
6 #ounting the Poor: 

Another Look at the Poverty Profile 
by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY” 

When the C’ouncil of Economic Advisors used 
trnnual income of less than $3,000 to define fami- 
lies living in poverty, it noted that this was a 
crude and approximate measure. Obviously the 
am.ount of cash inco?ne T*equired to maintain any 
given level of living will be different for the 
family of two and the family of eight, for the 
person living in a large metropolitan area and a 
person of the same age and sex living on a farm,. 

An article published in the July 1963 issue of 
the Bulletin, u Children of the Poor,” suggested 
one way of deriving rough measure8 of the 
amounts needed by families of differen.t size. This 
analysis has now been carried considerably fur- 
ther to define equivalent incomes at a poverty 
level for a large number of different family types. 
The Social Security AdminGtration obtained 
f om the Bureau of the Census special tabulations 

db m the March 1964 Current Population Survey 
classifying families and unrelated individuals as 
above or below these poverty cutoff points. 

The method used to derive this variable poverty 
line is described in the following artiole, which 
also gives a summary picture of the groups who 
fell below the line on the basis of their 1963 in- 
comes. The total nwmber of poor remains about 
the same as when the cruder mea.yure of income ia 
used, but the compo.sition of the group is notabl?y 
different. 

This a.rticle deals primarily with fa.milies of 
two or more persons. A subsequent article will 
analyze the situation of unrelated individuuls and 
of aged persons living in families headed by 
younger persons. The differences between Negro 
and white fami&s and individuals will also be 
f xamined in more de tail. 

The method of measuring equivalent levels of 
7iving that is presented here is still relatively 
crude. The DivzXon of Research and Stat&tics is 
attempting to develop more refined nwaswres 
based on the relationship of income and consum,p- 

* Division of Research and Statistics. -- 

tion. Such studies will take time. Until they can 
be completed, the indexes used here provide a 
more senvitive method than has hitherto been 
crvailable of delineating the profile of poverty in 
thk country and of meaeuring changes ,in that 
profile over t&me. 

A REVOLUTION of expectations has taken 
place in this country as well as abroad. There is 
now a conviction that everyone has the right to 
share in the good things of life. Yet there are 
still many who must watch America’s parade of 
progress from the sidelines, as they wait for their 
turn-a turn that does not come. The legacy of 
poverty awaiting many of our children is the 
same that has been handed down to their parents, 
but in a time when the boon of prosperity is more 
general t,he tast.e of poverty is more bitter. 

. 

Now, however, the Nation is committed to a 
battle against poverty. And as part of planning 
the how, there is the task of identifying the whom. 
The initiation of corrective measures need not 
wait upon final determination of the most suit- 
able criterion of poverty, but the interim standard 
adopted and the characteristics of the population 
thus described will be important in evaluating the 
effectiveness of the steps taken. 

There is not, and indeed in a rapidly changing 
pluralistic society there cannot be, one standard 
universally accepted and uniformly applicable by 
which it can be decided who is poor. Almost in- 
evitably a single criterion applied across the 
board must either leave out of the count some who 
should be there or include some who, all things 
considered, ought not be classed as indigent. There 
can be, however, agreement on some of the con- 
siderations to be taken into account in arriving 
at a standard. And if it is not possible to state 
unequivocally “how much is enough,” it should 
be possible to assert with confidence how much, 
on an average, is too little. Whatever the level at 
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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 t.his 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, t,wo 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- 
sarily apply with equal validity to each individual 
family in its own special setting. 

The standard itself is admittedly arbitrary, 
but not unreasonable. It is based essentially on 
the amount of income remaining after allowance 
for an adequate diet at minimum cost. Under t.he 
criteria adopted, it is est.imated 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 mhere- 
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level. 
Literally, for the 341/, 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, $lll$ billion less than their estimated mini- 
mum requirements. 

THE POVERTY PROFILE 

e 
From data reported to the Bureau of the 

Census in March i964, 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 t,he 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 r 

@J 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 
t,he unemployed 8 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 L-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 mucll publicized, but they make 
only a small part of all the Xation’s poor. 

e amilies 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 :I 
man as the head. 
* Children growing up without) a father must, get 
along on less than they need far more often than 
childreu 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. 

Tonwhite 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 

orer than those who do. Yet more than half of 

Qo poor families report that the head current’ly 
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) is the family of a white male 
worker who worked full time throughout the 
year. Yet, this is the kind of family that in OUI 
present society has the best chance of escaping 
poverty. 

All told, of the 15 million children under age 18 
counted as poor, about 53/l 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 st,ruggle 
for sheer survival. 

In many part,s of the world, the overriding 
concern for a majority of t,he populace every day 
is still “Can I live?” For t,he United States as a 
society, it is no longer whether but how. Although 
by t,he levels of living prevailing elsewhere, some 
of the poor in t,his 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 t,he floor for 
those bvhose 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 patt,erns. 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 t,ypes 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 t,he plans, if strictly followed, can 
provide an acceptable and adequate diet, but- 
generally speaking-the lower t,he 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 

2 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Family Food 
PZa~~s and Food Costs, Home Economics Research Re- 
port Ko. 20, rjovember 1962. 
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Each plan specifies t,he required weekly quan- 
tities of foods in part,icular food groups for indi- 
viduals of varying age and sex. The Department, 
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States 
average prices based on the assumption that all 
meals arc prepared at home from foods purchased 
at retail. Because no allowance is made for using 
any food from the home farm or garden, the cost 
est,imates are not, applicable to farm families with- 
out some adjustment, although the quantities 
presumably could be. 

The low-cost plan, adapted to the food patterns 
of families in t,he lowest third of the income 
range, has for many years been used by welfare 
agencies as a basis for food allotment,s for needy 
families and others who wished to keep food costs 
down. Often, however, the actual food allowance 
for families receiving public assistance was less 
than that in the low-cost plan. 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 t.he Department of Agriculture began 
to issue an “economy” food plan, costing only 
‘Z-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 Q-person 
family.3 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 includes no additional 
allowance for meals eat,en out or other food eat.en 

3 With recommended adjustments for family size, small 
families are allowed somewhat more and larger families 
somewhat less, and for all families the actual amounts 
of food suggested will vary with the sex and age of the 
members. Even in a I-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 a younger child or an aged member with food 
needs less than average. 

Recent revisions in suggested food quantities 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 
‘9-12 cost slightly less than before, and foods for women 
under age 55 cost slightly more. (See Family Economics 
Recielo (U.S. Department of Agriculture), October 
1964. ) 

away from home. Meals eaten by family members 
at school or on the job, whether purchased 

db 
carried from home, must still come out of L!:e 
same household food allowance. 

The food costs for individuals according to this 
economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were used 
as the point of departure for determining the 
minimum total income requirement for families 
of different types. An additional set of poverty 
income points was computed, using the low-cost 
plan with its average per capita weekly cost of 
$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 separately for individuals in 19 age-sex 
classes, and since it is suggested that these be 
further adjusted for family size, it was necessary 
to define the family size and composition proto- 
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 io those of their comparable nonf, 
cousins. 9 

In view of the special interest in the economic 
status of families with children, and because logic 
suggests that income requirements are related to 
the number in the family, estimat,es were made 
separately for nonfarm families varying in size 
from two members to seven or more, further clas- 
sified by sex of head and number of related chil- 
dren under age 18. To allow for the special inter- 
est in the aged, the majority of whom live alone 
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 as 
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 for 
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 which 
families could be classified. 

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex composi- 
tion grouping could be assumed for each of the 
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separate family types, but even with this restric- 

q 
n t,here was still much left to decide, There 

as 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.4 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 a specified 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- 

9 

y to ensure adequate allowance for growing 
ungsters. 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 available 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 

4 Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 
O-Families, Final Report, PC(2)-4A, 1963. 
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than the head or wife, and the most suitable indi- 
vidual food costs from the plan were weighted 
together accordingly.5 

Generally speaking, in families with both a 
husband and wife present, the “other” adults 
tended to be younger than those in families 
headed by a w0man.B Male heads tended to be 
younger than female heads of families of the same 
size, and the “extra” adults were also younger. 
Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in 
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- 
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-possibly a 
parent-or a subfamily consisting of a daughter 
and her children 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- 
daughter combination the mother may be reported 
as the head, whether in fact it is she who is living 
with the daughter or the other way around. 

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

Income-Food Expenditure Relationship 

The food costs computed, the task of trans- 
lating them into total income requirements still 
remained. It has long been accepted for individ- 
uals as for nations that the proportion of income 
allocated to the “necessaries,” and in particular 
to food, is an indicator of economic well-being. 
A declining percentage has been associated with 
prosperity and higher income, and the rising per- 
centage associated with lower income has been 
taken as an indicator of stringency. 

The fact that larger households tend to spend 
a larger share of their income for food has not 
been so readily recognized as an indicator of eco- 

5 See Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Populatiow 
I960-Persons by Family Characterietios, Final Report, 
PC (2)-4b, 1964. 

6 In deriving income standards for families with a 
male head and other adults, the first adult in addition 
to the head was considered a wife. 
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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 t’he 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 part,icularly 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 t’hus 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 expendit.ure for 
food approximating one-third of money income 
after taxes.s Two-person nonfarm families used 

T U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Con- 
sumptioll Survey, 1955, Dietary Evaluation of Food Used 
in Households in the United States, Report No. 16, No- 
vember 1961, and Food Consumption and Dietary Levels 
of Households of Different Size, United States, by Region, 
Report No. 17, January 1963. 

* See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consump- 
tion and Dietary 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 p# 
cent. ,4 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 : 

CSDA 1955, nonfnrm 1 BLS 1980-61, urban 2 
- 

l.-.....~.--..........-- - (3) (9 $2,967 23 
2 or more, total.. ........ $1,328 33 1.886 

2 ...................... 2,036 
3................-..- .. 1.603 ;: 

2,750 E 
2,302 25 

4.~..................~. 1,299 1,854 24 
.5. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1,067 ii 1,512 26 .... ... 
6 ._ ..... .._.._.....__ ._ 837 40 
70r more .............. G16 46 1,944 28 

1 Derived from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption 
Survey, 1955, Report No. 1, December 195G. 

2 Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics. Consumer Emenditures and 
I~rcorne, Supplement 3, Pert A, to BLS Rep&t No. ‘237-38, J& 1964. 

J Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirement for this study. the 
single individuals included 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 spendin, 

4P 
well as possibly more efficient utilizat,ion of foou. 
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). I’rban families in 1960-61, for 
example, spending on t,he 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 uqually have yielded lower 
average expenditures tlikn the more detailed item- 
by-item checklist of foods used in a week that 
serves 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, thev 
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leave out, some high food spenders represented in 

@I 
BLS figures. On the other hand, the decreases 

1. oubtedly reflect, in part, t,he general improve- 
ment in real income achieved by the Nation as a 
whole in the 6 years elapsed bet,ween the t,wo 
studies. 

For the present analysis, the earlier relation- 
ship was adopted as the basis for defining 
poverty-that is, an income less than three times 
the cost of the economy food plan (or alterna- 
tively the low-cost plan)-for families of three or 
more persons. For families wit,h two members the 
x&o of 27 percent, observed in that study was 
applied partly because it is generally acknowl- 
edged that a straight per capita income measure 
does not allow for the relatively larger fixed cost,s 
that small households face. Moreover, the more 
recent consumption curves themselves indicate 
that the l- or 2-person families, who as a group 
are less homogeneous in composition, seem to be 
“out of line” with larger families with respect to 
t,he spending pattern. 

For l-person units, for whom the consumption 
data are hard to interpret because of the heavy 
representation of aged individuals not shown 
separately, the income cutoff at the low-cost level 

4P 
taken at 72 percent of the estimated $2,480 

I a couple, following RLS recent practice.” For 
the economy level, the income cutoff was assumed 
at 80 percent of the couple’s requirement, on the 
premise that the lower the income the more diffi- 
cult it. would be for one person to cut expenses 
sucll as housing and utilities below the minimum 
for a couple.10 

As stated earlier, for each family size several 
income points were developed in relation to the 
sex of the head and different combinat,ions of 
adults and children. When weighted together in 
accordance with the distribut,ion of families of 
these t,ypes in the current, population (table F), 
t,hey yield a set of assumed food expenditures and 
income that, can be compared with the income of 
families of the same size who spend that amount, 
per person for food, as est,imated roughly from 
the 1960-61 consumption study. 

Family sire 

- 

-. 

._ 
. 
._ 
._ 
._ 
- 

SSA poverty indea- 
economy level (nonfarm) 

__--- 

Per capita 
food expense IIlCOllW 

---- ----- 

E 

BLS 1960-61 
~“erage (urban)‘- 
estimated income 
corresponding to 

economy food 
expenditure 

(2) 
YE 
3:120 
3,600 
4,020 

(2) 

1 Derived from BLS Report 237-38, July 1964 
2 Not estimated. 

It may be mentioned that the low-cost food 
plan criterion, derived correspondingly, can be 
taken as a rough measure of the results that 
would obt,ain if the income-food ratios in the 
RLS study were accepted as the guideline and 
applied to the lower food st,andard. Inasmuch 
as the economy plan for many families requires 
roughly t,hree-fourths as much to buy as does the 
low-cost plan, multiplying by three t’he purchase 
requirement in the low-cost food plan yields 
approximately the same income point as multi- 
plying the economy-plan cost by four. 

The Farm-Nonfarm Adjustment 

One additional adjustment was made to allow 
in some degree for the lesser needs of ,farm fami- 
lies for cash income. Farm families today buy 
much of t,heir food, in contrast to the situation 
40 or 50 years ago when they depended almost 
entirely on their own production. Yet it xv-as still 
true in 1955 t.hat about 40 percent of the food 
items consumed by all farm families-valued at 
prices paid by any families who did buy them- 
came from their home farm or garden. On the 
ot,her hand, the food purchased represented-as it 
did for nonfarm families-a third of total cash 
income for the year after deductions for operat- 
ing expenses.11 

Farm families generally can count not only 
some of their food but most of their housing as 
part of the farm operation. Thus, it was assumed 
t’hat a farm family would need 40 percent less net 

n Willard Wirtz, statement in Hearings Before the 
Ways and dfcam Committee, House of Representatives, 
Eiqlr ty-cigktk Congress, on Medical Care for the Aged, 
So~cmbcr 18-22, 1963 and Jauuaru 20-24, 1963. 

lo See Mollie Orshansky, “Budget for an Elderly 
Couple,” Social Recurit~ Bulletin, December 1960. 

I1 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food 
Consumption Survey, 1955, Food Production for Home 
USC by Households in the United States, by Region, Re- 
port No. 12, January 1958, and Farm Family Spending in 
the United States, Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 
192, June 1958. 
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cash than a nonfarm family of the same size and 
composition. 

The Resultant Standard 

The poverty lines thus developed served to 
classify a representat,ive Bureau of the Census 
population sample as of March 1964 for com- 
parison of characteristics of poor and nonpoor 
units in terms of 1963 money income.12 That is, 
for the farm and nonfarm population separately, 
unrelated individuals were classified by age and 
sex, and families by sex of head, total number of 
members, and number of related children under 
age 18. The income of each unit was then com- 
pared with the appropriate minimum. The house- 
holds thus classified as poor and nonpoor were 
t,hen analyzed for characteristics other than 
income.13 

With the information on how the population 
is divided into units by size and number of chil- 
dren, it is possible to condense the 248 separate 
criteria into an abbreviated set for families of 
different, size. As table E indicates, the income 
cutoff’ points in the economy food plan for non- 
farm units would range from $1,580 for a single 
person under age 65 to $5,090 for a family averag- 
ing eight members-that is, seven or more persons. 
At, the low-cost level, the corresponding income 
range runs from $1,885 to $6,395. A nonfarm 
family of husband, wife, and two young children 
would need $3,100 or $3,980. 

When applied to the Census income distribu- 
tions the cutoff points are being related to income 
before income taxes, although t,hey were derived 
on an after-tax basis. At the economy level the 
incomes are so low that for most, families of more 
than two persons and for aged unrelated individ- 
uals no tax would be required. By contrast, the 

lZ Sn earlier analysis related to 1961 income, along the 
same lines but restricted to families with children, was 
reported in the B112Zctih for July 1963. For that earlier 
estimate, since family income data were available only 
by number of own children, not crossed with total number 
of l)ersons, it was necessary to make arbitrary assump- 
tions about the additional relatives. The present figures, 
based on a more refined income grid and incorporating 
1960 Census data not previously available on characterls- 
ties of families and persons, represent not only an up- 
dating but, it is hoped, a refinement. 

I3 Acknowledgement is made of the helpful assistance 
of Bureau of the Census staff in the preparation of the 
special tabulations for this purpose. 

BLS “modest but adequate” budget for a similar 
family of four in autumn 1959 in 20 large tit _ 

a ranged from $4,880 to $5,870, not including taxe , 
and from $5,370 to $6,570 with taxes included.14 

HOW ADEQUATE IS THE STANDARD 

The measure of poverty t,hus developed is 
arbitrary. Few could call it too high. Many might 
find it too low. Assuming the homemaker is a 
good manager and has the time and skill to shop 
wisely, she must prepare nutritious, palatable 
meals on a budget that for herself, a husband, 
and two young children-an average family- 
would come to about 70 cents a day per person, 

For a meal all four of them ate together, she 
could spend on the average only 95 cents, and to 
stay within her budget she must allow no more * 
a day than a pound of meat, poultry, or fish alto- 
gether, barely enough for one small serving for 
each family member at one of the three meals. 
Eggs could fill out her family fare only to a 
limited degree because the plan allows less than 
2 dozen a week for all uses in cooking and at the 
table, not even one to a person a day. And any 
food extras, such as milk at school for t,he cl 

9 dren, or the coffee her husband might buy IJ 
supplement the lunch he carries to work, have to 
come out of the same food money or compete with 
the limited funds available for rent, clothing, 
medical care, and all other expenses. Studies 
indicate that, on t,he average, family members 
eating a meal away from home spend twice as 
much as the homemaker would spend for prepar- 
ing one for them at home. The 20-25 cents al- 
lowed for a meal at home in the economy plan 
would not buy much even in the way of supple- 
mentation. 

There is some evidence that families with very 
low income, particularly large families, cut their 
food bills below the economy plan level-a level 
at which a nutritionally good diet, though pos- 
sible, is hard to achieve. Indeed, a study of bene- 
ficiaries of old-age, survivors, and disability in- 
surance-limited to l- or 2-person families- 
found that only about 10 percent of those spend- 
ing less than the low-cost plan (priced about a 

I* Helen H. Lamale and Margaret S. Stotz, “The In- 
terim City Worker’s Family Budget,” Yortthly Labor 
Review, August 1960. 
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third higher than t,he economy plan) had meals 
ishing the full recommended amounts of es- 
al nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had 

even as much as two-t,hirds 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 fu11.15 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 

sources of poverty, and of the programs 
ded to cope with it, would remain substan- 

tially unchanged.“le Since programs are selected 
on other t,han purely statist,ical considerations, 
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But 
at least t.he 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 t,ypes combined) and $1,540 for an unrelated 
individual-a level in itself not materially dif- 
ferent from t,he 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 c,hildren. More- 

I5 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Conaumptioiz 
and Dietary Levels of Older Households in Rochester, 
New York, by C. LeBovit and D. A. Baker (Home Eco- 
nomics Research Report No. 25), 1964. 

I6 Council of Economic Advisors, Annzial Report 196.4, 
chapter 2. 

over, the preceding standard treats farm and 
nonfarm families alike, but the one discussed 
here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami- 
lies receiving some food and housing without 
direct outlay, as part of a farming operation. 
Accordingly, farm families, despite their low 
cash income, 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 ; 293A 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, t,he 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 t’hat 
the consistency of t,he measure of economic well- 
being applied to different types of families is 
even more important than the level itself. 

TABLE l.-Persons in poverty status in 1963, by alternative 
definitions 

[In malions] 

Type of unit A’ B, 

Total number of persons _.______ 33.4 34.0 
Farrn-.-.-.--........-------~- 4.9 6.4 
Nonfarm ____ _-_ . .._ _ _____..__. 23.5 27.6 

Unrelated individuals... __- ___.___ 4.9 5 4.0 
Farm..~.-.-......~--~-~~~~.~~~~ .2 1.4 
Nonfarm . ..______..._.._____.--- 4.7 2.6 

Members of family units..--..---- 28.5 30.0 
Farm..-.-.-.-.....-..--..--...- 4.7 5.0 
Nonfarm ._.___ -._ . ..____ -- . . . . . . 23.3 25.0 

Children under age 18 .__.___ .__.. 10.8 15.7 
Farm....-.-...--...-...--~----- 1.8 2.4 
Nonfwm __.___ _______.. -._._... 9.0 13.3 

- 

T 
- 

C’ 

- 

34.5 
5.1 

29.3 
4.9 

.2 

2: 
419 

24.6 
14.1 
2.1 

12.0 
- 

D' Total U.S. 
population 

34.6 187.2 
3?24 

4:9 

174.6 12.6 

11.2 

4:: 10:;: 
297 176.0 
3.1 12.2 

26.6 163.8 
15.0 68.8 
1.5 4.8 

13.5 64.0 

* Under $3,000 for family; under $1,500 for unrelated individuals (interim 
measure used by Council of Economic Advisers). 

p Level below which no income tax is required, beginning in 1965. 
s $1,500 for first person plus $500 for each additional person, UP to $4@JO. 

See testimony by W alter Heller on the hconomic Opportunity Act, Hearin@ 
Refore the Subcommittee m the Var on Poverty Program of the Committee on 
Education and Labor, House o/ Representatiw, Eiphty-eiphth Conpres8, Second 
Sension, Part 1, page 30. 

4 Economy level of the poverty index developed by the Social Security 
Administration, by family size and farm-nonfarm residence, centering 
around $3,100 for 4 persons. 

5 Estimated: income-tax cutoff is $900; Census 1963 income data available 
only for total less than $1,000; this figure has been broken into less than 
$500 and $50~G99 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, 

probably does serve as an interim guide to equiva- 
lent levels of living among families in diffe 

* situations. Additional variables could improve + 
as, for example, allowance for geographic 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 than a 
single income applied across the board. 

As a comparison of four different measures of 
poverty illustrates (table l), the flat sum of 
$3,000 for a family and $1,500 for an individual 
would indicate that 33.4 million persons were liv- 
ing in povert,y in 1963. One in 7 of them would 
be a farm resident, and 1 in 3 a child under age 
18. The modification of this scale to allow $1,500 
for the first person and $500 for every additional 
family member raises the number of the poor to 
34.5 million, and the percent who are children to 
more than 40, but the ratio of 1 in ‘7 on a farm 
remains unchanged. Under the economy plan 
definition, the most complex and differentiated of 

TABLE 3.-Incidence of poverty by two measures: Unrelated 
individuals with 1963 incomes below $1,500 and below the 
economy level of the SSA poverty Index, by specified 
characteristics 

TABLE Z.--Incidence of poverty by two measures: Families 
with 1963 incomes below $3,000 and below the economy 
level of the SSA poverty index, by specified characteristics 

Poor- 
with 

incomes 
under 

$3,000 ’ 

Poor-with 
incomes below 
economy level ? Tota 

“Urn 
Characteristic her 

Of 

fam- 
ilies 

1 

w- 
?nt 
of 
,ts1 

-- 

15 

23 
15 

:; 

26 
13 

2: 

12 
7 

:: 
40 

16 
11 
10 

:i 
35 

:; 

:: 

t: 
45 

5: 
lf 
I 
, 

34 
2L 
11 

2! 

< 

t 

2 

:: 

it 

I- 
um- 
3er 

19 

43 
17 

30 

:“B 
45 

15 

1: 
23 
47 

-- 
‘orcent- 
LSC dis- 
,ihution 
all poor 

amilies 

100 

2 

10 

z 
22 

70 
13 
57 
3 

27 

34 
14 

:!i 

1: 

34 

:i 
14 

; 
8 

z 
21 
6 

42 
6 

52 

i 

4 

3 

17 

1: 

-. 

um- 
,er 

Allfa”dlies..~ -.._~... 47.4 

6.8 
2.0 

6.2 
1.0 
5.2 

.3 
2.3 

4.6 
1.5 
1.0 

::: 
.6 

4.7 
1.4 
1.0 

.7 

:i 
.3 

2.8 
3.9 
1.8 

.3 

4.3 

4:: 

:i 

.‘l 

.2 

1.i 

1: 

5.1 
3.8 
2.1 

i:: 
- 

7.2 

6:: 

5.2 
2.0 

.7 
4.0 
1.0 
1.5 

5.0 
.9 

4.1 

2:: 

2.5 
1.0 
1.0 

:i 
1.2 

2.4 

::i 
1.0 

:i 
.6 

2.0 
3.3 
1.5 

.4 

3.0 

3:: 

:: 

.3 

.2 

1.2 

:: 

ii:: 
2.0 
1.0 
2.6 

Residence: 
Farm...................-~... 
Nonfarm . . . . . . . . -.. ..- .._... 

Race of head: 
White.........~.~..~~........ 
Nonwhite __._..._.... 

Age of head: 
14-24-.....-.....~...-.-...... 
25-54.....-.~...~.~........... 
5564...- .____ -..~~ .._....... 
65 and over .._..........._... 

Type of family: 
Husband-wife.... _...._.... ._ 41.3 

Wife in paid labor force.-.. 13.4 
Wife not in paid labor force. 27.9 

Othermalehead _..._ 
Female head __........ -...-._ 

::; 

Number of persons in family: 
2.....-....-.-............--.- 15.3 

9.8 
9.4 
6.3 
3.3 
3.3 

3...-..-..-...---....-.---.... 
4....--....-.--......---...... 
5 . . . . . . .._ ._.. .___. -._.- 
B........~.....~....~~.......~ 
7ormore.....--~.....-.-..-.- 

Number of related children 
under age 18: 

None.............. .._..... -__ 

[Numbers in millions] 
- 

I ‘oar-with 
incomes 
under 

$1,500 ’ 

Poor--with incomes 
below economy level ? 

- 

run1 
her 

‘er- 
‘ent 
of 
otal 

.- 

44 

rum 
ber 

?ercent- 
ago dis- 
rihution 
f all poor 
nrelated 

indi- 
viduals 

- 

4.9 4.9 100 

4.7 
.2 

43 
67 

97 
3 

4.1 
.8 

42 
56 

83 
17 

1:: 
2.6 

ii: 
62 

1:; 
2.5 

1.4 
3.5 

1.8 
3.1 

1.8 
1.1 

:‘: 
3.1 

33 
51 

30 
70 

26 
75 

36 
23 
10 

ii 

19.1 
8.7 
8.6 

;:; 
1.; 
1.2 

Characteristic 
;Tota 
*“Ill 

ber 
6..-.-.-..-~...--..~.--.-....-I 

Number of earners: 
None.-....-....-.....-.-.-.-- 
1.-.-.-...-.-.--.-.-..-.-....~ 
2.~....~....................~. 
3 or~or~.~.~-.~.....-.-.-~~~. 

Employment status and oc- 
cupation of head: 

Not in labor force J.-.- -.. 
Unemployed __.___ . . .._.._.. 
Employed- 

Professional. technical. and 

3.; 
20.t 
17.: 
5.t 

11.2 All unrelated individuals... 

Residence: 
Nonfam~.~ ._-. ._ ._ ._. ..___ 
Farm.-..-.......-...----.--- 

Race: 

10.8 
.4 

9.7 
1.5 

4.: 
1.1 White.....-....-..-..---.-.-. 

Nonwhite ._..........._.._.. 
Age: 

14-24..-..........-.....-..... 
25-64............-...-.-...... 
65 and over .__._..__.__ _.._._ 

6.c 

4.! 

14. I 

3.c 
2.; 

4.3 
6.9 

7.0 
4.2 

6.7 
5.5 
3.7 
1.2 
4.5 

Worked in 196% __...... -.-.. 
Worked at full-time jobs.. 

50-52 weeks.. .-.. _. 
Worked at part-time jobs.. 

Did not work in 1963....- ._.. 

40.: 
37.1 
30.: 
2.1 
6.; 

50-52 weeks _______. ____.__ 
Worked at part-time jobs.. 

Did not work in 1963 .____.._. 

1 Prepared by the Bureau of the Census from P-60, No. 43, Income oj 
Families and Persons in the U.S., l%V. 

2 Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the 
Social Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 

J Includes approximately 900,000 family heads in the Armed Forces, of 
whom about 100,000 have incomes under $3,000. 

’ All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time 
workers, limited to civilian workers. 

1 Prepared by Bureau of the Census from P-60, No. 43, Income of Families 
and f’erxons in the U.S., 196S. 

* Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the 
Social Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteria, see 
tnut. 

3 All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time 
workers, limited to civilian workers. 
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the standards compared, t’here are 34.6 million 
,or-almost the same number as mlder the $500 

% ‘.. 21’ 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 1 in 11. 

Of particular significance is the incidence of 
poverty among diflerent 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- 
sponcling 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 
$S,OOO but only a fifth of t,hose with incomes be- 

w 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 t.he group is characterized by 
relatively more young nonfnrm 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- 

TABLE 4.-Income deficit of families and unrelated individuals 
helow the economy level of the SSA poverty index, 1963 1 

DAlar deficit Percentage 
(in billions) distribution 

Total.........~.......... $11.5 

Unrelated individuals.- ._.... 3.1 
Families with 2 or more 

members . . . . ~.-..-. 8.4 
With no children under 

age la.................... 1.8 
With children under age 18. 6.6 

I.-..-.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -.. 1.0 
a-.....~.................. 1.0 
3........~.~.............. 1.3 
4..~~.~..~..~.~........... 1.0 

Type of unit -~ 

Total 
-. 

Male 
head 

$6.4 

1.0 

5.4 

1.4 
4.0 

:: 

:i 
.6 
.9 

$5.1 100.0 

2.1 27.2 

3.0 72.8 

2:: 
15.1 
57.7 

:: 
8.5 
8.Y 

:: 
11.7 
9.1 

.3 8.5 

.4 11.0 

* For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 
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Male Female 
head head 

56.1 
-- 

3.5 

43.9 
-- 

18.7 

47.6 25.2 

12.4 2.7 
35.2 22.5 
4.9 3.6 
5.2 3.7 
6.2 5.5 
5.8 3.3 
5.6 2.9 
7.5 3.5 

TABLE B.-Income and family size: Median money income 
of nonfarm families, 1963, by number of members, number 
of children, and sex of head 

Male head 

$6,745 $0,045 $6.960 $7,290 $7,095 $7.080 $8.590 $5,765 I I I I I I I 

(9 I........... -.~..~ i ~_.-.._ 
Ii.450 ('1 ~_..... . . . . . . . . . .._._ 
X.810 7,000 (1) -.. ._..... . . . . .._ 

-- 

Female head 

1 Not shown for fewer than 100,000 families 
? Itase between 100,000 and 200,000. 

tion. Because the total number of families counted 
among the poor by the economy standarcl is 
smaller, however, the nonwhite families make up 
a larger part of them. 

Hecause the measure of poverty for nonfarm 
unrelated individuals is almost, the same under 
the economy level definition as under the earlier 
one-and l-person households seldom live on a 
farnl-cllar:Lcteristics of the 4.9 million unrelated 
persons now labeled poor are almost the same as 
those thus iclentified 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 recmirements. 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- 
income persous who could benefit most from such 
additions t 0 their meager resources are least likely 
to have the advantxge of them. And it, is not 
usually the poor who hare the rich relatives. 

I~aquestionably tlie income of the poor included 
the s-l.7 billioli 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 7zj million 
recipients. Sot all persons who are poor receive 
assistance, but all persons receiving assist:Lnce are 
uiquestionnbly ljoor. It cannot be said for sure 
how many of the poor \vere beneliting from otliei 
public income-support programs such as old-age, 
survivors and clis:kbility insurance, uiieml~loy- 
ment insA~nce, veterans’ payments, alit1 the like. 

Of the total deficit, about $5 billiou represented 

TARIX G.-Persons in poverty in l!HXS: Total nu~~~ber of 
persons in units with income below the economy level of 
the SS.4 povert,y index, 1)~ ses cf heal and f:mn-nonfitrnl 
residence l 

[In millions] 

Type of unit Total 

j Sex of head 1 Iicsidcnce 

Sumher of persons 

34.6 ( 23.5 1 11.1 1 3.2 1 31.4 

4.x 
2.3 
2.5 

Persons in Eemilies ~.. 

/ 
Sumher of fzamily units 

4.9 
5 

.4 

4:: 
I.9 
2.5 

7.2 5.2 
2.5 2.1 

.4 
2.1 
4.7 

6.7 

1.4 

:; 
.2 

1.2 
.7 
.5 

.4 
1.7 
3.2 

1.5 
l.i 

_- 
5.4 

3.5 

:i 

3:; 
1.2 
2.0 

2.0 
.4 

(2) 

1:: 

1:: 

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 
2 I,css than A0,000. 
3 One who worked primarily at full-time civilian lobs (35 hours or more n 

neck) for 50 weeks or mow during lYti3. year-round, full-time workers 
exclude all n~enltcrs of the Au~~ed Forces. “Other” workers include 
m2nlbcrs of thr .4rmcd Forces living off post or with their finnlilies on post. 

4 Sot arailehle. 

the ullmet, needs of families headed by a woman. 
,1bout three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion) re1 

16 resented the shortage in income of families wit ., 
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 representecl the deficit of poor per- 
sons on farms. 

Even xmoug the needy, there are some who are 
worse off than others, and in dollar terms the 
families consisting of n 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 fire or more children, including 
altogether about 1,650,OOO children, as a group 
were living on income less by 69 percent thn 
their minimum requirement. Of the total family 
units of this type iii the pol~ulatioii-that is, of 
all families with female head and five or more 
children--0 out of 10 were poor. As the following 
tnbulation shows, for both male and female uiiits, 
those families with the highest poverty rate-the 
families with several children-tended also to 
include the poorest poor. 

[Percent] 

I Male head I Female head 
I------- 

Type of unit 

IJnrelated individual.... 
Family--.-----.- . .._.... 

\Vith no children...... 
With children 

For mlrelated 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 
belolv the economy level ( that is, disregarding for 
the moment persons living alone), half were cliil- 
dren under age 18. These 15 million youngsters 
represented more than 1 in 5 of all children living 
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TABLE 7.-The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated individuals (and total number of persons) below the economy 
of the SSA poverty index,1 by sex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963 

[Numbers in thousands] 

I The poor 
U.S. population I- Units T- Number of persons 

Type of unit 7 -7- _- 

_- 

_- 

-- 

Y 

-- 

, 

I 
I 

I 
1 

, 
, 

, 

I 
, 
I 
I 
1 
I 

I 
- 

Percent Percent 

Allunits _____.__..._____._ _ ___.__. _ _.__ 58,620 100.0 12,100 100.0 2.510 9,590 34,680 14,970 

Unrelated individuals, total _______________. 11,180 
Undersge65.-.....-....--------.-..----- 6,910 
Aged 65orover.....-...-.-....-....---.- 4,270 

Families. total .__. -.-.- __._.._... _.._..... 47,440 
With no children ._.____...._.______... -_. 19,120 
With children ________._ . .._.__._._______ 28,320 

l--.-_____.. _.__.. -- . . . ..___.._. -.- _.__ 8.680 
2...~...~.~...~.....~~.~~~~..~~~....~.~~ 8,580 
3~....~...~...~......~~~.~~........~.~.~ 5.550 
4.-...-.-.-...-.-...-----.--.-.-....-... 2,860 
5.......---...-.....-------....-....-... 1,430 
6 or more ________..________...........-- 1,210 

Units with male head . .._...__............_ 46,830 
Unrelated individuals .__._._.._._..._ -___ 4.280 

Underage65--.........-.....-....-.--- 3,110 
Aged65orover..- _._______.. -.__-.-.-__ 1,170 

Families. _ _ __.. ._ ..__ __ _. _. ..-. 42.550 
Withnochildren........ .__..________.. 17,OiO 
With children ..____._._ ._..__________. 25,480 

l...-..-..-..-...-..-.--~------------- 7,650 
2 __.. .____....._ _____.__.. .._______ 7,830 
3 .._____...__.___ ._... _.._...__..... 5,070 
4...--...........-.....-..----------.. 2,600 
5 .___ . .._._______ _.._______________. 1,280 
6ormore....-...........------.------ 1,050 

Units with female head.. _ ___ _____________ 
Unrelated individuals... .-. __ ___._ _______ 

Under age 65 ____.......________________ 
Aged65orover _..__... ___.__ _________ 

Families- _ _____. _ _ _. ___ _ __ _-__ _-_ _ _ 
Withnochildren __..__. --_ ____ -__ _.____ 
With children __..__ _ __..___.. --__ 

l..-.-....--.....-..----~-----.-.-.--- 
z....-...-.-...-.--.----~-.-.-.-...-.- 
3... ____ ._.-._ __ __ _______--- -..-.. ..-- 
4.---....-..-.......------.-.--..-.... 
5 __.__._.____________-----...-- _ .-...- 
6ormore _..___.. -...-_- __._...__.__.. 

11,790 
6,910 
3,800 
3,110 
4,880 
2,050 
2,830 
1,030 

750 
490 
260 
140 
160 

19.1 
11.8 
7.3 

80.9 
32.6 
48.3 
14.8 
14.6 
9.5 
4.9 

2: 

79.9 

2: 
2.0 

72.6 
29.1 
43.5 
13.0 
13.4 
8.6 
4.4 
2.2 
1.8 

20.1 
11.8 
6.5 
5.3 
8.3 
3.5 
4.8 

i:; 
.8 

:: 
.3 

4,890 
2,360 
2,540 
7,210 
2,460 
4,750 
1,050 

980 

E 
520 
600 

40.4 
19.5 
21.0 
59.6 
20.3 
39.3 
8.6 
8.1 
7.9 
5.4 
4.3 
5.0 

6,670 
1,440 

I% 
5,220 
2,040 
3,180 

650 
620 
620 
460 
380 
450 

55.1 
11.9 
7.8 
4.2 

43.2 
16.9 
26.3 

5.4 

2:: 
3.8 
3.2 
3.7 

5,430 
3,450 
1,410 
2,030 
1,980 

1% 

iE 
340 
190 
130 
150 

44.9 
28.5 
11.7 
16.8 
16.4 
3.4 

13.0 
3.3 
3.0 
2.8 
1.6 

::: 
- - 

* For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 4 See footnote 3, table 6. 

480 
400 

2,oE 
370 

1,660 
270 
320 
340 
290 

zo” 

2,090 
240 
220 

1,8$ 
350 

1,500 
240 
280 
300 
270 
180 
220 

410 
240 
180 
60 

180 

1: 

ii 

:: 
a 
10 

4,410 
1,960 
2,460 
5,180 
2,060 
3,090 

780 

E 

iz 
370 

4,580 
1.200 

E 
3,370 
1.690 
1,680 

420 
340 
320 
180 
200 
220 

5,020 
3,210 
1,240 
1,970 
1,800 

1% 

3”z 
300 
170 
110 
140 

4.8w) 
2,360 
2,540 

2; I y; 

24:340 
3.060 
3,630 
4,770 

E! 
4:810 

23,500 
1,440 

940 

22.E 
4.400 

17,660 
2,160 
2,630 
3,280 
2.920 
3,070 
3,590 

11,080 
3,450 
1,410 
2,030 
7,630 

940 
6,690 

910 
1,210 
1,490 
1,040 

840 
1,220 

14,970 
. . ..___...- 

14,970 
1,050 
1,950 
2,880 
2,600 
2,586 
3.910 

10,420 
----‘--i -- 

_..._._..-- 
10,420 

10,420 
650 

1,230 
1,870 
1,820 
1,920 
2,920 

4,540 

___._....-- 
4,540 

_._._...... 
4,540 

390 
720 

1,010 
770 

iii 

in families. Because poor families sometimes find 
it necessary to “double up” in order to cut down 
t.heir 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 relat,ives 
making their home with the family. Smong 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 children in the 
households were children of a relative of the head. 

,4 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 \vith 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 
included in the current 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 
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program designed especially for them. Because 
some families stay on t,he assistance rolls less than 
a full year, 4 million to 41/s 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 fourt,h of the 
families, according to a recent study, the unmet 
need came to much as $30 a month or m0re.l’ 

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 t,hat 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 

I7 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 Securit,y A 
ministration criterion at the economy level 3 . . 
among nonfarm families with specified number 
of children. 

I Children under age 13 

Families with male head: 
3...-...........-....----.. 
4. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _. _ _ _. _ _ : ii 

(q7 __... _.-.-. . . ..__ _____- 
_ _ _. _ _ _ _ __ _. - -. - - - 

5 _____ ____.__. ._._.. .___ 
(If 

9 9 
“jl 

(1) .- ____ .__..- 
6..-.- . . . . . . ..___ (1) 
7 or more . .._._.......... -_ (1) (1) (1)4 :i 22 

16 ‘PO ----ii 

Families with female head: 
22-..-.-.-...-....-..-----. 14 
3.-.-.......-.....-...-.--. 9 

;; __..._ ._._ -. ____._ _...-- 
54 __-.._ . . ..__ ____-- 

4....-..-..-.....-.....-... (1) 18 43 73 .__.__ .__... ---- -- 

1 Percentage not shown for base less than 100,000. 
? Head under age 65. 

The sorry plight of the families witn 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 cor.sidered poor. 

. 

An earlier report cited evidence tnat women in 
families without a husband pre ;ent had more 
children than in those where ti.e husband was 
still present.*8 Some of the poor families with 
children and a female head may well, at an earlie 
stage, have been members cf a large househo 4 
with a male head and inadnquate 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 no 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 t,he 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. 

Aa The total number of aged persons among the 
“$\ 4.6 million poor is about 6.2 million, or 1 in 7. 

A later I~UI,IX~IN article will present additional 
detail, with information on those who are per- 
haps 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 
March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million. There 
probably were a variety of reasons for their 
choice of living arrangements, but, that financial 
stringency 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 
minimum required for an aged person to live 
alone. The vast majority of elderly persons desig- 
nated as “other relatives” were living in a family 
\vith income above the poverty level. 

Every second person living alone (or with non- 
relatives) and classified as poor was aged 65 or 
older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were 
women. The low resources generally prevailing 
among this group mean that t,hose who, by choice 
or necessity, live independently are likely to do so 
only at the most meager level, even if allowance is 

ade for their using up any savings.1g 

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 in 4 
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 p0vert.y and t,he 2.7 million living 
in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative 
are added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor 
t.o get, by on their own, but, not included in t,he 
current couiit, 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 ‘i million. Two-fift.hs 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 65, povert,y 

l9 See Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962 : 
First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” Social 
Security RitZlcti)i, March 1964, and Janet Murray, “Po- 
tential Income From Assets . . .,” Social Scc?trity B~ZZctin, 

ember 1964. 
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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). 

L1nlong %-person families, 16 percent of whom 
were poor by the economy level criterion, there 
was also a ditference between the situation of 
those units approaching the last stage in the 
family cycle and those who were younger. Of all 
Q-person units, a third had a head aged 65 or 
older, but of those Sperson wits called poor, 
half had an aged head. Presumably, some of the 
other wits who were currently poor represented 
young couples who had decided not to delay mar- 
riage mltil they attained the better job status-and 
income-that they one day hoped to enjoy. Rut. 
others consisted of a mother with a child, who 
were suffering the poverty that is likely to be 
the lot of the family with no man to provide 
support. The following figures show the rates of 
poverty, according to the economy level, among 
the different, types of 2-person families. 

Male head 

Family type Total number Per- rota1 number Per- 
of units (in cent of units (in cent 
thousands) poor thousands) poor 

Two adults.............~........ 
Head under age 65...- . . . . . . . . . 
Head aged 6.5 or older... .._.. -. 

One adult, one child... .-. ._ 

Female head 

1,557 22 

876 681 ;: 
618 50 

L Percentage not shown for base less 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. ,4 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 
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reported by the poor was more than three times 
that among the heads of families above the pov- 
erty level (tables 8 and 9). 

Current Employment Status 

The employment status of the family heads in 
Marc11 1961, when the income data were collected, 
was recorded as shown in the following tabulation. 

Employment status of 
bead, March 1964 

Male head Female head 

Poor Nonpoor Poor sonpoor 
family family family family 

100 100 100 100 

67 88 

I I 

33 60 
60 85 29 .57 

3 3 
3: 12 6; 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 among the white heads 
of families who are poor were ill the labor force 
than was true among nonwhite heads of poor 
families, the rate of unemployment among those 
actually available for work was noticeably higllel 
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 them32 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. 

I~nemployment for nonwhite workers is m- 
deniably serious. IJut 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 

a rate three times that of their white fellow 
citizens. 

In point of fact, the family of a nonwhite ma d 
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 

Employment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level 

White Nonwhite 

All families ._- ..- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 34 
Sot in labor force............................. 25 50 
IJnemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~~ ~. 
Employed ~.~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Year-round, full-time in 1963... . . . . 

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 
iiicoi~ie-inaiiiteiiaiice program that they begin to 
approacl~ economic equality.20 For most white 
families, retirement or other type of withdrawal 
from the labor force brings with it a marked de- 
cline in income. Some nonwhite families, however, 
are then actually not much worse off than when 
working. 

Work Experience in 1963 

Since it was the nmual iucome for 1963 that, 
determined whether the family would be ranked 
as poor, the work exl)erience of the head in 1963 
is even more relevant to the poverty profile than 
the eml~loyment status at the time of the Current, 
Population Surrey. 

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. ,\mong the female heads, as 
would be expected, the proport ion working full 
time was iiincli smaller-a tenth among poor fami- 
lies ancl not a full four-tenths among the nonpoor. 
Xl 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 Segro and His In- 
come,” Social Scczrritu IZuZlcti~, February 1064. 
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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,’ hy specified characteristics and rare of head 

umbers 
ge 

in thousands; data are rstirnntes derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively 
where the sze of the percentage or me 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] 

All units White Nonwhite 

Characteristic 

-~__- 

Percent with Percent with 
incomes brlon- 

Percent with 
incomes below- 

Total ____. ----~_-_ Tot*1 ----.------_ 
incomes below- 

number number 
Tot*1 --__-____ 

number 
Ey,y” Low-cost 

level 
Economy Low-cost 

level 
Low-cost 

level 
E”,yy~ 

level 
_____---.- 

--_-- 
Total...............................-.. 47,436 ---- 

Residence: 
Nonfarm......-......- ................... 
Farm.......................--.....-...-. 

Race of head: 
White...-........................~.....~. 
Nonwhite............--~-.........- 

Age of head: 
...... . 

14-24...................-..-.-...........- i 
2~34..-..............-.--...- ............. 
35-44 ..................................... 
45-54.......-.- ........................... 
55-64 ..................................... 
65and over.......- ....................... 

Number of persons in family: 
2~...............................-....~.-. 
3.................~ .................... ..- 
4....................-..~ .............. ..- 
5.......................--......~ ......... 
G..........................-..........-.-. 
7or more................-..............-. 

Number of related children under age 18: 
I\‘one.......-.....................-.-..--, 

5..--.........-....-.....--...............' 
6ormore........-..................-.....I 

seaion: 
ortheast............-..--...-..........-’ 

West.......-.......................- ...... 
Type of family: 

Male head.. ....... . ~.~__-. 
Married, wife present 

............... 
... .. 

Wife in paid labor force. .......... 
.I 

.._. 
........... Wife not in paid labor force. _ _ ._._ 

.I 

Other marital status ___.............._ _ .. 
Female head _..._._ ..................... 

Xun&r of earners: 
.I 

-....__..__ ......................... 
l...-.-.....................-.-------- .... 
2...--.-.................--.--.-------..-. 
3ormore~...............~~.~~~~~.~~~~ .... 

Em{loodyt status and occupation of 

Not inlaborforce s-..........- ........... 
Unemployed.............-..--...--.- .... 
Employed _____.___ ........ .._ _ _.._. ._ .. 

Professional and technical workers ..... 
Farmers and farm managers. ..______._. 
Managers, ollicials, and proprietors 

(except farm). _ __-. . .._ ............ 
Clerical and sales workers.. ............ 
Craftsmen and foremen ........ . __ .... 
Operatives.--.......-.............--~ .. 
Service workers, 

houscho1d.u _. 
including private 

.............. _ ._. ... 
Private household workers ____.._._ 

Laborers (except mine) .... _._ ... ___. ... 
Work experience of head? 

Worked in 1963.. ..__.__ 1 ... ._.._ ... _ ..... 
Worked at full-time jobs .. ____._ ....... . 

50-52weeks.....-......-.........~ ...I 
40-49neeks........-...........- .. ... 
39weeksorless ._.__ ................. 

Worked at part-time jobs .-. ........... 
XI-52 weeks........-.-............- .. 
49 weeks or less .. _ _ ........... ._.__. 

Did not work in 1963.. .. .._ .......... .._. 
Ill or disabled __._ ........ .._.._ ..... .._ 
Keepiwhouse ._.___ ........ .._ ..... -__ 
Goi& tbschool...... 
Could not find work _._________.... 
Other................-..-.-.....--..-.- 

19.3 
_---- 

__- 
42.: _-- 

44,343 14.G 22.4 
3,093 23.0 31.1 

42 663 
4:7i3 

12.0 19.: 
42.5 55.c 

39,854 
2,8OC 

11.6 18.7 4.48s 
18.9 27.2 28~ 

41.1 
62.3 

54.3 
75.5 

_........_ 

-. 

_ 
2,744 25.8 35.:: 
9,128 14.7 23.f 

11,437 13.7 20.i 
9.986 9.8 1.5.2 
7.382 13.3 18.: 
6,75Q 23.5 3G.I 

2,391 
8,109 

io,22a 
9,012 
6,717 
ti,214 

20.; 29.9 351 59.E 71.0 
11.1 19.1 l,Ol< 43.2 59.2 
10.5 17.0 1,21; 40.2 52.2 

7.0 11.8 974 35.4 46.9 
10.9 15.7 66: 38.C 48.5 
20.9 33.9 54: 52.E 70.4 

15,287 16.1 
9,808 10.F 
9.435 10.3 
G.268 14.5 
3,324 19.1 
3,314 34.8 

24.3 
16.: 
15.1 
22.1 

2:: 

13,917 
8,906 
8,678 
5,718 
2,908 
2,536 

14.4 22.3 1,37( 33.c 44.7 
8.7 13.6 90: 2Q.C 44.8 
7.6 12.6 75; 41.5 53.9 

11.4 18.2 55( 45.2 59.Y 
14.2 26.1 41t 53.E 65.0 
24.9 39.9 77f 68.4 82.2 

19,119 12.7 20.1 
8,882 12.1 17.i 
8,579 11.3 17.: 
5,554 17.4 26.E 
2,863 22.8 34. E 
1,429 35.8 53.c 
1,210 49.3 63. E 

17,607 
7,771 
7,824 
5.030 
2 4i6 
1:145 

810 

11.5 18.5 
9.6 18.4 
8.3 13.8 

14.0 22.5 
16.8 29.1 
27.2 44.7 
35.3 51.2 

1,51: 
911 
75: 
524 

2 
40( 

26.8 39.3 
32. E 45.6 
42.5 56.1 
48.2 66.2 
GO.7 70.5 
73.6 89.6 
77.3 87.7 

11,902 9.8 16. E 
13,358 11.5 18.7 
14,389 24.6 34.6 

7,787 11.7 18.E 

11,017 8.4 14.6 
12,472 10.3 17.0 
12,005 17.9 27.1 

7,169 11.0 17.4 

& 
2,384 

61E 

26.6 39.5 
29.7 43.5 
58.3 71.9 
20.1 31.4 

42,554 12.3 20.a 
41,310 12.1 19.9 
13,398 6.8 11.9 
27,912 14.6 23.6 

1,243 17.0 23.4 
4,882 40.1 49.3 

38.R66 10.2 17.3 3.6% 34.1 48.2 
37,799 10.1 17.2 3,511 34.3 48.5 
11.851 4.3 8.7 1,547 25.5 36.5 
25,948 12.6 21.0 1,964 41.3 58.0 

1,067 14.5 20.1 17; z31.2 242.6 
3,797 31.2 40.1 1,08: 70.8 80.5 

3.695 53.4 70.2 
20,832 15.7 24.7 
17,306 8.7 14.4 

5,603 7.4 12.3 

3,242 49.2 66.9 453 83.9 93.9 
18,976 12.5 20.7 1.8X 48.5 64.5 
15.484 6.3 11.3 1,8Z 28.8 39.8 

4,961 3.9 7.7 642 34.8 48.0 

8,757 34.4 
1,427 28.3 

37,252 10.0 
4,688 2.8 
1.846 29.3 

47.9 
3Q.Q 
16.4 

3;:: 

7,673 30.0 43.7 1,084 65.4 77.6 
1,190 23.8 34.5 237 53.4 70.2 

33,800 7.5 13.1 3,452 34.5 47.8 
4,479 2.4 5.1 209 10.9 14.7 
1,739 26.5 34.1 107 277.0 2 93.2 

5,981 5.4 9.Y 5,860 5.0 9.5 121 '22.2 230.0 
4,865 4.3 9.1 4.637 3.7 8.1 228 16.6 
7,102 

28.7 
5.5 11.1 6,704 4.5 9.7 398 21.3 

7,430 
32.3 

11.2 19.1 6,572 8.9 15.9 858 29.8 44.8 

2,996 20.1 29.8 2,184 
285 63.8 70.0 95 

2,344 29.9 43.2 1,625 

12.1 19.9 

(':I.1 (O33.8 

812 40.2 54.8 
190 2 77.5 283.1 
719 50.0 64.4 

40.753 
37,913 
30,889 

3,515 
3,709 
2,840 
1,065 
1,775 
6,683 
1,745 
1,603 

2:; 
3,056 

11.3 18.2 
9.5 16.0 
6.6 12.2 

14.2 23.5 
28.6 40.3 
36.2 47.9 
30.0 40.6 
39.9 52.3 
38.3 51.9 
46.5 59.9 
49.7 57.8 

8.6 14.8 
7.2 13.1 
4.9 9.8 

10.9 19.4 
24.5 35.4 
28.5 40.7 
22.4 32.0 
32.3 46.0 
33.9 47.7 
41.4 54.4 
42.8 51.7 

36.9 50.4 
31.7 45.7 
25.8 36.7 
39.4 55.8 
52.9 69.8 
67.9 79.2 

263.6 2 78.8 
70.3 79.3 
69.8 81.1 
63.2 83.7 
83.2 86.5 

. . .._.-.... 
4Y.3 
26.8 

60.5 
43.7 

36,791 
34,505 
28,210 

3,128 
3,167 
2,286 

868 
1,418 
5,872 
1,441 
1,329 

68 
154 

2,880 
- 

241.9 2 53.8 
25.3 42.0 

3,962 
3,408 
2,479 

387 
542 
554 
197 
357 
811 
304 
274 

9 
48 

176 

_. 
. . 

- 

__.... -__ 
2 52.7 

__________ 
270.5 

15.1 23.C 42,663 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Families 
---_ 

12.0 4.771 55.6 
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TABLE S.-Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to the SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with 
1963 income below specified level,’ by specified characteristics and race of head-continued 

[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from B sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relativ 
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 respo !!F 

and nonreporting] 

I All units I White Nonwhite 

Characteristic 
Percent with Percent with Percent with 

incomes below- incomes below- Incomes below- 
Total Total Total _ 

number number number 
E”;yeyy Low-cost 

level 
” yy’ 

2-2” E?eYeFy LT3 

Unrelated individuals 

-i- -- 
Total _____________. ._..._._____ _ __.... 11,182 43.9 49.6 9,719 41.8 

Residence: 
Nonfarm.---....--...-.-.-.-....-.....--- 
F8rm...-.-...-.-....----------------.-.- 

Race: 
White ._.____......_______----.- _________ 
Nonwhite.........-.--..-.-....-...-----. 

Age: 
lP24...-..............-------...----..... 
2M4...--........-.----.----.--...-----.. 
35-44...-..........----..--.-..-.-.----.-. 
4b54.---....-.....-.-----....-.-..----... 
5664..............---.-.-..--...--------. 
65 and over _____________._.____-.-. _ _____. 

Sex: 
Male __._ ._ ___ ______ ._ ___ ____________.. .__ 
Female........-.-..-.---------------.--- 

Region: 
Northeast.-..-.-...---------------------- 
North Central __._._____ -.- _..._.. _____.. 
South..--..-..-.....-.-.---....-..-.----- 
West ________________. -...- _.... ___. 

Earner status: 
Earner-.-.----...........-...........---. 
Nonearner.-....-.-...-...-..-..---....-- 

Employment status and occupation: 
Not inlaborforceS...-..........--.....-., 
Unemployed _____ _. ..-. ._ .-.. _. _ _. 1 
Employed ..____ -...- ._... -.. 

Professional and technical workers / 
Farmers and farn 
Managers, officie I^ ..^^ _L ,---.\ 

10,826 44.0 49.8 
362 40.4 49.3 

41.8 48.0 
57.6 61.8 

9,379 42.0 
340 38.6 

989 41.6 49.9 873 45.5 
995 26.3 28.6 792 23.3 

1,000 23.6 25.4 785 19.9 
1,575 30.5 35.3 1,308 25.9 
2,332 39.3 43.4 2,024 34.9 
4,291 59.3 69.2 3,937 58.0 

4,275 33.7 
6.907 50.3 

3,591 31.3 
6,128 48.1 

3,119 42.1 47.7 2,778 41.8 
2,974 45.5 52.7 2,720 44.3 
2,830 52.7 57.5 2,164 46.6 
2,259 33.3 39.1 2,057 33.3 

6,978 26.0 30.4 5,992 23.C 
4,204 73.8 82.0 3,727 72.1 

kmsnagers . . . . -.-.-.._ 
ds, and proprietors 

,lXWpL.,lb~,I, I...-.. -._- ______. . .._ 
Clerical and sales workers.. .-_. ..-. ._. 
Craftsmen and foremen. .______ ~.-...-. - upersclves-.-...-..-.--------.--.--.... 
Service workers, including private 

4,809 66.9 75.5 4,289 65.C 
460 44.5 49.4 367 40.: 

5,913 25.2 28.9 5,063 22.2 
1,234 28.5 30.8 1,159 28.4 

131 2 42.9 2 46.9 121 239.f 

445 
1,367 

301 
86f , 

18.9 23.1 425 17.C 
11.6 14.6 1,270 11.: 

5.8 7.5 289 6.C 
14.4 17.6 727 11.4 

household ..____. _.__. ____._____.. 
Private household workers-... . . . ..__ 

Laborers (except mine) . . ..____._._..... 
Work experience:j 

1,171 
421 
39E 

44.9 
70.2 
43.5 

51.5 
78.5 
47.5 

803 40.' 
223 70.: 
269 42.< 

Workedin 196Z.. .____._._. -- .__.__... -._ 
Worked at full-time iobs ___________.... 

50-52weeks....--_....-...-------.-.. 
40-49weeks....--....--...-----...... 
39 weeks or less _____._______.__...... 

Worked at part-time jobs _______._..... 
~52weeks---.....---....--.--...... 
49 weeks or less _________________..... 

Did not work in 1963.-........---...-.... 
111 or disabled _______.____.______....... 
Keeping house ___.__ _ _______.______.... 
Ooingtoschool.............-----..--.. 
Could not find work..-. _._.._...____.. 
Other-----...........-....--..-.-...--- 

Source of income: 

pg 

3:71< 
744 

1,101 
1,16: 

3% 
765 

4,4% 

2,::; 
1Ol 
12L 

1,16! 

26.4 30.8 
20.E 23.9 
12.e 15.6 
22,s 25.9 
46.1 50.6 
6.3.: 63.9 
49.3 57.1 
55.7 67.4 
70.4 78.5 
79.E 86.4 
71.: 79.8 

¶88.f 288.6 
283.2 '87.6 

57.E 68.0 

5,788 
4,864 
3,294 

650 
920 
924 
307 
617 

3,931 
747 

1,941 

ii 
1,071 

23.: 
19.: 
ll.! 
21.1 

:::I 
45.5 
47.c 
68.: 
76.t 
70.) 

l:is, I 

Earningsonly . . .._.......__._. -_-.- -. 3,831 
Earnines and other income __..______._... 
Other &come only or no income __...___._ 

3.131 
4.201 

29.7 32.7 3,111 26.! 
21.2 27.6 2,882 19.: 
73.E 82.C 3,726 72.: 

61.7 57.5 

57.4 
(9 

61.7 
(9 

116 

E 
267 
308 
354 

262.5 
38.7 
37.1 
52.0 
67.8 
73.8 

265.9 
42.7 

634 46.1 50.0 
779 67.6 72.1 

341 

iit 
202 

44.1 46.6 
58.9 64.7 
72.5 75.7 
28.7 37.3 

986 43.8 49.0 
477 85.7 88.0 

520 

8:; 
75 
la 

82.0 
60.6 
42.2 
35.6 

('1 

35.3 
66.2 
46.8 

20 
97 
12 

139 

50.0 
17.1 

29.8 
..--.._____ 

36.5 

368 55.6 60.7 
198 '69.4 278.2 
129 45.8 52.1 

% 
425 

1:: 
241 

1:; 
522 
227 
13: 

$ 
Yi 

43.7 
32.4 
22.3 

?53.9 
75.3 
57.8 
84.4 
32.7 
87.2 
84.8 

48.9 
38.0 
29.1 

(9 
55.3 
79.6 
64.1 
87.7 
85.0 
88.4 
34.8 

47.6 
25.2 
21.8 

E 
68:3 

37.3 
54.3 

47.8 
51.6 
51.9 
39.3 

27.4 
81.2 

74.4 
45.3 
25.9 
30.7 

2 44.c 

21.5 
14.4 

7.1 
14.C 

47.4 
79.4 
45.2 

28.C 
22.1 
13.s 
24.: 
5o.c 
58.S 
54.1 
61.: 
i7.t 

;i:i 

fii.( 

29.: 
25.1 
81.: 

727 
2x 
48C 

43.5 47.5 
44.5 52.9 
85.8 88.0 

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 
2 Base between 100,000 and 200,000. 
J Includes members of the Armed Forces. 
4 Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units. 

J All work-experience data, including dots for year-round, full-time 
workers, limited to civilian workers. 

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

were in a family of a worker with a regular full- with a male head who did not have a full-time 
time job. job all year were poor. 

It is difficult to say which is the more striking That a man risks poverty for his family when 
statistic : that 6 percent of the families headed by he does not or cannot work all the time might be 
a male year-round full-time worker were never- expected, but to end the year with so inadequate 
theless poor, or that 25 percent of the families an income, even when he has worked all week 
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every week, must make his efforts seem hopeless. 

q 
Yet, with minimum wage provisions guarantee- 

ng 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 \vas out of a job, as shown below. 

[In millions] 

Type of family Male 
head 

Total number of poor families _ ......... 

With head a year-round, full-time worker 
White _._._._ ...... .._ .._..........__ . .._ 
Nonwhite-....--.......--.- .............. 

Other...........-....-...-..-..-..- ........ 
White ._.___.._._._......_ .- __........_ .. 
~onwhite....................~- .......... 

7.2 5.2 

2.0 1.8 
1.4 1.3 

.6 .5 

5.2 3.4 
2.7 2.6 
1.5 .a 

2.0 

.2 

:: 

1.8 
1.1 

.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. 

?19c \ mong 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. 
Ry cont,rast, 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 t,han 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 
the 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 1963 Families 

----- _~- 
Total.. _. _ _ _ ._ 100 

Worked all year . . . . . . . . . .._.__._ 
Full-time job ._____..........__ ii 
Part-time job _._........_....._ 4 

Worked part of the year _..._..__ 33 
Looking for work .._...___._... 19 
Ill, disabled __.__._ ___... G 
Keeping house.. .._____ ._. .._. . -..8 
All other............---.-....- 

Didn’t work at all ______.___.__.. 28 
111, disabled.-.-. _.. _._____._.. 12 
Keeping house ____.__.__...._.. _.____._ i. 
Couldn’t find work _.._..._ .._ 
All other..............----.... 15 

Female 
head 

-- 

100 

Unrelated 
individuals 

Male Female 

28 
11 
4 

_ _ _ 
4 

2i 

100 
-- 

11 
7 
4 

“: 
3 

i 

69 

ii 
2 

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 t,rades 
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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TABLE O.-Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and 
unrelated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels, 1 by sex of head and other specified characteristic 
[Data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the sEze 
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] t 

! All units with incomes- Units with male head 
and with incomes- I 

Units with female head 
and with incomes- 

Characteristic 
Above 

level 

-- 
Above Above 

Bl”,eew Al;;.‘e Below Above FzyS B1”,l$-w Aliz 
econ- 

cost cod OIllY 7:; belol; cost cost 
level level level level lOW- 

cost level level 
level level 

__---- 

Families 
- 

3.49E 
- 
IO0.C 

T 
-- 

2,924 449 

100.0 

1,407 2.475 
.- 

LOO.0 100.0 

95.8 96.5 96.7 
4.2 3.5 3.3 

60.3 89.0 75.1 
39.7 11.0 24.9 

9.7 2.7 4.7 
22.8 7.9 11.9 
25.9 19.2 25.5 
13.8 24.7 23.4 
9.7 20.3 14.8 

18.0 25.2 19.6 

33.2 

:r3:; 
13.1 
8.4 
9.5 

51.6 42.1 
27.3 28.5 
12.4 17.5 
5.4 4.7 
1.6 3.6 
1.7 3.6 

19.9 56.3 34.7 
20.6 22.4 26.1 
17.6 12.9 21.7 
17.8 5.2 11.9 
10.3 2.4 3.9 
6.5 .5 1.2 
7.2 .4 .9 

18.5 28.3 24.6 
21.9 26.4 26.7 
44.9 27.9 32.6 
14.6 17.5 16.0 

45.7 8.6 21.1 
38.5 44.5 51.6 
11.4 34.0 19.3 
4.3 13.0 8.3 

40.3 
2.5 

57.2 
7.9 

.5 

“E 
50.7 
3.9 
1.2 

.8 
4.1 

4:: 
17.2 
8.5 

.5 

3.5 
21.6 

.5 
10.1 
13.0 
3.1 

3.6 
11.3 

7:: 
22.8 
3.3 

.____. .-._.. 

42.4 
25.7 

i:: 
13.7 
16.7 
5.8 

11.0 
57.5 
9.9 

40.8 
.8 

1.9 
4.1 

64.2 
54.8 
37.4 

8.0 
9.4 
9.4 
3.0 

3% 
415 

27.6 
.1 

3:; 

60.8 
46.0 
27.3 

1iE 
14: 8 
7.1 

3x 
519 

29.1 
.____. 

3:: 

96.0 96.5 
4.0 3.5 

63.1 91.5 
36.9 8.5 

8.3 2.3 
20.8 7.2 
25.8 18.1 
15.6 24.9 
10.7 21.3 
18.3 26.1 

% 
53.3 
27.1 

17.7 11.4 
11.5 
7.5 :s 
8.4 1:4 

22.7 60.3 
21.6 21.8 
18.4 11.3 
16.7 3.9 
9.1 2.2 
5.5 
6.0 

Q‘ 
19.7 28.2 
22.8 26.3 
42.6 27.0 
14.9 17.7 

c;, (9 

61 
\:j 

(‘) 
g; 

.oo. 0 100.0 

41.1 6.3 
41.0 43.2 
12.9 36.6 
5.0 13.9 

63.1 39.2 
3.7 2.5 

“E 
58.3 
8.6 

1.1 .4 

1.3 3.5 
5.4 23.5 

4:; 
.4 

10.6 
18.2 11.2 
7.5 3.0 

.4 -____ 

45.8 64.8 
29.5 56.4 
12.5 39.2 
3.8 8.0 

13.1 9.2 
16.4 
6.0 i:; 

10.4 
54.2 3% 
9.2 4.2 

38:Y 
27.4 

1.7 :: 
4.0 3.1 

- 
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I.256 ),723 
-_ 
100.0 

I.903 

100.0 

L 533 
-- 
.oo.o 

5.22: 7,332 3,274 1,058 Number (in thousands) ._.._._..._._.. 7,180 

Percent................--............. 100.0 

Residence: 

LOO. c 00.0 

89.E 
10.4 

94.1 
5.9 

84.1 
15.5 

79. c 
21.c 

94.4 
5.6 

7.3 
23.3 
21.2 
13.2 
9.E 

25.3 

I : 
-- 
, : 
-- 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

9.c 
19.6 
20.E 
13.3 
13.1 
24.: 

5.1 
20.0 
25.3 
22.8 
16.1 
10.7 

32.9 
13.7 
13.: 
13.E 
11.7 
14.4 

34.1 
13.3 
12.5 
13.0 
10.1 
16.9 

30.3 
21.9 
22.3 
14.0 
6.7 
4.8 

38.4 
11.4 
13.2 
14.3 
10.2 
7.3 
5.1 

i 34 

I 1 

I 
L 

I 
I 

I 

, 

, 

, 

1 

38.7 
12.1 
12.3 
12.8 
9.4 
7.3 
7.3 

40.4 
19.5 
19.8 
11.6 
5.5 
1.9 
1.3 

21.0 
25.6 
39.6 
13.7 

17.5 
22.8 
47.1 
12.6 

27.0 
29.8 
25.9 
17.2 

LOO.0 
97.5 
20.7 
76.8 
2.5 

(2) 

LOO.0 
96.5 
18.6 
77.9 
3.5 

(2) 

00.0 
97.2 
34.3 
62.9 
2.8 

(2) 

16.0 18.9 2.8 
49.5 48.8 43.0 
27.2 25.6 40.9 

7.2 6.7 13.4 

30.0 32.1 10.7 
4.7 5.6 2.3 

65.3 62.3 87.0 
3.2 2.6 12.3 
4.3 7.7 3.3 

7.8 6.5 
5.6 3.7 

12.0 9.1 
17.0 15.5 
5.7 5.3 

9:; 11:; 

15.4 
11.3 
18.4 
17.0 
5.3 

. . 

- 

_.__. 
3.9 

77.7 
69.6 
48.9 
8.9 

11.8 
8.1 
2.5 
5.6 

22.3 
6.3 

(9 

:i 
15.2 

74.5 
63.2 
40.6 

1E 
11.3 
3.4 
7.9 

25.5 
9.7 
(5) 

.3 
1.0 

14.6 

93.1 
89.4 
76.2 

2”s 
317 
1.7 
2.0 
6.9 

(6): 

4:: 
- - 

100.0 1oo.c 100. ( 
- 

90.1 
9.9 

94.1 92.7 91.0 94.2 87.I 93.5 
5.9 7.3 9.0 5.8 12. I 6.1 

71.6 93.1 83.0 75.5 94.2 75. t 93.: 
28.4 6.9 17.0 24.5 5.8 24.: 6.c 

10.0 5.1 7.0 9.0 4.9 10.1 5.3 
18.7 19.4 21.9 19.8 19.1 17.2 20.3 
21.8 24.5 21.6 21.7 24.8 20.2 24.S 
13.5 22.1 14.4 13.8 22.9 13.3 2l.E 
13.7 15.9 10.4 12.6 16.5 15.1 15.E 
zi.4 13.0 24.6 23.1 11.8 24.c 12.c 

34.4 32.0 34.0 34.3 
14.4 21.6 15.5 14.8 
13.5 20.9 14.0 13.7 
12.7 13.3 12.8 12.7 
8.9 6.8 10.7 9.5 

16.1 5.4 13.1 15.1 

31.8 
22.3 
21.6 
13.4 

::t 

34.9 30.: 
13.c 21.2 
12.c 21.6 
12.: 14.a 
9.1 7.1 

18. i 5.6 

33.8 
14.7 
13.4 
ii.5 
9.3 
7.1 
8.3 

41.4 38.0 35.2 41.8 39.c 40.2 
19.0 13.2 14.2 19.6 12.5 18.8 
18.8 14.3 13.7 19.2 11.8 19.2 
11.4 14.0 13.7 11.1 ll.e 11.9 
5.6 9.5 9.4 5.2 8.9 5.9 
2.3 6.6 6.9 1.8 7.4 2.4 
1.5 4.6 7.0 1.2 8.7 1.6 

16.2 26.6 21.5 18.0 27.2 15.4 26.5 
21.3 29.2 25.7 22.8 29.6 21.1 29.4 
49.9 27.2 38.8 46.1 26.0 51.7 27.1 
12.7 17.0 14.0 13.1 17.3 11.9 16.9 

72.8 
69.8 
12.5 
57.2 
3.0 

27.2 

92.8 

2: 
59.5 

7”:; 

88.0 
85.8 
18.2 
67.6 
2.2 

12.0 

78.0 
75.2 
14.5 
60.8 

222:: 

93.2 100.0 
90.6 95.9 
31.9 17.2 
58.6 78.6 
2.6 4.1 
6.8 (1) 

LOO.0 
97.2 

ii::: 

(Yj8 

27.5 4.3 16.6 23.8 3.0 20.7 3.9 
45.7 43.6 49.9 47.1 43.0 48.4 43.5 
21.0 39.2 26.2 22.8 40.6 24.6 39.7 
5.8 12.9 7.4 6.3 13.4 6.4 12.9 

42.5 14.4 32.0 38.9 12.6 33.4 12.4 
5.6 2.5 4.4 5.2 2.3 6.2 2.5 

51.9 83.0 63.5 55.9 85.0 60.4 85.1 
1.8 11.2 3.3 2.3 12.0 2.2 11.5 
i.5 3.2 4.0 6.3 3.1 9.9 3.4 

3 -.....----._____.__.-.....- . .._..___... 
Employment and occupation of head: 

Not in labor force s . . . . . . ..__....._____.. 
Unemployed ___.... _....._....______... 
Employed ______.__ __.._....__ -.- 

Professional and technical workers. _ __ 
Farmers and farm managers . . . . . . ..__. 
Managers, olhcials, and proprietors 

(except farm). _...._...._____..._ 
Clerical and sales workers.. __-_ 
Craftsmen and foremen. _.._ -.. .._.._. 
Operatives-....-.....--..--.--..-.-.-. 
Service workers. tot&l ._.___._ -._.- ._._ 

Private household workers _._. ..__. 
Laborers (except mine) ____..._.__..... 

Work experience of head:’ 
Worked in 1963 . . . . . ..___._________..-.-- 

Worked at full-time jobs... ._____.____ 
50-52weeks....-....-.....--....--.. 
40-49weeks...............-.-...-... 
39 weeks or less- . . . .._________....__ 

Worked at part-time jobs ..______..___ 
50-52 seeks......-.-......-----....- 
49weeksorless . . . . .._____.____... -_ 

Did not work in 1963 _..._...._._____..._ 
lllordisabled.....- ._.. . . . . ..___._ --_ 
Keeping house. ________....._....._.-- 
Goingtoschool.....-..-..--.---..---. 
Could not find work... _ ______._ -_-__. 
Other reBsons.--.-.-...-.....- ___..__ 

4.4 13.9 
2.9 11.6 
5.4 16.6 

11.7 16.5 
8.3 5.9 
2.5 .3 
9.9 4.1 

7.2 5.4 14.6 
6.3 4.1 12.1 

10.6 7.2 17.2 
15.8 13.1 16.6 
7.8 8.1 5.7 

8:: i:: 3:: 

5.8 
2.5 
7.2 

14.5 
5.0 

.2 
13.4 

14.7 
10.8 
17.8 
17.0 
5.4 

64.3 
50.0 
28.3 

,::I: 
14.3 
4.4 
9.8 

35.7 
11.3 
11.1 

.5 
1.4 

11.4 

89.8 
85.3 
71.2 

7.5 
6.6 
4.5 
1.9 
2.6 

10.2 
2.3 
2.0 

.l 

5:: 

75.6 
66.7 
46.3 
8.8 

11.7 

E 

245.: 
6:3 
3.5 

:i 
13.9 

68.2 
55.7 
34.4 
7.6 

13.7 
12.4 
4.0 

3% 

E 

1:: 
12.2 

91.2 
87.2 
73.7 

;:: 
4.0 

Z 
8.8 
1.9 
1.8 

::: 
4.7 

72.5 91.8 
59.1 87.7 
35.4 73.8 

1% 2: 
13.4 4.1 
3.9 1.8 
9.4 2.3 

27.5 8.2 
11.8 2.2 
(9 (9 

1::: :4 
14.2 5.7 

‘L--- 

Nonfarm............---.--- ............. 
Farm..................--.-.-...- ....... 

Race of head: 
Whiter....................-........-.- .- 
,~onwhite.....-.....--....-........-.- .. 

Age of head: 
14-24..-......-......-.....--...-.-.---- - 
2534.. ... ._ _ ___. _ _._ ..... _. .... ._ __ _.__ 
35-44 ... ______ _.....__._.._._.____--..- - 
45-54.................--...-........-.-- - 
55-64 .__ ....... __...__._.___..._.._ ...... 
65andover .... ..__..______ ............. 

Number of persons in family: 
2.-.....-.............-.-.----.- ...... ..- 
3.. __...__._.____.__.__.......-.-.---.--. I 
4.. . ..-..-...________---...-......-.- .- .. 
5 .-....-.-.-____._._.-.-.--- .. ..- _._.___ 
6 __.......__ _ _.._._.___..._........--.- - 
7ormore...........-....---.....- .... ..- 

Number of related children under age 18: 
None....................--~.----....- ... 
1.. ................. _ .. _ .. _ _ _ _ .. _ ...... 
2.. _......_..........._...---.-.......... I 
3.-..................-....---.-----...... 
4....................-.----.--.-.-.....-. 
5 .._........... .._.. ._..________..... -. 
6ormore........................-.-.-.-. 

Region: 
Northeast.........-.--.--.--..--...-.--- 
North Central.. _..._ .____..._.._...._ 
South...-...........---.----.---......-. 
West . . . . .._.... -...-.- . .._ _ ________.... 

Type of family: 
Male head .._...... . . ..___.______..... 

Married, wife present. .._- .._.. ____.. 
Wife in paid labor force.. ..-_- .____. 
Wife not in paid labor force. .-. __ ___ 

Other marital status _... _. ._..__ 
Female head _..___... ___________ ._... 

Number of earners: 
None..........--..-.--...-....-.-.-.--- 
l..--..........-....--.------.-.....----- 11 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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those occupations tend to have larger families time worker and with income above the economy 
hn the others. Thus an income unlikely to be 

% 
level, more than half had either no children uuder 

igli to begiu 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 

TABLE 9.-Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according 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 
--Continued 

[Data are estimates derived from B 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] 

- 

All units with incomes- 
I 

Units with male head 

I 

Units with female head 
nnd with incomes- and with incomes-- 

-__ ___-- ___- 

Above Above Above 
Below Above r;;- 
econ- 

Below Above Below Above yi”y- Below Above Below Above rG;- Below Above 
‘0;:; belol; Fo;i low- econ- lOW- econ- lOW- 

OmY lOW- cost OmY 
Tzy- belo\; to;t- 

low- cost omY “ozy- belol; ‘z;; cost 
level level cost level level level loVeI cost level level level 1eVel low- 

cost level level 
level level level 

-__---~- ___-___- - 
Families with head a year-round full-time worker 4 

!,029 ,660 ,723 ,752 
-- 
00.0 

,937 

00.0 

178 

100.0 

- 
!.091 301 

--- 

968 
-- 
100.0 

Characteristic 

7,569 

--- 
1,600 3,451 

__ 
100.0 

5,969 123 

- 

I 

I 
_- 

100.0 

- 

I 100.0 

2! 

1 

- 

.~ 
I 100.0 

-- 

i6.6 93.9 88.7 82.2 94.2 97.0 
23.4 6.1 11.3 17.8 5.8 3.0 

71.3 94.0 83.0 76.7 94.7 39.6 
28.7 6.0 17.0 23.3 5.3 60.4 

4.5 7.0 8.3 4.3 
22.0 30.6 26.1 21.4 
29.3 31.1 31.1 29.2 
25.4 18.4 18.0 25.8 
15.6 9.5 12.8 16.0 
3.3 3.4 3.8 3.3 

6.0 
20.1 
34.3 
26.1 
13.4 

15.5 23.4 12.9 14.3 24.1 20.1 
11.9 21.3 11.4 11.6 21.9 18.7 
15.2 24.2 15.3 15.2 24.8 22.4 
17.0 16.1 19.9 18.3 15.9 15.7 
15.0 8.5 18.4 16.6 7.9 11.9 
25.5 6.4 22.2 24.0 5.4 11.2 

18.9 32.4 16.5 17.8 33.3 12.7 
12.7 20.2 11.5 12.1 20.7 17.9 
15.2 21.9 15.4 15.3 22.3 21.6 
16.4 13.8 20.2 18.1 13.4 19.4 
14.7 7.0 16.9 15.7 6.4 11.9 
10.0 2.8 12.0 10.9 2.3 10.4 
12.1 1.8 7.4 9.9 1.5 6.0 

11.4 27.1 21.2 15.9 27.4 8.2 
21.9 30.6 26.5 24.0 30.9 16.4 
57.3 26.8 43.4 50.8 25.7 61.2 
9.5 15.5 9.0 9.2 15.9 14.2 

00.0 100.0 100.0 
96.9 97.9 98.5 
17.4 33.5 21.4 
79.5 64.4 77.1 
3.1 2.1 1.5 
(2) (2) (9 

100.0 
97.7 
19.3 

‘2 
(2) 

100.0 
97.8 
34.2 
63.6 
2.2 
(?I 

44.1 60:: 
41.1 29.8 
14.7 8.7 

_.._. 
44.9 
40.7 
14.4 

57:; 
33.1 
9.4 

.6 _.__- 
59.1 44.1 
31.3 41.2 
9.0 14.7 

6.c 
64.2 
20.5 
9.c 

1.1 
2.7 

96.2 
2.7 

21.7 

.6 

98:: 
13.9 
3.8 

1.1 
1.5 

97.4 
5.0 
7.8 

1.1 
2.2 

96.8 
3.8 

15.3 

.5 

9s:: 
14. 
3. 

18.4 11.6 
14.5 2.5 
19.6 10.0 
18.6 21.6 
6.2 7.8 

3:: Pi35 

18.5 13.1 
13.1 8.1 
20.1 17.1 
19.0 24.3 
6.1 9.7 

18.8 
13.4 
20.3 
18.7 
5.9 

_.... _.._. 
4.1 12.3 

12.3 
5.1 

13.3 
22.8 
8.i 

.3 
15.5 

__... 
3.6 

12. i 

8% 

1.: 

it: 

15. i 
48.: 
28.4 
1.: 

- - 

-- 

1 
-- 

I 

/ 

/ 

I 

) . 

I 

) 

I 
I 

r 
, 

, 

, 
I 

r- 
, 
1 
i _ 

- 

-- 
1 

I 

. 

_. 

I 

. 

) 

i 
I 

1 
I 
I 

! 

i 
i - 
) 
1 
, 

- 

00.0 00.0 

100.0 98.2 
1.8 

55.4 
44.6 

46.0 
54.0 

. . . . 
17.4 
34.8 
35.9 
12.0 

.-.... 

3.5 
19.0 
34.5 
30.1 
12.8 

38.0 
34.8 
14.1 
5.4 

7.6 

-- 

I 

. 

27.4 
25.2 
19.0 
11.5 
7.1 
9.7 

27.2 
31.5 
19.6 
15.2 
6.5 

. . ..-_ 

._..-. 

18.6 
23.5 
20.8 
17.7 
9.7 
6.2 
3.5 

21.7 13.7 
25.0 19.9 
38.0 51.8 
15.2 14.6 

59.8 6;:: 
26.1 23.C 
14.1 11.1 

6.5 10.2 
2.2 4.I 

91.3 85.C 
2.2 .c 

_.... .c 

8.7 6.: 
15.2 11.: 

_.-.. 
14.: 
50.4 
19. c 

.I 

- 
: 
1 - 

Number (in thousands) _........_ ..... 

Percent.............-..............- .. 

Residence: 
Nonfarm..........~...-...........-..--. 
Farm.....-...........-...........-..--. 

Race of head: 
White ._._______._....._..............--. 
Nonwhite.-...........-.....-- .......... 

Age of head: 
14-24......~ ............................. 
25-34 .... _. _ _ .......... _ ................. 
35-44.~................-....-...- ........ 

.oo.o 00.0 00.0 

3 

1 

78.4 94.1 89.5 83.5 94.4 
21.6 5.9 10.5 16.5 5.6 

93.7 81.0 74.3 94.5 
6.3 19.0 25.7 5.5 

9.1 4.4 6.5 7.9 4.3 
22.0 21.6 29.6 25.5 21.0 
31.3 29.2 31.4 31.4 29.1 
18.3 25.7 19.7 18.9 26.0 
15.5 15.8 9.6 12.8 16.2 
3.7 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.4 

15.9 34.5 14.7 15.3 25.1 
12.5 21.6 13.0 12.7 22.1 
15.8 23.7 15.2 15.5 24.3 
16.8 15.8 18.8 17.8 15.6 
14.7 8.2 17.1 15.8 7.7 
24.2 6.2 21.1 22.8 5.3 

18.3 33.0 Ii.3 17.9 
13.2 20.5 12.9 13.0 
15.8 21.7 15.; 15.8 
16.6 13.5 19.8 18.1 
14.4 6.9 16.2 15.2 
10.0 2.8 11.2 10.6 
11.6 1.8 6.9 9.4 

E 
22.1 
13.1 
6.3 
2.2 
1.4 

11.1 27.1 21.2 15.7 27.5 
21.4 30.4 26.4 23.7 30.7 
57.6 26.8 43.0 50.9 25.8 
9.9 15.7 9.4 9.7 16.0 

91.2 

2:; 

‘El 
8.8 

96.2 92.9 92.0 96.4 
94.1 91.5 89.8 94.3 
32.2 19.9 17.7 33.0 
61.9 71.6 72.1 61.3 
2.1 1.4 2.2 2.1 
3.8 7.1 8.0 3.6 

1.3 
6J3.9 
29.0 
8.7 

44.9 
40.6 
14.4 

.3 .9 
57.4 59.3 
32.6 30.7 
9.7 9.2 

2.1 
3.1 

94.8 
2.5 

19.9 

10.9 
3.1 
9.1 

21.1 
11.3 
2.9 

16.8 

.7 1.5 1.8 

.9 1.5 2.4 
98.5 97.0 95.8 
13.8 4.8 3.5 
3.7 7.3 14.1 

.6 

98:: 
14.3 
3.5 

18.1 
14.2 
19.3 
18.9 
6.6 

3:; 

12.8 11.8 
8.6 5.6 

15.9 12.2 
23.4 22.1 
12.8 12.0 

.5 1.8 
11.4 14.4 

- 

.oo.o 

99.1 
.9 

87.3 
12.7 

2.3 
11.6 
28.4 
33.2 
21.1 
3.4 

51.2 
29.4 
10.2 

i:! 
1.2 

47.9 
27.8 
15.0 
5.7 
3.2 

.4 
.-._. 

29.3 
24.: 
27.E 
18.4 

_.._. 
46.2 
38.1 
14.c 

2.c 
.i 

96.: 
11.; 

.z 

7.4 
41.1 

15:: 
19.: 
3.2 

_._.. 

12.0 
53.3 
7.6 

2.6 
10.9 
27.6 

“2”22 
3:8 

52.9 
28.7 

t!: 
1:5 

.4 

50.5 
27.3 
14.4 
4.5 
2.7 

.4 

30.2 
24.5 
26.5 
18.8 

44.6 
40.4 
15.0 

“5 
97.0 
12.9 

.3 

7.3 
44.4 

.5 
16.3 
15.2 
2.6 

45-54.. .... . .... .._ .. .._ __ ......... ..- .. 
5564 _._..._..........___.- .- ............ 

and over ......... ._ ____ _. ....... _. .... 
umber of persons in family: 

4 . . . . . . .._._ . . . . ..___._................. 
5. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
6......................-...........- ..... 
701 more...-...............-..~- .... ..- 

Number of related children under age 18: 
None.................-....- ............ 
l........................................ 

3 ..__....._ ._ ........ .._......_._._--- .- 
4.......-..-...........-.---.-....-..- .- 
5..........-...........---.-.....~--..- - 
6ormore..............-......------.~-. 

Region: 
Northeest.............-...........- .... 
North Central ..___..._.........._-..-. 
South..........~-.....- ................ 
West..................- ................ 

Type of family: 
Male head .... ._ ._. . .._. ......... ._. ... 

Married, wife present. _......_.._ .... 
Wife in paid labor force .... .____.__ 
Wife not in paid labor force . . _ ..__ _ 

Other marital status .._._. ........... 
Female heed ..... .._. _. ... __ _. _ __. ... 

Number of earners: 
None......-..........-...........- .... 
l..............~.....-.-...........- .... 
2 .__. .... .._.._. ..... .._..._.__....--.- - 
3 ._....._____........----.-- - ._ ........ 

Employment and occupation of head: 
Notinlsbor forces....- ............. ..- 
Unemployed-. ...... ..__._ ............ . 
Employed. _ _ _. .. .._.._ .. .._ ........... 

Professional and technical workers. _ 
Farmers and farm managers.. .. ._. ... 
Managers, oliicials, and proprietors 

(except farm). .. _. ............... 
Clerical and sales workers .......... _. 
Craftsmen and foremen. _ _ ........... 
Operatives ........................... 
Service workers, total.. ...... .._____. 

Private household workers ........ . 
Laborers (except mine) ....... .._ ..... 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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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 home and nearly $1 tial. There is a cycle in family income as well L 
fourth had five or more. T in family size, although the two patterns are no 

The poverty rates for families with heads in generally in perfect. correspondence. On the NS- 

different. occupations (table 8) take on new menn- sumption that for the average family it is mainly 

TABLE <I.-Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and 
unrelated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels, 1 by sex of head and other specified characteristics 
--Continued 
[Data are estimates derived from B sample survey of households and are thcrcfore 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 nonreportlngl 

811 units with incomes- ! 
Units with male head 

I 
Units with female head 

and with incomes- and with incomes- 

Characteristic 

I ____ __~_-_----__- -- -_____- 

Above 

Bel,“~%’ Above Below Above Fny;- Bl”,l,“-w Al;;;e 

cost 
Fo;; econ- econ- 

OmY 
omy belo\; 

low- cost cost 
1CWl kWl level level cost level level 

level 

Unrelated individuals 
--. 
.44: 

00.0 

.- 
242 

00.0 

Xumher (in thousnnds) ~.~ 4,915 ,267 

I-- Perccnt................-..--.........~ 100.0 
I ,609 

00.0 
-- 

658 
-- 
00.0 

5 
.- 

1 00.0 00.0 
i1 _- 

1 

1 

!” 
11 

,683 416 

00.0 
-- 

00.0 1 00.0 
-- 

Residence: 
~onfarm..-.............-.~............. 97.0 
Farm..........-..........-.-...-....... 3.0 

Race: 
White ~~ _._...._._..._._...._. 82.8 
Nonwhite...................-...-.~..... 17.2 

Age: 
14-24.................................... 9.6 
25-34...................................- 5.4 
3Fr44...~~...~.........~...............-. 4.8 

96.6 95.1 96.8 96.7 
3.4 4.9 3.2 3.3 

94.5 95.9 
5.5 4.1 

93.4 
6.6 

-. 
1 

1 

1 

94.3 
5.7 

95.5 
4.5 

98.1 
1.9 

97.1 
2.9 

96.1 
3.9 

90.1 90.6 83.7 90.0 
9.9 9.4 16.3 10.0 

89.0 
11.0 

79.6 
20.4 

86.8 
13.2 

84.8 
15.2 

92.7 
7.3 

91.6 
8.4 

45-54...................-.............~ ..! 9.8 
5~64..~ ................................. 18.6 
65andovcr.. ...................... ..- .. 51.8 

Sex: 
Male......- ............................. 29.6 
Female.........~........~...........~.~ .i 70.4 

8.3 
11.7 
12.2 
17.5 
22.6 
27.8 

3.5 
3.5 
2.9 

11.4 
14.7 
64.1 

8.9 8.8 
5.1 12.7 
4.6 13.3 

10.0 18.2 
18.2 23.5 
53.3 23.5 

13.9 7.4 
8.2 17.4 
s.9 16.1 

12.6 17.3 
21.5 18.8 
34.9 23.1 

6.0 
3.3 
2.1 

17.0 
9.3 

til.5 

12.8 
7.5 
8.0 

13.3 
19.7 
3S.i 

7.5 
1s. 7 
17.3 
17.3 
19.7 
19.5 

7.8 
4.2 
3.1 
8.6 

17.4 
58.9 

9.0 1.9 
7.0 3.6 
9.0 2.9 

17.6 8.1 
25.5 17.9 
31.7 65.6 

45.6 37.1 30.5 46.6 
54.4 62.9 69.5 53.4 

00.0 
(2) 

00.0 
(2) 

00.0 
(2) 

00.0 
(2) 

00.0 
(‘) 

* 
do!0 1 

(2) 
00.0 

26.7 
27.6 
30.3 
15.3 

28.8 26.5 26.7 29.0 21.9 28.6 30.2 23.1 28.4 28.8 28.9 24.4 
25.8 32.4 28.2 25.0 27.2 24.5 26.4 27.1 24.3 2i.i 26.9 36.0 
21.4 21.0 29.2 21.4 31.8 20.1 19.2 30.0 20.2 29.7 22.4 22.1 
24.0 20.0 15.9 24.5 19.1 26.8 24.2 19.8 27.0 13.8 21.7 17.5 

36.9 82.5 47.6 38.2 86.5 47.5 86.8 45.6 47.2 90.6 32.5 78.8 48.i 
63.1 17.5 52.4 61.8 13.5 52.5 13.2 54.4 52.8 9.4 67.5 21.2 51.3 

65.4 
4.2 

30.4 
7.2 
1.1 

25.4 
4.1 

i0.6 
14.1 
1.2 

63.3 65.2 
3.5 4.1 

33.3 30.7 
4.3 6.8 

.a 1.1 

20.9 

7::; 
15.2 
1.2 

52.9 
7.9 

39.2 
8.9 
2.1 

20.5 62.1 
6.1 7.1 

73.4 30.8 
13.6 4.9 
2.3 2.2 

54.2 
7.8 

38.0 
8.4 
2.1 

16.6 io.7 29.4 
6.0 2.6 2.4 

ii. 4 26.7 68.2 
14.4 6.4 14.5 
2.3 .I .3 

64.0 
1.3 

34.7 
3.9 

.._. 

1.7 5.8 
3.2 19.2 

.4 4.6 
2.5 11.9 

2.9 1.9 
6.1 3.6 

4:: 2:; 

6.1 3.4 i.4 
20.8 3.3 10.2 
5.0 1.0 9.0 

12.7 4.5 15.0 

3.8 

1.1 
5.5 

3.5 7.7 1.0 
2.8 11.1 3.2 
1.0 9.7 .l 
4.7 15.9 1.7 

4.4 
26.8 

9:: 

2.3 
9.7 

3:: 

10.i 
6.0 
3.G 

10.2 11.6 10.8 10.1 
2.0 , 5.3 5.9 1.6 
3.6 2.4 3.4 3.8 

4.6 

11:; 

8.2 6.6 8.4 
/ 

14.6 
8.4 

7.7 6.6 -/ 
4.9 

.2 
10.6 

..~.. 
7.9 

13.2 12.0 
8.4 3.i 

.3 .2 

36.2 
23.e 

F? : 
10.4 
12.i 

4.c 
8.7 

63.8 
15.8 
30.1 

1.9 
2.2 

13.8 

II 

;I 
I 

79.0 
70.4 
51. E 
9.2 
9.: 
8.E , 
3.: 
5.4 

21.0 
3.1 
9.4 

:i 
7.9 

44.9 , 
26.5 
15.5 
3.5 
7.e 

18.4 I 
4.7 

13.7 
55.1 
9.8 

25.9 

, 

; , 

37.3 
23.9 
10.4 
3.F 

1o.c 
13.4 
4.1 
9.3 

62.7 
15.1 
29.6 
1.7 
2.0 

14.3 

83.0 / 
75.5 
56.0 , 

9.8 
9.7 

c 

i:;: , 
4.5 

17.0 
2.4 
7.4 

.2 

.3 
6.7 

4S.i 
34.9 
lti.7 
2.9 

15.3 
13.8 
4.3 
9.5 

51.3 
19.6 
(5) 
2.4 
3.6 

25.6 

83.8 
76.4 
54.1 
9.4 

12.9 
7.4 
2.7 
4.i 

16.2 
3.2 
(5) 

:: 
12.4 

, 

- 

46.1 
31.9 
19.2 
1.1 

11.5 
14.3 
3.3 

11.0 
.53.S 
10.4 
(5) 

48.3 
34.4 
17.1 
2.G 

14.8 
13.9 
4.2 
9.7 

51.i 
18.3 
(9 
2.1 
3.4 

27.9 

_. 

, 
! ’ 

- 

, 
i 

.8 
18.6 

_._. 
2.2 

41.2 

87.3 
80.6 
57.4 
10.2 
13.u 
6.8 
2.7 
4.1 

12.7 
2.5 
(9 

:i 
9.7 

31.0 
18.8 

6.8 
3.7 
8.3 

12.2 
3.E 
8.4 

69.0 
14.2 
42.7 

1.7 

i:! 

75.0 
65.4 
49.8 
8.9 
6.6 
9.6 
3.6 
6.1 

25.0 
3.1 

17.2 

:; 
4.2 

44.2 
23.4 
13.3 
4.9 
5.2 

20.E 
5.5 

15.3 
55.8 
9.4 

41.2 

5.2 

23.3 43.1 
13.6 39.4 
63.1 17.5 

i 

17.3 22.6 46.1 34.4 
30.2 15.6 40.5 13.0 
c12.4 61.9 13.5 52.6 

48.4 
38.3 
13.3 

20.9 
24.7 
54.4 

32.5 
14.7 
52.8 

2:: 
9.4 

18.6 
13.9 
67.6 

/ 

, 

__ 
._ 

- 

38.6 
40.3 
21.1 

15.3 18.2 
33.4 16.0 
51.3 65.8 

i.890 3,017 

- 

00.0 
.- 

100.0 

97.9 97.3 
2.1 2.7 

85.5 
14.5 

92.8 
7.2 

7.1 10.0 
4.1 7.5 
3.1 9.0 
8.5 18.9 

17.5 26.8 
59.6 27.0 

28.3 29.6 
28.6 25.7 
28.9 22.4 
14.2 22.3 

34.2 
65.8 

70.0 24.7 
2.5 2.6 

27.6 72.8 
6.1 16.0 
.i .3 

1.1 
3.9 

1:; 

4.7 
29.2 

.9 
10.0 

13.4 11.6 
8.4 3.0 

.3 .2 

32.4 
19.3 
7.5 
3.9 
7.9 

13.1 
4.0 
9.1 

67.6 
13.7 
42.6 
1.5 
1.4 
8.4 

79.2 
71.1 
54.8 
9.5 
6.8 
8.1 
3.3 
4.8 

20.8 
2.2 

13.9 
.3 

4:: 

___._ 
_...- 
_..__ 

Region: 
Northeast..........~..~..........~...... 
North Central .~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~. 
South.........-.....-............-....-. 
west.....................-............~. 

Earner status: 
Earner.......~.............~............ 
sonearner....................--.-...... 

Employment status and occupation: 
Notinlehorforce3.~.~~ -.-...’ 
Unemployed ~~ . . . . . . . . . .._ -...I 
Employed.. . . .._. . . . . . . . . . . . 

l’rofessional and technical workers. ~. 
1 

Farmers and farm managers . . . . . . . .~.. 
Managers, olhcials, and proprietors 

(except farm). _ _... . . . . . . . ..-.. 
Clerical and sales workers ._.... ~.. 
Craftsmen and foremen. _ ............. 
Operativcs.........~..............- ... 
Service workers, including private 

household.. ....................... 
Private household workers.. ........ 

Laborers (except mine) .. .._. 
Work experience? 4 

........ ..) 

Workedin ......................... 
Worked at full-time job ............... 

50-52 weeks ..................... ~~~., 
40-49weeks......................~- -1 
39weeksorless.. ................... 

Worked at oart-time jobs .. _ _. ........ 
50-52weeits..~...~:.........~.~ ..... 
49 weeks or less....~..........~ ...... 

Did not work in 1963. .._..........._ .... 
111 or disabled ......................... 
Keeping house.................-..- ... 
Going to school ....................... 
Could not find work ........... .._ .... 
Other..............~.---~ ............. 

Source of income: 
Earnings only ........................... 
Earnings and other income.-. .. ..__ ..... 
Other income only or no income ......... 

- 
1 For definition of poverty levels, see text. 
3 iXot applicable. 
J Includes members of the Armed Forces. 

workers, limited to civilian workers. 
5 Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units. 

4 All workcqperience data, including data for year-round, full-time 
Source: Derived from tabulation of the Current Population Survey, March 

1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration. 
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the earning capacity of the husband t,hat set,s the 
tale at which the family must live, the poverty 
ates for families of employed male heads by oc- 

cupation have been arrayed according to the 
median earnings (in 1959) of men aged 3544. 
This is the age at whic,h, on the basis of cross- 
sectional data, earnings for the average worker in 
most occupations are at their peak. Two things 
are abundantly clear. 

In general, the poverty rates for families of 
men in different occupations are inversely related 
to the median peak earnings--that, is, the lower 
the average earnings at age 3544, the greater the 
risk of poverty for the family. (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 capacity, in terms of the number of chil- 
dren ever born to the wives aged 3544 of men 
employed in these occupations. 

The following figures illustrate the patterns 
separately for white and nonwhite families with 
male head. 

Occupation group 

White males: 
Professional and technical 

workers.............---.----- 
Managers, oflicials, proprietors, 

$8,015 

(except farm).. ._. ._~ __... __ 7,465 
Sales workers...........~..-..- 6,325 
Craftsmen and foremen.. ._ ..-. 5,795 
Clerical and kindred workers. _. 5,505 
Operatives.......--..-----~--... 5,075 
Service~orkers........-...~... 4,610 
Nonfarm laborers ..__ -.- __..._.. 4,095 
Farmers and farm managers.. 2,945 
Farm laborers .___._. 2,020 

Nonwhite males: 
Protessionel and technical 

workers.........~~....~....... 
Managers, otbcials, proprietors 

5,485 12 65 16 19 

(except farm) . . . .._.__........ 
Clerical and kindred workers-. 

4,655 
4,630 

Sales workers. ..- 
Craftsmen and foremen.. 

4,010 
3,885 

Operatives...................-.. 3,495 
Service workers................. 2,970 
Nonfarm laborers .._.. -... 2,825 
Farm laborers .__.. _.. ..-. 975 
Farmers and farm managers.. 945 

Median 
earnings 
of male 
workers 

aged 
3.544' 

II 
01 

I 

e* 

xidenca 
‘povert! 
nrnong 
‘amilies 

with 
np&-( 

head 1 

- 

:e 

2 56 

21 57 
13 61 

('1 57 
21 52 
27 51 

E ii 
70 34 
78 27 

Percent of wives 
aged 35-44 of 

mployed workers, 
with specified 

number of 
children ever 

born s 

o-2 4or 
*ore 3 I 

- _- 

23 

16 
14 
16 
13 
12 
13 
11 

: 

20 

20 
19 
25 

f: 

:i 
36 
48 

27 

i:: 
35 
37 
30 
41 

i: 

1 In 1959. 
2 Currently employed family heads in March 1964, with 1963 family money 

income below the economy level in 1963. 
* Wives of currently employed men at time of 1960 Decennial Census. 
1 Not available. 
Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960: Occupation by Earnings and 

Education, X(2)-713; Women by Number OJ Children Ever Born, W(2)- 
3A; und Social Security Administration. 
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For many families a critical point in financial 
status may be the arrival of the fourt,h or fifth 
child. At all occupational levels (except among 
wives of professional and technical employees) 
the nonwhite family tends to be larger t.han the 
white, 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 equivalent eco- 
nomic levels. 

Some of the differences in number of children 
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 nonfarm 
laborers with their large families, than for high- 
income occupations, such as professional and 
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.21 

The statistics by occupation may throw light on 
the intergeneration cycle of poverty. It is not 
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 fat,her. 
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, Currer~t Population. 
Reports, “Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Popula- 
tion: 1960,” Series P-23, So. 12, July 31, 1964. 



service jobs or in farm jobs to acquire more years 
of school training than their parents.22 

Tl1e statistics on occupation and poverty may 
have eve11 further import. The work 11istory of 
aged persons currently receiving public assistance 
might well show that many of the recipient,s (or 
tl1e persons on wl-hom they had depended for sup- 
port) used to work at the same kinds of jobs cur- 
rently held by many of the employed poor. Eam- 
ings too little to support a growing family are 
not likely to leave mucl1 margin for saving for 
old age. Moreover, such low earnings will bring 
entitlement to only minimal O14SDI benefits. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Tl1e 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 tl1e 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 Census, Czlrrcnt Population Reports, 
“Educational Change in a Generation,” Series E’-20, No. 
132, Sept. 22, 1964. 

earn will, more often than the rest of us, know 
tl1e dreary privation that denies them the goo 

$ living that has become the hallmark of America.. 
But there are otl1ers thus set apart,, wit,hout the 

handicap of discrimination 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 lose out on their chance ever to strive 
as equals in this competitive society because t,hey 
are denied now even the basic needs that money 
can buy. And finally there are tl1e 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. 
A4ny 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 tl1e ways by which to help them gain 
a new identity. 
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TABLE A.-Composition of families with children: Number of members in families with own children under age 18, by sex of head 

IIusband-wife fami!ies, by number of children Families Families with female hwd, by number of children 
with ----~ 
other 
male 
head Total 2 3 or 4 I I or more 

I 
i or more 

1,810 301 1,892 510 _- 
14,ilS 

8.13 
1.00 

.28 

.69 

.03 

.oo 

.99 
5.86 
2.08 
3.73 

.05 

.24 

.lO 

.Ol 

.07 

.Ol 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.Ol 

.02 

1,110 7,066 
3.69 3.73 
1.00 1.00 

.20 .35 

.Gl .59 

.14 .05 

.05 .Ol 
- - - - - . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ 
2.07 2.33 

.44 .GO 
1.53 1.62 

.lO .ll 

.55 .35 

.12 .ll 

.04 .03 

.12 .09 

.ll .02 
:tri; .04 

.OG 
:E .05 

.Ol 
.05 .04 

2,036 1,760 
2.60 3.45 
1.00 1.00 
.24 .38 
.65 .58 
.09 .03 
.02 .Ol 

1.12 2.09 
.18 .49 
.a2 1.51 
.12 .09 
.40 .32 
.13 .lO 
.04 .02 
.lO .08 
.03 .02 
.04 .04 
.OG .OG 
.06 .04 
.Ol .Ol 
.05 .03 

Family member’s relationship to head 
Total 1 2 

7,380 7,528 

--- I 

Number of families, total (in thousands). 23,498 6,780 
-- 

37.338 
5.51 
1.00 

.38 

.59 

.02 

.Ol 

3% 
1.30 
2.00 

.03 

.15 

.05 

.Ol 

.04 
(1) 

.02 

.03 

.03 

.Ol 

.02 

436 161 

108.174 
4.60 
1.00 

.37 

.57 

.OS 

.Ol 

.99 
2.38 

.91 
1.44 
.03 

24,493 
3.32 
1.00 

.35 

.53 

.lO 

.02 

1:z 
.38 
.62 
.04 
.24 
.09 
.02 
.07 
.Ol 
.02 
.03 
.04 
.Ol 
.03 

31,626 
4.20 
1.00 

.40 

.56 

.04 

(‘)a9 
2.01 

.79 
1.19 
.03 
.15 
.05 
.Ol 
.04 

(‘1 
.02 
.03 
.04 
.Ol 
.03 

2,082 
4.78 
1.00 

.46 

.52 

.Ol 

.Ol 

3.44 
.99 

2.34 
.ll 
.3O 
.lO 
.Ol 
.08 
.Ol 
.04 
.OG 
.04 
.Ol 
.03 

1,189 
i.38 
1.00 
.47 
.52 

I:; 
_ _ ̂  _ _. 

6.03 
1.93 
3.96 

.14 

.34 

.12 

.Ol 

.lO 

.Ol 

.04 

.OG 

.03 

.Ol 

.02 

Number of persons: 
Total (in thousands) ..__._...___.__ 
Number per family, total... . .._____ 

Family head __._________.___.__ _ ______.. 
Under age 35 _____.______._._..._-.---- 
Aged 35-54 ___________...______------.- 
Aged 55-64 ._______..__.___________._._ 
AgedG5orover _______________.___._.. 

Wife of head _.._ ._.._._______....._.... 
Relatives under age 18 __.._._._._._..... 

Own children under age 6 __...__.__... 
Own children aged G-17 ._________ . .._ 
Other...................-.-.--.....-.. 

Relatives aged 18-64.- .__.___._..__ ____ 
Sons aged l&24.....................-. 
Sons aaed 2~64..................-.--- 
Daughters aged 18-24 ._._..___ ___.___. 
Daughters aged 25-64. _______.___ ._.. 
Other male aged 18-64 _._.___.__._.._. 
Other female aged 18-64 ..__._..__ --... 

Relatives aged 65 or over.... .._____._... 
Male.....-.....-....-....----.-...... 
Female..-..--..-...-.---...--........ 

-I. 

.I9 

.07 

.Ol 

.05 

.Ol 

.02 

.03 

.04 

.Oi 

.03 

1 Less than .005. 
Source: U.S. Census of Population, f960: Persona by Family Characteristics, PC(Z)-4B. 

TABLE 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 

i- 
Husband-wife Iamilies, 
by number of persons 

Fam- 
ilies 

with 
other 
male 
head 

Families with female head, 
by number of persons 

3 2 

---- 

1,987 

3,984 

100.00 
_- 

--- 

G or 
more 4 or 5 

-- 

826 

3,596 

100.0 

Total 

Type of family member 

4 or 5 

All 
familie: 

Total 2 3 
_______- 

39.659 12,046 8,451 

16,924 24,045 25,254 
____- 
100.00 100.00 / 10 0.01 

4.19i 

13,282 

lOO.o( 

1,014 

3,045 

lOO.O( 

369 

2,657 

100.00 

31.60 49.87 33.33 23.00 13.89 
5.61 5.42 6.77 6.26 3.73 

13.16 17.87 15.04 10.85 7.08 
5.50 10.79 5.02 2.86 1.69 
7.33 15. i9 6.50 3.03 1.39 

. _ _ _ 
39.23 
8.58 

23.14 
7.51 

24.14 
3.35 
2.78 
4.92 
4.98 
3.42 
4.69 
5.03 
1.13 
3.90 

14.64 
2.91 

10.02 
1.71 

26.11 
2.79 
2.01 
7.08 
6.17 
2.iQ 
5.27 
9.39 
1.71 
7.68 

_. . .._... 
34.39 51.30 
7.52 11.8i 

22.86 30.39 
4.01 9.04 

26.81 23.00 
3.78 3.53 
2.92 3.14 
5.62 3.75 
5.62 4.39 
3. i8 3.81 
5.09 4.37 
5.48 2. io 
1.44 78 
4.04 1:92 

65.26 
13.77 
33.3s 
18.14 
19.68 
3.42 
3.31 
2.45 
3.24 
3.46 
3.80 
1.13 
.34 
.iQ 

- 

_--__-- -__ --- _- 

0 

- 

13,723 

59,970 

1oo:ol 

5,436 

37,654 
--- 
lOO.O( 

1,295 

3,761 

100.01 

Number of families, total (in thousands). _ .____._ 45,149 
Number of persons: 

Total (in thousands) .____.__.__...__._..-....-- 163,966 

Percent _______ _.__________________-.-.....-.--- 100.00 

Family head....-.....-.....---.---.-----.----------- 27.53 
Under age35..................................-.... 7.02 
Aged 35-54 _._____.._____.._._..-.....-........-.--- 12.54 
Aged 55-64 ___________.___._.__--.----.-...--------- 4.25 
Aged 65andover.........-..--.------...-----.---- 3.72 

Wifeofhead...-.....-.....--------.--------------..... 24.08 
Relatives under age 18. _ _ _._________._._.._...-.-.--. 38.66 

Own children under age 6 .____________._ __________ 13.77 
Own children aged G-17. _ ________ ____.__.__._ ..__ 22.81 
Otherrelatives.......-.---------.-.-...-..-.---.-.. 2.08 

Relatives aged 18-64 . . . ..__________._ _.._. _...._..._ 8.06 
Sons agedlS-24-............-.....-..........--...- 1.92 
Daughters aged 18-24.. .___.. _. _........_. 1.46 
Sonsa~ed2664.....-......-........-.-.....-...-.- 1.21 
Daughters aged 2564 _ _ . . . .._.. ._._. -.- . .._ 1.08 
Other males aged 18-64 . . . . . . . . . . __._._....._ 1.07 
Other females aged 18-64 .._.____.._....____...-.-.. 1.31 

Relatives aged 65 or over . .._________________---.----. 1.67 
Total male ________._____._._._.--.-.---.-..-.--.--- .45 
Totalfemale....~........................~~...~~~~~ 1.22 

I 

-- 
0 
-- 

_- 
3 
_- 

) 
.- 

- 

22.89 
7.97 

12.79 
1.52 

61 
22.78 
46.84 
18.30 
2i. 45 

1.09 
6.28 
2.00 
1.50 

.74 

.GO 

.65 

1:; 
.3i 
.85 

14.44 
3.99 
9.20 

.89 

.36 
14.34 
62.17 
20.70 
38.05 
3.42 
7.8i 
2.28 
1.79 

.62 

.61 
1.23 
1.34 
1.20 
.44 
.76 

34.41 
5.18 

13.19 
6.41 
9.63 

23.24 
3.56 

12.31 
7.37 

32.30 
2.39 
2.10 
4.23 
6.04 
7.44 

10.10 
10.08 
2.05 
8.03 

27.00 50.11 33.47 
7.19 7.43 9.90 

12.47 14.17 14.97 
4.09 14.05 5.46 
3.25 14.46 3.14 

26.87 49.90 33.32 
39.00 . . . . . .._ 22.98 
14.50 ._....._ 10.06 
23.05 .-___.__ 12.18 

1.45 . .._.... 
5.98 8::: 
1.78 __...... 2.23 
1.32 1.44 

.80 ._._.... 2.00 

.GO 1.19 

.70 ..-. .68 

.78 . .._._ .69 
1.15 ..-.. 20.1 

.35 .______. .50 

.80 _.______ 1.51 

Source: U.S. Cenaua of Population, 1960: Persona by Family Charaeteriatica, PC(2)-4B. 
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TABLE C.-Food-income relationships among nonfarm 
consumers: Per capita income,’ per capita food expenditures,2 
and portion of income spent on food by income class and size 
of consumer unit, nonfarm households, 1955 

TABLE D.-Food-income relationships among urban con- 
sumers: Per capita income,’ per capita food expenditures,2 
and portion of income spent on food, by income class an ‘. 
size of consumer unit, urban households, 1060-61 9F; 

Number of persons in unit 

Money income (after taxes) I I I ---T--- Money income (after taxes) 

Number of persons in unit 

- _,-/--,--,-/-,~ - -~----~-~ 
Total: 

Per capita income.. ._ __. ___ __ $2,036 $1.603 $1,296 $1,067 $1,296 $1,067 $837 $615 $837 $615 
Per capita expenditure for 

food -----..-----.-...--.. _.. food ____-..___-_._...-_.. _.. $5; $4;; $42 $3;; $3~ $2;; 
Food as percent of income...- Food as percent of income...- 

$5; $4;; $42 $3;; $3~ $2;; 

Leas than $2,000: Leas than $2,000: 
Per capita income .__..._...._._.. Per capita income .__..._...._._.. 
Per caDita exoenditure for food... I I 

$524 $419 $331 $240 $240 $156 $524 $419 $331 $240 $240 $156 
Percapitaexpenditureforfood..- $316 $307 $275 $196 $154 $141 %Ilfi SKI7 1276 I196 21.54 $141 
Food as percent of income ____.___ 60 73 83 81 64 90 

$Z,OW2.999: 
Per capita income __.____._._...._ $1,250 $834 $630 $513 $430 $314 
Per capita expenditure for food... $456 $424 $331 $298 $296 $199 
Food as percent of income __..____ 36 51 52 58 69 63 good % per&It Of inCOme __..____ 36 51 52 58 69 63 

$3.000-3.999: $3.000-3.999: 
Per Capita inCOme ._____.__.__.___ $1,738 $1,162 $882 $707 $588 $466 Per capita income ._____.__.__.___ $1,738 $1,162 $882 $707 $588 $466 
Porcapitaexpenditure for food... $2; $4;; $3;; $3;; $291 $2; Porcapitaexpenditure for food... $2; $4;; $3;; $3;; $291 $2; 
Food as percent of income ..______ Food as percent of income ..______ 49 49 

$4.000-4.999: $4.000-4.999: 
Per Capita hICOme _____.._._______ $2,242 $1,496 $1,121 Per capita income _____.._._______ $2,242 $1,496 $1,121 $901 $901 $751 $751 $605 $605 
Per capita expenditure for food... $527; $5;; $4;; $3:; $3: $2;: Per capita expenditure for food... $527; $5;; $4;; $3:; $3: $2;: 
Food as percent of income.-. _____ Food as percent of income.-. _____ 

$5.000-5,999: $5.000-5,999: 
Per CapitainCOme.......--..-..-- $2,719 $1,815 $1,363 $1,102 $897 Per capita income . ..___._____..__ $2,719 $1,815 $1,363 $1,102 $897 $685 $685 
Per capita expenditure for food... $6;: $5;; $4;; $4;; $3;; $3;'~ Per capita expenditure for food... $6;: $5;; $4;; $4;; $3;; $3;‘~ 
Food as percent of income . .._ __.- Food as percent of income . .._ __.- 

$6,000-7,999: $6,000-7,999: 
Per Capita inCOme _..._ __.._....._ $3,352 $2,246 $1,695 $1,351 $1,146 Per capita income _...___.._....._ $3,352 $2,246 $1,695 $1,351 $1,146 $901 $901 
Per Capita expenditure for food... $720 $582 $52i $435 $386 $383 Per capita expenditure for food... $720 $582 $52i $435 $386 $383 
Foodas percent of inCOIrIe...~.~.- 21 27 31 32 34 42 Foodas percent of income...-.-.- 21 27 31 32 34 42 

$8,000-9,999: $8,000-9,999: 
Per Capita inCOme _._...____....__ $4,449 $2,915 $2,187 $1,777 $1,485 $1,117 Per capita income _._...____....__ $4,449 $2,915 $2,187 $1,777 $1,485 $1,117 
Per capitaexpenditure for food... $7;; $6;; $56; $52 $4; $3;; Per capitaexpenditure for food... $7;; $6;; $56; $52 $4; $3;; 
Food as percent of income ._______ Food as percent of income ._______ 

$10,000 or more: $10,000 or more: 
Per capita income __..._._.__...__ $7,321 $5,713 $3,854 $3,238 $2,515 $2,017 Per capita income __..._ _.__...__ $7,321 $5,713 $3,854 $3,238 $2,515 $2,017 
Per CaDita exoenditure for foad... $1.047 $901 $714 $643 $597 $398 Per capita expenditure for food... $1,047 $901 $714 $643 $597 $398 
Food as percent of income ___.__.. 19 16 18 20 24 20 

Total: 
Per Capita income __.... . ..__ $2,967 
Per Capita expenditure for food $680 
Food as percent of income... 23 

Less than $1,000: 
Per capita income . . . . . .._..____. $755 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $322 
Food as percent of income _..____ 43 

%1,000-1.999: 
Per Capita inCOme.. .-._ ._ .-. _. $1,487 
Per Capita expenditure for food.. 
Food as percent of income ._.._._ 

$468 
32 

$2,000-2,999: 
Per capita income __..___.._...._ $2,525 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $64R 
Food as percent of income __...._ 28 

$3,000-3,999: 
Per capita income . .._._______.__ $3.497 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $793 
Food as percent of income ___._._ 23 

$4.000-4,999: 
Per capita income.. _.._....._.. $4,457 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $942 
Food as percent of income ._..... 21 

$5,000-5,999: 
Per capita income- _..__... -.._ ._ $5,425 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $978 
Food as percent of income _...... 18 

$6,000-7,499: 
Per capita income... .__._...._._ $6,737 
Per capita expenditure for food.- $1,305 
Food as percent of income ___..__ 19 

$7,500-9,999: 
Per capita income ..__....__.___. $8,53i 
Per capita expenditure for food.. $1,314 
Food as percent of income .__.._. 15 

$10.000-14,,969: 
Per capita income __.__.______.._ (3) 
Per capita expenditure for food _ (8) 
Food as percent of income.-.-... (3) 

$15,00Oormore: 
Per capita income .._.._..__._._. (s) 
Per capita expenditure for food.. (3) 
Food as percent of income _______ (z) 

1 Income after taxes. 
2 Including alcoholic beverages. 
Source: Derived from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food 

Consumption Survey, 1955, Food Consumption in the United State8 (Report 
No. l), December 1956. 

1 Income after tares and other money receipts. 
2 Including all purchased food and beverages consumed at home or away 

from home. 
3 Not shown where size of sample under 20. 
Source: Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Report No. 237-38, 

Consumer Expenditures and Incomes, July 1964. 

TABLE E.-Weighted average of poverty income criteria 1 for families of different composition, by household size, sex 
of head, and farm or nonfarm residence 

- 

: 

_- 

-- 

‘ 

- 

Nonfarm Farm 
.--__ 

Total 
I I 

ye;! F;pa,adle Total 

Weighted average of incomes at economy level Weighted average of incomes at low--cost level 

H, 885 
1,745 
2,715 
2,460 
3,160 
4,005 
4,675 
5,250 
6,395 

$; 1 ;;g 

2:740 
2.4iO 
3,170 
4,010 
4,680 
5,255 
6,405 

$1.820 
l.i35 
2,570 
2.420 
3,070 
3,QM 
4,595 
5,141 
6.2iO 

$;Jg; 

1:640 
1,480 
1,890 
2,410 
2,815 
3,165 
3,840 

kl ,185 
1,065 
1.645 
1,480 
1,895 
2,410 
2,815 
3,165 
3.850 

$1,090 
1,040 
1,540 
1,465 
1,835 
2,375 
2,795 
3,165 
3,750 

“2: 
1.180 
1,120 
1,395 
1,865 
2,220 
2,530 
2,985 

$990 
890 

1,240 
1,110 
1,410 
1,925 
2,210 
2,495 
3,065 

$1,580 
1,4io 
2,050 
1,850 
2,440 
3,130 
3,685 
4,135 
5,090 

$;A,“! 
2:065 

“; I a; 
1:975 

1,855 1,845 
2,455 2,350 
3,130 3,115 
3,685 3,660 
4,135 4,110 
5,100 5,000 

%t 
1,240 
1,110 
1,410 
1,925 
2,210 
2,500 
3,055 

1 (underage 65)..........--.........- ............... 
1 (aged 65 or over). .._..............__.-.......- ..... 
2 (under age65)..........-......-.--~- .............. 
2 (aged 65 or over) . .._._.._......_.....-..--....-.--. 
3..-..-.-.............-...-.---.-....----.---...-..-. . 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 
- - - 

1 For de5nition of poverty criteria, see text. 
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TABLE 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] 

Total 
Percentage distribution, by number of related children under age 18 

---------- 
number 

Total / None 1 1 / 2 3 1 4 / 5 16ormori 
-- __- - 

Sumber of family members 

Units with male head 
-- ___- -~- 

19,813 7.274 7,387 4,749 2,412 1,172 908 
--- --.-- -~- --- 

100.0 . .._._._._ __.._...._ ._.___._____..____._ _.________ __________ 
100.0 ----...-.- _-_.._..._ _..-__.-._ __________ __________ __________ 
99.2 0.8 .._____.__ __________ . .._______ ____..._._ ._ ______._ 
99.8 .2 .._______. ___.._____ ________._ __._.__.__ ____ ____._ 
35.3 G3.9 0.8 __.______. ______..__ .________. ________. 

8.1 18.0 73.6 0.3 --.-_-...- .-__._____ ____._____ 
2.3 7.3 17.2 __..____._ ___.._.___ 

:; 2.5 .3 7.6 2.9 

:t: 0.2 

7:o 71.2 13.2 42.9 0.3 __.__._..- 33.5 
--___-___ --__--__~ 

1,532 374 445 319 193 113 137 
_-__-__ -- --- -- 

100.0 __._....__ .-.._._.__ . . ..___.__ _.______._ ____.._... .___.__... 
100.0 ._..... -.. . . ..__... ._.__.____ .______._ ____. _ _... ._...__.__ 
98.1 1.9 .-.._..._. . . . . .._._. .._.__.___ __._.___._ ._..___.__ 

100.0 0 .._-_._._. . . ..______ _.______._ __._...... ._._.__... 
52.8 46.4 0.8 .._.__.___ ____....._ __...._.__ .____ __.. 

15.2 20.1 64.7 6i.O 
____._.._. ._.__.___. __.-..__.- 

1.1 8.5 23.4 
1.6 1.2 15.2 
0 1.2 3.5 

24.6 5; 4 3i.l 
6.5 15: 5 

_._______. 
40.2 

-- 
43,714 

2.980 
1,092 
8,227 
3,887 
8,170 
8,267 
5.510 
2,870 
2,711 

3,115 

.._.--_.. -__ 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

-- 

127 

6;; 
377 
496 
479 
353 
244 
341 

-- 
11,446 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

__- 

_ _ _ 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

344 

Nonfarm, number of families ____._______......_.-.-----. 

1 (underage G5)...~.................-..----.--.-.......--- .. 
1 (aged 65 or over) .__-_ ._ .__. __ _-_ _ __ _ ___ _ _ __. _ __ _ .......... 
2 (under age 65) _. _ _ ._ . .._ _. .... _ _. .. ._-_ _. ____ __ __ _ _ _. ___. .. 
2 (aged 65 or over) ______._____._.._.._.-. _. . ..__._________ ... 
3 __...____._..._._._._.._ _ _ _._______._______._.-.......---.-. 
4 _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _. _ .. _. ... _. _ _ _. _ _. _ _ _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. - _ ...... -. - - - 
5....................---.--..-..--..---..-..-..-.-.---.--- ... 
6 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ........ _ _ .. _ 
7ormore.........................-..-...-.--.-.---.-......-. 

Farm, number of families.. ....... . ....... .._._._....._. 

I (under age 65) .._.____.__._.__ .._ .__.........._....._-.-. 
1 (aged 65 or over). . .._____._..__.._ ............... .._ __._ .. 
2 (underage 65)...-....-.......................--.- ........ 
2 (aged 65 or over). .__ _. _. ... _. _ .. _. .. _ _ .. __. ............ ._ 
3.. ....... _.________. ..__. ....... ._._._..___._ ............. 
4........~.~........................~.....~....~~~~.....~~ .. 
5..-.....-.-........--.-..-.....-...--.--...-..--.-.....- ... 
6 ........ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .... _ _ .. _ _ _ ... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ........ _ _ .. 
ior mo~e.....................-............-.....-.----.-.- - 

._ 

._ 

._ 
. 

.- 

.- 

.- 

-- 

. 
._ 
._ 
._ 
._ 

. . 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

Units with female head 

1,003 720 415 243 144 145 
-- ---- 

_.___ __._-.._._ ._________ ____._._._ . .._..-.._ ______.___ 
._.._ __......._ .._.-._.__ ._..-___._ 

39.6 .._- . . .._. 1.. . . . .._.. .-.- _.__.. _____._._. ..- ..___. 
5.4 .-_-___-.. _-....___- --___._-.. _____._._. ..___.__.. 

23.3 42.5 ___..__... _.._______ ._._______ ____.._.__ 
18.1 23.0 48.8 _____..... .___ _____ _________. 
5.2 20.2 23.4 46.0 .___._ ..- __._______ 

-. _ _ _ _ _. 8.1 21.7 16.2 54.0 __.___.___ 
2.1 5.9 14.0 16.1 61.9 

~___-__--__ 
31 27 10 15 1 19 

____--___ --_ 
._... _..._._.__ .._..._.__ 
.____ ___._.____ ____.._._. 

33.3 . . .._._._. _..._.____ ..____.___ __.___._._ _____.____ 
15.2 ____.-._._ _.__._____ ____..._._ ._._._-_._ __._._____ 
23.9 26.1 . . . . . . .._. .- _._.___. _._._._.__ _.___.__. 
12.5 56.3 

20.0 2i.o 
____.___._ .___.____. __________ 

30.0 25.0 . . ..-_...- ._.__-____ 
0 15.4 38.5 46.1 0 ._.- .__._ 
0 0 0 16.0 4.0 72.0 

-. 
8,715 T 

- 

_. 

-- 
, 
, 
/ 
1 
I 
, 
I 
I 
I 

h’onfarm, number of families.- ..___________...._._.---. 

1 (underage 65)..-..................-...--.-------.- ....... 
1 (aged65ororer) ..................... .._........._._.- . ..- 
2 (under age 65) .._______________.__--.-.-....--.- ....... ..- 
2 (aged 65 or over) ______._..._____.___------.-...- .......... 
3 __._____.___.____.._--....-..- - __.__.__.._.____._._..-- ... 
4-.....-.......-....-.....--........-......---.-..-.-.--- ... 
5 ._.___ ............................... _ .. .._ ... .._. __.___._ 
6.~.......~..............~...~...........................~ .- 
7or more....-...........---...--.-.....- ................... 

Farm, number of families .......... .._. . .._......._ .... 

1 (underage65)-.........~-.....-..---...- .............. ..- 
1 (aged 65 or over). .. .._..___._____.__-----...-.-- .......... 
2 (underage 65)..-........-.-...-....-..-.-.-.-..---.-.- ... 
2 (aged 65 or over) _...._.................- .- .... .._._.___._. 
3 .............. _ . .._ .... .._.._ ._ .__ ......... ..__. ..... . .... 
4.. ... ..___ _ _.._.___.___..______--.---------.----.-- ....... 

_- 

_. 
__ 
._ 
_. 
__ 
_. 
-. 
._ 
._ 
.- 
_. 

i: 
:; 
46 

i E 

._ 
s.......-..-.-......-...--...--..---...-----..-...-.---.-.-.~ . 

6 _.______.._.._ ........... ..__ ................... ._..._...___. 
7 o~mo*e....................~~..........................~.~~. 

‘/I 100.0 
100.0 
60.4 
94.6 
34.2 
10.1 
5.2 

. . ..--. 

241 

_ 
_. 
_ 

100.0 
100. a 
loo.0 
100.0 
100.0 
1oo.c 
1oo.c 
1oo.c 
1oo.c 

100.0 
100.0 

2; 
50.0 
31.2 

i 
8.0 

Source: Derived from tabulations of the Cwrent Population SILTDCY, March 1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration. 
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