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which we peg the concept of “too little,” the THE POVERTY PROFILE 
measure of income used should reflect at least 
roughly an equivalent level of living for individ- From data reported to the Bureau of the 
uals and families of different, size and composition;’ Census in March 1964, it can be inferred that f. in 

In such t,erms, it, is the purpose of this paper 7 of it11 families of two or more and almost half 
to sketch a profile of poverty based on a p&r&u- OS, all persons living alone or with nonrelatives 
1%~ income standard that makes allowance for the had i,ncomes too low in 1963 to enable them to eat 
different needs of families with varying numbers even the minimal diet that could be expected to 
of adults and children to support. It recognizes, provide adequate nutrition and still have enough 
too, that a family on a farm normally is able Tao kft, over to pay for all other living essentials. 
manage on somewhat less cash income than a Such a judgment is predicated on the assumption 
family living in a city. As an example, a family that, at current prices and eurrent standards, nn 
of father, mother, two young children, and no _. average family of four can achieve an adequate 
other relatives is assumed on the average to need diet on about 70 cents a day per person for all’ 
a minimum of $1,860 today if living on a farm food and an additional $1.40 for all other items- 
and $3,100 elsewhere. It should go without say- from housing and medical care to clothing and 
ing that, altllough such cutoff points have their c5rfare.l For those dependent on a regular pay 
place when the economic well-being of the popu- check, such a budget would mean, for the family 
ration at large is being amssed, ‘they do not neoes- of four, total family earnings of $60 a week. 
sarily apply with equal validity to each individual By almost any realistic definition, individuals 
family in its own special setting. and families with such income-who include more 

The stmdsrd it&f isr. ,“~,~~~dl~ arbitrary, than a fifth of all our children-must be oou&d 
but not unreasonable. It is based essentially on among our undoubted poor. A somewhat less con- 
the amount of income remaining after allowanoe servative but by no means generous standard, 
for an adequate diet at minimum cost. Under the calling for about 90 cents a day for food per per- 
criteria adopted, it is e&mated that in 1963 a son and a total weekly income of $77, would add 8.8 
total of 7.2 million families and 5 million indi- million ad&s and 6.8 million children to the ros- 
viduals living alone or with nonrelat.ives (exclud- ter. There is thus a total of 50 million persons- 
ing persons in institutions} lacked the where- of whom 22 million are young children-who live 
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level, within t,he bleak circle of poverty or at least hover 
Literally, for the 341/2 million persons involved- around its edge. In these terms, though progress 
15 million of them children under age 18 and 5 has been made, there are still from a fifth to a 
million persons aged 65 or older-everyday living fourth of our cit,izens whose situation reminds us 
implied choosing between an adequate diet of t,he that all is not yet well in America. 
most economical sort and WMB other necessity be- Who are these people who t,ug at the national 
cause there was not money enough to have both. conscience? Are they all social casualties, visited 

There are others in need not included in t,his by personal misfortune, like the woman left alone 
count,. Were one to add in the hidden poor, t.he to raise a family? Are t.hey persons who find little 
1.7 million elderly and tha 1.1 million members opportunity to earn their living, like the aged and 
of subfamilies--in&ding 600,000 children- the unemployed? Or are they perhaps mainly 
whose own income does not permit independent Negroes and members of other minority groups, 
living at a minimum standard but who escape living out the destiny of their years of discrimi- 
poverty by living in a household with relatives nat‘ion? These groups, to be sure, are among the 
whose combined income is adequate for all, the poorest of the poor, but they are not alone. 
number of poor rises to nearly 37.5 million The population groups most vulnerable to the 
persons. risk of inadequate income have long been identi- 

The aggregate income available to the 7.2 mil- 
lion families and 5 million individuals in 1963 1 Estimates are based on a per capita average for all 

was only 60 percent as mu& as they needed, or 4.psrson nonfarm families. Costs will average sltghtly 

about $Il$$$ billion less than their estimated mini- 
more in small households and less in larger ones. A 
member of a 2-person family, for example, would need 

mum requirements. 74 cents a day for food and $2 a day for other items. 

h 
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fied and of late much publicized, but they make 
np only a small part of all the Nation% poor. 

Families headed by a woman are subject, to a 
risk of poverty three times that, of u&s 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 wit’hout a father must get 

along on less than they need far more often than 
children living with both parents. In fact, two- 
thirds of them are in families with inadequate 
income. But two-thirds of all the children in t,he 
families called poor do live in a home with a man 
at t,he head. 

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

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

And finally, in our work-oriented society, those 
who cannot, or do not work must expect to be 
poorer than those who do. Yet more t,han half of 
all poor families report that the head currently 
has a job. Moreover, half of these employed 
family heads, representing almost 30 percent of 
all t-he families called poor, have been holding 
down n 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 t.his is the kind of family that in our 

present society has the hst chance of escaping 
poverty. 

All told, of the 15 million children under age 18 
counted as poor, about 5sh 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 aine pus lum 
and the dollars it t,akes to buy them. The dif- 

ficulty is compounded in a country such as ours, 
which has long since passed t,lte stage of &ruggle 
for sheer survival. 

In many parts of the world, the overriding 
concerp for a majority of the populace every day 
is still “Can I live?!’ For the United States as a 
society, it is no longer whether but how. Although 
by 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 t,han bread. 
Yet. as yest,erday’s luxuries become tomorrow’s 

.*necessities, who can define for today how much is 
enough? And in a society that equates economic 
well-being with earnings, what is the floor for 
those whose earning capacity is limit,ed or absent 
nltdgether, 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 eat,ing patterns. Calories alone will 
not be enough. 

Food plans prepared by the Department of 
Agricult.ure have for more than 30 years served 
as a guide for estimating costs of food needed by 
families of different composition. The plans rep- 
resent a translation of the criteria of nutritional 
adequacy set forth by the National Research 
Council into quantities and types of food com- 
patible with the preference of United States 
families, as revealed in food consumption studies. 
Plans are developed at varying levels of cost to 
suit the needs of families with different amounts 
to spend. All the plans, if strictly followed, can 
provide an acceptable and adequat,e diet, but- 
generally speaking-the lower the level of cost, 
the more restricted the kinds and qualities of food 
must be and the more the skill in marketing and 
food preparation that is required.2 

2 See U.S. Department. of Agriculture, B’umily FooQ 
Pluns and Food Costa, Home Economics Research Re- 
port No. 20, November 1962. 
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Each plan speei&s the required weekly quan- away from home. Meals eaten by family members 
tities of foods in particular food groups forindi- at, school or on the job, whether purchased or 
rid&s of varying age and sex. The TIepartment carried from home, must still come out of the 
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States same household food allowance. 
nverage prices based on the assumption t,hat -all The food costs for individuals according to this 
meals are prepared st home &om foods purchased economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were us+34 
at, retail. Because no ~~~o~~~~ is made for using as the point. of departure for determining the -. 
any food from t,he home farm or garden, the cost, minimum total income requirement for facing 
estimates are not, npplicsble to hrm families with- _ of different types. An additional set of poverty I 
out some adjustment, although the quantities income points ws computed, using the low-eost~ 
presumably could be, plan with its average per capita weekly ~03 of 

The low-cost plan, adapt&l to the food patterns $5.90. 
of families in the fovves% &bird of the income- 
range, has for many years been used by weIfare 
agencies as a basis for food allotments for needy 

Choosing Representative Family Types 

families and others who wished to keep food costs Moving from the cost of food for a family to 
down. Often, however, the actual food allowance ,the total income required entailed three basis 
for families receiving public assi&ance was less steps. First, since the food plans show estimated 
than that* in the low-cost. plan. Although spend- costs separately for individuals in 19 age-set 
ing as much as this food plan recommends by no classes, and since it is suggested that these be 
means guarantees that‘ diets will be adequate, further adjusted for family size, it was necessary 
families spending less are more likely to have to define the family size and composition pxgto- 
diets falling below t,he recommended allowances types for which food costs would be computed, 
for some important nutrients. j It was then necessary to decide how much addi- 

Recently the ~~~~~~~~ of &griculture began tional income to allow for items other than fo& 
to issue an “economy” food plan, costing only and finally hotv to relate the cash needs of farm 
75-80 percent as mu& as t&basic low-cost plan, families to those of their comparable nonfarm 
for “temporary or ~erg~~y use when funds are cousins. 
low.” In January 1964, this plan suggested foods In view of the special interest in the economic * 
costing $4.60 a week per person, an average of status of families with children, and because logic 
only 22 cents a meal per person in a P-person suggests that income requirements nre related to 
family.3 For some family members, such as men the number in t.he fnmily, estimates were made- 
nnd teen-age boys, the cost was higher; for others separately for nonfnrm families varying in sizs 
-young children and women, for example-it from ttvo members to seven or more, further elas- 
was less. sified by sex of head and number of related oh& 

The food plan as such $ncb.Ides no additional &en under age 18. To allow for the special inter- 
allowance for meals eaten out or other food eaten est in the aged, the majority of whom live a10ne 

or in couples, s-person fnmilies were further &s-’ 

3 With recommended adjustmeats for family &se, small sifted by age of hend as those under age 65 or aged 
iamilies are allowed somewtB&t rn~~e and larger families 65 and older, for a total of 58 nonfarm family 
somewhat less, and for all Eamllies the actual amounts 
of food suggested will vary wfth the sex and age of the 

types. Four additional income cutoffs for ma& 

members. Even in a +%-nentrsron iamiry, the per capita cost and female unrelated individuals-classified as 
will vary slightly from the @@ure cited, depending upon under age 65 or aged 65 or older--\vere derived 
whether it includes &en-agt%rs wltft high food require- from the standards for Z-person families. With- 
Itrents or a younger child or an aged member with food 
needs less than avera the matching set of economy level incomes for 

Recent revisions in s~es~ Pood ~~~ti~ies to allow farm residents and, finally, the replication of the 
far t*hangea in the ~~rn~~~d~ Dietary Allowfmces re- 
suit in almost no &a~ge In the e&s of the plans on 

entire matrix at the low-cost level, a total of 948 
the average. Foods for men (xe ail aa;ea and g&Is aged separate income points was derived by which, 
lb-12 cost slightly fess tbn &&NV, and foods for women families could be classified. 
under aae 55 co& slightlx RWF% (6ee Pa&1~ Ecoaomics 
ELeclew (U.S. Department ef Agkkwltum), October 

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex eompoai- 
1064.) tion grouping couId be assumed for each of the. 

* 
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sqtarate family types, but even with this restric- than the head or wife, and the most suitable indi- 
tion there was still much left to decide. There viduaf food costs from t.he plan were wei&ted 
was no existing cross-tabulation showing fa&ly together a~ordi~gly.~ - 
size by number of minor children, let alone by .” CeneraIty s~~~~g~ in famiEes with both a 
their age. And correspondingly little information husband and wife present, the Wher” ad&s 
was available on the age and sex of adults other taqlk$ ts @k ,Jrotmpr than those in farnilS 
than the family head and spouss. The De~nnial headed b2 a ~~? B&G heads tsndeid t;&. b 
Census of 1960 does include distributions of fami- yo~~~~ thaa heads of families of the same 
lies with specified numbers of own children, by aise% and the, adults were also younger, 
ages of youngest and oldest child.4 For families Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in 
with more than two children, ages were arbi- the h~s~~~*w~fe families were sons or daughters 
trarily assigned to the k&mediate children, aged -lM!&; only a flftb of the adults in the 
and corresponding food cost.s for all of them com- families with a ,&male head were sons or daugh- 
puted’from the food plan. Families with a given Zers in this qge poup. 
number of children, who in the original table Thtca family still headed by a husband and wife, 
were arrayed in order of age of youngest child by if it shares the home, is more likely to have a 
age of oldest child, were then rearrayed in order married child and his or her famify living with 
of ascending cost of food for aB their children. them. The f~~~~ head is more likely to be shar- 

The age constellation chosen fur the budget ing the horn*+ with an alder person~possibly a 
prototype of families with a specified number of parent-or a subfamily consisting of a daughter 
children marked the two-thirds point in the dis- and her children but no husband, To some extent 
tribution of famihes arrayed by the estimated the data may ~r&ect the fact that a man in the 
total food cost for the children. Because food re- house tends to be d&gnat& as the head regard- 
quirements for children increase rapidly with ad- less of age or relationship, but in a mothsr- 
van&g age and the food plan cost is already d~~~~~~ ~m~~~ation the mother may be 
critically low, this protection was deemed neces- as *he head, whet& in fact it is she who 
sary to ensure adequate afbwanoe for growing with the ~~~~ or the other way around. 
youngsters, Children tended to be older in fami- The data on fanzily composition are 

lies with a female head than in families with a in tables A and R. (Lettered tables o 
male head, and the larger the family the younger 29.) 
the average age of the children. The averago 
costs as computed therefore vary accordingly. 

For example, the per capita weekly food cost 
for all family members combined, after adjust- The food costs computed, the task of trans- 
ment for family size, was $6.00 per person for a lating them iinto total income requirements still 
2-person family consisting of a man and a child; nmaimd, XC Bas km&; btxm aeccapted for indfvilil- 
it was $4.30 for a &person family of a mother and uala a9 far nations that the propodian of izmom6 
five children. &mted to the ~~~~~~~~ md in paq-&Aa~ 

Since no data were available ‘to indicate the up ecmlomic W%ll-~~. 
age and sex of persons in the family other than has been amiatd with 
the head and spouse and own children under age come, and the rising per- 
18, arbitrary assumptions were made. Related centage acted with lower income has bean 
children were considered the same as own children taken as an ,~d~~~~~ of 
for computing food costs, but an additional esti- The fact $ht larger ho 
mating procedure was devised for other adulta a la r B&RN- qf. th&r inoame &r &XXI. fp1IIg R@. ’ ,: 
The Decennial Census age and sex di~rib~ti~~ ~a~~“~~i8~ a~ m indieatur & SW&-, 
of all persons in families classifM by number of - (,,i .,-i 
children were used to derive a composite that * St26 B%Y!eaB # tpq censw w. CW@S !&y ,a “: 

~~~~~ea~~ & IrsmBg ~~~~~t~, 
would be representative of adult r&&pas other ft ‘.: 

P% c&)4%, m% 
*hl dawn@ fh!@ae r&all&da f-a ianaiaiee wrek a 

* Bureau of the Census, U.S. Cenew of Popt&zatQon: 
196Q-Famt.l&s, Final Report, PC(2)-4A, 1@3% 

m&e ha4 a¶ &k?er adnits, the arat adult in s~~t~~ 
to the hea8 -was $?rm#&ieti a rm. 

3’. _, .,3., _ ,‘I 1 ,, 

*a 

Social Security Bulletin, October 1988IVol. 51, No. 10 29 



(Reprinted from January 1965, page 8) 

nomic pressure because of the assumed economy about 27 percent of their income for food, and 
of scale. Yet, on the whole, larger families aye families with three or more persons about 35 per- 
less likely to have die& that satisfy t,he iecom- cent. A later study made in 1960-61 by the Bureau 
mended allowances in essential nutrients. The of Labor Statistics found for urban families that 
dearth of data on expendit,ures of families-classi- nearly a fourth of the family’s income (after 
fied by both size and income has made it difficult taxes) went for food. There is less variation by 
to assay the situation, and the fact that as families size of family than might have been anticipated, 
increase in size the age and sex distribution of the ranging between 22 percent and 28 percent, as 
members changes too further obscures the picture. -the following figures indicate : 

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- USDA Ka55, nonfarm 1 BLS 1960-61, urban * 

holds but, about half of the households Gth six Family size Averf+ge Pereerlt AVerage Percent 

or rnolw members had less than the recommended r~;~yEa y&for Pgg ““2dfor 
amounts of calcium-a nutrient found mainly in ----------- 

milk products. Similarly, large households were l-...... ___-._ ____ ____ __. 
!+a!& (‘) 33 

S;.“g 
Zormore. total .___ _ _____ ii 

twice as likely as small households to have diets 
2....-...--.......-.--- 21750 
5 -._____--_ _____ .____ __ 1:603 iif I,“$ 2 

lacking in ascorbic acid and two and a half t,imes ’ 45:::::::::::::::::::::: m 
35 

it 1:512 

as likely to have diets short in protein. The latter 
6 ._---- __-___ ----____-- ‘337 
7or more....-..-.-.. 816 ; } 1,944 28 

situation is particularly striking because, though 
lack of protein is far less common in this country 

*Derived from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food ConsumPtion 
Survey, 1955, Report No. 1, December 1958. 

than deficiency in other nutrients, it is more 
t Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Cmsww Erpcnditures and 

heonw. Supplement 3, Part A, to BLS Report No. ‘237-33, July 1964. 

telling: Diets too low in protein are more likely 
( Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirement for this study, the 

single individuals included ore not representative of aH person8 living okam?. 

than other diets to have deficiencies in other essen- 
tial nutrients also.? The data suggest that the declining income 

It thus appears that what passes for “economy per person in the larger families may have been 
of scale” in the large family may in part reflect responsible for the different rate of spending as 
a lowering of dietary standards enforced by in- well as possibly more efficient ut,ilization of food. 
sufficient funds. Support for this thesis may be Indeed, on more critical examination of the com- 
gained from the fact, illustrated later in this plete income-size distributions, it would appear 
report, that hmilies with large numbers of chil- that, given the same per capita income, the spend- 
dren do indeed have lower incomes than smaller ing patterns appear to converge considerably 
families. Moreover, analysis of recent eonsump- (tables C and D). ITrban families in 1960-61, for 
tion dnt.a suggests that large families, given the example, spending on the average approximately 
opportunity, prefer to devote no larger a share of every third of their available dollars for food, 
their income to food than do smaller families with are estimated to have had incomes of approxi- 
t~he same per capita income. mately $1,000 per person when there were two in 

The Agriculture Department evaluated family the family, $900 when there were three, $910 
food consumption and dietary adequacy in a 1955 when there were four, $915 for five, and $800 for 
survey week and reported for all families of two six or more. 
or more-farm and nonfarm-an expendit,ure for Some of t.he difference in the results of the two 
food approximating one-third of money income studies cited may be attributed to differences in 
after taxes.& Two-person nonfarm families used methodology. The questions employed by the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics to obtain the data on 
7 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Con- amlual food outlays usually have yielded lower 

sumption Survey, 1965, Dietary Evlalecation of Food Ueed 
in HousehoEd% Zn tke V&e& States, Remrt No. 16, No- 

average expenditures than the more detailed item- 

member f&R, and Food Consumption an& Dietary Levels by-item checklist of foods used in a week that 
of H@m@ehoEds of Riflerent S&e, CMted States, be, Regatwz, serves as a questionnaire for the Agriculture 
Report No. 17, Janutlry 1963. Department,. Moreover, since the Department 

B See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Colasump- 
tiola aled De’etarg Levele of Households in the Vntted studies are limited to families who have 10 or 
States (ARS626), August 1957. more meals at home during the survey week, they 

*: 
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third higher than the economy plan) had meals over, the preceding standard treats farm and 
furnishing the full recommended am~~uut~ of es- uonfarm families alike, but the one discussed 
sentin nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had . here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami- 
even as much as two-thirds t,he amounts recom- 1_ lies receiving some food and housing without 
mended. Only when food expenditures were as direct outfay, as part of a farming operation. 
high as those in the low-cost plan, or better, >did Aecordfngly, farm families, despite their low 
90 percent of the diets include two-thirds of the casli‘ income, have a somewhat smaller repre- 
recommended allowance of the nutrients, and 80 sentation in the current count of the poor for 
percent meet them in full.15 Few housewives with 1963 than in the earlier statistic. 
greater resources- income and other-than most L ‘JZie gross number of the population counted 
podr families have at their disposal could do RS poor will reflect, in the main, the level of living 
better. Many might not do as well. used as the Gasis. In t,his respect the old definition 

and the present one are much alike : Twenty-eight 
and one-half million persons in families would be 

VARYING THE REFERENCE POINT called poor today because their families have in- 
come les than $3,000; 293j million persons in 

Much of the recent discussion of the poor has families would be poor because their family in- 
centered about an ad hoc definition adopted in come is considered too low in relation to the 
1963. Under t,his definition n family of two per- number it must support. What is more telling, 
sons or more with income of less than $3,ooO and however, is t*he composition of the groups se- 
one person alone with less than $1,500 were con- lected, for in considerable measure t,hey are not 
sidered poor. At the time, a more refined poverty the same. 
income test was believed to be desirable. The hope To the extent. that families differing in com- 
was expressed that, although the statistical mag- position tend also to differ in income, t,he power 
nitude of the problem would undoubtedly be of the poverty line to approximate an equivalent 
altered by a different measure, “the analysis of measure of need determines how accurately the 
the sources of poverty, and of the programs selected group reflects the economic well-being of 
needed to cope with it, would remain substan- families of different composition. It may be that 
t ially unchanged.” l6 Since programs are selected the consistency of the measure of economic well- 
on other than purely statistical considerations, being applied to different tyhes of families is 
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But even more important than the level itself. 
at least the relative importance of various phases 
of the poverty question does depend on the TABLE I.-Persons in poverty status in 1963, by alternative 

criterion used. deflflitions 

The present analysis pivots about a standard (In millionsl 

of roughly $3,130 for a family of four persons 
(all types combined) and $1,540 for an unrelated 

Type of unit A’ B’ CS D’ Total US. 
population 

--e-m- 
individual-a level in itself not materially dif- Totalnumbarofpersons- ____ __ 33.4 34.0 3i.f 34.6 
ferent from the earlier one, The standard assumes ‘Ei Farm... .___--- _-___-_____-___ 4.9 6.4 

Nonfwm _____ __.______-_ ._____ 28.5 27.6 29:3 2:: 1:;:; 
in addition that families with fewer than four Unrelatedindividu8ls.....~.. _____ 4.9 54.0 4:; 4.9 

Farm* .____.. _--_ ----_ ________I__ 
Nonfarm _____ _ _________ __ _______ 4:: 

1.4 .l :a 

persons will, on the average, require less and that Members of family units.......... 28.5 $1: 4.1 $1; 
10.8 

“z-i larger families will need more, despit.e the fact Farm....-..... ___________._.. 4.7 5.0 
Nonfarm ______._._____ __________ 23.8 25.0 24.6 2% lt& 

that in actualit,y they do not always have incomes Children under age 18. ..__________ 10.8 1;:; l;.; l:.; 
Farm.. ___.._. _ ________ ____ _____ 1.8 

to correspond. The resulting count of the poor Nonfarm-* ______ _ _______________ 9.0 13.3 1210 1315 62 

therefore includes fewer small families and more 1 Under $3,000 for fsmlly; under $l,Xnl for unrelsted individuals (Interim 

large ones, many of them with children. More- 
measure used by Council of Economic Advisers). 

? Level bdow whloh no income tax is required, be@ning in 1965. 
) %1,590 for first person plus $600 for each additional person, UP to #4,3C@. 

I3 1J.S. Department of Agrkulture, Food Con8waptlorb 
Se% testimony by Walter Heller on the Economic Opportunity Act, I%Wirbp 
&fare Me Subcomnttte~ on the Vhr OR Poverty Program oj the Committee OR 

Qltd nictary LCW18 of Older Howsckolds in Rooheeter, 
Educotiea ord Labs, House of Representatives, Eightg-etghtb Congrcba, Second 
ScasiOP, Part 1, p&p 30, 

xctc I’orL, by C. LeBovit and D, A. Baker (Home Eco- 4 Economy level of tha 
r 

verty index developed by the Social SecurltY 

m)mics Research Report Xo. %), 196% 
Administration, by fami y size and farm-nonfarm residence, CenterIns 

lG (h.mcil of Economic Adrisors, Bnnual Report I!@$, 
aronnd %3,100 for 4 fmrso~s. 

6 Estimated; incoma-t&x cutoff is 3900; Census 1963 income date avafiuble 
chapter 2. only foi Jotal less than $1,9C10; this figure has been broken into less than 

3500 and $309-999 on basis of 1962 proportions. 
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the standards compared, there are 34.6 million 
poor-almost the same number as under the $500 
per person modification of the single $3,000 stand- 
;1r&-but the number of poor children, who now 
represent, 43 percent of the population living i>i 
povert,y, 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 different kinds of families. The 
uniform $3,000 test, which designated 9.3 million 
families as poor in 1962, by 1963 counted 8.8 
million, or about 1 out of 5. By contrast, in 1963 
the economy plan standard would tag only 1 in 7 
families as poor, or 7.2 million all told. Although 
half the families poor by the $3,000 income test 
inclucle no more than two members, 2-person units 
represent only a third of the families poor accord- 
ing to the economy level definition. In corre- 
sponding fashion, only 1 in 8 of the families wit,h 
less than $3,000 had four or more children, but, 
among those poor according to the economy level 
every fourth family had at least four children. 
Families with an aged head represented more 
than a third of all the families with less than 
$3,000 but only a fifth of those with incomes be- 
low t,he economy plan standard (table 2). 

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

'I'ABLE 3.-Income defic*it of families and unrelated individuals 
below the economy level of the SSA poverty index, 19GB 1 

’ Dollar deRcit 
(in billions) 

Fereentape 
distribution 

,--I---~--- --i--i--~ 

Total ___..____. .__..._.. I $11.5 I $6.4 I 

Unrelated individuals .._..___ 
Families with 2 or more 

members. _ __. __ __. .__. _ 8.4 
JVith no children under 

3.4 

ye 18...............-..-- 
With children under age 18. 

I.8 1.4 
6.6 

1.. _ _ _ _ _. _ _. _ _ _ 
4.0 

1.0 
2........-...--~-.---".--. 1.0 :: 
3 .___..__....__.._..__. -__ 1.3 .7 
4.-.........----.-.------- 1.0 
5..-.---...--...---...-~-- 1.0 2 
6ormore............ .____ 1.3 .Q 

I For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 

58.1 1 43.9 

2.1 27.2 

3.0 72.8 

2:: 
15.1 
57.7 

:: 
8.5 
8.9 

:: 
11.7 

:: 
8”:: 

11.0 

8.5 I 18.7 

47.6 1 25.2 

12.4 2.7 
35.2 22.5 

4.9 
3.2 
6.2 

3;: 

I?: E 
715 3:5 

TABLE 5.-Income and family size: Median money ineame 
of nonfarm families, 1963, by number of members, number 
of children, and sex of head 

Nutr~bw of related children under age 18 

Male bead 
I---- -_---------~-- 

Total..... $6,743 $6,045 s6,960 

8 Mot shown for fewer than 100,000 lamiliw. 
9 Base between lOQ,OOO and 200,000. 

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

Because the measure of poverty for noufarm 
unrelated individuals is almost the same under 
the economy level definition as under the earlier 
one-and l-person households seldom live on a 
farm---characteristics of the 4.9 million unrelated 
persons now labeled poor are almost the same as 
those thus identified earlier (table 3). 

THE INCOME DEFICIT 

Before elaborating further on who is poor and 
who is not, it may be well to assess the magnitude 
of the poverty complex in dollar t,erms. 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 &at 
the 34.6 million persons identified as poor needed 
an aggregate money income of $28.8 billion in 
1963 to cover their basic requirements. Their cur- 
rent income actually totaled about $17.3 billion, 
or only 60 percent of their estimated needs. &me 
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 xell documented that the Ion*- the unmet needs of families headed by a woman. 
income persons who could benefit most from such About, three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion) rep- 
additions to their meager resources are least, likely resented the shortage in income of families with 
to haye the advantage of them, And it is not children under age 18 and about 60 percent of 
usually the poor who have the rich relatives. this shortage was in the income of families with 

I7nquestionxbly the income of the poor included a ,mnn at the head (table 4). It is estimated that 
the $4.7 billion paid under public assistance pro- $600 million represented the deficit. of poor per- 
grams from Federal, State, and local funds sons on farms. 
during lQG3. In December of that, year such Even among the needy, there are some who are 
payments were going to a total of 7y4 million -t\-orse off than others, and in dollar terms the 
recipients. Kot all persons who are poor receive families ponsisting of a mother and young chil- 
assistance, but all persons receiving assistance are dren must rank among the poorest. Such families 
unquestionably poor. It cannot be said for sure as a group had less than half the money they 
how innny of the poor were benefiting from other “. needed, and the greater the number of children 
public income-support programs such as old-age, the greater the unmet need : Poor families with a 
sur\-ivors, and disability insurance, unemploy- female head and five or more children, including 
merit insurance, veterans’ payments, and the like. altogether about 1,650,OOO children, as a group 

Of the total deficit, about $5 billion represented It-ere living on income less by 59 percent than 

TABLE 6.--Persons in poverty in l!&3: Total nur,lber of 
persons in units with income helon the aeonsmy level of 
the SSA poverty index, by sex of head and farm-nonfarm 
residence I 

their minimum requirement. Of the total family 
units of this type in the population-that is, of 
all families with female head and five or more 
children-9 out of 10 were poor. As the following 

[In millions] tabulation shows, for both male and female units, --- 
SOS of head ISsldence those families with the highest poverty rate-the 

Type of unit 
Tota, ‘-.---i---- -------ague 

I I 

families with several children-tended also to 
Male Femaie Farm farm 

1 
include the poorest poor. 

_I--_---_-- -_---___--- 
Number of persons 

--__-__I_c ---- [Percent] 

Total....... _______...... __ ..___ _ 34.6 ~~k22!2~~ 31.4 
Male head Female head 

Unrelated indlviduofs . . .._ . .._.. ____. 4.9 1.4 3.5 4.8 
Cnderage65..... . .._ _ .._. .__...._ 2.4 .Q 1.4 :: 2.3 
Aged 65 or over.. __. . . _ .-. ._ . . _. 2.5 .5 2.1 (?I 2.5 Type of unit 

Persona in families ..__... __....._.... 2% 7 22.1 1.6 3.1 26.0 
Wth no children...... ._......_.. 5.3 4.4 .9 
With children .._........____.__._. 24.4 j 17.7 6.7 2:: 

4.7 
21.9 

Adult.9 _____....___......_....._.. 9.4 2.1 
1;:; 4.6 

1.0 3.4 - ------ .----. ---.-_-__-- __--_- ---- 
Children under rice 1%. ___...._ 

Head year-round, full-time workcrJ. 
1.55; fij” 13.5 

Other ___-. _ .___.. -_._ . . ..__. _ ____.. 9.3 5.2 4:: (4) I:{ 
Total.. _.__.___ __ __._ 14 64 48 53 

---.....--------- 
Unrelated individual.... 34 57 Irs __--- -- Family . . .._ ___._.____.. 12 

Number of family units With no children...... 12 ‘2 :z 
----__-_-_____- With children.......-. 

1 or2....-....-..... 8 
Total.. _.__._ _ _...._..._ _.___.___ ~~_1~6-1l~l-~ - 

12 65 2 47 

12.1 11.2 3 or 4.. ._ __. __-__. .-_ 
Jormore.... ____ __._ 

i: ii 72 ii 
62 02 41 

Unrelated individuals _.__ _. ._ _____... 4.Q 1.4 3.5 .2 
Yew-round, fult-time workers...... 

:: 
.3 

Under age 65.. . .._..._._. -__ ____ ;; g7 

AgedOSorover . . . .._ _ __..._____. 
:; .2 

Other _..... _ ____ ____ _.__._ _ __... ___ 4:: x:2 3:; g (2) 

Under age 65-. ._ __. __ . . _ __ _ _ _ .7 
::“5 .5 ::?I $; 

I:] 
AgcdGsororer .___.....____ _ ..__ (2) 

Families .__...... ___._____ __.....__. _ 7.2 2.0 6.5 
Kith no children-. _____._.__._____ 2.5 i:: .4 1; 2.2 

Ilead year-round, full-time 
worker li .____._.-._._______..__ 

2:: 
.4 (9 Cl 

Other . . . ..___ _ ______.. _______ _... 
With children.. _ ____. .__ ____._. _ 4.7 iI 1:; .4 

m 

llead year-round, lull-time 
~,orker’.......-....._ ._____ _.. 1.6 1.5 .I 

Other...... . .._.____. _ _._____ ___. 3.1 1.7 1.4 t:{ 
- 

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

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text. 
y Leas than 50,000. 

CHILDREN AND POVERTY 

Of all the persons in family Units with income 
below the economy level ( that is, disregarding for .~ 

0 One who worked primarily at full-time civilian johs (3.5 hours or mom B the moment persons living alone), half were chil- 
week) for 50 weeks or more during lQ63. Tear-round, full-time workers 
exclude ell memters of the Armed Forces. “Other” workers include dren under age 18. These 15 million youngsters 
members of the Armed Forces living off post or with their families on post. 

4 Sot svailshle. represented more than 1 in 5 of all children living 
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TABLE T.-The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated individuals -(and tattrl number of persona) b&w the economy 
level of the SSA poverty index,’ by 8ex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963 

Tumbera in ti10usands~ 

Type of unit 

---- 
AlIunits ____._________ ____ ______ _ ____. 

Unrelated Individuals, total--. ._____ ___ 
Underage65 _____ _ ____ _______ ______ _ ___. 
Aged65orover............-... ____ _ ___. 

Families, total.-. ______ __ _______________I. 
Withnochildren....-.-.-.-...... ____--. 
Withchildren ___“__ __ _____________ __ ___. 

l__-_ _-_____-________ ___- __-_____ _----. 
2 _--__ _ ___--_- ______*__ ___-_ __-___ _---. 
3..... _--__- ___ ____ _______” _________-_. 
4. - - _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ _. 
5 _-_____--__ _ _______-_-__-__ _ _--_ ___-_, 
6OrmOre -_-_- __._-__-_ _--- ___-___--_-. 

Units with male head ____ _ ______________ _ 
Unrelatedindividuals... _____ _____ _____ 

Underage65...-.-......~...._........ 
Aged66orover _______ _____--_________, 

Families..................-...... _____ _, 
Withnochlldren.... _________ __ _____ _ 
Withchildren....-...... ____ ___ ______ 

I___--_ _ ___.____-___ ___ ____ __ _--_ ___ 
g ------__ ___-___-_*_-___ _--_--___ ___ 
3..-.....-.......................... 
4 _-__.______._.__._ _ _____________- __ 
5 -__--__----___ _ -____ _ _-__ __ ---- _.-_ 
6ormore...- ______ ________ _______. 

Unitswithfemalehead..... ____ _ _____ ___ 
Unrelated individuals-. _ _________._ _ _ 

Underage6b-....-....-... ____ ______ 
AgedBSorover.. ____ _ _____________ ___ 

Families. _____ _ ____ _______ _________ ____ 
With no children _._______ _ ___________ 
With children.....-.....---~~~---~~-- 

l-_____-______ _ __________. _ ___-_ ____ 
2 ---_._-__--*_--__. _ .--_-. *____ _____ 
3 --__-___________._____________ _ ____ 
4 ----------_. _ _______ _ -__---_-___-__ 
5.... -______ _ ---._ _** ________ __ _____ 
Bormore ____ ___ _______ _ ____________ 

1 For deflnitiou of poverty criteria, see I 

-- 

.- 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

.- 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

.- 

._ 

.- 

._ 

._ 

.- 

.- 

._ 

.- 
_- 
._ 
.* 
.c 
._ 

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

- 

text. 

U.S. poplilation 

%EEr Percent Number 

-- 

58,620 100.0 
-- 

11,180 19.1 
11.8 

14.8 
14.6 

::i 

f:: 

‘6: 
5.3 

7t.i 
2@:1 
43.5 

?3 
5:070 

:i:: 

2% 
f fi 

1:oiw 
212 
1.8 

ma poor 

Number of persons 

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

A considerable number of subfamilies t,hat in- 
clude children are poor-a third of those with a 
father present and nearly t,hree-fourths of those 

Total 

11,060 
3,460 
1,410 

:%z 
‘Lx0 

6.69’3 
910 

;*;m& 

1:040 

l.% 

Children 

--- 

14,970 

-______r_-- 

10.426 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

10,420 

l.% 
1,870 
1,820 

__________- 
4$4$ 

1.2 
770 

% 

note 3, table 6. 

with only a mother. But from 50 percent to 60 
percent of all subfamilies with inadequate income 
manage to escape poverty by living with relatives. 
Counting as poor the children in subfamilies 
whose own income is inadequate but who live as 
part of a larger family with a combined income 
above the poverty level would add 580,000 to the 
number of children whose parents are too poor to 
support them even at the economy level. Together 
with their pamnts, these children are part of a 
group of 1.1 milkn 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 incorns. 

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 the assistance rolls less than 
a full year, 4 million to 41/s million children fe- 
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 a.llow less than the economy 
level of income--nearly half of the recipients 
have some unmet need. For a fourth of the 
families, according to a recent study, the unmet 
need came to much as $30 a month or more.” 

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

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

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

“Gerald Kahn and EIlen J. Perkins, “Families Re- 
ceiving AFDC : What Do They Have To Live On?” 
Welfare Irz Review (Welfare Administration), October 
m34. 

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

CMldren under age 18 
Total wmm$ family - 

Nono 1 2 3 4 6 $$ 
/ ------- 

Families with male head: 
3. ______ ~____.____ _____ ____ 
4 ---___ ___-_._ ----.__ _ __-- _ i 

“B (‘I7 ______i ___._ * ---- *_ .-._-+ 
(1) __ .-__ ---___ ____-- 

5 --.___-_____ _ ---- *_ _______ 6 (1) _._. __ _-____ 
6 .__-________ _ -_--- _.__ ___- N2 
7ormore.-.-. ___._.___ ___ (1) I? (9 

: ;a 
I6 (‘a, ----ai 22 

Famllles with female head: 
2*.... _____ _ _--_._______ _._ 14 
3 --_-______ __ ---._ _ _______- 
4 --.._____._--._______ _ .--- PP 

;; ____ __ ._____ __.___ AL__.__ -____ - 

18 
5$ L-._- _- --____ .--.-- -_--- - 

1 73 ___*__ --_._- --__- - 

1 Percentage not shown for b&se less than tOO,OW. 
3 Head under age 65. 

The sorry plight of the families wita femafe 
head and children is also evident. It, needs no 
poverty line to explain why two-thirds of the 
children in such families must be car.sidered poor, 

An earlier report cited evidence tnat women in 
families without a husband pre ient had more 
children than in those where t;.e husband was 
still present..‘s Some of the poor families with 
children and a female head may well, at an earlier 
stage, have been members cf a large household 
with a male head and inadequate 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 
\vork, and many of the families can escape pov- 
erty only by having the wife as well as the head 
in the labor force (table 8). 

AGE AND POVERTY 

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

1s See Moilie Orsbmsky, Wbiidren of the Poor,” Social 
Security Bulletin, July 1963. 
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eIety &tus iti accordance wit,h the economy level. for some undoubtedly represented only n stage 
the total number of aged persons among t.he through which they were passing. The povert.p 

~4.6 miflion poor is about 5.2 million, or 1 in 7. . rate was high among persons under age 25, half 
A later ~~ULI,ETIN article will present additional - having incomes below the economy level, and 
detail, with information on those who are per- dropped to about 1 in 4 for those aged 25-34 
haps the poorest of the aged-elderly relatives (table*8). 
living ill; the home of a younger family. Such Xmong 2-person families, 16 percent of whom 
elderly persons living in a family of which they were poor by the economy level criterion, there 
\veW &tlter the head nor the wife of the head in -aas- also a ClifferelIce between the situation of ,, 
March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million. There t,k@$e units approaching the last stage in the 
p&&y were a variety of reasons for their family cycle and those who were younger. Of alt 
&oicc af living arrangements, but that, financial f-person U6its, a third had a head aged 65 or, 
~trl~g&cy was a major factor is obvious: four- otder, but of those a-person units called poori 
fif&s of these elderly relatives had less than -half had an aged head. Presumably, some of.the 
$I,MO in iucome of their own during 1963, the other units who were currently poor represW&d 
~sv~imirln required for an aged person to live young couples who had decided not to delay mar* 
C&W. .The vast, majority of elderly persons da&g riage until they attained the better job stat,usM& 
n&d a&, EW~~r relat,ivas!’ were living in a family incefme-that t-hey OIW day hoped to enjoy. F&g ” 
with incoke above the poverty level. oth&s c&&ted of a mother with a child, +~hdi 

Every &cond person living alone (or with non- were suffering the poverty that is likely to b,’ 
relntivas) and classified as poor was aged 65 or the lot, of the family with no man to provide 
older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were support. The following figures show the rates 02, 
women, The low reaonrces generally prevailing poverty, according to the economy level, among 
among this group mean that those who, by choice the different t.ypes of e-person families. 
or nect?ssity, live independently are likely to do so 
0~1~ at the most meager level, even if alIo\vance is Make head Female bead 
made for their using up any savings.l* ----- 

The present analysis indicates that more than 
Fsmlky type Tobalmmkr Per- Totalnumber Per- 

of units en cent of units (La cent 
40 percent of ail 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 

thousands) poor thousands) pmr 
w--w-- ------ 

Twoadults.-.. ,___._._.____ ___ 13&?6 1,657 22 
Head undersga63....... ____ __ 

:G 
ftl 

ISead aged 63 or older.-. __ ___ __ 

of the aged women living alone had income above One adult, one eblld... _ ___-. ___ ‘87 (17 
2: 
61S 

i 

the Iow-cost level. 1 Percentage not shown for base le8s than loO,OW. 
fn summary, if to the 2.5 million aged persons 

living alone in poverty and the 2.7 million living 
in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative 
nre added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor WORiC AND POVERTY 
to get by on their own, but not included in the 
current count of the poor because the families 

The grenter overall vulnerability of families 

they live with are above the economy level of the headed by a woman is evidenced by the fact that 

poverty index, the number of impoverished aged such families, who number only 1 in 10 of all 

would rise to almost 7 million. Two-fifths of the 
families in the country, account for nearly 1 in 

population aged 65 or older (not in institutions) 3 of the NaGon’s poor. Although the inadequate 

are thus presently subject to poverty, or escaping income of the poor fnmilies with a female head 

it only by virtue of living with more fortunnte may be attributed to the fact, that few of the 

relatives. family heads are employed, this is not the reason 

Among poor individuals under age 65, poverty among the families headed by a man. &4 majority 
of the men are working, but at jobs that do not 

le 8~ Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1982: pay enough to provide for their fnmiiy needs. 
First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” i3oclaZ 
SectbW Rifbleta’n, &larch 1961, and Janet Murray, “PO- 

Moreover, of those not at work+ most report them- 

tential ]mcame From Assets . . .,” Social Semfrity lh@etin., selves as out of the labor force altogether rat,her 
Deci?mher 1964. than unemployed. Yet bhe rate of unemployment 

: 33 i 
,,( 

‘, ,” .,, ,: $ :’ Ill,. / ,, (_ 
’ ,(I’ ,:g+ 

‘, “@ :; ” ,P~ .-I,-’ 
:;,, ,,,lnll * I, ,, ,‘, :‘,,; ,,,/ .‘,a’ (‘,I,, ,i,: ; a’ 32, ‘,i,#ly li “I I I ,‘, ,’ ‘,#’ $!1,, ~ Y;‘;..,.~ A r~t,?,‘~,,~.‘,, ‘ho .I 

“; ~_ ,( j j,,” :’ ‘i( :, : , $ ;,.:: ‘Y ; ‘,,i.. ‘I) ‘1,’ (,( :: IO “,“i ‘;,, 
)I ‘?S 1,s Iq.~‘..‘p,~.b,,,,..,~~i::; L ,,J *,a .s ,,,g,, :‘,&,,,,e~*~ )I’ i ,ILO ,ella, .4L’,,)‘ln :/Ii” 
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(Reprinted from January 1%5, page 18) 

erty level (t&es 8 and 9). 
. . . 

In point. of fact, the family of 8 nonwhite male 
_ is somewlrat~ worse off in relation to that of a 

white- mnle when both clre working than when 

Current Employment Status 
> both we not, ns the follovving figures suggest. 

The employment status of the family heads in Percent of families with 

March lOti, when the income data were collected7 _ * . 
male bead with income 

Employment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level 

was recorded RS shown in the following txtbulation. % * -------._--- 
White Nonwhite 

M,wL_ -___- --I_------- __--- 

Male Mad PemJe hrsd SllklmiltttS ---- _.___ .---____ _ .--_ _--._.._- 34 
~Qtinlaborlorce..~............~-..-------.~~ 2 

Employment stf&zs of -------- ------------ 
50 

VIl%IIlplOp3d... __.. __ ____. _._-_ -____-_----.-.. 
herd, March lQ64 

22 
Poor Nmlpoor Poor 

~~ 
ti Employed,.+. ___“_ _.______ ____ __ ____ _..-_ .-_. 7 ii: 

fiWIilY family fanlily Year-rotmd, full-time in lSJ#..~ _.._____ _____ 5 23 
--- -_-___ --_--- “....__-- - %L..,--_---....-- 

Tot81 __.._ __._____ _._.___ __._ 100 loo 100 loo 
---- --- . . ---- This difference does not come as n complete 

Inkborforce.... _-._ _____ ___. _._ 67 
!! 

60 
Employed.-..........~~--~...~ 

2 
z 67 

Unemployed. _._. __ .___. _____+ 
surprise. Earlier analysis of the income life cycle 

3 
Not in labor force....-.-..... ____ 33 12 647 4: of the nonwhite man suggested that it is only 

when he and his white counterpart exchange their 
weekly pay envelope for a check from n public 

Detailed amrlysis of the datn for white and income-maintenance program that they begin to 
nonwhite families will be reserved for a snbse- npproach economic equality.2o For most white 
quent report, but. some highlights Seem pertinent, families, retirement or other type of withdrawal 
here. from the labor force brings with it a marked de- 

Despite the fact thnt urremployment~ generally eline in income. Some nonwhite families, however, 
is more prevalent, among the nonwhite populntion are then actually not much worse off tbnn when 
than the white, among families whose income working. 
marked them rzs poor there was no difference by 
race in the total proportion of the men currently 
looking for work. Among white and nonwhite Work Experience in 1963 

male heads alike, 6 percent said they were out of Siwe it ww the nnnual income for 1963 that 
n job. Indeed, since fewer among the white heads determined whether the family would be ranked 
of families who nre poor were in the labor force as poor, the work exljerience of the head in 1963 
thsn was true nmong nonwhite heads of poor is even more relevant to the poverty profile tbnn 
fwnilies, the rate of unemployment among those the employment status at the time of tlie Current 
actually avail,zble for work was not icenbly higher Population Survey. 
for the former group. Whnt is more significr\nC is Among the male heads, only 1 in 3 of those in 
thnt 73 percent of the nonwhite male heads of poor families was a. full-time worker all during 
poor families were currently employed, nnd more the yeilr, compared with 3 in 1 of the heads in 
than half of them-42 percent of xl1 the poor- nonpoor families. Among the female heads, ss 
had been employed full time throughout 1963. would be expected, the proportion working full 
Among male heads in white families with incomes time was mu& smaller-a tenth among poor fami- 
below the economy level, only 56 percent, were lies and not n full four-tenths among the nonpoor. 
currently working, and no more than a third had All told, the poor families headed by a. man fully 
been year-round full-time workers in 1963. employed throughout 1963 included 5.2 million 

I’nemployment for nonwhite workers is nn- children under age 18 and those headed by n fully 
deniably serious. Put the concentrntion of non- employed woman worker had half a million. Thus 
white men in low-paying jobs at which any 2 in 5 of all the children growing up in poverty 
worker --white or nonwhite-is npt to earn too 
little to support a large family may he even more ~- 20 Xollie Orshansliy, “The Aged Segro and His In- 
crucinl in consigning their families to pover%y at come,” Social Sccwity Bullcti~~, February 10G-l. 

1 
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(Reprinted from January 1965, page 20) 

3. accordiag to the SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuak with 
characteristics sad race of head--Continued 

‘I’ASLE S.-Incidence of poverty in 198: 
1983 income below specified level,1 by &e&ad 

f 
Nambere in thousands; date ore etrtln 

erge where the size ofthe perc&fsg8 orsize &be tot&fan atif& the pcripenteg 
is 

oatas dertvti from asam~leaurvev of li~~~seboldr and are therefore subject to eempling variability that mey be rebstive\~ 
g Is bagad Is smcrll; as ia ail surveys, the I&UW are sui 

nd noswepxrtingl 

Characterletie 

AUuxla% _ White 

--T- 
Pement with Percent with 

lneomea below- incomes below- 
Tats1 

number -d-- 

E?ea4Fy 
T. 

level ] __ + ) level - 1 level 

Nonwhite 

I 
Peroent with 

lzmom%s balow- 

Unrelated individuals 

61.6 l--.---------I-----------l------------I __.________- I___-________ I--_-__ * -__-- 

1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social See&y Administration. 

ith a regular full- with a male head who did not have a full-time 
job all year were poor. 

m striking That a man risks poverty for his family when 
L heeded by he does not or cannot work all the time might be 

orker were never- expected, but to end the year with so inadequate 
percent of the families an income, even when he has worked all week 
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(Reprinted from January 196.5, page 21) 

ing an annual inc 
workers en1 
not be too 
million fan 
the head nt 

every week, must make his efforts seem hopeless. in the market for a job, and 55 percent of the 
yet. with minimum lvage provisions guarantee- families in all had at least, one earner in addition 

Lome of only $2,600, and many to the head (table 9). 
:itled to not even this amount, it should hiot even for the 5.2 million poor families with 
surprising that in 1963 there were’ 2 a head \vho worked less than a full year can jobs 
nilies in poverty despite the fact that alone provide an answer. Among the poor, about 
!ver was out of a job, as shown below. two-thirds of the male heads who had worked 

part of the year or not at all in 1963 gave ill 
(In milllous] health or other reasons-including retirement-as 

Type of family All 
familfes E% FE% 

thG main reason, rather than an inability to find 
work. Of the female heads less than fully em- 

-----m- --- 
Total number of poor families...... _-__ 

t- 
7.2 5.2 2.0 ----___I 

With head a yearsound, full-time worl .2 
White... ._._ _ ______ _ ____-_ ____ __.*- _ 

_~ I 

f-i 
Nonwhita...-............ _.____ _____ :6 

::: .I 
.5 .I 

Other......--.......-~~-~ _._._ ________ 
White ______ __ _..__ _ ____ _.__+e___ .___ 
Nonwhite..... __.___ _____.__ ._.. __-_ 

;I :I$ 
1.3 
1.1 
.I 

d lmn~+ 011 *ha Tale heads who had worked full- *I_I‘BI”U” ‘ (* I I  l.*.v * I I  

13 wp.re R~F~O mtrrc&,ly employed 
bor families alike. 
ull-time workers, 

ployed in 1963, about five-sixths gave household 
responsibilities as the reason; though fewer 
dlaimed ill health or disability, they nevertheless 
outnumbered those who said they had been lodk- 
ing for work. Among the unrelated individuals, 
only l-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. 

time all year in 19t- . __- ____ __ 
in March 1964 in poor and nonpo 
Among the women year-round f 
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 follo+*T- *r-n,. 1 A‘Z# y G‘L.‘ , 

compared wit,h 96 percent of those not poor. 
Among 1.8 million male heads of families who 

Perceutage dlstrlbution of units with 
ineome below economy level 

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 worke rs. 
By contrast, among the nonpoo- , _ ___ _ - - _ _- _ r. 1 in 7 of the 
male family heads working the year around at. 
full-time jobs were currently employed as profes- 
sional or technical works v - 
each were farmers or laborers. 

EF “ieT Male Female 
----- ------__- 

Total.. __._____ _ ______ _______ 100 100 100 100 
P--P- 

Worked all year-.. __..._ ____ . .._ 39 15 :: 11 
Full-timejob. .___ ___ _____ _____ 35 9 7 
Part-time job.... ____.___ _ _____ 

Worked part of the year.. _______ 
Looking for work. _______ _ ___ __ 
111,disabled. ______ _____-______ 
Keeping house __._____ _________ 
Allother.-..........-.--~.~--- 

zs and only 4 percent Didn’t workat all.. _____ __ ______ 1 .,, ..I__L._i ?!?I “I 

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- 
--.-.---,11~, 11 x 1 e . . I 

L11,"Iaa"Ieo --._ _._ ..__ ________ ‘ia 
Kee 
COU P 

ing house ____._ _ __________ ________ i- 
dn’t find work- __ _____ ___ 

All other.-.--....-..---.._.... 15 

surnea 6naI. tne neafl of t,ne ramily 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 familie? headed by a 
mall working full time t,he 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 

OCCUPATION AND POVERTY 

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

Social Security Bulletin, October 19881Vol. 5 1, No. 10 43 



@e :printed from January 1965. page 22) 

TABLE Q.-Comparing the poor and the non] 
unrelated individuals with 1963 inco~ abo 

poor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and 
tve and below specified Ievels,l by sex of head and other specified charactermtlce 

[D~to are estimates derived from 8 samp@sttrsag of households and-are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size of 
the pereentsge or size of the t&f on wh&b cl@ $xxc&ntage is b%?ed Is small; as in ail surveys, the Agums are-subject to errors ol re@onse and nonmporting] 

All untts with incomes- 
Units with male head Units with female head 

and with incomes- and with incomes- 
---- __I--- 

Above Above Above 

Charaeteristlo 

level 
-- 

Families 

Number (in thousands). __ ___ _ _ _ .___-_ 

-- - - 

-- 

-- 

-- f -- -. 
7,332 1: -- 
ioo.0 
- -- 

“i:! 

_-. _- 
5.222 
- 
100.0 
- 

3,274 
- 

100.0 
-- 

3.496 

1oo.o 

:,r58 
ii2 - 

-- 
!,924 
- 

.oo. a 

449 
- 
90.0 
- 

2,407 
- 
190. a 

-- 
2,475 

Percent....... __._. _____ . ..-_._._ _.___ I I 100.0 MI.1 100.0 
- 

100.0 
_ 

94.2 87.9 
5.8 12.1 

92.2 
7.8 

94.1 
5.9 

96.5 
3.5 

Number of persons in family: 1.. I-. 

94.2 75.8 
5.8 24.2 

4.9 
19.1 
24.8 

2.: 
11:s 

“10.1 
17.2 

2:i4 
15.1 
24.0 

:E 
12:a 
12.5 

9.1 
18.5 

41.8 
19.6 
19.2 
11.1 

5.2 

t:: 

E 
11:s 

“G 
7.4 
8.7 

27.2 

ii;! 

15.4 26.5 
21.1 29.4 
51.7 27.1 
11.9 16.9 

93.2 

iti 
7:; 

is 

3.0 
43.0 

:i:: 

‘ii 

2.: 
3:1 

14.6 
12.1 
17.2 
16.6 

5.7 

3:: 

91.2 
87.2 
73.i 

;:i 

1:; 
2.: 
8.1 

:.I 
., 
., 
*: 

4. 

- 

‘E 
17.2 
78.6 

4.1 
(9 

20.7 
48.4 
24.6 

6.4 

33.4 
6.2 

y.; 

9:e 

1 
1 
, 
I 

; 

i 

3 

: 

: 
- - 

84.1 
15.9 

79.0 
21.0 

5.3 

iti 
21:s 

E ‘. 

30.5 
21.2 

:::i 
7.1 
5.6 

7.3 

E 
13:2 

2::: 

9.0 
19.6 

fiti 
13: 1 
24.5 

:z 
13:5 
13.8 
11.7 
14.4 

34.1 
13.3 

ffi 
10: 1 
16.9 

40.2 38.4 38.7 
18.8 11.4 12.1 
19.2 13.2 12.3 
11.9 14.3 12.8 

5.9 10.2 9.4 
2.4 7.3 7.3 
1.6 5.1 7.3 

21.0 
25.6 

2:; 

17.5 
22.8 
47.1 
12.6 

LOO. a 

K 
64: 1 

(Yj” 

100.0 

2: 
76.8 

$j” 

1aa.a 

K 
7719 

(fj” 

4% 
39:7 
12.9 

16.0 

FE 
712 

18.9 2.8 
48.8 43.0 
25.6 40.9 

6.? 13.4 

12.4 
2.5 

85.1 

‘ki 

32.1 

6-i:: 

::t 

14.7 
10.8 
17.8 
17.0 

5.4 
_____ 

4.4 

7.8 

24 
17:a 

5.7 

9:; 

77.7 

2: 

1g 

i4:: 

228:: 
(9 

:: 
15.2 

- 

40.4 

E 

‘i:i 

::i 

27.0 

2:: 
17.2 

kW.0 
97.2 
34.3 

2:: 
(‘) 

10.7 

2:: 

‘f! 

.____ 
3.9 

1:: 

72 

2; 

:.; 
6:s 
1.; 

(‘1 
.1 

4:; 

- 

9.7 

2; 
13.8 

9.7 
18.0 

:i:if 
17.7 
13.1 

2 

19.9 
20.6 
17.6 
17.8 
10.3 

;:i 

18.6 

% 
14.6 

45.7 

:::i 
4.3 

89.0 
11.0 

2.7 
7.9 

19.2 
24.7 
20.3 
23.2 

51.6 
27.3 
12.4 

5.4 
1.6 
1.7 

5:; 

2”;: 

.4 

iii:: 

‘4::: 

;; 

p; 

(‘) 
100.0 

8.6 
44.5 

:::i 

%i 
57: 2 

7.9 
.5 

3.5 
21.6 

g:d 

3:1 
. . . . . 

5: 
37: 4 

E 

it: 

385.: 
r:! 

27:f 
.: 

3.: 

- 

75.1 
24.9 

It”.;: 
25: 5 

:Ki 
19:6 

34.7 

it: 
1l:Q 

3 
.Q 

24.6 

i:i 

21.1 
51.6 
19.3 

8.3 

46.6 

4:: 

:I! 

1% 

7:: 
22.8 

3.3 
.____. 

;:I 

8:0 

:i:;: 

t: 
39:5 

$2 
_____. 

3:: 

- 

1:: 

% 
1s: 1 
24.9 

iii:: 

E 
11:r 

5.5 

::i 

ix 
1s: 4 
16.7 

9.1 

::i 

60.3 
21.8 
11.3 

2: 
:3 
.3 

19.7 28.9 
P.8 26.3 
42.6 27.0 
14.9 17.7 

):I 

g 

100. a 

41.1 
41.0 
12.9 

5.0 

63.1 

# 

1:1 

1.3 
5.4 

4:: 
18.2 

7.5 
.4 

22 

10:: 
11.2 

3.0 
-_-._ 

45.8 

2: 

1K 
16: 4 

6.0 
10.4 
34.2 

32 
.7 

1.7 
4.0 
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level level level level 
- - _____- _____- 

Families with head a year-round full-time worker 4 Families with head a year-round full-time worker 4 
------ ------ --- --- -- -- 

Number (in thousands).. ..-_ _ ----- -_- 2,029 28,660 Number (in thousands).. ..-_ _ ----- -_- 2,029 28,660 1,723 1,723 3,762 8,937 1,851 27,569 1,690 3,451 !5,Q8Q 178 1,691 123 301 Q68 --_II--_ --_II--_ ------ --P-P 
Percent... _____......__.______-.... __- 166.0 100.0 100.0 Percent... _____......__.______-.... __- 166.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 109.0 199.0 100.0 100.0 190.0 109.0 106.0 106.0 169.0 ----_ ----_ ------___ -- .--~ -- 

Residence: Residence: 
Nunfarm _______ ______________-__________ 78.4 Q4.1 Nunfarm _______ ______________-__________ 78.4 Q4.1 
Farm....-.... .___. -__.-_- Farm....-.... .___. -__.-_- 2.: 2.: 

94-l 94.2 97.0 
21.6 5.9 . 21.0 5.9 . E ‘Ik6 7: 8::: . if;4 

QQ.l 190.0 
___.--________ ___.--________ 5.6 23.4 . 

Race of head: Race of head: 
5.8 3.0 .Q ____ ___ 

Q8.2 TZ 
1.8 , 

White....--...-..-. ____ _ .____ _______ ____ White....--...-..-. ____ _ .____ _______ ____ 68.5 68.5 
Nonwhite._. ._.___ ___.___ _____ _--__ --_-- 31.5 Nonwhite._. ._.___ ___.___ _____ _--__ --_-- 31.5 Qt; Qt; 

74.3 
. . %i %i . . 25.7 2:: 

Age of head: Age of head: 
28.7 71.3 7; . 8$.; * 76.7 23.8 ?:3’ 39.6 60.4 2:: 2:: z . z . 2x 2x “2 “2 . . 

H-24-..--. _________.__.____ _ . .._ _ _._____ H-24-..--. _________.__.____ _ . .._ _ _._____ 
26-94.......-...........-~---~.--~-~~.~-- 2: 26-94.......-...........-~---~.--~-~~.~-- 2: 

4.4 6.5 4.4 6.6 7.8 4.3 9.4 4.5 7.0 8.3 

ii-! ii-! 2: 2: 
2::: 23 

2.3 ____ ___ 3.5 2.6 2.3 ____ ___ 3.5 2.6 

3%44...- _.._..._.. -- . . .._._.___ _ .____.__ 3%44...- _.._..._.. -- . . .._._.___ _ .____.__ 31:a 31:a 
11.6 11.6 17.4 17.4 19.0 19.0 

4~M..-.....-....---..-.--~.~---~.-~.--. 18.3 4~M..-.....-....---..-.--~.~---~.-~.--. 18.3 25:7 25:7 1917 1917 
g:; 

iti E:‘: 
28.4 28.4 34.8 34.5 34.8 34.5 

5&t%............. -____ _--___ ----.- __--_- 5&t%............. -____ _--___ ----.- __--_- 15.5 15.5 
65andover.....T _________ _______._ ______ 3.7 65andover.....T _________ _______._ ______ 3.7 7: 7: E E 

12:s 16:O 13.4 
3.5 

g.: g.; 36.1 g.: g.; 36.1 

. . 
Number of persuns in family: Number of persuns in family: 

3.3 ___-__. 314 . . . . . . . ..E. 314 . . . . . . . ..E. 

2. _______ ____________________________ ____ 2. _______ ____________________________ ____ 15.9 15.9 14.7 14.7 
3..-. --.-_--_ __.-__-__ ---- *--_--_---_ .--- 3..-. --.-_--_ __.-__-__ ---- *--_--_---_ .--- 

20.1 
12.5 12.5 8.: 8.: 

I-.... ---.- _-_-_-_--._-_--.____---~.~~--- I-.... ---.- _-_-_-_--._-_--.____---~.~~--- 15.8 15.8 23: 7 23: 7 ii-; ii-; 
it: 

51.2 51.2 52*8 52*8 

15:b 
2:: 18.7 

b.....-.-e-w ___._..... _ .._._._.___.__.._. b.....-.-e-w ___._..... _ .._._._.___.__.._. 16.8 16.8 15.8 15.8 18:8 18:8 17.8 :“9:: 
22.4 

Il..-.. _____ __.._.________________________ Il..-.. _____ __.._.________________________ 14.7 14.7 8.2 8.2 17.1 17.1 lb.8 
‘fOrmOr% ___._____________ _____ ._________ 24.2 ‘fOrmOr% ___._____________ _____ ._________ 24.2 

% 15.7 ii.9 
6.2 6.2 21.1 21.1 

Number of related children under age 18: Number of related children under age 18: 
22.8 i:: :z , 514 11.2 1.2 7.6 1.2 7.6 

None..... _________ __ _.._.._.._._.___ _._ None..... _________ __ _.._.._.._._.___ _._ 18.3 18.3 33.0 33.0 17.9 
I......... ___.__ _..__ ._._-_ ________._____ I......... ___.__ _..__ ._._-_ ________._____ 13.2 13.2 
2.... ____ _ _____... -.__- _____ ____ ____ _____ 2.... ____ _ _____... -.__- _____ ____ ____ _____ 15.8 15.8 
3 ------_ _ _____ ___- __._ _ ____ _ _______ ______ 3 _____-_ _ _____ ___- __._ _ ____ _ _______ ______ 

if; if; :%II 
16.6 16.6 181 

g;; 21.6 12.7 17.9 

4.. -----__________ ____________ __________. 4.. -----__________ ____________ __________. 14.4 14.4 
li......... --.._.._______-_ ___._ -----_--- _ li......... --.._.._______-_ ___._ -----_--- _ 

‘38: :Zi 
10.0 10.0 tt tt :z :z 

Bormore........... ______ _______________ 11.6 118 619 Bormore........... ______ _______________ 11.6 118 619 
:ti 

Region: Region: 
9:4 

t:; 
. ‘3 . 

Northeast...-..T- .____ _ _______ ______.___ Northeast...-..T- .____ _ _______ ______.___ 11.1 11.1 
NarthC~ltml.................... ______ 21.4 NarthC~ltml.................... ______ 21.4 
8outh...-.........-.~-.- ..____ __ ___.___. 67.6 8outh...-.........-.~-.- ..____ __ ___.___. 67.6 

iii:: iii:: L%: L%: 
16.7 21.2 27.4 
23.7 z.; ‘le4 27-* :z 

8.2 

430 430 26:s 
!22.8” f.; 26.5 

59:s 
;g g.; 

T T 
west ._-_ ___-__ __._____ -__ .___ _____ ____ __ Weat ____ ___-__ ________ -__ .___ _____ ____ __ 9.9 9.9 

z; z; 
. . 9.4 9.4 3:; 

54 54 
ps of family: ps of family: 

16.0 0:5 1515 T; . 9.2 1a:e 14: 2 

&head... ________ --- .__________ _____ 91.2 &head... ________ --- .__________ _____ 91.2 
Married, wifepresent.. ____ ___________ Married, wifepresent.. ____ ___________ 

Q6.2 Q6.2 92.9 92.9 100.0 

Wife in paid labor force. _ __ ____. _. __ Wife in paid labor force. _ __ ____._.__ 
88.4 88.4 
15.9 16.9 E E 

91.5 91.5 
(2) 

97.8 
m m 

Other marital status __.. _ _ _ ____ __ ____ Other marital status __.. _ _ _ ____ __ ____ 
:t: :t: 

$1 $1 $1 $1 I:; I:; 

Wlfenotinpaidlaborforce......... 7;:;: 61.9 . Wlfenotinpaidlaborforce......... 7;:;: 61.9 . 

g 

t2:1 2:; 
$1 

$1 $1 I:] I:] $ $ 
$1 $1 

Pemalehead.... ____ ___.______ _____ _ ____ Pemalehead.... ____ ___.______ _____ _ ____ 
2.1 2.1 

8.8 8.8 3.8 3.8 ::: ::: 8:; {j” 
g; 

100.0 I#0 IJZO l&I 169.9 I#0 IJZO l&I 169.9 
g; g; 

Number of earners: Number of earners: . + . . + . 

None...............---.~----~---~~~--~- None...............---.~----~---~~~--~- 
‘....-.-a __.-.__ ___ ___________ __________ ‘....-.-a __.-.__ ___ ___________ __________ 

1.3 _-____- .a 1.3 _-____- .a .9 .__._* .9 _-___-_ _ 

2 -------. __ .______.________-__ ___-_-- ____ 2 -------. __ .______.________-__ ___-_-- ____ 
80.9 80.9 44.Q 44.Q 

it: it: 

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

Fj:; ::.: 60.6 

.__.___ .__.___ 

44.9 

b7:il 59’1 6 
44.1 

2g 2g 
2 917 2 917 

31:3 
46.3 59.8 46.3 59.8 6::! 6::! 

3%. ----_---_____ - ._________ __._________ 3%. ----_---_____ - ._________ __._________ 
33.1 41.2 

Employment and oceupatbn of head: Employment and oceupatbn of head: 
. . 14:7 ;.f . g; . 9.4 9.0 14.7 9.0 E 2:: E 2:: 2:t 2:t 

‘3: ‘3: 
15:0 15:0 

Notintsborforcs* _____ _ _____ _ ______ ___. Notintsborforcs* _____ _ _____ _ ______ ___. 
Unemployed-. __._ ________ ____ ______ ____ Unemployed-. __._ ________ ____ ______ ____ 

2.1 2.1 
’ ’ 

Employed.--.......-.~---~ ____ _________ Employed.--.......-.~---~ ____ _________ 93:: 93:: 
:ll :ll 

1.5 1.5 

9::: 9::: 
::i 

:II 1.1 .6 1.1 

f:: $4 

:*: 

9714 Qt: 
1; ‘2: 

fj.6 842:s 
“2 “2 iti 1a2J 2*b iti 1a2J 2*b 

Professional and technical workers. _ _ _ ProfesSional and technical workers. _ _ _ 
Ewners and farm mana em. __._______ lt:i Ewrws and farm mana em. __._______ lt:i 

K K 
::i ::i 

“Pi 
f.; 

2::: t:t 1::: 
z.: z.: 

91:3 8i:t 91:3 8i:t 97:; 97:; 
I ___-___ 

Managers, officials, an Managers, officials, an zi zi 
317 317 14:1 3:5 3:B 3. 1.5 

proprietors proprietors 
12 2:“. 12 2:“. 1: 1: “2:90 “2:90 

(excsptfarm]..... ____ ____________ 10.9 (e%Csptfarm]..... ____ ____________ 10.9 
~lari~al and sales workers-. ______ _ _.__ ~lari~al and sales workers-. ______ _ _.__ 

18.1 18.1 11.8 
18.4 11.6 1%. 5 13.1 

Craftsmen and foremen. _ _ ____ ___ ____, Craftsmen and foremen. _ _ ____ ___ ____, t: t: 
2.6 13.1 “E 

Operatlves...........~-~~--~ ____.._.__ 2111 Operatlves...........~-~~--~ ____.._.__ 2111 
13: 
22:1 

10.0 26.1 11: 1313 

8arvfceworkers. total ______ _____._____ 8arvfceworkers. total ______ _____._____ 
19.0 

Private household workers. _________ Private household workers. _________ 
11.3 11.3 12.8 12.8 12.0 

222: Laborers (except mine). ____ ______ _____ Laborers (except mine). ____ ______ _____ 13:: 13:: 11:: 11:: 
1.8 

2’. . . 2g . . . . . - 14.4 3.4 18.3 4.1 12.3 la:! --__ ___ _______ --__ ___ _______ 
f 

8+x footnotes at end of tabkt. 8+x footnotes at end of tabkt. 

(Reprinted from January 1965, page 23) (Reprinted from January 1965, page 23) 

those occupntions tend to have larger families those occupntions tend to have larger families time worker and with income above the economy time worker and with income above the economy 
than the others. Thus an income unlikely to be than the others. Thus an income unlikely to be level, more than half had either no children under level, f11o1~ than half had either 110 children under 
lligb to begin with must, be stretched to provide lligb to begin with must, be stretched to provide nge 18 in the household or only one. Only 4 per- nge 18 in the household or only one. Only 4 per- 
for more children rather than less. for more children rather than less. cent had more than four. By contrast, smong the cent had more than four. By contrast, smong the 

Of ftunilies headed by a male yenr-round fnll- Of ftunilies headed by a male yenr-round fnll- corresponding group of families with income less corresponding group of families with income less 

TABLE !&--Corn TABLE 9.--Corn 
unrelated indivi unrelated indivi Ip Ip 

arins the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of famik and aring the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of famik and 

--Cotiinued --Cotiinued 
uals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,1 by sex of he& and other specified charaeteristies uals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,1 by sex of he& and other specified charaeteristies 

]Dsta are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size of ]~sta are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and ars therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size of 
the percentage or sise of the tot81 on which the percenta@ is based is small; as in all surveys, the Rgures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting] the percentage or sise of the tot81 on which the percenta@ is based is small; as in all surveys, the Rgures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting] 

Characteristic Characteristic 

All units wfth fncomes- All units wBh fnaomes- 

------- l_l ------- l_l 

Above Above 

untts WA male head Untts wi& male head 
and with incomas- and with incomas- 

Above Above 

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

--- --- 

Above Above 
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than the economy level, fewer than a third had ing when ranked by a measure of earnings poten- 
no more t 11; nn one chiId in the home and nearly a tial. There is a c.ycle in family income as we 
f&&h had five or more. in family size, although the two patterns are 

The poverty ra tes for families with heads in generally in perfect correspondence. On the 
differ& oc cupations (table 8) take on new mean- sump&n that for the average family it is ma 

TUGS 9.4 smparing the poor and the nongoar, acckling to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families 4’: 
ulvelated indi widuaIs with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,1 by sex of head and other specified character&G 
-c~.n*ed .“, 

IData are estimates derived fmm a sample surveyofbouseholds and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively iarge where the size of 
the ~rcentage or sire of the total on which the percen@ge is based is small; as in all surveys, the flgwes are subject to errors of response and nanreporting] 

All units with incomcs- 
Units with male head Units with female head 

and wit: incomes- and with incomes- 
--__ ----_-~~ --.--- ---- -- 

Above 

--_I_ i--..-.-_ -___- 

Unrelated individuals 
_---_---_--_-- 

Number &s thousands). .__ ._ _ __. . ..- 4.915 t 6.267 1 658 i 5.573 1 5.609 / 1.44: 1 : 

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

-i--l --l----/--I-/- R&denw: 
Nenflnln.... .---_._ ____.__” __-.___ _ __--- 
Wrm-,.-.~.......-..--~-.~ ___._ ________ 

u;x; 
2:: 95.1 4.9 2:: 

86.7 94.5 
. 3.3 5.5 

R%C*: 
90.0 78.0 

~ocW~&?-.-.. _____ _ _-.-.- ___ .-----..- 17.2 
White...,...... ..____...-. _-_--_.____->- 82.8 PO.1 7: 

9.3 % 10.0 22.0 
Age: 

P4-14...--*...-.....~.-~-~--.~.~-----.~-~ 9.6 8.3 
2&34 ______ ___..___________.__...~ __I_ ___ 5.4 11.7 $2 2: 

13.0 
2’: 82 

33-M _________ _ ._____.._____.__-_. ______- 4.8 
46-64 ______ _ _____ _ ..__ _____._______..___. 9.8 :;:i 

2.9 4.6 13:3 Lo 
il.4 LO.0 18.2 12.6 

55-64 __..” ----_- _ _..._- _--- -___-.__._.-._ 18.6 22.6 14, 9 La.2 
sy~aad~~~..a.. ____ _____ __.-- __ __... _.- 

21.5 ? 
51.8 27.8 64.1 E 53.3 . 34.9 / 

-- 

3,017 
._- 
100.0 
.- 

loo.0 
--- 

95.9 
4.1 

--. -- -- -. 
242 I.683 1.592 3 .474 3,433 t 416 3.890 

-- -- .- -f- __ 

100.0 100.0 100.0 1 00.0 LOO.0 ; I 00.0 LOO.0 
-- _- .- -- -- - _- _- 

93.4 94.3 05.5 98.1 07.1 96.1 07.9 
6.6 5.7 4.5 1.9 2.9 3.9 2.1 

E 
79.6 64.8 85.5 
M.4 E:i 15.2 “4::: "E 14.5 

6.0 12.8 7.5 7.8 9.0 7.1 
3.3 7.5 18.7 4.2 7.0 E 
2.7 8.0 17.3 3.1 9.0 2:s 2: 

17.0 13.3 17.3 17.6 8.1 8.6 
0.3 19.7 10.7 1;:: 25.8 17.0 17.5 

ti1.5 38.7 19.5 58.9 31.7 65.6 59.6 

Loo.0 I00.0 100.0 (1) 
(‘1 (21 (2) 1 i20 ii?0 1 J2.0 100.0 

“3 

87.0 
13.0 

7.4 
17.4 
16.1 
17.3 
18.8 
23.1 

LOO.0 
(9 G.0 

28.3 
28.6 
28.9 
14.2 

34.2 
65. I3 

70.0 
2.5 

7:: 
.7 

I.1 
3.9 

1:; 

13.4 
8.4 

.3 

:i:i 
7.3 
3.9 

3::: 

s?: 
ll7:+3 
13.7 

‘2 
1.4 
8.4 

10.2 
16.0 
65.8 

- - 

2 
2214 
22.3 

83.0 
17.0 

24.7 
2.6 

72.8 

?I: 

4:: 

10:: 

11.6 
3.0 

.2 

._ 

. . 

_. 
_. 

- 

28.6 
24.5 

%f 

i.4 
10.2 

9.0 
15.0 

2: 
30.0 
19.8 

41.2 
52.8 

54.2 
7.8 

38.0 

E 

3.5 
2.8 
1.0 
4.7 

4.9 

10:: 

48.3 
34.4 
17.1 

2.6 

:z 
.‘ 

t: 
51:7 
18.3 
(5) 
2.1 
3.4 

27.9 

32.5 

:::i 

- 

28.4 
24.3 
20.2 
27.0 

90.6 
9.4 

16.6 
6.0 

77.4 
14.4 

2.3 

ii.? 
11.1 

9.7 
15.9 

8.4 
__..- 

7.u 

Fiti 
5i.4 
10.2 
13.0 

6.8 
2.7 

I:+ 
2:5 

(9 
.2 

9:; 

50.9 

“!:i 

- 

E 
2017 
13.8 

32.5 
67.5 

70.7 

2::; 
6.4 

.7 

::i 

1:: 

13.2 
8.4 

.3 

31.0 
18.8 

6.8 
3.7 
8.3 

12.2 
3.8 
8.4 

69.0 
14.2 
42.7 

:,; 
a:7 

18.6 
13.9 
67.6 

- 

2: 
2214 
21.7 

78.8 
21.2 

22.4 
2.4 

68.2 
14.5 

.3 

4.4 
26.8 

0:: 

12.0 
3.7 

.2 

75.0 
65.4 
49. a 

2s 

i:: 
6.1 

25.0 
3.1 

17. a 

:; 
4.2 

2: 
21.1 

24.4 
36.0 
22&l 
17.5 

48.7 
51.3 

64.0 
1.3 

34.7 
3.9 

-.__ 

2.3 
0.7 

3:: 

14.6 
8.4 

--__ 

44.2 
33.4 
13.3 

4.0 

2% 

23” 

5E 
41:2 

._-__ 
____ 

5.2 

15.3 
33.4 
51.3 

- 

i:: 
19.2 
24.2 

45.6 
54.4 

62.1 
7.1 

“2 
2.2 

3.8 
__._.. 

1.1 
5.5 

6.6 
__.__. 

6.6 

46.1 

E:i 
1.1 

11.5 
14.3 

3.3 
1l.Q 
53.8 
10.4 
(‘1 

___-- 

4% 

ibn workers. 
than 100,000 units. 

Ibets of the Arnyd.F‘qps. _ _ . _..., Source: Derived from tabulation of the Curreal Population Saw.% March 
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(Reprinted from January 1965, page 25) 

the enrning capa&y of the husband t,hat se& the 
male at, which the family must live, the poverty 
rates for families of employed male heads by oc-. 
cu&ktion have “tin arrayed according to the 
m&inn envningS (ip 1959) of men aged 8544. 
This is the age* at which, on the basis of ,cross- 

” &tionai data, ~~~~gs for the average worker in 
‘most occupation@ a&-at their peak. Two things 
are abundantly cl&r;. : 

In general, the poverty rates for families of. 
men in different oceu#ions are inversely related 
to the median pe& ‘~~in~th~t is, the lower 
the average earr#gs %t age 3544, the greater the 
risk of poverty for the family. (In some instances, “I 
aa among families of some of the proprietors, 
work of the wife:wnd other adults may count as 
unpaid family lab& &her &an 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 uorn to the wives aged 3544 of men 
employe(i in these Wgupations. 

The following si$llr~ illustrate the patterns 
separately far white ,+nd nonwhite families with 
mtlle head. ’ : 

‘, 

For many families a critical point in financial 
status may be the arrival of the fourth or fifth 
child. At all occupational levels (except among 
wives of professional and technical employees) 
the nonwhite family tends to be larger than the 
white, but on t,he 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 \vould 
probably show less difference between the sizes of 
white a&l nonwhite families at equivalent eoo- 
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 unde~ta~me~t 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 nonf?rm 
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 plaoe who have mure 
children.*’ 

The statistics by occupation may throw light on 
the intergeneration cyde of poverty. It is not: I 
necessary here to repeat the admonit”ion 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 at%cted 
by social environment as indicated by the occupa- 
tion as well as by the education of the father; 
According to a recent report, among children o$ 
men with the same educational attainment, those 
with fathers in white-collar jobs’are much more 
likely than children of fathers in manual and 

21 See also Bureau of the Census, Current ~~~~~~t~~~ 
Reports, “Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Pop&& 
tion: 1960,” Series P-23, No. 12, July 31. 1864. 
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(Reprinted from January 1%5, page 26) 

service jobs or in farm jobs to acquire mom years earn will, more often than the rest of us, know 
of school training than their parents.** the dreary privat,ion that denies them the good 

The statistics on occupation and poverty tiay living that has become the hallmark of America. 
have even further import. The work history of . Rut. there are others thus set apart, without the 
aged persons currently receiving public assistance handicap of discrimination or disability, who can- 
might well show that many of the recipients (or nqt,even regard their plight as the logical conse- 
the persons on whom they had depended for sup- quence of being unemployed. There are millions 
port) used to work at the same kinds of jobs cuc- of children in “normal” as well as broken homes 
rently held by many of the employed poor. Earn- - whg will lose out on t.heir chance ever to strive 
ings too little to support a growing family &re as-equals in this competitive society because they 
not likely to leave much margin for saving for are denied-now even the basic needs that money 
old age. Moreover, such low earnings will bring can buy. And finally there are the children yet to 
entit.lement to only minimal OASDI benefits. come, whose encounter with poverty can be pre- 

’ dieted unless the situation is changed for those 
currently poor. 

IMPLICATIONS 

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

22 Bureau of the Census, Cttrrcnt Popfdation Report& 
“Educational Change in a Generation,” Series P-20, Xo. 
132, Sept. 22, 1934. 

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

Husband-wife fami!ics. by-number of ch ildren Families with female head, by number of children 

Emily member’s relatlonshlp to head 
-- ------ -_--- 

Total 1 1 1 2 1 30r4 I !  

.1.810 
- 

.---‘--- 

438 161 .-__ ----- 

2io% 
1:Gil 

1,189 7.38 
1.00 

.46 .47 

.52 .52 
:l$ (9 

P) 
....__.._.___._._.I 

3.44 6.03 
2:z 1.93 

.ll "2 

13 34 .12 
.Ol .Ol 
2 .I0 

‘.Ol 

:Z .04 .06 
:"o;' .03 

.Ol 
.03 .OZ 

--- --- 

301 1,892 765 
--- -___- __- 

Is';; 

1:Oa 

7,066 3.73 2g 

1.00 1.00 

1; .59 .35 .24 .65 
.Of 

.05 .Ol :: 
-_._ ._._. 

1.12 
.18 

1.53 1.62 10 .I1 :!?i 
.55 .35 .40 
.I2 .ll .13 
.04 
.12 

2: .04 
.I0 

.I1 .02 .03 

.07 .04 .04 

2 :% :E 
.Ol .OI .Ol 
.05 ‘04 .05 

I I I I I 

thaII .ooa. 

80orce: US. Cenaua of Popwhtion, 1960: Persons by Family Characfcrisfics, PC(214B. 

TABLE ; B.-Compition of families of different sizes: Percentage distribution of persons in families by relationship to head, by 
nrmherin nmilv nnct ney nf bnd total r. -*..--. ^- .--..^.J 1-^- I-.- -. _.--- 

Husband-wife families. 
by number of persons 

Type of family member All 
fsmilles -~-- 

---- 
I 

Total 2 3 

---- -~---------_ 

x~kr of IamlUeS, total (in thousands) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 45,149 39,659 12,046 8,451 
."~..----_. 

Families with female head, 
by number of ~rsons 

--_----__ 

4 or 5 
6or 

I 
male 

more head Total 2 

-- .- 

13,723 NUI 
Numoer OL persons 

Tots1 (in thousat ;ds)..-.....-..-....--~.---.-.- 163,966 146 924 24 045 25 254 

Percent ___- *.___-__ __.-..__ _--*._ .______ _ ____ ..j~G/~l~/tii- 
-__-__-_--- 

-- 
5,430 1,235 

17,654 3,761 

3 4or 5 

I I 

6 or 
more 

..---- 

1.014 826 369 

59,970 
-- .- 

loo.o( I 
.- 

-ig 

12:79 

':Z 
22.78 
46.84 
18.30 

"Z 
6.28 

:Gi 
174 

:g 

1:n 
.37 
.85 

-- _-- 
4,197 1,987 

13.232 3.984 

100.00 lOO.o( 

14.44 34.41 
E 13.19 5.18 

.8@ 6.41 

.36 9.63 
14.34 ______-. 
62.17 23.24 
20.70 3.56 

% 
7:87 

12.31 7.37 

2.28 "% 
1.79 2: 10 

2: Zii 
1.23 7.44 
1.34 10.10 
1.20 10.68 

:E ii:% 

100.00 1ixl.M 
-- --- 

31.60 49.87 
5.61 5.42 

13.16 17.87 
5.50 10.79 
7.33 l&i9 

-- 
1 
-- 

. _ 

3,045 3,596 2,657 
.-- -- -*-- 
100.00 100.90 100.00 

-----~ 
33.33 23.00 13.89 

6.77 6.26 3.73 
15.04 2% 7.08 

5.02 I.69 
6.50 3:03 1.39 

. . _ . - . - _.__._-_ __...___ 
34.39 61.30 65.26 

7.52 11.87 13.77 
22.86 30.39 33.35 

4.01 9.04 18.14 
26.81 2:: 19.68 

3.78 2.92 3.14 % 

5.62 5.62 % 2 
3.71 3:i31 3:46 

5.09 4.37 
5.46 ":ii 

Eli 
1.44 :34 
4.04 1.92 .iO 

Famflyhead ____ ____ ___. ___ _.__ _ ____ ___.___ _____._ ___ 27.53 27.00 50.11 33.47 
Underage35...... ____ ________.___ ___. ___.__._ ___.- 7.02 7.19 7.43 
Aged3&54. ____ __________ I____ _._________._____ ____ 
Aged53-64 ______ _ ______ _ ____ _ __._____________ _ ____. 

1t.E 12.47 

3:72 
4.00 ::+: 

1::: 

AgedfGandover.... ____ I__________ ________ _______ 3.25 14:4f? X 
Wfeofhead ______.____ _____._________ _______ _ _______ 24.08 26.87 49.oo 33.32 
RelatIvesunderat$elS. ____.-____ _______ __.___ _-____. 38.66 39.00 ________ 22.98 

OwnchildrenundersSe6.... ________ _ ______ _______ 13.77 14.50 .___-.__ 10.06 
OwaehlIdrensged&-17........~.....,.. ____.____-_ 22.81 
Otherrelutlv&~.... ____ __________ ____._ ________.___ 2.08 

23.05 ________ 12:;~ 
1.45 _____-._ 

Relatlvas edlfM4. _____ ______________ ______ ___. 
Sans~l8-24...._....:...-..........--~~-~:~--- ;I: ;:!j ;;;;;;;; 4:: 
rkxzghteFsag6d M-24 -___ ___ .__. _ ___.. ______.____-_ 
5onstl@d25-64* .__- _ . . . . __________.__ _--_ _--____-_ 1.21 :SO _______. 2:oo 
Daughters aged 25-&4.-*. _ _ _ _ _ ___. _______ ____. .____ .Ml ___--.__ 1.19 
Othermaksagedt&64... ____ ____________ __._ _.____ E 
Otherfemalassged1&64-..-.-. ._____. _-___ .___ __-- 1.31 

3” -_.-_--_ 
._--._ 2: 

Relatives 
“e” 

65orover __.__ __--________ ______ _.. 1.67 1.15 __.- __._ 20.1 
Totalmae ______ ___________ ________.__ _ _______ _ ____ .45 .35 -___-_._ ..w 
Totalfemale...... _____ *__ -.._.1..-...........-~---1 1.22 j .80 I_.___.._/ 1.51 ] 

*: V-8. Ctsaus Q/ Popdation, IS&% Pcrsonr by Famfly C%aractcriatica, PC@)-4B. 8WFC 

- 

f  
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(Reprinted from January 1965, page 29) 

TABLE F.-Family size and number of rhildren: Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by number of related 
children and sex of head 

(Numbers in thousands] 

_--.-“..---.----..- 

Somhcr of family members 
Total 1 None 1 I / z / 3 / 4 / 5 / 6ot more 

- we---- 
Units with msk head 

,/ 

I’erccntage dletribution, by number of related children under age 18 
Total number --------- 

A- ---w- 

Sonfarm,numberotfamllies.......~....... __._.-_ __.__._ 43,714 .___.___m: 19,813 7.274 7,337 4,749 2,412 1,172 908 _______ - ----.--______ --- 
1 (underageG5)................-...-..-..------...--~~.~~--~.~- y,z ;$:; -iw.o _-.--.--.- _---_-__-_.---__--__ _--____-__ _-______._ _____._.__ 
1 (eged65orover) .__.___ ________ .__.__... _____ .__._ -._-_--s-- 
2(underege65) _________. _._ _____________ _ _________. _ ____.___ 8: 227 100.0 

10$.; *---__--_- -_._-_-_._ _______-__ ____._____ ._._ ____._ __.___ ____ 

100.0 : 
0.8 .______ ___ _ ______ ___ ____ ____ __ ___.______ ____ ______ 

2(aged65orover) ____ __ _________ _ ._____ ________._ ___-____ ____ “.2 .-___ _--.- *-_-.* ---- *.____--I_ _-__ _____ _ ___ _______ 
3 ____ _ _____ _ __._ ____ ._._ __ ._.__ _ .___ _______-_ __-- _.___--_ .-.-- El 

8:207 
100.0 qp 

3 
0.8 I_________ ____ ______ ___ ______. _____ ___._ 

4 _______.____ __ __.._______ _..___ __..__.___-. ____ . .._ _ ---__- ___ 100.0 
213 . 

73.6 0.3 _ ---.. __-- ._.___ __.. .__ ____.._ 
5-..........................----.--.~--.----~---~--~.--~----~~ 5,510 100.0 

::i '::8" :tt 
0.2 _-____ ._._ ______ ____ 

6 _.__....____ _ .._.__._. _________ _... _ . . . . . . _._.__.--_---___-__ 
%Y 

100.0 71.2 0.3 .-____ _-._ 
7ormore.. _._____ _____ ____... _ .___ _____ ._._ __._._._._-___ --__ , 100.0 ~. :: .3 2.9 7:o 13.2 42.9 33.5 ___--___ ----B--...._- 

Farm, number of families ____..___ _ ___.____.___.__ _._ .___ 3,115 ________ __ 1.532 374 445 319 193 113 137 
--- -- --- - ----__--_______ 

1 (uaderage65) ._.. _ _._._..__.-.._. _ .--.~----..- __--___-_ -.-- 127 100.0 106.0 -----V--“_ .- .--. ---- _-_-_ --_-. .--___.- __ ___ _.__ ___ __________ 
1 (oged65orover)....-.-...... _____ _ .____..___ _._ ____.___. ___ 76 
2(underage65)....... ____ ____ .___._..___.-.. _.________.____- %i 

lOu.0 _-_---_-__ _ ---- _--_- _- --.-- __- _-.____-__ _.__._____ __ __.____ _ 

!E 1oo:o 2% 
1.9 .-___ _____ _-_.____ __ ____- _____ __ ________ __________ 

Z(agcd65orovcr)........ ___._._. _____ . ..__ _..._.____ ._._ _-.. 
3-..-.......-..............-...........-..--.-~.~--~~-.--~.~~~ 100.0 52:3 4: 4 

.----_--__ ._--__--__ _-________ __________ _________. 

2&l 
0.8 

4 __.._ _ ..____.____.______ _____..____ .--___-.... _ _--- * __-______ 106.0 15.2 
--... ho-'- ---- _ _--I _ _-__ .___._ .-____ ._._ 

_---__--._ _-________ ._________ 
5 ___._. _ ._____.____ _._._ _.-___..__ ___-___* --_-_. _.___._____.__ 

pJ 
100.0 8.5 it: --_-__--_. .-__.__-._ 

f, ____._____.__ _.._- _._.__._ _ ____ __-.__.__._ ____-..__.- __.._--. 
i:: 

100.0 ::il 2 5': 4 _-_____--- 
I or mo~e................-~~-.~-~--~.--.--~---~---~~.--~~~~--- loo. 0 0 ::i . 'Pi hi 15:5 3z.1 49.2 

--- 

Units with female head 

Nonferm,numberoftamilies .___ _..________._ _.__ ______._ 11,446 _-_.___-__ 8.715 1,003 720 475 243 144 143 ------ ------ 
1 fundersge65).-....- _.._ ____~__-- .____ _____ ._____. __ ____ ___ 3.718 100.0 100.0 --__ .----- _-_-_ _---- _--- ___--- _-_ -___-. _ .___ .___ __ _____ _.___ 
1 (aged65orover)...-.....-....---.---.~.----.---.~~-~-.----- 

:%J 
100.0 loo.0 ----__-_-_ .--._ _-__- --________ __._______ ____ _.__ _ ____ ______ 

2(undersge65) _..._ _ ____._.._____ __._.._._____ ___.___.______ 39.6 _-__ _ _--_. _-________ _-________ __._._____ __________ 
2 (aged65oroverj.. _._____.. ___ ._____ __ __._______.___ _ _______ ‘678 :E:i 

'% 

fi;i 8.4 _-__._____ __________ __________ __________ __________ 
3.. __.._..--__.. _ _.._-___ _ .____..__ __.___-..__.__ .__..__ ___-__ 

:zE 
23.3 42.5 _____ _.___ __________ _____ _ ____ __________ 

4..-...........-.....--.-.--.*-.--.-..----.-----~*--~.-...-.-. 
5...... _...___ _.__ _..__. _ __._____ _- .___. _ _____ -.__ ___-_ -__*___ 385 105:0 

10.1 18.1 _-.__ __-__ _.__._. ___ _ _.___. ___ 
5.2 ii:: 

4g.i 

6 __._____. _ .____.. -.__.___ __.____ ____._ .___._ _ __..__. _ ..____. 
2s 

100.0 ___--__--- --V-5:2- 
______.___ . . ..L.. i:: 

21:7 
$.; _-_-.___-_ __________ 

54.0 .___.__-.. 
7ormore.. _______ ___ ____ _ _..___..___ __ __.._____._ _______ __.__ 100.0 5.9 14:o 16.1 61.9 

- ---- _I_ ~ - _I_ ------ 
Farm, number of families... __. _ .____ _____.._._ ______.__ 344 _ -_.__- ___ 241 31 27 10 15 1 19 ---------L-P --I - 

1 (underoge65) _____ _ .___ ____-_________ ..___ _____-..___._ ____ 
I (aged65orover).... __... __ ____ _ ..___ __ ___. _ ____.___ _ ____ ___ 2 ::E 

loo.0 _-.-______ ____ _ _____ __________ _._ _______ _.________ ____._____ 

2 (underage65).. _..____._..__ __._ ___. ______ ____ _ __________.. 1OO:o 
1@$; _-___ _._-_ __________ _-_ _______ _____ .__._ ___ _.___. _ __________ 

:i 
33.3 --_ -_-- __- _ ---- __-_- _-_ ____-.- ___ ____-_ _ .-___._-__ 

2 (agedG5oroverf..................-.-.~.-~-.-~..........-... 8418 15.2 .__ _.___ __ ____.._ ___ ______ ____ __ _____ ___ __________ 
3 . ..-- _.--_ -.-.--.- _ . . ..__ _ .__. __“__.___..____ __....____ ______ :ix 
4..............-...-......----..-.---*--.----.-.--..-*.----... E 1040 if:: f% 

ii.; ___- __ _-._ _ ._.___ ___ __________ ____ _.____ 

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

20 100.0 25.0 
6 ..-- __ -_.--_.___. _ . ..____ _.____ ____ -__ _______ ____. ___._- _.__ 

___ ____ ___ ________ __ 

7ormore... ._.._ _ ._....__ _ ________-_._ _ _____ ____ ___.__ __ _*___ :“s 
100.0 i 

3$0 &I 

0’ 

& 

0’ 
46.1 0 __._______ 

100.0 8.0 0 16.0 4.0 72.0 

SoUtce: Derived from tabulations of the C~rcnt Populolion Stirrtcy, March 1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social S&ority Admlni&atjoo. 
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