3.1 12.2
23.8 1 25.0 | 24.6 | 26.6 163.8
10.8 - 15.7 | 14.1 | 150 68.8
1.8 2.4 2.1 1.6 4.8
9.0 1113.3 ] 12.0 [ 13,5 64.0

1. Under $3,000 for family; under $1,500 for unrelated individuals (inteérim
measure used by Council of Economlc Advisers).
Level below which no income tax is required, beginning in 1963.
81,500 for first person plus $500 for each additional person, up to $4,500.

3 See testimony by Walter. Heller on the Economic Opportunity Aet, mem

Before the Subcommitles on the Var on Poserty Program of the Committee on
Education and Labor, Houae of Representatives, Eighty-eighth Congress, Second
Session, Part 1, page

{ Economy level of the Foverty index developed by the Social Security
Admmistratmn, by family size and farm:nonfarm residence, Centering
around $3,100 for 4 persons.

s Estimated; income-tax cutofl is $900; Cenisus 1963 incoime data available
only fof total léss than $1,000; this ﬁgure has been broken into.less than
$500 and $500-099 on basis of 1962 proportions.
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- Though one may question the merits of a food-
income relationship alone as a poverty index, it

TABLE 2.——Incidence of poverty by two measures: Families
- with 1063 intemes below $3;000. and: below the -economy
level of the ¢ SSA poverty index, by specified characteristics

[Numbeis in miliions]
Poor--
i with 2 Poor-~with
incomes. incomes below
Totall . -under sconomy level 2
Ny ; Lojram-p 83,0000
Characteristic | ber |
g s L fame Feril ; Percent-
iHeg oo Ters Per- "
1Hes e cent INum:f-cent Fa u‘%ﬁn
; ber-ioof 4 ber| ol |y Poor
total | total 1 eamitiey
B 18 e 15 100
B4 il 10
Bl mhasf 1 %0
. 8L E2 I 72
ol 480 2.0 42 28
2.0 8 30 i 26 10
80,6, 381 12| 4.0 13 54
; LA 8 R T 13 14
88 and over.. 6.7 arl 4 150 n 22
aetis’:miw E s e
[usband-wi 41,3 1 6.2 13:)- 5.0 12 70
Witeinpaid labor. mm..‘.q 134410 T R 13
- Wilenot § psi&iaﬁorferee. 20,9 5.2 18f 41115 57
1.2 B i2 17 3
4.9 2.8 411 2.0 40 27
15:8] 4.6 301 2.5 18 34
1981 18 184 1.0 1 14
A LD 184 °1.0 10 14
83 A ik ) 14 13
3.3 4 Y] 8 iy 9
3.3 8 18412 35 18
I8 LT 25724 13
8.71 L4 16 1.-1.1 12 15
86 1.0 11 1.0 11 13
5.5 21 14 |- 1.0 17 14
200 15 8 23 9
1.4 & 18 <8 36 7
Y, 2:0.04,8 36 8 44 8
3.70.2.8 6.1 2.6 53 2V
20,8189 19 3.3 16 48
P18 ) L8 1015 9 21
2 1 8.8 3 ] 4 7 6
: ,gEmployment status and-oe- |
- = -capation-of head:
C T Notin Jabor foree il uLuians 8.8 4.3 49 - 4.0 34 42
r ,vnﬁmplayed‘-., O 5 .4 28 4 28 6
; CEmployed oL louiiie il 2141 1087 10 52
i1 v Professional, tectmieal aad
~kindred workers. ... i.i:s 1 1 3 1 3 2
. Farmers and farm managers | 1.8 9 48 5 29 B
: < ‘Minnggers, . officials, and
: roprietors (exeept- farm). | 6.0 4 [ 3 5 4
Ci ericak sa.bes and kindred
.................. 4.9 2 6 2 4 3
Crmsmen, operatives, and
kinired workers:. .o.l.in 14510 1.3 8§19 1.2 L 17
-Service workeny: including
.. private household ... i o 3.0 7 23 ] 20 8
= Lahorers. (extept mine). .| 2.3 7 33 7 30 10
"'lek M;e)q:'erlerwe of -head _in
rked In 1068, .. ..l 40.7 1 6.1 131 4.6 11 64
kaedattuﬁ»tfme jobs-.- 37.0[ 881 10/ 3.6/ 10 50
50-52 Wi L0307 21 71 2.0 7 28
Wexk&d at part—ume jobs. [ =2:8:1::1.4 40 |"1.0/[ 38 14
Diduot workinl ......... BT 8T 51 2.6 38 36

Prepaxed by the Bnreau of the Census from- P-60, No, 43, Income of
Families and. Persons in the U.S., 1967,

2 Derived from special aabulstmns by the -Bureau of the Census for ‘the
Hocial Beeurity Administration.. For definition of poverty criteria, see text,
. ¥includes approximately. 900,000 family hieads in the Armed Forces, of
_about 106,000 have inwxm under $3,000

Adata,: am:ludizag data: for year-round, ‘full-time
civilian Warkers

workers; lirajted to

18, The mechﬁcatzon of thls scale to aiie $,

probably does serve as an interim guide to equiva-
lent levels of living among families in different
situations. Additional variables could improve it,
as, for example, allowance for geegraph:c vari-

ables of community size and region, and indeed
further study of the income-consumption pat: .
terns themselves. Even as it stands, however, this
index is undoubtedly a better leveler th‘an» 8
single income apphed across the board. o
- As a comparison of four different measnres of
poverty illustrates (table 1), the flat sum of

$3,000 for a family and $1,500 for an individual
would indicate that 33.4 million persons were li
ing in poverty in 1963. One in 7 of them w
be a farm resident, and 1 in 3 a child under age

more than 40, but the ratioof 1'in Tona farm
remains unchangxed. Under the economy plan
definition, the most complex and diﬁ‘e'renﬁgted of
TasLE 3,—Incidence of poverty by two measures: . Unrelate
individuals with 1963 incomes below $1.500 and below the

economy level of the SSA poverty mdex by spee:ﬁed
charaeteristics

[Numbers in millions]
Poor—with | S
incomes. | Poor-—with incomes
under . ‘| below economy level 3. -
$1,500.1 T
Total T
Charatteristic 1 g;x Pawgliust-
Per- 4 Per- oan -
Nim-| cent [Num-] cent ;, allutpiggr
ber. | wof - ber ool o fanted
total total ndl-
viduals
Al unrelated individuals.. . 11.2°1 4.9 441 4.9 44 100
Residence: :
Nonfarm. Lol il 10.8°)° 4.7 43 4.7 44 S
Al 2| el 2l 40 8
g7 ] 4] e1] 4 83
18 .8 56 8 58 17
1.0 o8 47 .5 48 10
5831 1.8 3 1.9 56 a8 -
4.3:2.6 22,5 5 52«
481 1.4 38| La) - 8 0
6:9:0 351 {35 0 70
7000 1.8 26 11,828 37
4.2 %1 75.1..8.1 . 83
963, 8.7] 1.8 26 1.8 %7 a8
Worked st full-time jobs..2} 5.6 |- 1.1 1 20} 1.2 21 P8
Worked st pariime ot 3| 7| ®| Bl os| B3
orked a L 3 » i 3 « B E ;
Did not work in 1983......0:- 4.51:8.1 72189 1 B0 64

! Prepared by Bureau of the Census from P-60, No. 43, Income: of Famﬂm
and Persong inthe U.S., 1963, :
2 Derived frons s&)ecml tabulations by the Bureau of the Census’ for the -
Soctial Becurity -Administration::. For definition-of - poverty .criteria, see.
tex b
s All “work:experfence data, inetuding data fot year-round, Iuﬂ ﬁme
workers, limited to civillan work i
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the standards compared, there are 34.6 million
almost the same number as under the $500
per person modification of the single $3,000 stand-
ard—but the number of poor children, who now
represent 43 percent of the population living in
poverty, is 1 million greater. As would be ex-
pected, the proportion of the poor who live on
farms is considerably lower, or only 11n 11.

Of particular significance is the incidence of
poverty among different kinds of families. The
uniform $3,000 test, which designated 9.3 million
families as poor in 1962, by 1963 counted 8.8
million, or about 1 out of 5. By contrast, in 1963
the economy plan standard would tag .only 1 in 7
families as poor, or 7.2 million all told. Although
half the families poor by the $3,000 income test
include no more than two members, 2-person units
represent only a third of the families poor accord-
ing to the economy level definition. In corre-
sponding fashion, only 1 in 8 of the families with
less than $3,000 had four or more children, but,
among those poor according to the economy level
every fourth family had at least four children.
Families with an aged head represented more
than a third of all the families with less than
$3,000 but only a fifth of those with incomes be-
low the economy plan standard (table 2).

Clearly a profile of the poor that includes large
numbers of farm families and aged couples may
raise  different questions and evoke different
answers than when the group is characterized by
relatively more young nonfarm families—many
of them with several children. Nonwhite families,
generally larger than white families, account for
about 2 million of the poor units by either defini-

TapLE 4.—Income deficit of families and unrelated individuals
below the economy level of the SSA poverty index, 1963 !

Dollar deficit Percentage
(in billions) distribution
Type of unit
Male |Female Male |Female
Total | 1ioad | head | TO%! | head | head
Total..._ ... $11.5 | 8$6.4 1 $5.1 1 100.0 | 56.1 43.9
Unrelated individuals__..__._ 3.1 1.0 2.1 27.2 8.5 18.7
Families - with 2 or more

members..........__..__. 8.4 5.4 3.0 | 728 47.6 25.2
1.8 1.4 4 151 12.4 2.7
6.6 4.0 2.6 571.7 | 35.2 22.5
1.0 6 .4 8.5 4.9 3.6
1.0 .6 .4 8.9 5.2 3.7
1.3 T .6 11,7 6.2 5.5
1.0 .6 -4 9.1 5.8 3.3
1.0 N3 .3 8.5 5.6 2.9
1.3 .9 .4 11.0 7.5 3.5

! For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

TasLe 5.—Income and family size: Median money income
of nonfarm families, 1963, by number of members, number
of children, and sex of head

Number of related children under age'18
Number of

larn{)ly Total e
mermbers . or
3 None 1 2 3 4 5 méré:
Male head
Total..._. $6,745) $6,045, $6, 960 $7,290, $7,095 37,0801 $6;500] $5,765 -
[0) SRS RORES SO
) 7,0000 ) bl b e di il
8,680, QMRS sfoie
) 9,860 3651 6,868 () Lol e
) *) 1) zm 779{ 8,430 = 6,580

Female head

& Not:shown fot fewer than 100,000 families,
2 Base between 100,000 and 200, 000.

(}) 12 e

$2,940; $2,1601 $2,260/281,060/782,230

tion. Because the total number of families counted -
among the poor by the economy standard is

smaller, however, the nonwhite families make up‘

a larger part of them. ,
Because the measure of poverty for nonfa.rm

unrelated individuals is almost thé same under

the economy level definition as under the earlier
one—and 1-person households seldom live on a

farm—characteristies of the 4.9 million unrelated

persons now labeled poor are almost the same as
those thus identified earlier (table 3).

THE INCOME DEFICIT

Before elaborating further on who is poor and
who is not, it may be well to assess the magnitude
of the poverty complex in dollar terms. Just how
much less than the aggregate estimated need is
the actual income of the poor? Does it fall short
by much or by little?

In the very rough terms that the selected in-
come standard permits, it can be estimated that
the 34.6 million persons identified as poor needed
an aggregate money income of $28.8 billion in
1963 to cover their basic requirements. Their cur-
rent income actually totaled about $17.3 billion,
or only 60 percent of their estimated needs. Some
of the deficit could have been—and no doubt

was—offset by use of savings. By and large, how-
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ever, it has been well documented that the low-
ineonie persons who could benefit:most from such
additions to their meager resources are least likely
to have the advantage of them. And it is not
usually the poor who have the rich relatives,
Ungquestionably the income of the poor included
the $4.7 billion paid under public assistance pro-
grams- from Federal, State, and local funds
during 1963. In December of that year such
payments were going to a total of 734 million
recipients. Not all persons who are poor receive

‘assistance, but all persons receiving assistance are

unquestionably poor. It cannot be said for sure

how many of the poor were benefiting from other -

publi¢ income-support programs such as old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance; unemploy-
ment insurance, veterans’ payments, and the like.

Of the total deficit, about $5 billion represented

TasLe 6 —Persons in poverty in 1963 Total number of
persons in ‘units with income below the ‘¢conomy level of
the ‘853A poverty index, by sex of head and farm-nonfarm
residence 1

[In millions)

Sex of head Residence
Type of unit Total X
. Non-
Male {Female, Farm tarm
Number of persons
Total ool ool il 34.8 § 23.5 ) 1.1 { 3.2 \ 31.4
Unrelated individuals 4.9 k.4 3.5 1 4.8
Tnder.age 65..... 2.4 .8 1.4 .1 2.3
Aged 65 or over... 25 5 2.1 3 2.5
Persons in families. il oo ulaoiin 20:7 {-22.1 7.6 8.1 26.6
With no children: ... 5.3 4.4 9 .6 4.7
Withchildren ... __._ 24:4 | 177 8.7 2.5 21.9
Adultsi.o oo Ll 9.4 7.3 2.1 1.0 8.4
Children under age 18 15.0 1 10:4 4.6 1.5 13.5
Head year-round; full:time worker®.| < ~5.7 5.2 O] 3]
Ofbere. oLl e s aiilwi s Jias 9.3 5.2 4.1 [ *)
Numberof family units
Ptk ool e 12.1 6.7 5.4 0.9 11.2
“Unrelated individuals. .. .. .2 o, 4.9 1.4 3.5 . 4.7
Year-round, full-time workers f 5 2 B %)
Undet age 65 - 4 2 200 )
Aged 65 or oy N1 .2 L ) %)
Other. oo .. 4:4 12 3.2 ) %y
Under dge 65....c N e 120 Q) ()
Aged.6borover.i .Ul il 2.5 8 2.0 () *)
Familes ... o0/ 0 ool ioio i 7.2 5.2 2.0 7 6.5
With: noehildren. ooe, . 0ol 2.5 2.1 .4 3 22
Head: year-round, . full-time
worker?. o 4 e 2y ®
Other.__... 2.1 .7 4 () [©)
With childre; SRR 54 3.2 1.5 4.3
Head  year-round, full-time
workerd i il il i 1.6 1.5 .1 (&3 *)
| 457 S R SN RN 31 1.7 1.4 ) (&)

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

#:Less thatr 50,000,

3 One who worked. primarily at full-timeé civilian'jobs (35 hours or nior¢ a
woek) for 50 ‘weeks or more: during 1963, .Y éar-round,” fali-time workers
exciude all -members ol the  'Avmed’ Forces. **Other’’ workers  include
meibers of the Avmed Forees living-off post or with thelr families on post.

+Notgvailable,

the unmet needs of families headed by a woman.
About three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion}) rep-
resented the shortage in income of families with
children under age 18 and about 60 percent of -
this shortage was in the income of families with
a man at the head (table 4). It is estimated that
$600 million represented the deficit of poor per-
sons on farms,

_Even among the needy, there are some who are

“worse off than others, and in dollar terms-the

families consisting of a mother and young chil-
dren must rank among the poorest. Such families
as a group had less than half the money they
needed, and the greater the number of children
the greater the unmet need: Poor families with a
female head and five or more children; including
altogether about 1,650,000 children, as a group
were living on income less by 59 percent than
their minimum requirement. Of the total family
units of this type in the population—that 1is, of
all families with female head and five or more
children—9 out of 10 were poor. As the following
tabulation shows, for both male and female units,
those families with the highest poverty rate—the
families with several children—tended also to
include the poorest poor.

[Percent}
Male head Female head
Type of unit Incilence 0}“%’:‘35 Incidence O%nco;;}is
‘,);[ pco ‘;fr,tx I’Tﬂll)artion ‘2‘ poverty pro%%rtian
at economy. : at econoniy. 4
o of required of required
level income level incorie
S SN 14 64 46 53
Unrelated individual._ . 34 57 50 58
Family 12 65 40 49
With no children._. 12 64 19 82
With children 12 85 55 47
8 68 42 53
3or4 14 66 72 45
5or more 36 62 92 41

For unrelated individuals, among whom are
many aged persons, poverty rates are high too,
and their income deficits substantial (table 7).

CHILDREN AND POVERTY

Of all the persons in family units with income
below the economy level( that is, disregarding for
the moment persons living alone), half were chil-
dren under age 18. These 15 million youngsters
represented more than 1 in 5 of all children living

36
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TapLE 7.—The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated individuals (and total number of persons) below the economy
' level of the SSA poverty index,! by sex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963

{Numbers in thousands}
The poor
U.8. population
Units Number of persons
Type of unit .
Head
Poverty o
Igf“&?g Percent | Number | Percent rate ymroﬁmunsd ?,gl;f{ Total | Children
(percent) | Corars
AN units. ool il 58,620 100.0 12,100 -..100.0 a 2,610 9,590 34,580 14,970
d individuals, total. 11,180 19.1 4,890 40.4 44 480 4,410 4,800 |.
Uarelate [ R 6,910 11.8 2,360 19.8 . 34 400 1,960 2,360 {.
......... ,270 7.3 21.0 59 80 2,480 2,540 |.
.............. 47,440 80.9 50.8 18 2,030 5,180 29,690
.............. 19,120 32,6 20,3 13 370 2,080 5,340
................. 28,320 48.3 39.3 17 1,660 3,090 24,340
........ 8,680 14.8 - 8.8 12:F 270 780 3,060
8,580 14.6 8.1 11 320 660 3,830
5,550 9.5 7.9 17 340 620 4,770
2,860 4.9 5.4 28 200 360 3,960
1,430 2.4 4.3 36 200 310 3,910
1,210 2.1 5.0 49 20 370 4,810
46,830 79.9 6,670 55.1 14 2,000 4,580 23,500
4,280 7.3 1, 11,9 34 240 1,200 1,440
3,110 5.3 7.8 30 2220 720 940 |.
1,170 2.0 4.2 43 20 480 500
42,550 72.6 43.2 12 1,850 3,870 22,0680
17,070 29.1 18,9 12 350 1,690 4,400
25,480 43.5 26.3 12 1,50 1,880 17
7,650 13.0 5.4 9 40 420 2
7,830 13.4 5.1 8 280 340 2
5,070 8.6 5.2 12 300 320 3
2,600 4.4 3.8 18 220 180 2
1,280 2.2 3.2 30 180 200 3
1,050 1.8 3.1 43 220 220 3
Units with female head. .. ... ..i...... 11,790 20.1 44.9 46 410 5,020 11
Unrelated individuals.. ... . ... ..o 6,010 11.8 28,5 50 240 3,210 3
Under age 65_.... 3,800 8.5 1.7 37 180 1,240 1
Aged 85 or over. 3,110 5.3 16.8 85 80 1,970 2
Famllies. ... ... 4,880 8.3 18.4 41 180 1,800 7
‘With no childr 2,050 3.5 3.4 19 20 390
‘With children. 2,830 4.8 13.0 85 160 1,410 6
Yoioliaiilill 1,030 1.8 3.3 a8 30 360
2... 750 1.2 3.0 48 40 320 1
. S U S SRS, 490 .8 2.8 70 40 300 1
4... 260 .4 1.8 e 20 170 1
L SO 140 .2 1.1 91 20 110
& or more. 160 .3 1.3 a3 10 140 1
t For definition of poverty criteris; see-text. 1 Seo footnote 3, tabla 6.

in families. Because poor families sometimes find
it necessary to “double up” in order to cut down
their living expenses, about 9 percent of the chil-
dren in the poor families were designated as
“related” rather than “own” children. In other
words, they were not the children of the head of
the family but the children of other relatives
making their home with the family. Among the
poor families with a woman at the head, one-
seventh of the children were “related” rather than
“own,” and nearly a third of these related chil-
dren were part of a subfamily consisting of a
mother and children. Among poor families with
a male head, 6 percent of the childrén in the
households were children of a relative of the head.

A considerable number of subfamilies that in-
clude children are poor—a third of those with a
father present and nearly three-fourths of those

with only a mother. But from 50 percent to 60
percent of all subfamilies with inadequate income
manage to escape poverty by living with relatives.
Counting as poor the children in subfamilies
whose own income is inadequate but who live as
part of a larger family with a combined income
above the poverty level would add 580,000 to the
number of children whose parents are too poor to
support them even at the economy level. Together
with their parents, these children are part of a
group of 1.1 million persons under age 65 not
incladed in' the currént count of the poor, al-
though they would be if they had to rely solely
on their own income.

In contrast to this total of 15.6 million needy
children, in December 1963 only 3.1 million chil-
dren were receiving assistance in the form of aid
to families with dependent children, the public

Social Security Bulletin, October 1988/Vol. 51, No. 10



(Reprinted from January 1965, page 16)

program designed especially for them. Because
some families stay on-the assistance rolls less than
a full year, 4 million to 415 million children re-
ceived aid during 1963.

Many: children -receive benefits from other
public programs, such as old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance and veterans’ programs. It
is not known at this writing how many of them
are numbered among the poor or how many are in
families with total income: from all sources below
the public assistance standards for their State.

Children in poor families with a man at the
head are less likely than. others to receive help.
Such children number more than 10 million, but
today the number of children with a father in the
home who receive assistance in the form of aid to
families with dependent children is less than 1
million, a ratio of not even 1 in 10.

Many of the families with children receiving
public ‘assistance undoubtedly swell the ranks of
our poorest poor, because even by the limited
standards of assistance of their own States—
almost. all of which allow less than the economy
level of income—nearly half of the recipients
have some unmet need. For a fourth of the
families, according to a recent study, the unmet
need came to much as $30 a month or more.?

As would be expected—the larger the family,
the more likely it is to include children. Indeed,
among. families of five or more, almost all have
some children, and three-fourths have at least
three (table F). The fewer adults in the family,
the less opportunity there will be for additional
earnings.

The statistics on family income that are gen-
erally available do not show detail by both family
size and number of children. The figures pre-
sented in table 5 do show such data for 1963 for
nonfarm families. It is readily apparent that no
matter what the family size, the income decreases
with increasing number of children at a rate that
is not likely to be offset by the fact that children
have lower income needs.

Accordingly not only do poverty rates among
families vary with family size, but among fami-
lies of a given size the chances of being poor vary
in accordance with the number of children under

17 Gerald Kahn and Ellen J, Perkins, “Families Re-
ceiving AFDC: What Do They Have To Live On?”
Welfare in -Review (Welfare Administration), October
1964.

age 18. The percentages below show the incidence
of poverty—as defined by the Social Security Ad-
ministration ecriterion at the economy level—
among nonfarm families with specified number
of children.

Children under age 18

Total number of family
members 6ot
Nong} 1 2 3 4 & Tore
Famﬂies with male head:
6 s3I €5 Y PR SORRNEN] LTS O
3 ] AR T T SN S (S
P 2 L 9 SE 35 BRI ¢ 3 N NOTCI LN
PONEN Y (g 4 14 18 () foiies
A0 & & 10 30 42
14 LY A KRR BT IR SR RN
] il i3 30 AOIRN IR CERUN [N,
&y 18 43 2 TN DUNREIEN 1 IR

! Percentage not shown jor bage less than 100,000,

* Head under age 65.

The sorry plight of the families wita female
head and children is also evident. I+ needs no
poverty line to explain why two-thirds of the
children in such families must be corsidered poor.

An earlier report cited evidence tnat women in
families without a husband present had  more
children than in those where ti.e husband was
still present.’®* Some of: the poor families with
children and a female head may well, at an earlier
stage, have been members cf a large household
with & male head and inadeaquate income.

Finally, since the data both on income and on
incidence of poverty relate to the number now in
the family, there is an understatement of the
relationship between large families and low in-
come: Some of the families currently listed as
having only one or two children undoubtedly will
have more in the future or have others who are
now past age 18 and may mno longer be in the
home. It is not likely that family income adjusts
in equal measure. If anything, it may decline
rather than increase as the family grows be-
cause it will be more difficult for the mother to
work, and many of the families can escape pov-
erty only by having the wife as well as the head
in the labor force (table 8).

AGE AND POVERTY

The figures in table 6 summarize the number of
individuals and family units judged to be in pov-

18 See Mollie Orshansky, “Children of the Poor,” Social
Security Bulletin, July 1963,
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_erty status in accordance with the economy level.

The total number of aged persons among the

34.6 million poor is about 5.2 million, or 1 in 7.
A later Burrerin article will present additional
detail, with information on those who are per-
= ;yhaps the poorest of the aged—elderly relatives
living in the home of a younger family. Such

_ elderly persons living in a family of which they
~were neither the head nor the wife of the head in
There -

~ March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million.

probably were n variety of reasons for their
~ choice of living arrangements, but that financial
;trmgency was a major factor is obvious: four-
_ fifths of these elderly relatives had less than
~ $1,500 in income of their own during 1963, the

Che vast majority of elderly persons desig-

~ with income above the poverty level.
Every second person living alone (or with non-

- relntxves)_ and classified as poor was aged 85 or -

_ older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were

~ women. The low resources generally prevailing
__among this group mean that those who, by choice

~or necessity, live independently are likely to do so
_ only at the most meager level, even if allowance is
‘made for their using up any savings.'?

The present analysis indicates that more than
40 percent of all aged men and nearly two-thirds
of the aged women living by themselves in 1963
had income below the economy level. Only 1 in4
of the aged women living alone had income above

_ the low-cost level.

In summary, if to the 2.5 million aged persons
living alone in poverty and the 2.7 million living
“in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative
are added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor
to get by on their own, but not included in the
current count of the poor because the families
they live with are above the economy level of the
poverty index, the number of impoverished aged
would rise to almost T million. Two-fifths of the
population aged 65 or older (not in institutions)
are thus presently subject to poverty, or escaping
it only by virtue of living with more fortunate
relatives.

Among poor individuals under age 85, poverty

18 See Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:
First Findings of the 1963 Survey of ‘the ‘Aged,” Social
Security Bulletin, March 1964, and Janet Murray, *Po-
tential Income From Assets .. .,” Social Security Bulletin,

December 1964

imum required for an aged person to live

‘other relatives” were living in a famxly‘ e

_support. The following figures show the rates of

for some undoubtedly represented only a stage
through which they were passing. The poverty
rate was high among persons under age 25, half
having  incomes below the economy level, and
dropped to about 1 in 4 for those aged 25-34
(table 8).

Among 2-person families, 16 percent of whom o
were poor by the economy level criterion, there
.was also a difference between the situation of
thoSe units approaching the last stage in the
family cycle and those who were younger. Of all
2-person uhits, o third had a head aged 65 or
_older, but of those 2- -person units called poa "
~half had an aged head. Presumably, some of the
other units who were currently poor rep1eserited¢ '
young couples who had decided not to delay mnr~

e l

'ey ' éneﬁ .,:day lepe,d t’o :enje‘y;_
' d of a mother with a child,
were suffering the poverty that is likely to “
“the lot of the family with no man to prowd -

poverty, according to the economy level, among
the different types of 2-person families. E

Ma}e head Female head

-~ Family type Total number| Per- |Total number| Per.

of units (in " | cent.; of units (in. [ cent
thousands) | poor | thousands) | poor: o
Twoadalts. . oir i e 13.ox | 14 e

Head underage85.......0 iy 8,769.1 . 10 - 876 14
Head aged 85 orolder ... . 4 257 22 681 32
Oneadult, one ehild.... ... 87.1..H 618 50

¥ Percentage not shown for base legs than 100,000,

WORK AND POVERTY

The greater overall vulnerability of families
headed by a woman is evidenced by the fact that
such families, who number only 1 .in 10 of all
families in the country, account for nearly 1 in
3 of the Nation’s poor. Although the inadequate
income of the poor families with a female head
may be attributed to the fact that few of the
family heads are employed, this is not the reason
among the families headed by a man. -A majority
of the men are working, but at jobs that do not
pay enough to provide for their family needs.
Moreover, of those not at work, most report them-
selves as out of the labor force altogether rather
than unemployed. Yet the rate of unemployment

Social Security Bulletin, October 1988/Vol. 51, No. 10 39



(Reprinted from January 1965, page 18)

reported by the poor was more than three times

that among the heads of families abmze the pov—‘

erty level (tables 8 and 9).

Current Employment Status

_ The employment status of the family heads in
March 1964, when the income data were collected, -
was recorded as shown in the following tabulation.

Malehead

w rate three times that of their white fello
citizens.

In point of fact, the family of a nonwhite male
is somewhat worse off in relation to that of a
white male when both are working than when
both are not, as the following figures suggest.

Percent of families with
male head with income

Bwmployment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level

‘White Nonwhite
Al familes. oo L 10 34
Notin labor fore 25 50
7 Unemployed. . e 22 47
o Employed. oL L L ek i 7 31
Year-round, ulitima T 108, LI 5 23

‘ Femalehesd

Employinent status of e e
hend, March 1964 Poor | Nenpoor| Poor | Nonpoor
family fax‘m’tyf | family | family
Total. ... .. e} 000 10| 0] 100
In labor force. . oy : 7 88 33 80
Employed......i YO N 601 85 201 57
Unemployedi.:oooiiiiicoies . 6 3 4 3
Not in'labor foree ..ol woiiin: 33 2 67 40

Detailed analysis of the data for white and
nonwhite families will be reserved for a subse-
quent report, but some highlights . seem pertinent,
here.

Despite the fact that unemployment, generally
is more prevalent among the nonwhite population
than - the white, among families whose income
marked them as poor there was no difference by
race in the total proportion of the men currently
looking for work. Among white and nonwhite
male heads alike, 6 percent said they were out of
a job. Indeed, since fewer anmong the white heads
of families who are poor were in the labor force
than. was true among .nenwhite héads of poor
families, the rate of unenmployment among those
actually available for work was noticeably higher
for the former group. What is more significant is
that 73 percent of the nonwhite male heads of
poor families were currently employed, and more
than half of them-—42 percent of all the poor—
had been employed full time throughout 1963.
Among male heads in white families with incomes
below the economy level, only 56 percent were
currently working, and no more than a third had
been year-round full-time workers in 1963.

Unemployment for nonwhite workers is un-
deniably serious. But the concentration of non-
white men in low-paying jobs at which any
worker—white or nonwhite—is apt to earn too
little to support a large family may be even more
crucial in consigning their families to poverty at

This difference does not come as a complete
surprise. Earlier analysis of the income life cycle
of the nonwhite man suggested that it is only
when he and his white counterpart exchange their
weekly pay envelope for a check from a public
income-maintenance program that they begin to
approach economic equality.®® For most white
families, retirement or other type of withdrawal
from the Tabor force brings with it a marked de-
cline hiiincome. Some nonwhite families, however,
are then actually not much worse off than when
working.

Work Experience in 1963

Sinde ‘it was the annual income for 1963 that
determined whether the family would be ranked
as poor, the work experience of the head in 1963
is even more relevant to the poverty profile than
the employment status at the time of the Clurrent
Population Survey.

Among the male heads, only 1 in 3 of those in
poor families was a full-time worker all during
the year, compared with 3 in 4 of the heads in
nonpoor. families. Among the female heads, as
would be expected, the proportion working full
time was much smaller—a tenth among poor fami-
lies and not a full four-tenths among the nonpoor.
All told, the poor families headed by a man fully
employed throughout 1963 included 5.2 million
children under age 18 and those headed by a fully
employed woman worker had half a million. Thus
2 in 5 of all the children growing up in poverty

20 Mollie Orshansky, “The Aged Negro and His In-
ecome;”: Social Sccurity Bulletin, February 1964
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TABLE 8.+ Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with

1963 income below specified level,l by specified characteristics and race of head

Numbersin thousands: data are estiinates derived from a sample survey. of households and are therefore siubject to sampling variability that may be relatively
§nrge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage i3 based is small; a8 in all surveys, the figures are subjéct to errors of response

and ponreporting}

Allunits .~

&

Nonwhite

Percent with

Percent with

Percent with

Characteristic ingomes below — ineomes below— ineomes below—
Total Total Total
number . - pumber number
Economy | Low-cost Low-cost Economy | Low-cost
level Jevel fevel level level
47,438 151 2.0 42,663 19.3 4,773 42,5 55.6
Residence: : ] e ‘
115107 g ¢ (LR ESOUEE A CRONE KRS S B s e 44,343 14,6} 2.4 854 18,7 4,480 41,2 54:3
Farmocoioe il nlenn i wani o JUREY (088 23.0 38 809 27,2 284 62.3 5.5
Race of he
White: o5 Eing  SANANRTS S F AP oR 42,663 12.0 1018 | PRIAREFERIN] RAEEERRINER: IUUTEORINES RTINS FUUSPRLTPE S Ny
Nonwhite b v S R 4,77 42,5 [ 11 % TS UG EXGE T SIET SN PSECIISIE (SRSUC NI SUI-SNE P LI
Ageof head:
2,744 25.8 35.3 2,391 20,7 29.9 353 50.8 1.0
4,128 14,7 2.8 8,109 141 19.1 1,019 43.2 5.2
11,437 13.7 20:7 220 10.8 17.9 1,217 40.2 52.2
9,986 9.8 15.2 9.2 7.0 11.8 974 35.4 48.9
7.382 13.3 185 8,717 10:9 15.7 865 38.0 48.5
6,759 23.5 36.9 6,214 20.9 ;33,9 545 52.6 70.4
15,287 16.1 #:3 13,917 4.4 22.3 1,370 33.0 4.7
;808 10.6 18.5 8,906 8.7 13.6 902 20.0 4.8
9,435 10:3 15.9 8,678 7.6 {2,6 757 419 53.9
1208 4.5 21 5718 1.4 18,2 550 45.2 59,9
________ 3,324 19.1 30.9 2,908 14,2 26,1 416 53.8 65,0
7.or'more, 3,314 34.8 49.6 2,536 248 39.9 778 68.4 82.2
Number of related children under age 18; :
Bt ISEIEEE N R LD T T AT 19,119 12:7 20,1 17,607 11,8 18.5 1,512 26,8 39.3
| SEEET 682 12.1 1.7 7,771 9.6 18,4 911 32.8 45,8
2 8, 570 11.3 17.5 7.824 8.3 13.8 755 42.5 56.1
3. 5,054 17.4 26.8 5,030 14.0 22.5 524 48.2 66.2
4. 2,863 22.8 34.8 2,478 16.8 201 387 60.7 70.5
Bor it s 1,429 35:8 53.0 1,145 2.2 44.7 284 73.% 84,6
Rﬁ?r nore 1,210 49,3 €3.5 810 353 51.2 400 77.3 87.7
egion;
Northeast. oo Voooiliin i wilieiliie 11,902 9.8 16:5 11,017 8.4 14.6 885 26.5 39.5
North Central 13,358 11.5 18.7 12,472 10,8 17.9 886 29.7 43.5
14,389 24.8 H.6 12,005 e 27.1 2,384 58.3 71.9
7,787 11.7 18.5 7,169 1.0 174 618 20,7 3.4
42,554 12.3 200 38, 866 10.2 17.3 ' 34.1 48.2
41,310 121 19.9 7,798 10.1 102 3,811 34.3 48.5
13,398 6.8 1.9 11,851 4.3 8.7 1,547 25.5 36.5
27,912 14.6 23.6 5,948 12:6 2.0 1,984 41,3 58.0
243 17.0 8.4 1,067 14,5 20,1 177 231.2 426
4,882 40:1 49.3 3,797 31,2 401 1,085 70:8 80.5
3,695 534 .1 70.2 242 49.2 66.9 453 83.9 93.9
20,832 15:7 o7 18,976 12,5 20.7 1,856 48.5 8.5
. 17,306 8.7 14.4 15,484 6.3 2148 1,822 28.8 39.8
e 5,603 7.4 12,3 4,961 3.9 7.7 642 34.8 48.0
Employment. status . and - occupation. of
ead. it : ; :
Not in labor foree s 8,757 34.4 47.9 873 30.0 43.7 1,084 65.4 71.6
Unemployedi. .. 1,427 28.3 9.9 190 23.8 3.5 287 53.4 70.2
Employedi ool lieiimiiimeinimen z 37,252 100 16:4 800 7.5 131 3,452 34.5 47.8
Professional and technical workers. s 2.8 5.5 479 2.4 5.1 209 10.9 14.7
Farmers and farm manegers. ...oo . 1,846 20.3 313 739 26.5 3.1 107 2720 932
Managers, ollieials, - and - proprietors |
(except farm) oo o0 i i b i 5,981 5.4 9.4 5,860 5.0 9.5 121 222.2 2300
Clerical and sales workers.: 4 885 4.3 9.1 4,637 3.7 8.1 228 16.8 28.7
Craftsman and foremen. - . 7102 5.5 Jice! 6,704 450 9.7 398 21.8 32.3
Opératives:.. ... BP0 NIRRT 7,430 11.2 19.1 6,872 8.9 15.9 858 29.8 44.8
Service - warkers, including . private
ouseholdos, o v iiiidiiid 2,99 20.1 2.8 2,184 12.1 19,9 B12 40,2 54,8
Private houisehold workers. . 285 63.8 70.0 95 “) “ 190 2715 783.1
Laborers (except mine). .. ..~ ..o il 2,344 20.9 43.2 1,625 211 33.8 718 50:0 64.4
Work experience of heads . o
Worked in 1988 . 0 . i i iuiit 40,763 1.3 18,2 36,791 8.6 14.8 3,962 36.9 50.4
Worked at full:time jobs. : 37,913 9.5 16.0 34, 505 7:2 13.1 3,408 31.7 45,7
50-52 weeks. i , B89 8.6 12.2 28,210 4,9 9.8 2,479 25.8 38.7
40-49 weeks.. . 3,518 14.2 23.5 3,128 10.9 19.4 387 39.4 55,8
89 weeksorlesg.. ... 3,700 28.6 40.3 3,187 24.5 35.4 542 52.9 690.8
Worked at part-tims io 2,840 36.2 47.9 286 28.5 40.7 554 67.9 79.2
5052 weeks: . 1,085 30.0 40.8 9.4 32.0 197 263.4 178.8
49 weeks or less. 1,775 39.9 2.3 1,418 32.3 48.9 357 70:3 79.3
Did not work in 1063 683 38,3 319 5,872 33.9 47.7 811 69,8 81:1
11 or disabled.... 1,745 46.5 50.9 1,441 41.4 54,4 304 68,2 83.7
Keeping house 1,603 49:7 5.8 1,829 42.8. 51.7 274 83.2 86.5
Going to schoo LyE e e PR 68 . B T L AR S N
Could not find work 49.3 0.5 154 41,9 253.8 £ 11 PRGN AT SR
Other: . il winoiisl 3,056 26.8 43.7 2,880 25.3 42.0 176 2527 270.5

See footnotes at end of table;
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Tapre 8—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to the SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,l by specified characteristics and race of head—Continued ‘

--JNumbers in thousands; data are estimates dertved from 8 sample survey of Households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively -
Arge where the size of the percentage or size of the totalon which the percenitage i based is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors aprmi

and nonreporting]
All units : White Nonwhite
. m,l’emenge vlrlth ; Percen% wlrith mPemenmith
cornes below— ncomes below— icomes below-—
Characteristie . Total : Total Total
number T number number
; Economy .| Low-cost. Economy | Low-cost Economy. | Low-cost
level level = level level level level
Unrelated individusls
11,182 43.9 49.8 9,719 41.8 48.0 1,463 87.5 81.7
10,820 44,0 49.8 9,379 42.0 48.0 1,441 67.4 61.7
362 40.4 g 340 38,6 48.0 2 ® (U]
9,718 41.8
1,463 57.8
980 47,6 49,0 873 45.8 47.6 116 262.5 285,9
998 28.3 28,8 792 23.3 25.2 203 38.7 42,7
1,000 23:6 25.4 785 19.9 21.8 215 37.1 30.6
1,575 30.5 35.3 1,308 25:9 30.2 267 52.0 59:5
2,382 39.3 43.4 2,024 34.9 39.3 308 67.8 70.4
4,201 59,3 69.2 3,937 58.0 68.3 354 738 78.3
4,275 33.7 30.4 3,501 31.3 37.3 634 16.1 50.0
8,807 50.3 5.3 6,128 48.1 5.3 779 67.6 721
: : 3,119 42.1 1.7 2,978 41.8 47.8 341 44.1 48.5
- North Central. ool ciiiiaz il iz 2,91 45.5 52.7 720 4.3 51.8 254 58.9 64.7
Bouth.. iy i f 2,830 o827 57,8 2,164 46.8 51.9 488 72.5 5.7
| AR LN SR L 259 33.3 38.1 2,057 33.8 39.3 202 28.7 31.3
Earner status: '
T 3 T IR RN O N St 6,978 26:0 30.4 5,002 23.0 27.4 988 43.8 49.0
NONPAIMEr. Lol iiiviliiiinhatvnn . 4,204 73.8 82,0 3,727 72.2 B2 477 85,7 88.0
Employment status and occupation: e :
Not In labor force ® 4,800 66,9 75.8 4,280 65.0 74.4 520 82.0 85,3
480 44. 5 49.4 367 40.5 45.8 93 80.8 66,2
5,913 25.2 28.9 5,063 22.8 25.8 850 42:2 46,8
, 3 . - 28.5 30.8 1,159 28.4 30.7 75 35.6 40.0
" Farmers and farm managers _.0lliliho 131 142.9 46,9 121 239.6 244.0 10 ® “)
Managers, officials; - -and . proprietors i
{except -farm) 445 18.9 8.1 425 17.0 21,5 50.0 50.0
1,887 { 11.8 4.6 1,270 11,2 14.4 97 171 17,1
301 5.8 7.5 289 6.0 1.8 12 e s e e e
866 14,4 17,6 727 11,4 14.0 139 20.8 36.5
1171 44.9 51.5 803 40.4 47.4 368 55.6 60.7
421 0.2 78.5 223 70:9 79:4 198 269.4 2782
08 43,5 47.5 269 42.4 45.3 129 45.8 521
8,720 96:4 |- 30.8 5,788 23.7 28.0 941 43.7 48.9
;564 20,8 23,9 4,864 19.2 22:1 700 32.4 38.0
3,19 12.8 15.6 3,204 1.5 13.9 425 22.3 29.1
744 22,9 259 850 21.6 4.5 94 ) 6]
1,101 48 50.6 920 4.9 50.0 181 53:9 55.3
Worked at i 1,165 53,5 63.9 924 4.2 58.9 241 5.3 79.6
50-52 weeks. ... lilin 396 49.3 57,1 307 45.9 54.1 89 57.8 64.1
40 weeks orless ... 168 55.7 87,4 617 47.9 61,2 152 844 87.7
Did not work in 1963. 4,453 70.4 78.5 3,031 68.7 7.8 522 82,7 85.0
Hlordisabled...... 9 | 29.8 86.4 747 76.6 84.9 227 87.2 88.4
Keeping house._. 2,076 | 71.5 79.8 1,941 70.8 79.5 135 84.8 84.8
oing to sehool .. .ii. 1081 7886 188.9 (W (9 2 (9 Y
Could not find work ... 128 a3 187.5 89 0] %) 39 ® 0]
.. o e s e s R s E e g 1,160 57.8 8.0 1,01 56.8 67.0 218 DRI S S,
Source of income: ; L
Earpingsonly. ... iioa ..3,838 2.7 32.7 3,111 26.5 k14 43.5 47.5
Earnings and other income. 3,138 1 21.3 21.6 2,882 10,2 25.3 256 44,5 52.9
‘Other intome only or no in 4,200 73.8 82,0 3,726 72.2 81.2 480 88.0

' For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
¥ Bage hetween 100,000 and 200,000,

3 Includes members of the Armed Forces.

¢ Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units.

8- Al work-experience - data, including data for “year-round, . full-time
workers; limited to civilian workers.

Sgurce: Derived from tabulation of the Current Population Surpey, March
1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social S8ecarity Administration.

with a male head who did not have a full-time
job all year were poor.
That a man risks poverty for his family when

) were ina family of a worker with a regular full-
_ time job. .
1t is difficult to say which is the more striking

statistic: that 6 percent of the families headed by
~ a male year-round full-time worker were never-
theless poor, or that 25 percent of the families

he does not or cannot work all the time might be
expected, but to end the year with so inadequate
an income, even when he has worked all week
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every week, must make his efforts seem hopeless.

Yet, with minimum wage provisions guarantee-
ing an annual income of only $2,600, and many
workers entitled to not even this amount, it should
not be too surprising that in 1963 there were 2
million families in poverty despite the fact that
the head never was out of a job, as shown below.

{In millions]
All Male Female
Typs of family families | head | hesd

Total number of poor families. .. l....0 7.2 5.2 2.0
With head a yearsround, fullstime worker. . 2.0 1.8 .2
hite ool sllliiiie i i el sl 1.4 1.3 W
Nonwhite, ..o il e errriaing 8 5 .1
Other. o io il i i el e da b i 5.2 3.4 1.8
White. oo loiu i iiliiosliliiiaiayivga 2.7 2.8 1.1
Nonwhite .. oo _ulii isilowirpil il 1.5 .8 7

Almost all the male heads who had worked full-
time all year in 1963 were also currently employed
in March 1964 in poor and nonpoor families alike.
Among the women year-round full-time workers,
only 80 percent of those at the head of families
who were poor in terms of their 1963 income were
still employed in the spring of the following year,
compared with 96 percent of those not poor.
Among 1.8 million male heads of families who
were poor despite their year-round full-time em-
ployment, more than a fifth gave their current
occupation as farmers, an equal number were op-
eratives, and nearly a fifth were laborers. Only 3
percent were professional or technical workers.
By contrast, among the nonpoor, 1 in 7 of the
male family heads working the year around at
full-time jobs were currently employed as profes-
sional or technical workers and only 4 percent
each were farmers or laborers.

Notwithstanding the current stress on more
jobs, it is clear that at least for poor families
headed by a full-time year-round worker—more
than a fourth of the total-—it is not so much that
more jobs are required but better ones, if it is pre-
sumed that the head of the family will continue
to be the main source of support and that there
will continue to be as many large families. In
less than a fifth of the poor families headed by a
man working full time the year around was the
wife in the paid labor force, and in only about
two-fifths was there more than one earner. By
contrast, in the corresponding group of nonpoor
families, one-third of the wives were working or

in the market for a job, and 55 percent of the
families in all had at least one earner in addition

_to the head (table 9).

Not even for the 5.2 million poor families with
a head who worked less than a full year can jobs
alone provide an answer. Among the poor, about
two-thirds of the male heads who had worked
part of the year or not at all in 1963 gave ill
health or other reasons—including retirement—as
thé main reason, rather than an inability to find
work. Of the female heads less than fully em-
ployed in 1963, about five-sixths gave household
responsibilities as the reason; though fewer
claimed ill health or disability, they nevertheless
outnumbered those who said they had been look-
ing for work. Among the unrelated individuals,
only 1-in 6 of the men and 1 in 14 of the women
not working the year around gave unemployment
as the chief reason. At best it will be difficult to
find jobs that a large number of the underem-
ployed heads of poor households can fill, as the
following figures indicate.

Percentage distribution of units with
income below-economy level
Work experience of head in 1063 Families igﬁ:ﬁ%‘f&g
Male Female
head head Male Female
Total.. oo eeanaaas 100 100 100 100
Worked all year....__._......___ 39 15 21 11
Fulltime job. __.........._... 35 9 17 7
Part-time job... ..o ... ... 4 [ 4 4
Worked part of the year_._.__._. 33 28 28 20
Looking for work.............. 19 7 11 4
IN, disabled. .- __ PR 4 4 3
Keeping house ) 1. 15 O ]
Alother. .. .. . .l i .. 2 13 7
Didn’t work atall..__ ... .. _. 58 51 69
I, disabled._......0......_.... 10 20 14
Keeping house...._.. . L3 3 SR 43
Counldn’t find work 2 4 2
Allother. ... ... 5 27 10

OCCUPATION AND POVERTY

The chances of a family’s being poor- differ not
only with the amount of employment of the head
but also with the kind of work he does. This is a
reflection of the different pay rates and lifetime
earnings patterns that workers at different trades
can expect. It appears, however, that the associa-
tion is compounded: Not only do certain occupa-
tions pay less well than others, but workers in
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(Reprinted from January 1965, page 23)

those occupations tend to have larger families  time worker and with income above the economy
than the others; Thus an income unlikely to be  level, more than half had either no children under
high to begin with must be stretched to provide  age 18 in the household or only one. Only 4 per-
for more children rather than less. * cent had more than four. By contrast, among the

Of families headed by a male year-round full-  corresponding group of families with income less

¥ N

TapLE 9,~—Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, secording to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and
unrelated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,! by sex of head and other specified characteristics
—Conlinued .

{Data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size of
the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting)

L3
Units with male head Units with fernale head
All units with incomes and with incomes— and with incomes—
Above ) Above Above
Characteristic Below Above| 80 | Below|Above|Below|/Above| ¢OB° IBeiow|A bove| Below|Above| 297" |Below/Above
om; om om,
econ- | econ- | S8 | Tow- | low- | econ- 'econ- | S0 | Jow- | low- | econ- | econ- betoey | low-_ | Tow-
omy.|-omy | 5.0 cost | cost | omy | omy low. | [cost | cost | omy | omy low. | COSt:| cost
level | level level | level ; level | level level | level | level | level level | level
cost cost cost
level . level level
Families with head a year-round full-time worker 4
Number (in‘thousands)...llo:l v ..l 2,029.128.600 11,723 | 3,752:126,937 | 1,851 127,560 | 1,600 | 3,451 {25,960 178 | 1,001 123 301 968
Percent. .. .. o lliilileeiiedeeegae 100:0{ 100.0 | 100.0 § 100,0 | 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.6 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.06 | 100.0
Residence:
8.4 19417 89.51 83.51 . 94,4 76.6 ] 63.9 88,7 $2.2| 94.2.] 97.0] 99.1] 1000 | 98:2.[ : 99.0
21.6 591 105! 185 5671 23.4 61 11,3} 1.8 5.8 3.0 R B I 1.8 1.0
68.5 | 93.7| 81.0| 74.3| 94.5| 71.3| 94.0] 83.0] 76.71 94.7] 39.6! 87.3| 55.4| 46.0 91.3
3.5 6.3, 19.0. 257 5.571 28.7 6.0 17.0.23.8 531 60,4 12.7] 4.6 54.0 8.7
8.1 4.4 6.8 7.9 4.3 9.4 4.8 7.0 8.3 4.3 6.0 2.3 . 3.5 2.6
22,01 21.6 | 29.6{ 25.5| 21.0] 2221 220 30.6] 26.1| 21.4! 20.1 11.6 ] 17.4 1 19.0 10,9
31,31 29,21 31.4 31.4] 20,1 3.0} 29.3| 3811} 381.1| 20.2| 34.3| 28.4] 34.8] 34.5 27.6
18,31 °28.7 19.7 18.9] 26.0| 17.5| 2541 18,4 18.0] 258 | 26.1 33.2 ;- 3591 80.1 32.8
15,51 15,8 9.8 1 12,81 18.2| 157! 156 9.5 12.8} 16.0| 13.4| 21.1] 12.0| 12.8 22.3
3.7 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.4 4.1 3.3 3.4 3.8 3.3 ... 34 e 3.8
15913451 1471 1531 251 1558 23.4'1 12,91 3143 24.1 1 20.1.{ 51,2 38,0 27.4 52.9
12,521,600 18.0 1 12,71 220 11,9 208 1141 11671 2L 18.7] 20.4] 348 252 28.7
15:8 ¢ 287 4182 [ 165 2431 1521 24211531 152 4.8 2.4 10.21 141 190 9.8
16,81 15871 18.8| 17.8| 156 17.0 ] 18.1.1719.9.| 18.3] 15.9| 15.7 6.6 5.4 11.5 8.7
14.7 8.2 17.1 15.8 .71 150 8.5 ] 18,4 | 16.6 7.9 11.9 ) 3% 1 SO .1 1.5
24.2 6.2} 2.1 22.8 5.3 25.5 8.41 22,21 24,0 541 11.2 1.2 7.6 9.7 14
18,333,010 17.3:4. 17,91 3.0 18.91 8241 -18.5117.8| 33.3 | 12.7] 47,9 2721 186 50.5
13.2-4 20060 12.9:1 13,01 21,01 1279202 0138 12.1 20.7( 17.91 27.8) 3151 238 27.3
15.8 1. 2L.7 1 1671 1581 22,1 | 16.2 | '21.9| "15.4] 15.3| 22.3| 21.6] 150 '19.6 ] 20.8 4.4
16,61 13,81 19871 18,11 13,1 18471 13.8 1 -20.2.] 18,1 | 13.4| 19.4 5711521 1.7 4.8
14:4 6.91 16.2.1 152 6.3 M7 7.0 1 16.91-°15.7 6.41 11.9 3.2 8.5 9.7 2.7
10.0 2.81 11,21 10.8 2,21 10.0 2.8 12.0 10,9 231 10.4 X 3 PN, - 5,2 oA
11.6 1.8 6.9 9.4 L4 121 1.8 7.4 9.9 1.5 8.0 f..u il 3.8 i
1L 200 212} 18,7 27,6 114 720.1 | 21.2 159 27.4 8.2 203 2.7} 13.7 30,2
2141 30.4{26.47°23.7 30.7| 2.9 30.6] 26.5| 240} 80.9) 16.4] 24.5] 250! 199 4.5
5761 26.8] 43.07 50.9| 26,8 57.3 | 26.8| 434 | 50.8! 257 6L.2] 27.8{ 38,0 5.8 2.5
9.9 157 9.4 9.7 | 16.0 9.5 ] 15.5 9.0 9.2 1591 142} 18471 152 4.6 18.8
01,2+ 96.2 | 92.9 1 62.0 ) '96.4 | 100.0]100.0.] 100,0 | 100.0 | 100.0 Q2 ® [ 2 (1)
Married, wife present..... 88.4 1 941 91,5 | 89.8) 4.3 ) 96.9.1 97.9| 98.5| 97.7 | 9.8 2 (?) ®) ) ()
‘Wife-in paid. labor force. 15.9°1°32.2 1 19.9 | 17.7] 33.0) 17.4 33.5| 21.4| 190.3| 34.2 ) H () () %)
Wife not in paid labor force. 72,561,901 7.6 72,1 | 61.3| 79.5) 644 77.1] 78.4| 63.8 ) ) @ ¢ @
Othermarital status. ... ... 2:8 2.1 1.4 2.2 2.1 3.1 2.1 1.5 2.3 2.2 *) ) @y &) 3}
Femalehead . ... .0 ... . o il 8.8 3.8 7.1 8.0 3.8 * ® 1) ® ® 100.0 [-100,0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | .100.0
1.8 jooaiies .3 K2 PO i ) TR 3 12 11 (SR 6.0 | .ol 3.5 i
60.0.1.44:9. | 574 ] 60.3] 44.1.[ 60.6 | 44.9| 57.2] '50.1 44,11 64.2] 46,3 | 59.8 1 62.4]1 '44.6
20,04 406 ; 326 30.71 41.1 | 20.8)|:40.7] 3311 3.3 41.2{ 20.9| 38.8| 26.1) 23.0 40.4
8.7 1 144 9.7 9.2 | 14.7 8.7 4.4 9.4 9.0 4.7 9.0 14.9 | - M. 1} 1} 15.0
2.1 W 1.5 1.8 .8 1.1 6 1.1 1.1 510 12,7 2.9 6.5 10,2 2.5
- 3.1 .9 1.5 2.4 .8 2.7 9 1.5 2.2 -8 6.7 T 2:2 4.9 3
Employed. .. ...l liellii s 94.81.98.5 97.0 958 98.6| 96.2 | 98.5| 97.4 . 906.8| 08.A] 80.6 ] 06.3 | 91.3 ] 850 97.0
Professional and technical workers.. .4 2.5, 13.8 4.8 3.5 143 2,71 18.9 5.0 3.8 14 . .. .7 2:2 8 12.9
Farmers and farm managers_..... ... 19.9 3.7 7.8 1 M1 3.5 [ 2L 3.8 7.8 15.3 3. L5 ' PR 8 .
-Managers, officials; and  proprietors .
{exeeptfarm). .. . o i ol 10.0:1 18,174 12,81 11.8 18.4 | "11.6 | 185} 13.1°] 712,31 18.8 4.5 7.4 8.7 6.2
Clorical and sales workers. 314142 8.6 5,61 145 2.6 1 131 8.1 5.1 13.4 8.0 1 411} 152 1.8}
Craftsmen and foremen. ; 91 1981 1591 12,27 19.67 10.07 20,14 1711 13:3) 2.3 [ MR SN S ey
Operatives.. ... ...... o2l 18.8 1 28.4 1 2211 18.6 1 21,64 10.0) 2485 228 18,7 157 5, 12.0 1 14,2
Service workers, total....__. FUM -2 66| 12.8] 12:0 6.2 7.8 6.1 8.7 8.7 5.9 -48.5 19,6 °53.8 ] 50.4
Private household workers. 029 g .5 1.8 1 S 3 OO O I 1 PO 28.4 7.6.1 19,9
Laborers (except mine)......__. .. ____ 16.8 39 114 144 3.4 183 4:11.12.3°]-16.5 3.6 1 9E. I FONRENY PO 9
See footnotes at end of table:
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(Reprinted from January 1965, page 24)

“than the economy level, fewer than a third had  ing when ranked by a measure of earnings poten-
~no more than one child in the h(}me and nearh/ a  tial. There is a cycle in family income as well as
fourth had five or more. in family size, although the two patterns are n
' The poverty rates for families with heads in = generally in perfect correspondence. On the &
_ different occupations (table 8) take on new mean- - sumption that for the average family it is maim’

" Tum 9.—Compzring the poor and the nonpoor, accordmg to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families
- :E{lcrelated xdwndnals wzth ]963 incornes above and below specified levels,! by sex of head and other specified characterm7
ontini

- TData are estimates derived from g sample survey of households and gre therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size of
: 1he percentage or size'of the tolal on which the percentage is based is small; as.in all survgys the figures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting]

it Units with male head Units with female head
Al units with incomes and with incomes— - and with incormes—
: - Abuove Above Ahove
Charactertstic Below!Above gcntin- Below|Above[Below|Above gcrgn,' Below|Above/Below|(Above s;’gn' Below|[Above
econ- :econ- belosfiv low-.| low- j:econ- | econ- belg»{r low- | low- | econ- | econ- beloyw;' low- | low-
OHLY L OMLY ey aen ] £ost cost | omy | omy low- o5t cost | omy | omy | o7 | cost [ COSE
level | level cost | level level | level | level cost level | level | level | level cost level | level
level level level
Unrelated individuals
- Number (in-thotsands) . oo oo o 4,918 | 6,267 | © 658 5,573 | 5,609 1,441 | 2,834 | 242 | 1,683 | 2,502 | 3,474 | 3,433 | 416 | 3,800 | 3,017
Poreerto ool L Lt BRI 1000 :160;0 |°100:0.|.100.0- | 100,0 | 1060.C | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 ; 100.0 | 100.0 [ 100.0
Residence.
Nonlarm,. o, oo Jaim et 97.0-1-.96,6 | 951 96.8. 06.7T | 04.5| 959 93.4 94.3 | 85.5 ] 98.1 7.1 96.1 97.9 97.3
PN o o el B g 9 E s R D 3.0 3.4 4.9 3.2 3.3 5.5 4.1 6.6 5.7 4.5 1.9 2.9 3.9 2.1 2.7
0
Vghite ................................... B2:8:| : 90,1 90.6 | 83.7| 90.0 78,0 87.0| 89.0( 79.6 | 86.8| 84.8! 92.7 9.6 | 85.5 92.8
Wonwhite ... oozl iy 17.2 9.9 9.4 16.3 1.6 22,0 13.0 | 11.0] 20.4 13.2 15.2 7.3 8.4 14.5 7.2
9.6 83 3.5 8.9 8.8 13.9 7.4 6.0 12.8 7.5: 7.8 9.0 1.¢ 7.1 10.0
S 17 3.5 5.1 12.7 8.2 i7.4 3.3 7.5 18.7 4.2 7.0 3.6 4.1 1.5
4R 182 2.9 4.6 | 133 8.9 . 16.1 270 8.0 17.3 3.1 9.0 2.9 3.1 9.9
9.8 17.5 11.4 10.0 18.2 12,6 | 17.3 17.0 13.3 | 17.3 8.6 17.6 8.1 8.5 18.9
18:8-1:22:6- H.7 18,2 28,5 215! 18.8° 4.3 19.7 19.7 17.4| 25.8 17,9 17.5 26.8
BEB-L 2T 64l 533 23.5: 34.91 231 61.5 | 38.7 19.5| 58.9| 31L.7] 656 59.6 27.0
29,8+ - 45.6'| .- 37.1 .| - 30.5 | “46.6 1 100.0 | £00.0 | 100.6 | 100.0 | 100.0 () [} () () )
FOA- B4 62.00-80.5  53.4 ® &) ® O} @) 100, 100.0 | 160.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
26,7 28,8 1726.5. . 26.7 [ 20.0°| 21.9 2861 30.2( 23.1 28.4 288 | 28,9 | 24.4| 28.3 29.6
218712581 8241 28:2 1 250 27.2 24,5 | 26.4 27.1 24,3 227 26.9] 36.0] 28,6 25.7
3031 214 21:0720.2 | - 2L.4 1 81,8 F 20.1 19.2 1 30,0 | 20.2 29,71 22.41 221 28.9 22,4
15:3 24,017 200 15.9 24.5:F 19.1 20.8 1 24.2 18.8 | 22,0 13.8] 217 17.5] 14.2 22.3
CE6G L B8 4761 382 86,5 47.51 86.81 45.6 | 47.2| 90.6| 32.5| V8.8 4B.7| 3.2 83.0
631 175718240 618 } 13,5} 5.5 13.2 7 544 52.8 9.4 67.5] 21.2] 5.3 658 17.0
65412545 6331 65212091 529 20.5| 621 54.2| 166 70,7 29.4| 640 70.0 24.7
4.2 4:1 33 4.3 4.2 7.9 6.1 7.1 7.8 6.0 261 2.4 1.3 2.5 2.6
] LB o6 | 3308 0.7 74,91 80.2 73.41 30.8] 380 77.4| 267 682} 347 27.¢ 72.8
Prufessional and technical Workers.. it 720 1l 4.3 6.8 152 8.9 13.8 4.9 8.4 14.4 6.4 | 14.5 3.9 6.1 16.0
i .Farmers and fari monagers. .00 o 8 | 1.2 .8 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.3 7 B .7 3
- “Nianggers, ‘ollicials, and propriewrs : R i
: (EXCEDL BM) . o s aevimmnnsvinsss s 1.7 5.8 29 1.9 6.1 3.4 7.4 3.8 3.5 T 1.0 4.4 2.3 11 4.7
- Clerieal and sales workers: ... il .. 3.21.19.2 | 6.1 3.6 208 33| 10.2|..._... 2.81 IL1 3.2 26.8 9.7] 3.9| 20.2
.+ Crafteynen pnd foremen .. 4 4;6 % ] 4 5.0 1.0 9.9 1.1 1.0 9.7 1 .9 .6 .1 .8
COperatives: Lol sl DTl L e 2,81.11.9 4.3 2.7 12:7 4,57 15.0 5.5 4.7 15.9 1.7 9.2 3.6 1.9 0.0
Bervice workers, .including, private
cvhoasehold o Dl e sli i 10;7 10,21 1161 W81 10.1 4.8 8.2 6.6 4.9 8.4 3.2 12.0| 14.6 13.4 11.6
o= Privete household workers. 6.0 2.0 5.3 5.9 1.6 53 SR I 2l 8.4 3.7 8.4 8.4 3.0
: Labarers (Exeept BINe) i s &6l 38 2.4 3.4 3.8} 1.3 7.7 6.6 ] 10.6 7.4 .3 2 .3 .2
: Work experience
i Worked I 1968l s il 36.9 1 70:0+ 449 37.3 [ 8.0 [ 48.7 83.8 | 46.1 48.3 | 87.3: 3L.0! 750 4.2 324 79.2
Waﬂﬁﬁd Bt» full -time 30b. 23.8: ] 70.41. 26.5 | 23,9 755! 34.9 76.4| 3.9, 3.4, B80.6 18.8 1 65.4| 23.4 19.3 71.1
97451817158 1 10.4 | . 56.0 |. 16.7 54.1 18.2 17.1 57.4 6.8 i 49.8 13.3 7.5 5.8
A2 3.5 3.5 9.8 2.9 9.4 1.1 2.6 | 10.2 3.7 8.9 4.9 3.9 9.6
10.4 9.8 78 10.0 9.7 15.3 12.9 11.5 14.8 13.0¢ 8.3 6.6 5,2 7.9 6.8
12,7 8.6 18.4 13:4 1.5 13.8 7.4 14.3 13.9 6.8 12,2 9.6 20.8| 13.% 8.1
4.0 8:2 4.7 4:1 3.4 4.3 2.7 3.3 4.2 2.7 3.8 3.6 5.8 4.0 3.3
8.7 545 13,7 9.3 4.5 9.5 4.7 11.0 9.7 4.1 8.4 6.1 15.3 9.1 4.8
63.8 | 210 55,1 62.7 17,61 5131 16,27 53.81 5.7 12,71 69.0; 25037 55.8¢ 67.6 20.8
168 31 %81 151 2.4 19.6 3.2 10.4 18.3 2.5 14.2 3.1 $.41 13.7 2.2
30.1 9.4 2591 206 7:4 Q) ®) ) ¢) *) 42,71 17.24 41.2| 42.6 13.9
1.9 P38 SRV 1.7 2 2.4 g 2.1 2 1.7 2 1.5 .3
: 2,2 i3 -8 2.0 3 3.6 5 2.2 3.4 .3 L6 .2 - i.4 .3
s tha:r,-,.-,.‘--.m-.-,- SRR RR 9L 186 ) 143 6.71 256 12.4] 41.2| 279 9.7 8.7 4.2 2 8.4 4.1
'Senma of tnoome: - ;
S BarminpsondVa il el 93,3 43,1+ 17.31 22,61 46.11 3441 484 209 32.5| 50.9| 18.6| 386 | 153 18.2
E&rﬂiﬂ% and chﬁ{ ncome. S 13.61.39.4 80:2 ) 15.6-F 40,61 13.0] 38.3 | 24.7 14,7 39.6 | 13.9| 40.3] 33.4| 16.0
erlnwme onlyormincc 63.1 70815346190 18,5 | 828 13.3 ] 544 52.8 9.4] 676/ 211 513 | 65.8
‘1 for deﬂnmen of poverty levels; see text. workers, limited to civilian workers.
: : fwcg piieab!% T the Asnied Fores 5 Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units.
.. t1ncludessmembers of the Armed Forces Source: Derived from tabulation of the Current Population Survey, March
. AR workegperence duta, including ‘data’ for year-round, fulltime 3964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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 the earning’ édﬁacity of the husband that sets the
~ seale at which the family must live, the poverty

- gpatwn have been arrayed according to the
_ median earnings (in 1959) of men aged 35-44.
- This is the age ‘which, on the basis of cross-
& 'fm* the average worker in
at their peak. Two things

most occupatio
__are abundantly e ,
I general, the poverty rates for families of
- men in different occupations are inversely related
to the mex:lmn nings—that is, the lower
age 35-44, the greater the
amily. (In some instances,
- as among families of some of the proprietors,
~ work of the wife and other adults may count as
~ unpaid family labor rather than add earnings to
~ the family income. ) :The size of the average family
~with children seems also to vary inversely with
_earning capauty, in terms of the number of chil-
~dren ever vorn to the wives aged 35-44 of men
__ employed in these occupations.
 The following figures illustrate the patterns
separateiy for ‘white and nonwhite families with

mk of povei'ty for the

- rates for familie s’of employed male heads by oc-

male head.
: Percegt&3 mwfes
age [
g?"“{g}g" enployed: workers,
: e ammong | With specified
Gecupation gfoim') - t male f“&%‘fs cﬁ?é?eniggr
i [i) } born 3
4or
3 | more
 wWhite
i Profesatanal and technicsl
Mwor ers.-.ﬁj.c.{.l; ....... fé't" 5 2 58 23 20
ansgers,; oflicial m‘opr o
texceptarm) ... 465 || el
- Sales workers... - 6,325 3180122 19
“Craftsmen snd foremen. . 5.795 4 54 21 25
Clerica) and kindred workers. .. 5,508 2 61 20 19
. peratives. .. .. 5,078 9 52 20 27
. Bervice workers. 4,610 B BT 20 23
- Nonfarm laborer, ‘ 15 49 19138
Farmers and farm. mansgers‘ 26 42 22 38
Farmlaborers.. . ..io........ 43 35 17 48
Nonwhite males: P
Professional - and technlcal
workers. . ioiiion il ond 12 85 18 19
' Managers, officials, proprietors
. (exceptiarm).. ... U T R T
“Clerica md kindred workers i 13 61 14 25
Sales workers..... ....... 4,01 * &7 18 21
i Crafltsmen and foremen . ' 2 52 13 35
cOperatives. ..o 27 51 12 37
o Bervice workers. .. 28 57 13 30
Nonfarm laborers. g g 45 48 11 41
Farmlaborers. ... ..i..i. il 975 70 34 9 57
Farmers and farm managers. . 945 78 27 o 65

11n 1059,
‘o2 Currently employed fatnily he&ds in ,’March 10684, with 1063 family money
incume below the economy level in 1963,
» Wives of currently employed men at time '0f 1960 Decennial Census.
i fsgq ot avai\ablsc ulat
ensus of Population, 1960: Occupation Earnings and
Educatwn PC2)-1B; Women by Number of Chilﬁn Ev?rl Born, PC(2)~
3A. und Social securlty Admmistmtion :

For many families a critical point in financial
status may be the arrival of the fourth or fifth
child. At all occupational levels (except among
wives of professional and technical employees)
the nonwhite family tends to be larger than the
Whlte, but on the average nonwhite families are
at a lower economic level than white families in
the same occupational class. A more accurate, or .
at least a narrower, occupational grouping would
probably show less difference between the sizes of
white and nonwhite families at equxvalent eco-
nomic levels. -

Some of the differences in number of chlldreni
are related to different patterns of age at first
marriage. But even among women who married
at the same age there remains evidence of a differ-
ence in life style among occupational groups, in
terms of number of children ever born.

The discussion here centers on children ever
born rather than the more common statistic of
children present in the home. Use of the latter
figure results in serious understatement of the
total number of children in large families who
may be subject to the risk of poverty before they .
reach adulthood.

Differences in the two statistics are greater for
the low-income occupations, such as naniar'
laborers with their large families, than for hig
income occupations, such as professional anc
technical workers with their smaller families. It
appears to be the families with less income to look
forward to in the first place who have more
children.?

The statistics by occupation may throw hght ol
the intergeneration cycle of poverty. It is no
necessary here to repeat the admonition that edu-
cation for our youngsters is a long step up in the
escape from poverty. It is of importance, how-
ever, that in these days, when children generally
are receiving more education than those a genera-
tion ago, the degree of upward mobility is affected
by social environment as indicated by the occupa-
tion as well as by the education of the father.
According to a recent report, among children of
men with the same educational attainment, those
with fathers in white-collar jobs are much more
likely than children of fathers in manual and

21 See also Bureau of the Census, Current Pogu!ation .
Reports, “Socioeconomic. Characteristics of the Papula««:
tion: 1960,” Series P-23, No. 12, -July 31 1964,
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service jobs or in farm jobs to acquire more years
of school training than their parents.?

The statistics on occupation and poverty may
have even further import. The work history of -
aged persons currently receiving public assistance -

might well show that many of the recipients (or
the persons on whom they had depended for sup-

port) used to work at the same kinds of jobs cur-.

rently held by many of the employed poor. Earn-

ings too little to support a growing family are

not - likely to leave much margin for saving for
old age. Moreover, such low earnings will bring
entitlement to only minimal OASDI benefits.

IMPLICATIONS

The causes of poverty are many and varied.
Because some groups in the population are more
vulnerable, however, a cross-section of the poor
will. differ. from one of the nonpoor, measure for
measure. The mothers bringing up children with-
out a father, the aged or disabled who cannot
earn, and the Negro who may not be allowed to

22 Bureau. Of the Ceénsus, Current. Population Reports,
“Educational Change in a Generation,” Series: P-20, No.
132; Sept. 22, 1964.

earn will, more often than the rest of us, know
the dreary privation that denies them the good
living that has become the hallmark of America.

But there are others thus set apart, without the
handicap of diserimination or disability, who can-
not.even regard their plight as the logical conse-
quence of being unemployed. There are millions
of children in “normal” as well as broken homes

“who will Jose out on their chance ever to strive
as'equals in this competitive society because they
are denied, now even the basic needs that money
can buy. And finally there are the children yet to
come, whose encounter with poverty can be pre-

" dicted unless the situation is changed for those
currently poor.

Neither the present circumstances nor the rea-
sons-for them are alike for all our impoverished
millions, and the measures that can help reduce
their number must likewise be many and varied.
No single program, placing its major emphasis on
the needs of one special group alone, will succeed.
Any complex of programs that does not allow for
the diversity of the many groups among the poor
will to that degree leave the task undone. The
poor have been counted many times. It remains
now to count the ways by which to help them gain
a new identity.

48
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Tanie A:—Composition of families with children: Number of members in families with own children under age 18, by sex of head

Husband-wife famities, by number of children Faizri:ti%]ies Families with female head, by number of children
Fanmilly member’s relationship to head other
Total 1 2 dor4 | 5ormore m; Total 1 2 3or4 -} 5ormore
Number of families, total (in thousands):| - 23,498 7,380 7:528 6,780}  .1,810 301 1,892 785 510 436 161
Number of persons!
Total (in thousands).... . il 0 108,174 24,493 | 31,626 37,338 14,718 1,110 7,066 2,036 1,7 2,082 1,189
Number per family, total. L. ..o 4.60 3.3 4.20 5,51 8.13 3.69 3.7 2.60 3.45 4.78 7.38
DT T S S SN R 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Underage 85, caiiihan i il .87 .35 .40 .38 o 28 .20 35 L24 .38 .46 47
Aged 35-B4. o iiiliiiiie i e .57 .53 .56 B0l T o.69 .61 .59 .65 .58 .52 52
Aged 5564000 n i v T e Ll .05 .10 W04 D27 03 14 .05 .09 .03 .01 )
Aged 65 0F OVer. . .. oiionisdinlans .01 .02 (O] 01 .00 .08 .01 .02 01 .01 &)
Wifeof head oo ciiiiiinninaicnmndo. 88 -89 . 99 B T ] O s P F S
Relatives undersge 18,0 ool 2.38 1.04 2.01 33 5.86 2.07 2.33 1.12 2.09 3.44 6.03
Ovwn children underage §....iiilis 81 .38 79 1.30 2,08 .44 .60 18 .49 ] 1.93
Own'childrén aged 617 oo oo onnl 1.44 62 1.19 2.00 3.73 1.53 1.62 .82 1.51 2:.34 3.96
[55 4,7 St AR SO e SRR WS SO .03 .04 .03 .03 .05 .10 1 J12 09 .1 .14
Relatives 10 it SEDRCEE G PS FEA .18 -4 .1 15 24 .55 .38 .40 .32 .30 .34
Sensaged 1824, Lo Ll li il .07 .09 .05 .05 .10 A2 A1 A3 .10 A0 J12
Sonsaged 2564 0 oe il Dl .01 .02 .01 .01 N .04 03 .04 .02 .01 .01
Daugbters aged 18+24... 000 uoin s .05 07 .04 .04 07 12 .09 .10 .08 .08 A0
Danghters aged 25-64. ..o, il 01 .01 O] O] 01 11 .02 03 .02 .01 o1
Other male aged 1864 (..o iiiiis 02 02 .02 .02 .03 .07 .04 04 .04 .04 .04
Other-female aged 18-64 . .00 L.l .03 03 .03 .03 .03 .09 .06 .06 .06 06 .06
Relatives aged B5-orover. . .. il - u s .04 .04 .04 03 .03 .06 .05 .06 .04 .04 .03
Bl o ol B b il m e b i e .01 .01 .01 .0l .01 01 .01 .01 .01 .01 0t
Female ..o il iieaiiilandaiia il .03 .03 .03 .02 .02 08 04 .05 .03 .03 .02

1 Less than: 005,

Sotiree: 1.8, Censiis of Population, 1960: Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)-4B.

Tasir B.—Composition of families of different sizes: Percentage distribution of persons in families by relationship to head, by
total number in family and sex of head

Husband-wite families, Fam- Families with female head,
m by number of persons !lgfg by number of persons
wi
Type.of family member families . oth?r
or male 6 or
Total 2 3 40r5 | pore | head Total 2 3 4oré more
Number of families, total (in thousands) ... ... 45,149 | 39,659 { 12,046 | 8,451 | 13,723 | 5,436 | 1,285 4,197 1,987 1,014 826 369
Number-of persons:
Total (inthousands) . .. .ooiiooiii ool 163,966 |146,924 | 24,045 | 25,254 | 59,970 | 37,654 | 3,761 | 13,282 | 3,984 | 3,045 | 3,596 2,657
Pereent. . . i il i e e h e e an 160.00 | 100.00 | 160.00 | 10 0.00| * 100.08] 100.00{ 100.00 100.00! 100.00] 100.00| '160.00; 160.00
Family head . ou o i i i i e 27.53 ¢ 27.00 | 50.11 33.47 | 22.89 | 14.44 | 3441 31.60 | 49.87 | 33.33 | 23.00 13.89
Under age 35, . i i B A e e 7.02 7.19 7.43 9.90 7.97 3.99 5.18 5.61 5.42 6.77 6.26 3.1
Aged B5-B4. . Ll e i b el e 12,54 12.47 14.17 | 14.97 12,79 9.20) 13.19 | 13.16 17.87 15.04 10.85 7.08
Aged 5504 . coiioo  inlin il i i e el 4.25 4.09 | 14.05 5.46 1.52 .88 6. 41 5.80 [ 10.7 5.02 2,86 1.69
Aged 85 BRAOVEr i cuive e iianns ol inn b v dinn 3.72 3.25 1 14.46 3.14 .61 .36 9.63 7.33 15.79 6.50 3.03 1.39
Wife of head: . io i uis e iudiaiosf rbniniogiilonlng 24.08 | 26.87 |- 49.90.| 33.32 ] 22.78 I U7 T ISR (DU (PRI RN SRR NP
Relatives under age 18. .0 ool aiilin ivsarimniadann 38.66 | 39.00 [.._..... 22,981 46.84 | 62,17 | 23.2¢4 | 39.23 14.84 | 34.39| 51.30 65.26
Own children nnderage 6.. 13.77 14.50 {.._.._.. 10.06 18.30 | 20.70 3. 8.58 2.61 7.52 | 11,87 13.77
Own children aged 6-17.... 22.81 23.05 {._._.... 12.18 | 1 27.45 ] 38.05 [ 12,31 { 23.14 | 10.02 | 22.86. 30.39 33.35
Otherrelatives. ... ... 00 2.08 . 1.09 3.42 7.37 7.51 1.71 4.01 9.04 18.14
Relatives aged 18+684. .. . .o 8.08 6.28 7.87 2,30 | 24,14 | 26.11 26.81 23.00 19.68
Sons 1824, .00 u.Li 1.92 2.00 2,28 2,39 3,35 2.79 3.78 3.53 3.42
Daughters sged 1824 1.46 1.50 1.79 2,10 2.78 2.01 2.92 3.14 3.31
aged 25-64. ... 1.21 .74 .62 4,23 4.92 7.08 5.62 3.75 2.45
Daughters-aged 25-84 1.08 .60 61 6.04 4.98 6.17 5.62 4,39 3.24
Other maleés aged 18-84. 1.07 .65 1.23 7.4 3.42 2.7 3.78 3.81 3.46
Other females aged 1864 1.31 7 1.34 10.10 4.69 5.27 5.09 4.37 3.80
Rélatives 65.0r-over 1.67 1.22 1.20{ 10.08 5.03 9.39 5.48 2.70 113
Total male. . .45 .37 .44 2.05 1.13 1.71 1.44 78 L3¢
Total female. 1.22 .85 .76 8.03 3.90 7.68 4.04 1.92 79

Source; U.8, Census of Population, 1960; Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)-4B.
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Tapre  C.—Food-income relamonahxps among . nonfarm
consumers: Per capila income,* per capita food expenditires,?
and-portion of income gpent on food by income class and size
of consumer unit, nonfarm housaholds, 1955

‘and ‘portion of income spent on food, by income siassf nd

Tasie D.—Food-income relutxom}npe among u;rb,‘,  eon
sumers: Per capita income,! per capita foml expe?sd ires?

ize of consumer unit, urban househo cis, 1960-«61

Number of persons in untt Number ol ;msem m uait
Money income (alter taxes) ; Money fricotne {after taxes) '
; -4 OF
2 3 | ] £} i fmore e
Tatal: : Total: g
Per capitaincome: .o ol $2,036/81, 603 $1,296[$1,067| ~ $337; #6158 Per capitainoome.. ... ...,
Per. ‘capita: expenditure - for . ; . = - Percapita expenditure for food
foo Siilsbanamiibe o) $OBOL 40T - $454] 83841 $385) $28% Food as percent of income...
Food g pereent of income. .. . 27 31 35 36 40/ L Lessthan $1,000:
Less than $2,000; ] Per capita Tncome. .l
Per capita Income, .o, iaally $5241  $410)  $3311 $240! $240| $156 Per capita experniditure for food. .
- Per ¢capita expenditure for !md $3:0 8307} 82780 106, $154) ~$141 Food ss percent of {ncome . ...
Food s percent of intome.. . ... 60|73 83 81 64 90 $1,000-1,908: -
K H L s Per capite ificome. ..o 0.l $
Per ca'pﬂlta meome. i ) 48341 %080 - 45131 $430) 4314 Per capita expendlture for foed “
Per capita expenditure tor -food, 8424 §331 - $208)- §296/ - $109 Food as percent of intome:- ...
Food a5 Dercent, of income:.. 5t 82 58 69 63 $2,000-2, I:a.:ka ;
Per capi COMIE. L. i aue
D D o s orised | A B Ho M me Pocapite expendifie o idod
e as t of income. ... ..
Food as percent of Income. ... 36 T 48| dp| 48 5 o Eiytasi:
Per mpits ineome.. .. s
. Por capits Ineome. . ... .ioitel $1,406:81, 121/ - 8001 $751) - $605 capita expenditure for
Por capita expenditiire for food . $10 388l 3350, 264 I;ﬁf,d o ;me‘iﬁ ditaire or {00
" oadsas W%ercent of income......i 34 43 47 4
$8,000~ Per capita ANCOME. ... Lol
Per capltatneome.. .o ol 82,119 $1,815:81,363181,102] $807] $685. Per capita expenditure for food .,
~:Per caplts expendltum for food | $855| -$561 $454) - $404] $3a4| 8327 Food. a% percei;:i of inceme.., .. 230
Food as percent olincome: .. ... 241 37 38 48 $5,000~5,999:
o ety nicatse - .|s3,35%(s2,248!81 605 81,351 (81,146 - §901 For aapita fntomy il
SR CE RIS | % i ¥ » ¥ 4 er capita expenaiture for
Per capita.expenditure for faod . $582] . $52%7] . $435( . $386, $383 Food 5’; percé)nt of income. ...
8s percent of Inconte. . 2t BT RRE L A 42 90:
®or cabita (nooms 34, 440l52,015(82, 187|81,777/81, 485/81 117 31:er wpﬁ" exvenaitire for food (41
Der capita expenaiiore for food...| §773) Bole| s64] $5i3| 11| a3 Food 88 pereont of 1eomo. e -
- Food sy percent-of income. .5 171021 $7, 500~9,999:
$10,000 or more:; i Per capita income. ... L0 L
" Per capits income, .o L[€7,821185, 713 53 854 $3.238.42, 515182, 017 Per-eapita expenditure for toacL
Per cspita expendimre for tood.._ $1,047]. $901: $643: 8507 8308 Food as percent of income: .. ...
"Food as percent of incomie........ 19 16‘ 18 0 M N $10,000-14, 999:

“Einooine after-taxes,
2 Including alcotiolic beverages.

Source: Derived-from U.8, Departinent of Agriculture, Househiold Food
Consnmption Sm-vey, 1955, Food Cbmumption n the United States (Report
No.1); December 1956

TasLe E.—Weighted average of povert,y
of head, and-farm or nonfarm residence -

income criteria 1 for families of different composition, by household &

Per captta fncome . .o

Per capita expenditure for food A

Food as percent of {ndome. ...«
$15,000 or more:

Per capita Income . Lol il

Per capita expenditure for food..

.Food as percent of Income. ...,

I Tricome after taxes and-other money récelpty: L

z Including all purchased food snd beversges comumed ate
from hote.

3 Nat shown where size of sample under 20, °

Souree: Derived from Bureau ol Labor Szatisttcs, Repm-t 1%
Consumer Expenditures and Incomes, July 1064.

i

Nonfarm Farm Nonfarm Farm .
Numberogefamﬁy § T
meimbers ; :
Mals | Female Male | Female Male | Femsgle SN
: Total | nead | head | T | head | head | 1O | head | head | TOt8l

Weighted average of incomes at economy level

1 (under 8ge 65). .. v iainiia i e ma S e s L E g $1,580:{ 81,650 [ $1,525
1-faged 65 or gver). ST, 4700 1,480 1,468
2:(under age 65). .- o 2,080 1 2,085 1. 1,975
2 {aged 65 or.over) - 1,850 | 1.856-1 1,845
2,440 7 2,455 2,350

&30} 3,130 3. M5

3,685 3,685 | 3,660

4,185 4,185 7 4,110

5,000 | 5,100 | 5,000

$960 $990 $920
885 890 880
1,240 ) 1,240 1 1,180
1,110 | 110 ¢ 1,120
1,410 1 441 1,395
1,925 | 1,925+ 1,865
2,210 {7 2,210 | - 2,220
2,500 | "2,405 | 2,530
3,055 | 3,065 2,085

1 For definttlon of poverty criterla, see text.
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TaLe F.—Family size and number of children: Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by number of related

children and sex of head

[Numbers in thousands}

Percentage distribution, by number of related children under age 18

Number of family members nggfgér
. Total None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
Units with male head
Nonfarm, number of famites.. ...l 43,714 L. ool - 19,813 ! 7.274 7,887 I 4,749 2,412 1,172 908
1 (under Age B5) .. ovcemns e ana s

1 (8ged 65 0T OVEr) .o liemmicnnnac e cpemrus e mmn s Satisents
2 (under age 65) ...
:'.; (aged 65 or over)_.

1(under age 65) - - .ol cii e
1-{aged 65-0r over)...._._.
2 {under age 65)....

Nonfarm, number of families

1 (under 8ge 65) .. . l.ullioliilieliieedie doioliileslilon
1 (aged 65 or-over).
2 (urider age 65)....
2 (aged 65 or over).

Farm, number of families

1 (under age 65) . . ..o Ll iiiaeiiioemanheimaiaasianis
1 (aged 65 or over).
2 (under age 65)....
2 (aged 65 or over).

Source: Derived from tabulations of the Current Population Survey, March 1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration,

Social Security Bulletin, October 1988/Vol. 51, No. 10

51



