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. PREFACE

Section 823 of the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380)
requires a thorough study of the manner in which the
relative measure of poverty for use in the financial
assistance program, authorized by Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, may be more accurately
and currently developed. ' '

That financial assistance program is administered by the Commis-
sioner of Education, through the Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. An important feature is the use of a
formula prescribed by Section 103 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act for the annual distribution of Federal funds to school dis-
tricts. A significant factor in the formula is the number of school-aged
¢hildren 5 to 17 in poor families within each school district. The mea-
sure of poverty which is used, and which is the subject of the study -
mandated by Section: 823, is the Federal government's official statistical
definition of poverty (also known as the Orshansky, OMB, Census Bureau,
or Social Security poverty lines). '

Other work related to poverty measurement has been called for in
recent legislative acts. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre-
hensive household budget data at different levels of living, including °
a "level of adequacy." Any such review of the level of adequacy must
necessarily be closely related to measures of poverty. The Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 gives the Secretary of HUD authority
to adjust the poverty measure to reflect local variations in the cost
of living. The Conference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary
‘to develop or obtain data with respect to the "extent of poverty" by
metropolitan areas and to submit such data to the Congress as part of
a March 31, 1977, report.

Because of the broad scope of the subject matter, coverage of the
study of the measure of poverty mandated by Section 823 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 was extended to include implications of the study
findings for the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal
departments and agencies. The Title I program of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed treatment to meet
the legislatively-mandated specifications for "the study as well as to
serve as a primary example of application of the concepts of poverty
measurement to Federal programs. The findings of the study are published
in a report entitled, "The Measure of Poverty." An important objective
of the study was full discussion and documentation of the major elements.
of currently applied and potentially usable poverty measures. Material
containing essential supporting documentation for the study was assembled
as technical papers. These have been written to stand alone as complete
technical treatments of specific subjects.




The study was performed under the 'direct guidance of: a“ Poverty
Studies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Education of. the Dis- -
advantaged and Minorities, Federal Interagency Committee on Education.
Technical papers were prepared at -the request of, under the direction
of, and subject to review by the Task Force members. Some papers
are primarily the work of one or two persons; these are attributed to
their authors. Others result from the collective 1nput of Task Force
members or advisors and no specific attrlbutlon is glven except to
the Task Force, as a whole..

The following llstlngs show members of the Poverty Studies Task
‘Force by appropriate Federal departments and agenc1es, and the titles
and authors of the technical papers.

This report contains Technlcal Paper I, Documentatlon of. Back-
ground Information and Rationale for Current Poverty Matrix. - It was
prepared by Mollie Orshansky, Office of Research and Statlstlcs,
Social Securlty Administration.

. To obtain copies of the report, “The Measure of Poverty,“ or any. of
the technlcal papers, please wr1te to: "’ A

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluatlon
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

200 Independence Avenue, S.W. ‘ L o
Room 443D - South Portal Building =~ = R
Washington, D.C. 20201 ‘
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INTRODUCTION

The current official measure of poverty used by the Federal govern-
ment was originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Segurity
Administration in the early sixties. Her study, "Children of the Roor",
first appeared in the July 1963 Social Security Bulletin, describing
a methodology for developing income criteria of need by family size,
for families with children. In January 1965 the Social Security Bulletin
contained another article by her entitled "Counting the Poor", which
updated and extended the criteria to all types of households, she used
as before, a concept of poverty based on budgets centering around cost
of a diet which can sustain an adequate nutitional level at minimal cost
using a sliding scale of income requirements for different family sizes and
compositions. An additional refinement was the specification of a lower
income level as the threshold for farm families. this refinement reflected
the assumption that farm families customarily obtain housing and food
as part of the farm business operation, rather than by direct expenditure.

‘ The Orshansky statistical definition appeared at a time when the
need for a poverty measure was great: the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 had recently been enacted. The Research Division of the Office of
Economic Opportunity (OEO) adopted the Orshansky poverty measure not only
as a working tool for budget and planning purposes but also as an admin-
istrative guideline for program purposes. The poverty matrix, and the
poverty population delineated by it, remained quasi-official numbers until
August 1969 when the Budget Bureau designated them as the official statis-
tical series to be published regularly, by the Census Bureau.

At present, the measure is built around the Department of Agriculture's
economy food plan of 1961 and the national average ratio of family food ex-
penditures to total family after-tax income as measured by the 1955 Household
Food Consumption Survey. It consists of 124 separate poverty cutoffs
differentiating families by size, number of children, age and sex of head,
and farm or nonfarm residence. The cutoffs are updated annually by changes
in the Consumer Price Index. Originally developed to apply to income and
prices of 1963, the poverty cutoffs were then backdated by the Consumer Price
Index to the year 1959, the earliest year for which a usable statistical data
take was still available from the Bureau of the Census. This paper is a
compilation of key articles and papers which document the historical develop-
ment of the poverty matrix, as well as the rationale underlying its statistical
construction.
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Children of the Poor

There is a growing awareness that as the Nation
grows richer the dollar gap between average in-
' come and the income of our poorest citizens
widens. Because prices and standards tend to
move with prevailing income, families remaining
at the bottom of the heap will be outbid and out-
spent. When such poverty befalls families rearing
children—the citizens of the future—the social
consequences reach far beyond the present de-
privation. By one crude index of poverty it can
~be shown that every fourth or fifth family with
children under age 18 may have to choose between
an adequate diet at minimum cost and some other
necessity—they cannot afford both. All told, some
17-23 million youngsters, or from a fourth to a
third of all our children, are growing up in the
gray shadow of poverty.

WE LIVE in a time of rapid change. The
wonders of science and technology applied to a
generous endowment of natural resources have
wrought a way of life our grandfathers never
knew. Creature comforts once the hallmark of
luxury have descended to the realm of the com-
monplace, and the marvels of modern industry
find their way into the home of the American
worker as well as that of his boss. Yet there is an
underlying disquietude reflected in our current
social literature, an uncomfortable realization
that an expanding economy has not brought gains
~ to all in equal measure. It is reflected in the pre-
occupation with counting the poor—do they num-
ber 30 million, 40 million, or 50 million? Is it still,
as in the 1930’s, one-third of a nation that is ill-
fed, ill-clothed, and ill-housed, or is it now only
a fourth or fifth? Shall one point with pride or
view with alarm?

There is, of course, no single, simple, answer.
The mere fact of income inequality alone need not
disturb us, but how to distinguish between the
absolute deprivation of poverty and mere lower-
than-average income status is still a matter of
controversy if not a matter of taste. As the gen-

* Division of Research and Statistics.
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eral level of living moves upward and expands
beyond necessities, the standards of what con-
stitutes an irreducible minimum also change.
Furthermore, with the great revolution in ex-
pectations and our historic heritage of equal op-
portunity as a goal, there is concern that the
boons of prosperity are withheld from some.

1t would be one thing if poverty hit at random,
and no one group were singled out. It is another -
thing to realize that some seem destined to poverty
almost from birth—by their color or by the eco-
nomic status or occupation of their parents. It
has become a truism that, in good times and in bad,
certain groups lag behind in the long-term up-
swing of our economy. Prominent among these
are the aged, the families headed by a woman, and
minority groups—partticularly the Negro.

Year after year the same kinds of people con-
tinually appear at the bottom of the income pyra-
mid. In 1961, for example, of the families in the
lowest income group (the lowest 20 percent) al-
most a third were aged families, a fourth were
broken families (usually headed by a woman) and
a fifth were nonwhite—proportions identical with
those in 1951.

When yet another measure is used, the peren-
nial plight of the disadvantaged is seen as even
more severe. It has always been true in our society
that economic well-being rests on earning power.
Public support programs are generally for those
unable to work or deprived of the earnings of the
relative on whom they could exzpect to rely. But
opportunities for work are no longer what they
were. In yesterday’s world, jobs paid better if one
was trained, but even an untrained worker could
find a place and expect that in time his earnings
would improve along with his skill. The highly
educated man did better, but his numbers were
few and even for him the starting salary was often
low.

Today in large measure an automated economy
demands an increasingly productive and skilled
labor force. Jobs ask more and pay more from the
outset, and the unskilled worker cannot hope to
better himself much : He will remain, as he started,

in a low-paid job, if indeed he has a job at all.
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As a result, the composition of the group we call
our poor is changing too. Once it included not
only those able to earn little or nothing but a fair
number who would eventually improve their lot.
As the higher education and the. increased skills
called for in many modern-day jobs upgrade our
labor force more and more, the ranks of the poor
seem to be reserved for thosé families with heads
not able or not permitted to qualify for the better-
paying jobs—the retlred “the women, and the
nonvwhites.

More and more, such families will see them-
selves and their' counterparts comprising the
dwindling number with low dollar income while
the general average-climbs farther out of their
reach. This segregation of the. pocketbook ean be
illustrated by comparing families having less than
$3,000 today and-those of a decade ago, bearing in
mind that this amount now is about half the
average for all families but in 1951 represented
four-fifths of average income. Only 1 out of every
5 families now has income this low, compared
with 1 in every 3 then. Yet today more of these
families are headed by a nonwhite or an aged
‘person or by a woman, as the fol]owmg hgures
show,

Families with less than $3,000

" Number

(in millions) Percent

Type of head:

1961 195t 1961 .| 1951

9.9 4.5 100 . 100
33| 33! 33 23
Female head._ 2.3 2.5 ‘23 17
Nonwhite head 2.1 ‘2.5 -2 17

Some families, of coursé, bear more than one of
these stigmas. The low incomes of the aged are
receiving much attention in existing and proposed
programs. The broken families and nonwhite poor
harbor a disadvantaged group from the other end
of the age spectrum—children under age 18. By
almost. any.standard of adequacy the number of
children underprivileged by too.low income 1is as
large as.or larger than the total aged population.
-.\nd many of the children are not subject to help

~ from existing programs to combat poverty.

Our population today includes about 66 million
“children -under age 18, distributed among some
27.5 million families. In 1961 the median. income

for these families r'mged from $5,905 for those

cof the “own”

TasLe 1.—Median money income in 1961 of families with
own children under age 18 and families with related children
under age 18

-Families with 1 or more—

' . " Own children ! Related children !

Number of children . ) .

tber | Median | NUTHYer | Median

sands) lnwpe sands) income
Fomiltes, total...............| 28,22¢'| 6,010 27,600, $5,850
1child....... 8,321 6,000 8,808 5,905
2 childre: 8,010 6,235. 8 353 6,188
3 children. 5,049 8,260 5,227 8,235
4children. . .__.__.._.... - 2,879 5,835 2 775, 5,760
Schildren...._._......... . 1,072 5,195 1,149 5,240
8ormore._ ... ............ [ 1,093 4,855 1,200 4,745
- Children, total ............ ] 62,655 [ ... 65,808 [.oco.oo.oo

' Own children under age 18 include never-married sons, daughters, ste.
children, or adopted children -of the family head; related children include
these and any other never-marrled family members under age 18 and related
to the head by blood, marriage, or adoption.

Source: Data for families with own children derived from tabulstions
from the Current Population Survey, March 1962, made by the Buresu of
the Census for the Social Security Adminlstmuon for families with related
children, from Current Population Reports: Conaumer Income, P-80, No. 39,
February 1963. The figures in this and the following tables are estimated
from a sample survey and therefore are subject to sampling variability.
For dxscusslon of nature and extent of vnrlability, sec the publication clted

w1th one child to $4,745 among the mlllxon or so-
with six or more children.?

Some of these families, and significantly more
of the larger ones, live on farms; their housing

and a considerable portion of their food are thus
obtained as part of an ongoing business opemtion

.and need not be met out of net money income.

Farm families, however, like those in cities, pur-
chase much of their family living. In both places
the wherewithal to do so decreases rather -than
increases w1th additional f‘tmlly members to
support. )

The Bureau of the Census data on mcome by
number of children customarily refer to all chil-

~dren who are related to-the family head—that is,

all “related” children under age 18, regardless of
their relatlonshlp to .the head. Much of the.dis-
cussion in this article centers on “own” children
only—that is, never- -married sons, daughters,
adopted .children, or stepchildren of ‘the. family
head. Table I compares the incomes of the families
children with those of all families
with “related cluldlen For most purposes, the

‘two sets of figures are 1nterchan0'eable.

Tod'xy 'S average incomes lepresent one more

“step in the continuing uptlend in real income of

the American population since the end of ‘World
S N S . i >

1 Bureau of the ‘Censds,»Cllrreratf'f’opltlétio;t Rcﬁdrts.
Series ’-60, No. 39, February 1963.
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War II. But even in the midst of plenty many
children are growing up in families with incomes
too low to provide for them properly. The esti-
mated number of such families can be varied al-
most at will, but if there is no consensus on the
standard, there can be no doubt that, whatever the
definition of income inadequacy, a large number
of families will be below it. We can also predict
with high degree of certainty what kinds of
. families they will be. Current Census data sug-
gest, for example, that low-income status is unduly
concentrated among the relatively small number
of families with a mother and children but no
father in the home. These families are seldom
found on farms where they would benefit from
home-produced food and farm-furnished housing
(tables 2 and 3).

The children in nonwhite families are also over-
represented in the roster of the poor, and, as would

TasLE 2.—Income in 1961 of husband-wife families with own

_be expected, children in a family whose head is

not employed the year round must get along on
far lower incomes than children in other families.

THE CHILD POPULATION

In 1962, if the same relationship held as at the
time of the Decennial Census 2 years earlier, 87
percent of the 66 million children under age 18
were living with both their parents, about 10
percent with only one parent, usually the mother,
and the remaining few with other relatives, in
institutions, or in foster homes. Nonwhite chil-
dren were much less likely to have the benefit—
both economic and otherwise—of a normal paren-
tal home, with 1 in every 3 living with only one
parent, in contrast to only 1 in 10 of the white
children. Nonwhite women are more than three
times as likely to have their marriages disrupted
as white women, and more often by separation

‘than by divorce.?

TaBLE 3.—Income in 1961 of all families with female head
with own children under age 18

children under age 18 among all families in the United States
and among families living on farms
l-‘amlnuwlthspeclﬂednumb,erotownchﬂdren
" Total money income : 6
. or
Any| 1 2 3 4 5 | oor
All families
Total number (in thou- ]
8804S).eoeeeenemannnn 23.m| 1.313| 7.362) 4,637] 2,478] 975] 83
Percent .. ..ocooonunn-- 100.0[ 100.0{ 100.0] 100.0| 100.0| 100.0] 100.0
2.5 2.580 2.1 2.4 2.5 4.6 5.4
3.5| 3.5 2.7 2.8 3.8 5.8 8.4
6.1 6.7 49 5.0 66 07 108
8.5 8.5 81 7.7 10.1] 9.8 10.3
.1l 10.70 1.1 10.9] 10.9) 13.5) 12.1
14.4) 13.4) 14.7] 1¢.8] 15.2] 14.5] 17.¢
12.3) 11.3] 13.5 12.7] 11.8] 12.3} 10.0
11.2] 11.2] 10.8 12.0] 13.8] 6.2( 8.0
13.5| .14.1| 15.0{ 12.5] 11.9| 11.2{ 8.0
17.0) 18.2( 16.9] 10.4 13.6/ 12.5| 9.5
_ $8..315(38, 415(38, 47538, 530/, 080185, 43585, 170
Families with head year- .
round full-time worker:| L
" Percentof total..... _..._. 75,8 73.8| 77.6| 77.3] 75.3| 69.2| 70.8
Median income. . .......... $6,800($7,115{$8, 925(38, 98516, 78588, 035($5, 620
Rural{farm families .
1.m| ml m‘ ml 201 ml 175
100.0{ 100.0] 100.0| 100.0] 100.0 100.0| 100.0
13.4f 12.6] 13.68] 11.4] 11.7| 17.6] -17.4
13.1] 13.1] 10.6) 11.5] 20.0] 13.9 15.9
15.1 18.31 12.8| 14.5| 13.7[ 15.8 18.2
14.4| 16.0| 13.6! 12.2| 18.6| 9.3 13.9
10.0, 7.1 12.8] 12.2) 7.5| 6.5 12.9
1.4l 107 12.5 9.5 9.0] 20.4f 9.1
6.8 6.8 7.2 9.2 4.8 56 3.8
5.2 58 56 6.9 21 2.8 4.5
43 38.1] 6.1 50 6.9 2.8......
: 2| 62 es 353 7.6 5.5 6.5 5.3
Median income.........oo... a.mla.mls,mlu.ow's,soolas.zsslaa.uo

Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Surcey, March 1062,
made by the Bureau of the Census for the Soclal Security Administration.

Familles with specified number of
: own children -
Total money income
Any | 1 3 3 | for
Total number (in thousands).| 2,225 871 577 388 30
Percent........oeveeenn .| 100.0] 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0{ 100.0
Under $1,000 "2 187 21| 27| 284
$1,000-81,900. ... .oeeniaannn 21.7 20.7 21.1 22.1 24.8
T 18.1 19.0 15.3 20.2 17.7
12.3 11.0 10.2 17.3 13.7
10.6 11.9 11.1 9.0 8.3
5.5 7.1 7.0 1.8 3.2
3.2 3.2 5.1 1.8 1.8
2.3 2.8 1.9 2.2 1.8
1.9 1.8 3.2 1.4 -4
2.2 3.7 1.9 ) IY N FUR,
Median income. . .....coceuaoee $2,320 | $2,535 | $2,385 | $2,255 | $1,860
Families with head year-round
{ull-time worker:
Percent of total... . ......... 25.8 33.7 25.8 18.7 14.3
Median {ncome. .ccccaaaacenan 83,875 | 83,970 | $4,385 (O] [O)

' Median not shown where base is less than 100,000.

Source: Tabulstions from the Current Population Survey, March 1962,
made by the Bm of the Census for the Soclal Security A@mszon.

The divorced or widowed mother is more likely
to have formal financial support arrangements for
herself and the children than the mother in‘a
family that breaks up for other reasons. In the

2 paul C. Glick, Marriage Patterns by Size of Place
(presented at the apn=nel meeting of the Population
Association ~* America, May 1962).




TasLE 4.—Income in 1961 of husband-wife families with own
children under age 18, by race

TABLE 5.-—Income in 1961 of families with female head with
own chﬂdren under age 18, by race

Familles with specified number of Famtlies with specified number of
own children . own chiidren
Total money income Total money income
1 4or . . 4or
Any 1 2 3 more Any 1 02 3 more_
‘White families White families
Total number (in thousands)| 21,815 | 6,792 o,m 4,310 3,788 Total number (In thousands).| 1,654 704 4“3 282 228
Percent._............. .. 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Under $1,000.............. - 2.1 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.7 2.2 16.1 22.9 2.5 39.1
$1,000-81,900____. ... _._... 1. 2.7 3.0 2.3 2.2 3.8 18.3 16.7 17.1 14.9 | 14.9
$2,000-$2,909. . ... ......... 5.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 17.8 19.68 13.3 21.5 14.3
7.9 7.9 8.0 8.7 9.2 12.8 11.8 12.1 17.4 11.8
10.9 10.6 11.2 10.6 11.2 4.3 14.5 13.9 11.8 9.9
14.8 13.9 14.8 15.1 16.4 7.1 8.7 8.6 2.6 4.3
12.9. 1.7 13.9 13.2 12.8 3.5 3.8 S.1 2.6 1.9
11.8 11.4 ‘11.2 12.4 11.7 2.9 3.5 2.5 1.5 3.1
14.1 14.5 15.3 13.2 12.3 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.1 .8
17.9 18.9 17.8 20.3 14.0 2.3 3.5 1.6 b2 U P
Medlan income. ................ $6,510 | 86,555 | $6,575 | $6,605 | $8,055 $2,675 | 82,875 | $2,815 | 82,580 | $1,750
Famllies with head year-round Familles with head yem'-round
full-time worker: full-time worker:
Percent of total.. . 77.1 78.1 78.7 78.8 76.3 Percent of total_........._.... 27.8 35.4 26.9 20.1 12.4
Median income $7,1900 | $8,995 | $7,100 | $6,600 Median income............... $4,285 | $4,310 | 34,590 (U] [V}
Noawhite families Nonwbite tagnﬂles
1,033 521 437 37 648 1687 14 104 lq&
100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100
8.8 7.0 8.6 4.4 8.3 28.7 2.5 2.2 13.
11.2 9.9 9.6 10.4 13.8 38.0 .7 39.5 33.
18.4 15.9 17.7 17.8 2.2 17.8 2.4 17.3 21.
15.1 15.0 11.4 21.1 14.8 8.0 5.1 7.2 16.
13.2 12.9 8.4 16.6 1.1 2.2 2.0 1.2 6.
9.9 7.5 14.3 5.6 10.9 I TR 1 I RN R
5.9 5.4 8.1 6.7 4.3 2.2 8.1 fecceannn 1.
8.2 8.0 4.8 6.3 5.6 tee
6.4 9.1 10.7 3.2 2.9
6.9 9.4 8.7 7.9 3.3
Median Income.........c........ $3,805 | 84,140 | 34,560 | 83,670 | $3,540-
" Famllles with head year-round , Familles with bead year-round A
full-time worker: full-time worker .
. 58.4 88.0 60.7 62.7 5.9 Percent of total. . ............. 22.1 0.8 foacamca)oacncnns 17.9
$4,610 | 35,200 | 85,485 | $4,250 | $4,195 Median lneome b ecea———— [ <+ 3 A HONRRORN RN AU -

Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Surcey, March 1062,
made by the Burean of the Census for the 8ocial Security Adminh:ratlon.

1960 Census, three-fifths of the white mothers with .

children under age 18 and no father in the home
were divorced or widowed; only 2 percent said

they had never been married. By contrast, only

one-third of the nonwhite mothers without a
husband claimed that they were divorced or
widowed, and 1 in 8 said they were never married
to the father of their children. :

" These figures include the large number of

mother-child groups counted in the Census as sub-
families (rather than families) because they lived
in the home of a related family rather than in
their own household. More than 1 in 5 of all
mother-child units in 1960 lived as a subfamily.?

3U. 8. Census of Population: 1960, Fmal Report
PC(1)-1D, table 185.

! Median not shown where base I3 less than 100,000.
Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Survey, March 1962,
by the Buresu of the Census for the Social'Security Administration.

A rise in the marriage disruption rate could

“signify a breakdown in family stability or an in- -

crease in the emancipation of women. In any case
it is likely to be accompanied by lower family
income. Despite the resulting economic disad-
vantage, among both white and nonwhite families
there is a growing number headed only by a
mother. By 1960 the total was 714 percent of all
families with own children rather than the 6 per-
cent of 10 years earlier. By March 1962 the
mother-child families represented 814 percent of

all families with own children::

Judged by the.1960 Census, young mothers who
are themselves family heads may have more chil-
dren than young women living with a husband.
Nearly one-third of all nonwhite women under

* 8




itge 35 who were family heads had four or more

children, compared with a fourth of the wives of
men under age 35. For white women in this age
group, 1 in 7 of the family heads had at least four
children but only 1 in 9 of the women married to
a family head under age 35.* Until additional
information is av'ulable, one can only speculate
on the possible rehtlonshlp between too many
children, too little family income, and marriage
disruption. Among broken families as among two-
parent families, the larger ones are more often
found among those with lower incomes.

INCOME OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

_ On the average, in 1962 the mother raising her
children alone had the same number to look after
as the mother sharing family responsibility with
a husband, nlthough she usually had about 40 per-
cent as much income to do it on. The nonwhite
family, though larger, had lower income than the
white, as the figures below (from tables 4 and 5)
show:

Famlly status income, per
1961 family

White:

Husband-wife. .. i $6, 510 2.4

Mother only. .. oo eeeeeeeeaean 2,875 2.1
Nonwhite:

Husband-wife_ .. ....oooioooiii s - 3,898 3.0

Mother only . ..ot ceeacnceneceana 1,665 2.8

Only 1 in 13 of the husband-wife families with
children, and even fewer of the broken families
(3 percent) had the advantage, in terms of in-
come, of living on a farm. The 2.2 million non-
farm families composed of a mother and her chil-
dren under age 18 included 5 million “own” chil-
dren in 1961. Half of these units had less than
$2,340 to live on for the year. Four out of every
10 had less than $2,000. What is even more signifi-
cant is the consistent drop in income as the num-
ber of children increased : -

4In a paper entitled “Characteristics of Other Fami-
lies,” given at the Population Association of America
meeting in April 1963, John C. Beresford and Alice
Rivlin reported a cumulative fertility rate one-fourth
greater among ‘women who were mothers in 1960 but no
longer living with a husband than among those still
living with a husband.

Median | Children

.relatives;

Mother- [ Husband-
Number of own children child wife
fumilics | familics

$6,625
6,615
6,630
6,308

Families headed by a woman- include on the
average one more person in addition to the mother
and her own children (0.8 adult and 0.2 child),
and it is likely that the relatively few units with
incomes of $5,000 or more include other adults
who contribute their income to swell the family
exchequer. By contrast, husband-wife families in-
clude on the average only 0.04 related children in
addition to their own, and only 0.2 additional
adults.

There is no information on the income of the
more than -one-half million mother-child units
living as a subfamily in a household headed by a
relative. Judged by the data for 1956, these family
units have even less money of their own than the
mother-child groups who do not share a relative's
home. At that time the subfamilies of mothers
and children reported median income of $995 for
the year, less than three-fifths the median ($1,770)
for the other mother-child groups. The sub-
families average only one-half child less per unit,
hardly enough to make up for the difference in
income. In some cases, to be sure, the subfamily
may share in the income of the family with whom
it makes its home, and in others it is the sub-
family income that helps out the family.

The difference in income between husband-wife
families with children and similar subfamilies is
also great (medians for 1956 of $5,025 and $3,650,
respectively), but the number of such subfamilies
1s small. The chances are 16 times as high for a
mother-child unit as for a unit including 2 mother
and father to live as a subfamily in the home of
this fact in itself denotes the disad-
vantages faced by a mother raising her children
alone.®

5 Unpublished tabulations purchased by the Social Se-
curity Administration from the Bureau of the Census
show that 3 in every 10 mother-child families in 1956
had relatives in the home, ranging from 32 percent when
there was only one child to 21 percent when there were
five or. more children. Among families with both father
and mother present, only 2 in every 10 included relatives.

SU. 8. Census.of Population: 1960, Final Rcport,
PC(1)-1D, table 185.



Of the nearly 1 million subfamilies with own,

children in 1960, more than half were headed by a
mother. All told, 1.7 percent of all family groups
consisting of both parents and their children
under age 18 were subfamilies, compared witli
27.2 percent of the units consisting of a mother
and her cluldren under age 18.

Estirnﬁt_ed Incidence of Poverty

A crude criterion of income adequacy—that the

low-cost food plan priced by the Department of
Agriculture in January 1962 represents no more
than one-third of total income—consigns about 71
percent of the mother-child families to low-income
status. ‘Fven the use of the Department’s economy
plan, estimated to cost about 20 percent-less than
the low-cost plan, leaves at 61 percent the propor-
tion of the mother-child families who must devote
to food more than $1 out of $3 to get a nutritious
diet.

TasLe 6.—Number of families with own children under age
18 in low-income status. and number of children in these
families, by poverty status! -

[In thousands)

Familles with own Own children in
children ! fomilies ?

Resid and

" presenice of parents - Poor by Poor by Poor by|Poor by

Total [low-cost| econo- | Total {low-cost| econo-

diet |[my diet dict [my diet -

- Total number...... 26,227 ' 6,936 | 4,805 | 62,655 | 21,996 | 15,850
Mother and father_.... 23,748 1 5,2% | 3,375 | 57,109 | 17,481 11,725
Mectheronly..... ... 2,225 | 1,578 | 1,355 | 5,108 1 4,333 4,012
Fuatheronly_ ... _..___. 254 - 102 5 438 182 122
Nonfarm, number....| 24,349 | 6,237 | 4,239 | 57,425 | 19,634 | 13,932
Mother and father. __..{ 21,953 | 4.610 | 2.854 | 52,072 | 15,202 9,866
Motheronly._.... .-l 2,163} 1,536 1,320 4,951 4,268 3,962
- Fatheronly._...___._... 233 9 65 | - 402 164 104
. Form, number..... --{ 1,878 699 560 5,230 2,362 1,927

3 Families designated poor if total money income in 1961 was less than
three times the cost of un adequate diet in ‘terms of (1) a low-cost food
plan and (2) an economy Dplan. For the low-cost criterion, cost of an
adequate diet was estimated for each family size on the basis of food quantities
for adults amad children at January 1962 prices ag suggested by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for obtaining an adequate diet at low cost. A dollar
total of four-fifths of this low-cost estimate was taken as the cost of the more
restricted but still adequate diet suggested in the econamy plan to estimate
the number of families for whom the purchase of even the less expensive
cconomy diet would require over one-third of money income.

For farm families, who raise some of their own food, the purchased portion
of an adequate diet was assumed to be 60 percent of that of a nonfarm family
of similar composition. Sce -Department of Agriculture, Agricultural
Research Service, Family Food Plans and Food Costs, Home Econpmics
Research Report No. 20, November 1962, and Household Food Consum tion
Service, Food Con.mmphon and lmtary Levels of Houuholda in the U.S,,
Spring 1955 ARS 62-6,- August 1957.

1 Sons, daughters, stepchnldren or a etfned children of the family head ’

only; excludes children otherwise relat

to family head and all children
uvlng in subfamilics.

Source: Estimates derived from spectal tnbnlntlons of the Current Popula-

tion Survey, March 1962, made by.the Bureau of the Census for the Social

Security Admlnist.ratlon, and from food Bem and food costs published by
the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agriculture.

The proportion of income that must. be used. for
food has long been regarded as an indicator of the
standard of living. Commonly, high-income
families spend more dollars for their food than
low-income families but nevertheless use up a
smaller share of total income in doing so; they
thus have relatively more money free for other
things. Recent studies of food consumed by fami-
lies in the United States showed that, on an aver-
age, the expenditures for food came to one-third
of family money income (after taxes) for both
farm and nonfarm families. Poorer families gen-
erally devoted more than one-third of income to
food, and those better off used less of their income
in this way.”

The food plans of the Department of Agricul-
ture suggest quantities and types of” food that
meet desirable nutritional goals and at the same
time conform to the common food preferences of
American families. Their low-cost food plan has

Jong been used as a guide for families who must

watch food expenses because of low income or who
choose to do so for other reasons. The economy
plan at even lower cost, recently issued by the
Department, still will pxonde adequate nutrition.
Though not every family spending as much ‘as
these plans will automatically choose the foods
that make up an adequate diet, a family spending

. less is not likely to end up with food meeting

recommended nutritional goals. The economy and
low-cost food plans are by no means subsistence
diets, but they do assume that the housewife will
be a careful shopper, a skillful cook, and & good
manager who will prepare all the family’s meals
at home. There is ne additional allowance for
snacks or the higher cost of meals away from
home or meals served to guests. Nor is there
extra allowance for the ice-cream vendor or the
soda pop so often a part of our children’s daily
diet. According to recent surveys, the average
family, unless restricted by lack of income, is
likely to spend considerably more than the low-

_cost plan or the economy plan suggests.

Having a father in the home by no means
guarantees income adequacy. Among nonfarm
husband-wife families the proportion bringing up
thexr children on income too low to permit ‘tde-

"The Census distributions relate to- income” befpre
rather than after taxes. This timing should not affect
the relationship for low-income families, many of whom

~are not subject to tax.
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quate living ranges from 13 percent to 21 percent—
3-5 million families in all. The exact number
depends on whether one chooses the low-cost or
the economy food plan as the frame of reference.

There are few farm families composed of a
mother and her children under age 18. But of
the 134 million farm families in which young
children live with hoth parents, a food-income re-
lationship similar to that for the nonfarm fami-
lies® designates 29-36 percent as being in low-
income status. In sum, for all families with one
or more own children under age 18, irrespective of
where they lived, it is estimated that at least 434
million, and perhaps as many as 7 million—18-26
percent—had incomes so low in 1961 that to buy

‘the food needed for an inexpensive but adequate

diet might well mean doing without other neces-
sities (table 6).

Because larger families tend to have incomes
less nearly adequate for their needs than other
families, the proportion of children in poverty
status is even higher than the proportion of fami-
lies. It ranges from 25 percent to 35 percent,
depending on whether one uses the economy diet
or the low-cost food plan as the criterion. As of
March 1962, if allowance is made not only for own
children but for related children, most of whom
are in subfamilies,® it is found that 17-23 million
children are subject to the hazards of insufficient
family funds. Even with the minimum estimate
of 17 million, there -would be 1 poor child under
age 18 for nearly every person aged 65 or older.

The criterin used for classification are ad-
mittedly crude. Some persons will deem them too
generous, others too stringent. Other criteria
could be applied with much the same result. The

income cut-off point at which no Federal income

tax is required, for example, yielded an estimate
for 1959 of 16 million children in low-income

8 The 1935 Department of Agriculture Food Consump-
tion Survey found that, in terms of what it would cost
to buy, 40 percent of the food used by farm families
came from the home farm or garden. The purchased
food, like that of the nonfarm families, averaged one-
third of money income.

9 As a working approximation, in the absence of cur-
rent income data, the same proportion of children in sub-
families have been assumed in poverty status as the pro-
portion of own children in families. The total number of
children in subfamilies was estimated at 1.8 million, of
whom 895,000 were living with the mother only, 725,000

with both parents, and close to 125, 000 with the father
only.

. be caught in the sieve as well.

status, or 1 in every 4. Recent estimates of the
number of persons of all ages with inadequate in-
come have varied from 1 in every 5 to nearly
11in 3.

Because of the diversity of conditions in this
large country, and in acknowledgment of the dif-
ferences in needs even among families similar in
composition, one usually must select a procedure
to maximize either specificity or validity. The
method chosen may fail to do either, it will almost
never do both. Thus one may elect to be so con-
servative that any family identified as poor will
be unquestioningly acknowledged as such but
others almost as bad off will not be counted. Or
one can set such standards that no one truly poor
will be missed in the screening process, but a num-
ber of others not truly in low-income status will
In the present
instance the two estimates may well typify the two
extremes, ranging from 'those undeniably in
poverty status to those who risk deprivation be-
cause income is uncomfortably low.

By way of suggesting the level. of living im-
plied by the present approximation, the income
required for a husband, wife, and two children
not on a farm would be $3,165 by the more con-
servative measure, or $3,955 by the more liberal.
The mnother-and-two-child family, with *allow-
ance for the additional relative assumed to be
living with the family, would require $2,945 or
$3,680.

Some Factors Associated with Low Incomes

The 214 million families composed of 2 mother
and her children today represent only one-twelfth
of all families with children, yet they make up
more than a fourth of all families classified as
poor. Together with the 510,000 mothers who are
currently living with their children as a subfamily
in the home of a relative and who are even poorer,
they are raising more than 6 million children.
More than a fourth of these families are nonwhite,

—a reflection of the fact already cited that non-
white children are more likely than white children
to be brought up without a father. Of the families

10 Lenore A. Epstein, “Some Effects of Low Income on
Children and Their Families,” Social Sccurity Bulletin,
February 1961.
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of children with both parents present on]y 1 in
every 12 is nonwhite.

“1When the statistics for white and nonwhite
families are taken separately, they show, as ex-
pected, that the. nonwhite families fare worse.
Even the white mother raising her children with-
out a father in the home usually does so, however,
on a limited income.
$2,675 for the white families and $1 665 f01 the
nonwlute, but the nonwhite mothers had, on the
~ average, nearly three children each ‘md the white
mothers slightly more than two.

Nonwhite families in general,
smaller incomes, are considerably larger. Three
out of every 5 mother-child families with six or
‘more children are nonwhite, but -only 1 out of 5
among those with one child. A fourth of the
husband-wife families with six or more children
are nonwhite, in contrast to 7 percent of those
with a single child.

. The figures suggest, for both white and non-’

' \\'lute families, that it is the poor who have more
children——not. that the ffumly is poor because it
has children. :

Despite recent, advancés in school enrollment,
in 1960 the mothers in broken families generally
reported little education. Nonwhite mothers had
considerably less; more than one-third had not

_ TaBLE 7.—Income in 1961 of families with own children
under age 18, by race and work status of family head

Husband-wﬂc families anmcs with femnlc head
White . Nonwhite White Nonwhite
Total money ' - -
income Head Head Head Head
year& year& yem-;l year;1 .
roun roun: roun roun
fal- {Other} Tpoy " |Other| T ™ |Other} Ty 7 Other
time time time time
worker|. worker| worker worker
Total number of
famtilies (In
thousands)..| 16,810] 4.096] 1.129{ 804|  455{ 1,199] 126 445
Number of own
children per .
family.. ... 2.4 2.4 2.90 3.0 L7 2.3 2.3] 30
Porcgnt ......... 100.0] 100.0] 100.0} 100.0 100.0I 100.0; 100.0{ 100.0
| 1.4/ 4.7 4.6 109 .7l 20.20 6.7 28.4
1.5 7.1 6.81 17.9 5.3f 21.3] 30.3] 37.6
2.9 1.1 12 8| 24.4 17.0] 17.4/ 23.6; 18.6
5.9 12.9 18.5] 18.1 21,7 10.9 . 20.2 0.6
9.3] 14.6 15.0] 10.8{ 20.0 9.7 2.2 3.4
‘15,1 1421 12,00 7.2 12.3| 4.7 1.1 .9
A .. 13.9f 10.5) 8.1 3.2 8.3] 1.8 4.5 1.9
$7,000and over....| 50.0f 24.3) .25.3| .10.6] 14.7 5.2} 1.2} 1.6
Median income.. .. ooslu ml a.mo|rz r-m’ 51 ms'n ssol 2, 340'31 340

Source: Derived from tabuiations of Current Population Survey, March
1962, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.

The median income was ’

- earnings generally s

A ciesp ite their

finished the eighth grade, twice the proportion
among the \\']ute mothers.

Finally, the nonwhite mother is some\\'h'u; less
likely to work year round and full time, and when
she does she earns much less than the ‘white
mother who works all year. The difficulty a
mother has in raising children alone if she cannot
hold down' a nefrul'u full-time job is pown.mtl)
suggested by the figures in table 7. YWomen’s
average-less than men’s, and
those who must adapt thelr work schedule to the
demands of child care find income markedly ve- .
duced. Two-fifths of the white mothers who did
‘not work year round in 1961 and one-half of the
nonwhite mothers had weekly incomes of less
than $30.00 in 1961. As though to compound this
handicap, the mothers without a full-time job
were likely to have larger families to care for:

INCOME-SUPPORT PROGRAMS

. Some of the mother-child families may be re-
ceiving aid from public programs, but those who
must depend on them exclusively are likely to
find-themselves in low-income status. The public
programs specifically designed to aid families
that can no longer count on a father's earnings are
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance and
aid.to families with dependent children. (A num-
ber of mothers and children also receive pay-
ments under Veterans Admmlstratlon programs.)

" The old- -age, survivors, and disability insurance
program cares for children with father dead or
permanently disabled. It pays benefits without a
means test, in amounts.related to the father's
previous earnings. - Currently 21% million' chil-
dren and their mothers are receiving paynents
under this program. In December 1961, benefits
.went to about 55 percent of all family groups con-
sisting of a widowed mother and children and to
70 percent of all paternal orphans under age 18.
An additional 80,000 widowed mothers could have
been receiving benefits were it not for their earn-
ings. . The children of a deceased worker continue
to receive -their benefits even 4if their mother,
through remarriage or because of her own earn-
ing capacity, no lqnger needs her benefit.

The amounts paid are not large, but they are,
on' the average, substantially better than those
‘payable under public-assistance .in many States.
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A widowed mother and two or more children cur-
rently receive family benefits that average be-
tween $180 and $190 a month. Survivor families
of three or more children, when the mother is not
herself drawing benefits, receive an average of
$160; the average is $125 when there are only two
children. These amounts would hardly provide

gracious living if they were the sole source of

income.

With 9 out of 10 workers now covered by the
Federal insurance program, the chances are al-
most that high that, when a father”dies today
(or becomes disabled), his child will be able to
count on some regular income until he reaches age
18. On the other hand, for children bereft of sup-
port because the father and mother separate, di-
vorce, or were never married—a much more com-
mon family crisis—the possibility of support
under a public program is much more limited.

The program of aid to families with dependent
children, which is the most applicable to this
group, currently makes payments on behalf of
children in nearly a million families. Three out
of every 4 of these families have no father in the
home. At the end of 1961, payments were going
to some 625,000 families with no father in the
home—Tless than half the total estimated to be in
need, and possibly not more than 4 in 10. To the
extent that eligibility for participation in surplus-
food-distribution or food-stamp programs is re-
lated to eligibility for public assistance, many of
the needy mother-child families who receive no
assistance may be barred from these also.

A.recent University of Michigan study, with a
more complex definition of poverty, arrived at a
similar estimate.’* The authors calculated that
public assistance went to less than a fourth of all
families defined as poor during 1959, and to 38
percent of those poor families composed of one
parent and young children.

It may be worth noting that, although onlyv

625,000 mother-child families were receiving aid
to families with dependent children at the end of
1961, there were then about 900,000 mother-child
families in which the mother did not work full
time throughout ‘the year and family income
totaled less than $2,000 (table 7).

11 Jaines N. Morgan and others, Income and Welfarc
in the United States, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962,

page 216.

With the low standards. for aid to families with
dependent children prevailing in many States,
dependence on that program for support is in
itself likely to put the recipient family in low-
income status. Fifty percent of all payments of
aid to families with dependent children go to
family units of four or more, but only 29 percent
of all the recipient families in the country draw
$150 or more a month. Many States have limits
on the maximum payment under aid to families
with dependent children, and nine States will pay
no more than $155 a month regardless of need.

" The average payment per family as reported in a

study late in 1961 was only $112.12

Admittedly, some families have income from -
other sources besides aid to families with depend-
ent children—income usually taken into account
in figuring the size of their monthly assistance
payment. The 1961 study indicates that the assist-
ance payments represent four-fifths of the aggre-
gate income of all recipient families. About every
other family on the assistance rolls (45 percent)
had some additional income (including income in
kind) ; the average for all families amounted to
$27, bringing total income per family—to support -
on the average one adult and three children—to
$140 a month.

The overall poverty of the recipient families is

 suggested by the fact that, according to the stand- -

ards set up in their own State, half of them are
still in financial need even with the assistance
payment. The average amount of such unmet need
was $40 a month per family and ranged from a
deficit of less than $20 in 13 percent of those
whose requirements were not fully met to $75 or
more in 6 percent.!s

Inadequacy of Existing Programs

The data: outlined for mother-child families
as a group suggest how few of the benefits of our
existing social programs, as administered, are
likely to trickle down to them. In terms of eco-

12 Robert H. Mugge, “Aid to Families with Dependent
Children: Initial Findings of the 1961 Report on the
Characteristics of Recipients,” Social Security Bulletin,
March 1963.

13 Welfare Administration, Bureau of Family Services,
Division of Program Statisties and Analysis, Character-
istics of Families Receiving Aid to Familics iwith Dec-
pendent Children, November-December 1961, April 1963.
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. nomic progress,s we may be well on the way to
establishing a . “caste of untouchables,” with
mother-child families as the nucleus. {Since most
of the mothers in these families are separated,
divorced from, or never married to the father of
their children—rather than widowed—social in-
surance benefits to dependents of retired, deceased,
or disabled workers are not available to them.

VIany of these mothers work in private house-
holds, in retail stores, and in laundries and other
service -establishments not covered by Federal
minimwn wage laws or unemployment insurance.
Three out of every 5 of the nonwhite mothers who
are employed are working at service jobs, includ-
ing domestic work in private households. Two
out of 5 of the employed white mothers are cleri-

cal, sales, or kindred workers. :

A 31umber of these mothers work intermittently,
-with the result that their future old-age benefits
will undoubtedly be minimal. Thus we may al-
rendy be creating the old-age assistance caseload
" of the 1980's.

‘Although more than half the mothers are em-
ployed. in the course of a year, often they do not

hold down a regular. full-time job. (Fifty-four.

percent of the mothers heading broken families
‘were reported ‘at work by -the -Bureau of the
Census in April 1960, but only 1 in 4 of those
- interviewed .in the Census sample for March 1962
had worked full time throughout 1961.):
- With day care of young children largely un-
~available or in any event beyond their means, the
mothers’ - employment opportunities will be se-
verely limited or children must be left unattended.
‘Manpower and retraining programs up to now
‘lave offered little to the woman with as little
formal .education as most of these mothers have.
Rehabilitation programs have seldom provided
for child care while the mother is being trained.

Many of the same difficulties characterize the
-father:in husband-wife families with inadequate
. income. - Such families as a group can look to even
less help from public programs than broken fami-
lies can. It is perhaps the inability of the man to
earn—particularly among nonwhites—that is con-
ducive to the marriage disruption or the failure
ever to undertake legal marriage that leaves so
many mothers to bring up children without a
father. Research now under way suggests that
families with the father an unskilled laborer, as
well as broken families, contribute much more

than their proportiomte ‘share of high school
freshmen who rank low in aptitude. :

. There are more children deprived by low ffumly
income of their rightful chance at making their
way in society \\ho lne with both a father and
mother than there are suml‘u‘ly deprived cluldren
living. with the mother only. One of the \\"135 to
abatc the problem of the low-income mother- child

family is to take appropriate action \\lule the
family is stxll ]llt‘lct ~ -

- LEGACY OF POVERTY.

* A considerable: bod) of data is bemg accumu-
lated ‘on the subject of transmission of poverty.
Some of the results of current study are conflict-
g and difficult to interpret, and much research is
still needed. There seems sufficient basis, however,
for adopting as a working hypothesis that perhaps
the single medium most conducue to the growth
of poverty and dependency is poverty itself. The
corollary might be that, although adequate family
income alone is not a-suflicient condition to guar-
antee that children will escape low-income Status

“as adults, it is usually a necessary one. There are
;peop]e whose only legacy to their children is the

same one of poverty and deprivation tlmt they

' _recelved from tlieir own parents.

A\ récently released study of caées assisted by

~aid to families with dependent childreii shows
_ that, for a nationwide sample of such families

whose cuses were closed early in 1961, “more than

40 percent of the mothers and/or fathers were

raised in homes where some form of assistance
had been received at some time.”** Nearly half
these cases had received aid to families with de-
pendent children. This estimated proportion that
received some type of aid is more than four times
the almost. 10 ‘percent estimated for the -total

- United States population. With education so im-

portant these days for any chance at a well-paying
job, the educational attainment of children for-
merly receiving aid to families with -dependent
children fell well below that of the same age
group in the general population. Thirteen per-
cent of the total population aged 18-24 had not
gone beyond the eighth grade, but in'the sample of

1+ M. Elaine Burgess and l)uniel O. Price, An Amcrican’
D(’puulf‘n()J (‘hallnuc, American -Public Welfare As:o-
ciation, 1963, page 21.
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families recelvmg aid the corresponding propor-
tion was twice as high.*®

Similarly, the Unnersity of Michigan study
reported that among all families with -children
no longer in school the children had gone through
high school or beyond in 65 percent, but that in
only 45 percent of the families defined as poor
was this true.’

Poor families have been found in various studies
not only to have less resources but much less often
to have aspirations toward providing a college
education for their children, despite the fact that
education today is the key not only to a better job
but to any job at all. A recent study of young
people aged 16-24 in the labor force and no longer
in school reported the relationship of unemploy-
ment to educational attainment, as shown below.'

Percent
Educational attainment unemploycd
Not high school graduate -ccoceoovemmnmaaccaaa. 14
High school graduate, no college e eeeceecmaaaoo 7
Some college, not graduate - .occeommoean. (]
College graduate oo -— 3

Despite recent advances, it is still expected that
almost 3 out of every 10 youths entering the labor
force during the years ahead will not have com-
pleted high school and that a third of these—
about 250,000 a year—will not even have gone
through elementary school.*®* Almost surely, they
will have to live out their lives and support thenr
own children on only a minimum wage.

Children from the broken families who repre-
sent so large a proportion of the poor undoubtedly
will often fall in the same unskilled category.
The mothers with no education or cultural expec-
tation for themselves, with little money to provide
a home environment conducive to study, and
needing the help of their older children’s earnings
to satisfy the bread-and-butter needs of the
younger ones, often are in no position to encourage
even gifted children to stay in school, though
scholarships are available. The fact that schools
in poor neighborhoods are likely to be short on

15 I'bid., page 108.

18 James Morgan op. cit., page 211,

17 Bureau of the Cem,us, Farm Population, ERS(P—-
27), No. 30, August 1961, page 28.

18 Sar A. Levitan, Youth Employment Act, The W. E.
Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, February
1963, page 5.

counselors, books, and other tools needed by the
student will serve to compound rather than miti-
gate the home deficiency.”®

* The deleterious effects of poverty on health,
nutrition, and other living conditions have also
been noted.?® There is, to be sure, no unanimity
on the question of inherited deprivation. Some
feel that it is lack of motivation or an innate lack
of ability that is transmitted rather than lack of
opportunity. For some children an overlay of
discrimination combines with low-income status
to perpetuate the deprivation. In his Civil Rights
Message ‘of February 1963, President Kennedy
said:

The Negro baby born in America today-—regardless of
the section or State in which he is born—has about one-
half as much chance of completing high school as a, white
baby born in the same place on the same day, one-third
as much chance of becoming a professional man, twice
as much chance of becoming unemployed, about one-
seventh as much chance of earning $10,000 per year, a
life expectancy which is 7 years less, and the prospects
of earning only half as much.

There is need for considerable refinement of the
definition or standards by which poverty is to be
measured, if we are to trace its course with
assurance. Nevertheless, compelling evidence al-
ready suggests a lingering reservoir of self-
perpetuating low-income status among particular
population groups—toils the individual often is
powerless to escape and a deprivation that falls in
large part outside the scope of existing remedial
programs. Along with the basic research into the
cause and long-range cure for chronic low income,
there is need for more thoroughgoing inquiry into
the characteristics of those currently affected and
a means of counteracting some of the more dire
social consequences, at least for children.

If it be true that the children of the poor today
are themselves destined to be the impoverished
parents of tomorrow, then some social interven-
tion is needed to break the cycle, to interrupt the
circuits of hunger and hopelessness that link gen-
eration to generation. For the common benefit of
all we must assure the security and well-being of
all our children—at the same time the Nation’s
most. precious and most perishable resource.

19 James Bryant Conant, Slums and Suburbs, McGraw-
Hill Book Co., Inc., 1961.
20 Lenore A. Epstein, op. cit. -

15



- Counting the Poor:
Another Look at thc Povcrty Prohlc

- by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY

Reprinted from the Social Securlfy Bulletin, -January 1965 ' )
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ‘EDUCATION, AND WELFARE e Social Secumy Administration

16




Counting the Poor:

Another Look at the Poverty Profile

When the Council of Economic Advisors used
annual income of less than 33,000 to define fami-
lies living in poverty, it noted that this was a
crude and appromz'mate measure. Obviously the

amount of cash income required to maintain any

given level of living will be different for the
_family of two and the family of eight, for the
person living in a large metropolitan area and a
person of the same age and sex living on a farm.

An article published in the July 1963 issue of
the Bulletin, “Children of the Poor,” suggested
one way of deriving rough measures of the
amounts needed by families of different size. This
analysis has now been carried considerably fur-
ther to define equivalent incomes at a poverty
level for a large number of different family types.
The Social Security Administration obtained
from the Bureau of the Census special tabulations
from the March 1964 Current Population Survey
classifying families and unrelated individuals as
above or below these poverty cutoff points.

The method used to derive this variable poverty
line is described in the following article, which
also gives a summary picture of the groups who
fell below the line on the basis of their 1963 in-
comes. The total number of poor remains about
_the same as when the cruder measure of income s

used, but the composition of the group is notably '

different.

This article deals primarily with families of
two or more persons. A subsequent article will
analyze the situation of unrelated individuals and
of aged persons living in families headed by
younger persons. The differences between Negro
and white families and individuals 10ill also be
examined in more detail. ' »

The method of measuring equivalent levels of
living that is presented here is still relatively
crude. The Division of Research and Statistics is

attempting to develop more refined measures

based on the relationship of income and consump-

* Division of Research and Statistics.

by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY*

tion. Such studies will take time. Until they can
be completed; the indexes used here provide a
more sensitive method than has hitherto been
available of delineating the profile of poverty in
this country and of measuring changes in that
profile over time.

A REVOLUTION of expectations has taken
place in this country as well as abroad. There is
now a conviction that everyone has the right to
share in the good things of life. Yet there are

“still many who must watch America’s parade of

progress from the sidelines, as they wait for their
turn—a turn that does not come. The legacy of
poverty awaiting many of our children is the
same that has been handed down to their parents, '
but in a time when the boon of prosperlty is more
general the taste of poverty is more bitter.

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

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

measure of income used should reflect at least
roughly an equivalent level of living for individ-
uals and families of different size.and composition.

In such terms, it is the purpose of this paper
to sketch a profile of poverty based on a particu-
lar income standard that makes allowance for the
different needs of families with varying numbers
of adults and children to support. It recoornwes,
too, that a family on a farm normally is able to
manage, on somewhat less cash income than a
family living in a city. As an example, a family.
‘of father, mother, two young children, and no
other relatives is assumed on the average to need
a minimum of $1,860 today if living on a farm
and $3,100 elsewhere. It should go without say-
ing that, although such cutoff points have their
place when the economic well-being of the popu-
lation at large is being assessed, they do not neces-
sarily apply with equal validity to each individual
family in its own specml setting.,

The standard itself is admittedly arbitrary,
but not unreasonable. It is based essentially on
the amount of income remmmng after allowance
for an adequate diet at minimum cost. Under the
criterin adopted, it is estimated that in 1963 .a

total of 7.2 million families and 5 million indi-.-

viduals living alone or with norirelatives (exclud-
ing persons in institutions) lacked the. where-
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level.
Literally, for the 3414 million .persons involved—
15 million of ther~ children under age 18 and 5
million persons aged 65 or older—everyday living

implied choosing between an adequate diet of the

most economical sort and some other necessity be-
cause there was not ‘money enough to have both.
" There are others in need: not included in this
count. Were one to add in the hidden poor, the

1.7 million elderly and the 1.1 million members: -

of  subfamilies—including 600,000 - children—

whosé own income does not permit independent -

living at a minimum standard but who escape
poverty by llvmg in a household with relatives
whose combined income is adequate for all, the
number of poor rises to nemly 375 mllhon
persons.

“«

The aggregate income avmlable to the 7.2 mil- .

lion families and 5 million individuals in 1963

was only 60 percent as much as ‘_t-hey, needed, or.

about $1114 billion less than their:estimated mini-
mum’ requirements. :

THE POVERTY PROFILE |

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

By almost any realistic definition, individuals
and families with such income—who.include more
than a fifth of all our children—must be counted
among our undoubted poor: A somewhat less con- -
servative but by no means generous standard,
calling for.about 90 cents a day for food per per-
son and a total weekly income of $77, would add 8.8
million adults and 6.8 million children to the ros-

“ter. There.is thus a total of 50 million persons—

of whom 22 million are’ young children—who-live
within the bleak circle of poverty or at least hover
around. its edge. In these terms, though progress
has been made, there are still from a fifth to a
fourth of our citizens whose situation reminds us
that all is not yet well in America. ,
Who are these people who tug at the national
conscience? Are they all social casualties, visited
by personal misfortune, like the woman left alone
to raise a family? Are they persons who find little
opportunity to earn their living, like the aged and .

‘the unemployed? Or are they perhaps mainly

Negroes and members of other.-minority groups,
living out the destiny of their years of discrimi-
nation? These groups, to be sure, are among the
poorest of the poor, but they are not alone.

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

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

Families headed by a woman are subject to a
risk of poverty three times that of units headed
by a man, but they represent only a fourth of all
persons in families classed as poor. Indeed, al-
most three-fourths of the poor families have a
man as the head.

Children growing up without a father must get '

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

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

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

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

All told, of the 15 million children under age 18
counted as poor, ubout 53 million were in the
family of a man or woman who had a full-time
iob all during 1963. :

DEFINING THE POVERTY LINE

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

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

In many parts of the world, the overriding
concern for a majority of the populace every day
is still “Can-I live?” For the United States as a
society, it is no longer whether but how. Although
by the levels of living prevailing elsewhere, some
of the poor in this country might be well-to-do,
no one here today would settle for mere subsist-
ence as the just due for himself or his neighbor,
and even the poorest may claim more than bread.
Yet as yesterday’s luxuries become tomorrow’s -
necessities, who can definé for today how much is
enough? And in a society that equates economic
well-being with earnings, what is the floor for
those whose earning capacity is limited or absent
altogether, as it is for aged persons and children?

Available Standards for Food Adequacy

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

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

2 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Family Food
Plans and Food Costs, Home Economics Research Re-*
port No. 20, November 1962.
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Each plan specifies the required weekly quan-
tities of foods in particular food groups for indi-
viduals of varying age and sex. The Department
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States
average prices based on the assumption that all
meals are prepared at home from foods purchased
.at retail. : Because no allowance is made for using
any food from the home farm or garden, the cost

estimates are not applicable to farm families with-

out some adjustment, although the quantities
~ presumably could be.
. The low-cost plan, adapted to the food patterns
of families in the lowest third of the income
range, has for many years been used by welfare
agencies as a basis for food allotments for needy
families and others who wished to keep food costs
down. Often, however, the actual food allowance
for families receiving public assistance was less
-than that .in the low-cost plan. Although spend-
ing as muchas this food plan recommends by no
means guarantees. that diets will be adequate,
families spending- less are more likely to have
diets falling below the recommended allowances
for Some important nutrients. :
Recently the Department of Agriculture began
to issue an “economy” food plan, costing only
75-80 percent as much as.the basic low-cost plan,
for “temporary or emergency use when funds are

* low.” In January 1964, this plan suggested foods .

costing $4.60 a week per person, an average of

only 22 cents a meal per person in a 4-person

family.> For some family members, such as men
and teen-age boys, the cost was higher; for others
—Young children and women, for example—it
was less. '

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

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

Recent revisions in suggested food quantities to allow
for changes in the Recommended Dietary Allowances re-
sult in alinost no change in the costs of the plans on
the average. Foods for men of all ages and girls aged

- 9-12 Cost slightly less than before, and foods for women
under age 55 cost slightly more. (See Family Economics
Reviéw (U.S. Department of Agriéulture), October
1964.) N :

~ families could be classified.

away from home. Meals eaten by family members
at school or on the job, whether purchased or
carried from home, must still ‘come out of the
same household food allowance.

The food costs for individuals according to this

'economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were used

as the point of departure for determining the
minimum ‘total- income requirement for families
of different types. An additional set of poverty
income points was computed, using the low-cost
plan with its average per capita weekly cost of
$5.90. - ‘ S

Choosing Representative Family Typés

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

' It was then necessary to decide how much addi-"

tional income to allow for items other than food,
and finally how to relate the cash needs of farm
families to those of their comparable nonfa
cousins. : : :
In view of the special interest in the economic
status of families with children, and because logic
suggests that income requirements are related to
the number in the family, estimates were made
separately for nonfarm families varying in size

- from two members to seven or more, further cias-

sified by sex of head and number of related chil-
dren under age 18. To allow for the special inter-
est in the aged, the majority of whom live alone -
or in couples, 2-person families were further clgs-
sified by age of head as those under age 65 or aged
65 and older, for a total of 58 nonfarm ‘family
types. Four additional income cutoffs for male
and female unrelated individuals—classified as
under age 65. or aged 65 or older—were derived
from the standards for 2-person families. With
the matching set of economy level incomes for
farm residents and, finally, the replication of the
entire matrix at the low-cost level, a total of 248
separate income points was derived by which-

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex composi-
tion grouping. could be assumed for each of the
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separate family types, but even with this restric-
tion there was still much left to decide. There
was no existing cross-tabulation showing family
size by number of minor children, let alone by
their age. And correspondingly little information
was available on the age and sex of adults other
than the family head and spouse. The Decennial
Census of 1960 does include distributions of fami-
lies with specified numbers of own children, by
ages of youngest and oldest child.* For families
with more than two children, ages were arbi-
trarily assigned to the intermediate children,
and corresponding food costs for all of them com-
puted from the food plan. Families with a given
number of children, who in the original table
were arrayed in order of age of youngest child by
age of oldest child, were then rearrayed in order
of ascending cost of food for all their children.
The age constellation chosen for the budget
prototype of families with a specified number of
_children marked the two-thirds point in the dis-
tribution of families arrayed by the estimated
total food cost for the children. Because food re-
quirements for children increase rapidly with ad-
vancing age and the food plan cost is already
critically low, this protection was deemed neces-
sary to ensure adequate allowance for growing
youngsters. Children tended to be older in fami-
lies with a female head than in families with a
male head, and the larger the family the younger
the average age of the children. The average
costs as computed therefore vary accordingly.
For example, the per capita weekly food cost
for all family members combined, after adjust-
ment for family size, was $6.00 per person for a
2-person family consisting of a man and a child;
it was $4.30 for a 6-person family of a mother and
five children.
Since no data were available to indicate the
age and sex of persons in the family other than
‘the head and spouse and own children under age
18, arbitrary assumptions were made. Related
children were considered the same as own children
for computing food costs, but an additional esti-
mating procedure was devised for other adults.
The Decennial Census age and sex distributions
of all persons in families classified by number of
‘children were used to derive a composite that
~would be representative of adult relatives.other

4+ Bureau of the Census, U.8. Census of Population:
1960—Families, Final Report, PC(2)—4A, 1963,

than the head or wife, and the most suitable indi-
vidual food costs from the plan were weighted
together accordingly.®

Generally speaking, in families with both a
husband and wife present, the “other” adults
tended to be younger than those in families
headed by a woman® Male heads tended to be
younger than female heads of families of the same
size, and the “extra” adults were also younger.
Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in
the husband-wife families were sons or daughters
aged 18-24; only a fifth of the adults in the
families with a female head were sons or daugh-
ters in this age group. '

The family still headed by a husband and wife,
if it shares the home, is more likely to have a
married child and his or her family living with
them. The female head is more likely to be shar-
ing the home with an older person—possibly a
parent—or a subfamily consisting of a daughter
and her children but no husband. To some extent
the data may reflect the fact that a man in the
house tends to be designated as the head regard- -
less of age or relationship, but in"a mother-
daughter combination the mother may be reported
as the head, whether in fact it is she who is living
with the daughter or the other way around.

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

Income-Food Expenditure Relationship

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

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

5 See Bureau of the Census, U.8. Census of Population:
1960—Persons by Family Choracteristics, Final Report,
PC (2)-4b, 1964.

8In deriving income standards for familles with a
male head and other adults, the first adult in addition
to the head was considered a wife.

21



nomic pressure because of the assumed economy
of scale.. Yet, on the whole, larger families are
less likely to have diets that satisfy the recom-
mended allowances in essential nutrients. The

dearth of data on expenditures of families classi- -

fied by both size and income has made it difficult
to assay the situation, and the fact that as families
increase in size the age and sex distribution of the

- members changes too further obscures the picture.

[

In its 1955 study of household food consump-
tion, the Department of Agriculture found that
the diets of almost a fourth of the 2-person Louse-
holds but about half of the households with six
or more members had less than the recommended
amounts of calcium—a nutrient found mainly in
milk products. Similarly, large households were
twice as likely as small households to have diets

lacking in ascorbic acid and two and a half times -

as likely to have diets short in protein. The latter
situation is particularly striking because, though
lack of protein is far less common in this country
than deficiency in other nutrients, it is more
telling: Diets too low in protein are more likely
than other diets to have deficiencies in other essen-
tial nutrients also.’

It thus appears that what passes for “economy
of scale” in the large family may in part reflect
a lowering of dietary standards enforced by in-
sufficient funds. Support for this thesis may be

gained from the fact, illustrated later in this

report, that families with large numbers of chil-
dren do indeed have lower incomes than smaller
families. Moreover, analysis of recent .consump-
tion data suggests that large families, given the
opportunity, prefer to devote no larger a share of

their income to food than do smaller families with

the same per capita income. ,

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

7U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Con-

sumption Survey, 1955, Dietary Evaluation of Food Used -

in Households in the United States, Report No. 16, No-

vember 1961, and Food Consumption and Dietary Levels

of Households of Different Size, United States, by Region,
Report No. 17, January 1963, -
8 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consump-

tion and Dietary Levels of Households in the United"

States (ARS626), August 1957, . :

about 27 percent of their income for food, and
families with three or more persons about 35 per-
cent. A later study made in 1960-61 by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics found for urban families that
nearly a fourth of the family’s income (after
taxes) werit for food. There is less variation by
size of family than might have been anticipated,

‘ranging between 22 percent and 28 percent, as

the following figures indicate:

USDA 1955, nonfarm1 | BLS 1960-61, urban 3
Family sizo Average | Percent | Average | Percent
per capita | spent for | per capita spent for
income food income . food .
*) ® $2,967 P
$1,328 3 1,888 2
2,038 27 2,750 22
1,603 .31 2,302 2
1,299 35 1,854 24
1, 336; g 1,512 26
st o) 1w 2

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

* Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consuiner Ezxpenditures and
Income, Supplement 3, Part A, to BLS Report No. 237-38, July 1964.

* Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirernent for this study, tho
single individuals included are not representative of ail persons living alone.

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

Some of the difference in the results of the two
studies cited may be attributed to differences in
methodology. The questions employed by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics to obtain the data on
annual food outlays usually have yielded lower’
average expenditures than the more detailed item-
by-item checklist of foods used in & week that
serves as a questionnaire for the Agriculture
Department. Moreover, since the Department
studies are limited to families who have 10 or
more meals at- home during the survey week, they
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leave out some high food spenders represented in
the BLS figures. On the other hand, the decreases
undoubtedly reflect in part the general improve-
ment in real income achieved by the Nation as a
whole in the 6 years elapsed between the two
studies.

For the present analysis, the earlier relation-
ship was adopted as the basis for defining
poverty—that is, an income less than three times
the cost of the economy food plan (or alterna-
tively the low-cost plan)—for families of three or
more persons. For families with two members the
ratio of 27 percent observed in that study was
applied partly because it is generally acknowl-
edged that a straight per capita income measure
does not allow for the relatively larger fixed costs
that small households face. Moreover, the more
recent consumption curves themselves indicate
that the 1- or 2-person families, who as a group
are less homogeneous in composition, seem to be
“out of line” with larger families with respect to
the spending pattern.

For 1-person units, for whom the consumption
data are hard to interpret because of the heavy
representation of aged individuals not shown
separately, the income cutoff at the low-cost level
was taken at T2 percent of the estimated $2,480
for a couple, following BLS recent practice.” For
the economy level, the income cutoff was assumed
at 80 percent of the couple’s requirement, on the
premise that the lower the income the more diffi-
cult it would be for one person to cut expenses
such as housing and utilities below the minimum
for a couple.?® '

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

9 Willard Wirtz, statement in Hearings Beforc the
Ways and Means Committee, House of Representatives,
Eighty-cighth Congress, on Medical Carc for thc Aged,
November 18-22, 1963 and January 20-24, 1963.

10 See Mollie Orshansky, “Budget for an Elderly

Couple,” Social Security Bulletin, December 1960.

SSA poverty index— BLS 1960-61
economy level (nonfarm) | average (urban)!—
Famnily size - eﬁiﬁ'@&%ﬁ"ﬁ
Per capita economy food
food expense | income expenditure
® $1,540° ®
$240 1,990 81,560
270 2,440 2,475
260 3,130 3,120
245 3,685 3,600
230 4,135 4,020
. 210 5,000 ®

1 Derived from BLS Report 237-38, July 1064.
3 Not estimated.

It may be mentioned that the low-cost food
plan criterion, derived correspondingly, can be
taken as a rough measure of the results that
would obtain if the income-food ratios in the
BLS study were accepted as the guideline and
applied to the lower food standard. Inasmuch
as the economy plan for many families requires
roughly three-fourths as much to buy as does the
low-cost plan, multiplying by three the purchase
requirement in the low-cost food plan yields
approximately the same income point as multi-
plying the economy-plan cost by four.

The Farm-Nonfarm Adjustment

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

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

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

'l'he Resulfunt Sfcndqrd .

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

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

When applied to the Census income distribu-
tions the cutoff points are being related to income
before income taxes, although they were derived
on an after-tax basis. At the economy level the
incomes are so low that for most families of more
than two persons and for aged unrelated individ-

uals no tax would be required. By contrast, the

12 An earlier analysis related to 1961 income, along the
same lines but restricted to familles with children, was
reported in the Bulletin for July 1963. For that earlier
estimate, since family income data were available only
by number of ow n children, not ‘crossed with total number
of persons, it was necessary to make arbitrary assump-
tions about the additional relatives. The present figures,
based on:a more refined income grid and incorporating

1960 Census data not previously available on charactens— .

tics of families and persons, represent not only an up-
dating bat, it is hoped, a refinement.

13 Acknowledgement is made of the .helpful assistance
of Bureau of the Census staff in the preparatxon of the

" . special tabulations for this purpose

BLS “modest but adequate” budget for a sumlar
family of four in autumn 1959.in 20 large cities’
ranged from $4,880 to $5,870, not including taxes,
and from $5,370 to $6,570 w1th taxes included.*:

“HOW ADEQUATE IS THE STANDARD

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

For a meal all four of them ate together, she
could spend on the average only 95 cents, and to
stay within her budget she must allow no more
a day than a pound of meat, poultry, or fish alto-
gether; barely enough for one small serving for
each family member at one of the three meals.
Eggs could fill out her family ‘fare only to a
limited degree because the plan allows less than
2 dozen a week for all uses in cooking and at the

‘table, not even one to a person a day. And any

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

There is some evidence that families with very
low income, particularly large families, cut their -
food .bills below the economy plan level—a level

-at which a nutritionally good diet, though pos-

sible, is hard to achieve. Indeed, a study of bene-

" ficiaries of old-age, survivors, and disability in-

surance—limited to 1- or 2-person families—
found that only about 10 percent of those spend-
ing less than the low-cost plan (prlced about a

14 Helen H. Lamale and Margaret S. Stotz,
terim City Worker’s Family Budget,” Monthly Labor
Review, August 1960. .
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third higher than the economy plan) had meals
furnishing the full recommended aniounts of es-
sential nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had
even as much as two-thirds the amounts recom-
mended. Only when food expenditures were as
high as those in the low-cost plan, or better, did
90 percent of the diets include two-thirds of the
recommended allowance of the nutrients, and 60
percent meet them in full'* Few housewives with
greater resources—income and other—than most
poor families have 'at their disposal could do
better. Many might not do as well.

VARYING THE REFERENCE POINT

Much of the recent discussion of the poor has
centered about an ad hoc definition adopted in
1963. Under this definition a family of two per-
sons or more with income of less than $3,000 and
one person alone with less than $1,500 were con-
sidered poor. At the time, a more refined poverty
income test was believed to be desirable. The hope
was expressed that, although the statistical mag-
nitude of the problem would undoubtedly be
altered by a different measure, “the analysis of
the sources of poverty, and of the programs
needed to cope with it, would remain substan-
tially unchanged.”’® Since programs are selected
on other than purely statistical considerations,
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But
at least the relative importance of various phases
of the poverty question does depend on the
criterion used.

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

therefore includes fewer small families and more -

large ones, many of them with children. More-

15 UU.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption
and Dictary Levcls of Older Houscholds in Rochester,
New York, by C. LeBovit and D. A. Baker (Home Eco-
nomics Research Report No. 23), 1964.

16 Council of Economic Advisors, 4nnual Report 196},
chapter 2.

over, the preceding standard treats farm and
nonfarm families alike, but the one discussed
here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami-
lies receiving some food and housing without
direct outlay, as part of a farming operation.
Accordingly, farm families, despite their low
cash income, have a somewhat smaller repre-
sentation in the current count of the poor for
1963 than in the earlier statistic. '

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

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

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

{In millions}
Totsl U.8.
1 2 3 4

Type of unit A B C D ‘population
Total number of persons 33.4 | 34.0 | 34.5 | 34.6 187.2
Farm. .. .ccoeaannn. 4.9 6.4 51 3.2 12.8
Nonfarm._.......... 28.5| 27.6 ¢ 20.3 | 31.4 174.6
Unrelated individuals.. 4.9 (340 4.9 4.9 11.2
0 o S 2] nef 2] 1 4
onfarm. ... _......_... 4.7] 2.6 4.7 4.8 10.8
Members of family units 28.5] 30.0{ 29.6 | 29.7 176.0
................ 4.7 50| 49) 3.1 12.2
Nonfarm......cocemcennn 23.8 | 25.0 | 24.6 | 26.6 163.8
Children under age 18.. 10.8 | 15.7 | 14.1 | 15.0 68.8
Farm. ...ccoceeeanan. 1.81 2.4 2.1 1.5 4.8
Nonfarm. .. .. ..occcomvnmamcnnan 9.0{13.3 | 12.0} 13.5 64.0

1 Under $3,000 for family; under $1,500 for unrelated individuals (interim
measure used by Council of Economic Advisers).
1 Level below which no income tax is required, beginning in 1965.

381,500 for first person plus $500 for each additional person, up to $4,500.
&

See testimony by Walter Heller on the Economic Opportunity Act, Hearings
Refore the Subcommittee on the V' ar on Poverty Program of the Committee on
‘Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Eighty-cighth Congress, Second
Session, Yart 1, page 30.

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

s Estimated; income-tax cutoff i3 $900; Census 1963 income data avaflable
only for totsl less than $1,000; this figure has been broken into less than
$300 and $500-999 on basis of 1962 proportions.
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Though one mﬁyquestion the merits of a food-

income relationship alone as a poverty index, it

TaBLE 2.—Incidence of poverty by two measures: Families
with 1963 incomes below 33,000 and below the economy
level of the SSA poverty index, by specified characteristics

[Numbers in millions}

Poor— .
with Poor—with
incomes incomes below
Totall under economy levei ?
. num-; $3,0001 )
Characteristic l:f{ -
’ fam- ' Percent-
Per- Per-
{ies Num-{ cent {Num-{ cent t?i(:utleg;:
ber | of | ber | of of all poor
total total families
All familes. ... ... ..._.. 7.4 8.8 194 7.2 15 100
Residence: : :
Farm._._. 3.1 1.3 43 .7 3 i0
4.3 7.5 17| 6.5 15 90
42.7] 6.8 181 5.2 12 72
4.7 2.0 43 [ 2.0 42 28
T2.7 .8 30 .7 26 10
30.6 { 3.6 12 4.0 13
7.4 1.3 18! 1.0 13 14
" g TTRRRRRLLICELEEEE 8.7 3.1 45| 1.5 .24 22
of family:
mband'-‘vvﬂe ................ 41.3 ] 6.2 15| 5.0 12 7
Wife {n pald labor force.. .| 13.4 | 1.0 8{ ..9 7 13
Wife not in paid labor force.| 27.9 | 5.2 19| 411 15 57
Other male head..... .. ... L2 .3 23 .2 171 3
Female head y - 49] 2.3 47 2.0 40 27
15.3 4:6 301 2.5 18 34
9.8 15 18] 1.0 11 R}
9.4 1.0 10 1.0 10 14
8.3 7 11 .9 14 13
3.3 .4 12 N ] 19 9
3.3 .8 18 1.2 35 168
19.1 4.7 251 2.4 13 34
8.7 1.4 161 1.1 12 15
8.6 1.0 1 1.0 11 13
° 5.8 .7 14 L.0t. 17 14
2.9 4 15 .8 23 9
- 1.4 3 18 5 38 7
1.2 3 30 [} 49 8
3.7 2.8 7| 2.0 53 27
‘'20.8) 3.9 191 3.3 18 48
17.3 1.8 10] 1.8 9 21
5.8 .3 [ 4 7 ]
cupation of head: .
Not in labor force * 8.8 4.3 91 3.0] 3 42
Unemployed. 1.4 -4 28 .4 28 (]
Employed.... 37.2 | 4.1 11 3.7 10 52
‘Professional, te
kindred workers.......... 4.7 .1 3 .1 3 2
Farmers and farm managers_|, 1.8 .9 48 .5 29 8
Mansgers, oificials, and .
roprietors (except farm).] 6.0 .4 [] .3 5 4
Clerical, sales, and kindred :
workers. ... .__.._...... .49 .2 6 21 4 3
Craftsmen, operatives, and ’
kipired workers.._...._._ 4.5 1.1 3| 1.2 8 17
Service workers, including .
private household..._.. .- 3.0 -7 23 .8 20 8
... Laborers (except mine)._ .| 2.3 .7 33 .7 30 10
Worlwfpedence of head in .
Worked in 1063 .11 13) 4.8 11 64
Worked at full 3.8 101 3.8 10 50
52 weeks T 21 71 2.0 7 -
Worked at part-time jo| 1.4 49 1.0 36 14
Did not work in 1963 - 3.7 541 2.6 38 38.

! Prepared by the Bureau of the Census from P-60, No. 43, Income of
Families and Fersont in the U.S., 1963.

" ! Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the

Social Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteris, see text.
? Includes approximately 900,000 family heads in the Armed Forces, of

whom about 100,000 have incomes under $3,000.

* All work-experience dats, including data for year-round, full-time’

workers, limited to civilian workers.

..

probably does serve as an interim guide to equiva-
lent levels of living among families in different
situations. Additional variables could improve it,
as, for example, allowance for geographic vari-
ables of community size and region, and indeed
further study of the income-consumption pat-
terns themselves. Even as it stands, however, this
index is undoubtedly a better leveler than a
single income applied across the board. ,

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

TaBLE 3.—Incidence of poverty by two measures: Unrelated
individuals with 1963 incomes below 81,500 and below the
economy level of the SSA poverty index, by specified
characteristics Coe . :

RLSBE BY I8 B8RS S8 w3

[Numbers in milijons}
Poor—with .
incomes Poor—with incomes
under below economy leve]
$1,500?
‘ITotal
Characteristic n l1)1”m- . X Perogr’;t-
.. r B ‘age -
Per- Per-
Num-| cent [Num-| cent :{i:ﬁ‘“m’r
ber | of | ber | of o lgfeod
total total t0re ate
. indi-
viduals
All unrelated individuals...| 11.2 | 4.9 “| 49 “ 100
Residence: .
Nonfarm...__.__............. 10.8 | 4.7 43| 4.7 4“
arm .4 2 67 .2 40
3 9.71 41 1] 4
1.5 .8 .8 58
ol 5| 47| 3] 48
591 1.8 31 1.9 58 -
431 2.6 62| 2.5 59
4.3 1.4 33 1.4 M4
8.9} 3.5 51 3.5 50
‘7.0 1.8 2] 18] 28
421 3.1 78] 3.1 74
Werked in1963... .. _._..___ 6.71 1.8 .28 1.8 28
Worked at full-time jobs___| 5.5 1.1 20| 1.2 21
52 weeks. __......_.... 3.7 .5 12 .5 13
Worked at part-time jobs_.| 1.2 7 53 .6 54
Did not work in 1983......__. 451 3.1] 72] 39) 80

! Prepared by Bureau of the Cansus from P-60, No. 43, Income of Families
and. Persons in the U.S., 1963. . g .

? Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the
Soclal Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteria, ses
text

xt.
3 All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time

- workers, limited to civilian workers.
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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-
ard—but- the number of poor children, who now
represent 43 percent of the population living in
poverty, is 1 million greater. As would be ex-

pected, the proportion of the poor who live on’

farms is considerably lower, or only 1 in 11.

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

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

TaBLE 4.—Income deficit of families and unrelated individuals
below the economy level of the SSA poverty index, 1963 1

Dollar deficit Percentage
(in billions) distribution
Type of unit
Masle |Female| Male |Female
Total | hoad | head | TO48!| head | head
b (13 &Y U 311.5| $8.4 | $5.11100.0] 56.1 43.9
Unrelated individuals. ... 31 no| 21| 2r.2| 8.8] 187
Families with 2 or more

................. 8.4 3.4 3.0} 72.8] 47.6 25.2

age 18. o eaie..- 1.8 1.4 4| 15.1 12.4 2.
With children under age 18.| 8.6 4.0 2.6 57.7| 352|.. 2.5
S SO P o 1.0 .8 4 8.5 4.9 3.6

b SRR 1.0 .6 4 8.9 5.2 3.7

3.- 1.3 .7 6 11.7 6.2 5.5

[ T 1.0 .8 4 9.1 5.8 3.3

[ 1.0 .8 3 8.5 5.8 2.9

1.3 .9 4 11.0 7.5 3.5

. 8 or more._...

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

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

. Number of related children under age 18
Number of

ramgy Total
members Y 6or
None 1 2 3 L3 5 more
Male head
Total..... $6,745 $6,045| $6,960
®)
6,450
8,810

9,640
)
O}

t Not shown for fewer than 100,000 {amilies.
? Base between 100,000 and 200,000.

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

Because the measure of poverty for nonfarm
unrelated indiv'i’Suals is almost the same under
the economy level definition as under the earlier
one—and 1-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 terms. Just how
much less than the aggregate ‘estimated need is
the actual income of the poor? Does it fall short
by much or by little? ‘ '

In the very rough terms that the selected in-
come standard permits, it can be estimated that
the 34.6 million persons identified as poor needed
an aggregate money income of $28.8 billion in
1963 to cover their basic requirements. Their cur-
rent income actually totaled about $17.3 billion,
or only 60-percent of their estimated needs. Some
of the deficit’ could have been—and no doubt
was—offset by use of savings. By and large, how-
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ever, it has been well documented that the low- -
income persons who could benefit most from such .

additions to.their meager resources are least likely
to have the advantage of them. And it is not
usually the poor who.have the rich relatives.
Unquestionably the income of the podr included
‘the $4.7 billion paid under public assistance pro-
grams from Federal, State, and local funds
during 1963. In December  of that year such
payments were going to a total of 734 million
recipients.  Not-all persons who are poor receive
assistance, but all persons receiving assistance are
unquestionably poor. It cannot be said for sure
how many of the poor were benefiting from other
public income-support programis such as old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance, unemploy-
ment insurance, veterans’ payments, and the like.
Of the total deficit, about $5 billion represented

TABLE 6.—Persons 'in poverty in 1963: Total number of .

persons in units with income below the economy level of
- the SSA poverty index, by sex of head and farm-nonfarm
residence ! : :

" {In mfilions]
. Sex of head Residence
Typeofunit - . . |Total ; N
) . Non- .
Male [Female] Farm farm
. Number of persons
Total. oo s 3.6 23.5] 11.1 3.2 31.4
Unrelated individuals........_....... 4.9 1.4 3.5 .1 4.8
Underage 65...._....... 2.4 9 1.4 .1 2.3
‘Aged 65 or over. 2.5 .5 2.1 ) 2.5
Persons in families.. 2.7 213 7.6 3.1(. 26.6
With no children. 5.3 4.4 .9 .6 4.7
With childrena.... 24.4 17.7 6.7 2.5 21.9
Adults_ ... ... 9.4 7.3 2.1 1.0 8.4
Children underage 18.._....__.. 15.0] 10.4 4.6 1.5 13.5
" Head year-round, full-time ’
worker3. ... ... ._...._ meeeeeana 5.7 5.2 .5 Q] Q)
Other__.._............. S 9 5.2 4.1 Q] “)
) Numbér of family un1t§
Total.....di .o oi..ii.... 12,1 6.7 5.4 0.9 11.2
Unrelated individuals..__._.___ PR 4.9 1.4 3.5 2 4.7
Year-round, full-time workers .5 .2 .3 ] o
Under age 65..... 4 .2 .2 (?) U]
Aged 65 or ove .1 .2 .1 *) )
Other.._..._.._.. 4.4 1.2 .3.2 (1) )
Under age 65....._... 1.9 .7 1.2 ®) ()
. AgedGSorover. ... ... ... 2.5 .5 204 (O~ ®
Fomilies... ...__._............... ...l T2 520 2.0 T 85
With no children...._. 2.5 2.1 4 .3 2.2
Head year-round,
cworker ...l .4 40O ) ®)
Other....... - .21 1.7 4 & ‘@)
With children...... .. 4.7 3.2 L5 .4 4
Head year-round, . < .
worker 3. . aeaiian 1.6 1.5 .1 @ ()
Other. ..o, 3.1 07 14 .1 O

! For'definition of poverty criteria, see text.

? Less than 50,000. .

3 One who worked primarily at full-time civilian jobs (35 hours or more a
week) for 50 weeks or more during 1963. Year-round. full-time workers
exclude all' members of the Armed Forces. ‘‘Other’’ workers include
members of the Armed Forces Jiving off post or with their families on post.

*4 Not available.. : . .

the unmet needs of families headed by a woman.
About three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion) rep-
resented the shortage in income of families with
children under age 18 and about 60 percent of
this shortage was in the income of families with

-a man at the head (table 4). It is estimated that

$600 million represented the deficit of poor per-
sons on farms. ’ -
Even among the needy, there are some who are
worse off than others, and in dollar terms the
families consisting of a mother and young chil-
dren must rank among the poorest. ‘Such families
as & group had less than half the money: they
needed, and ‘the greater the number of children
the greater the unmet need: Poor families with a
female head and five or more children, including
altogether about 1,650,000 children, as a group

- were living on income less by 59 percent than

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

_tabulation shows, for both male and female units,

those families with the highest poverty rate—the -
families with several children—tended also to
include the poorest poor.

{Percent]
Male head Female head
Income Income
Type of unit Incidence Incidence
of poverty | 500t 38 | afpoverty | ofpoor 30
at economy A at cconomy
of required of required
level income level income
Total..........._.... 14 64 16 3
Unrelated individual.. 34 57 50 58
Family 12 65 40 49
With no children.. 12 64 19 62
‘With children 12 63 55 47
lor2. ... .___ 8 68 42 53
Jor4 . .. _ 14 | - 66 72 45
Sormore............ 36 62 92 41

. For unrelated individuals, among whom are

. many aged .pérsons, poverty rates are high too,

and their income deficits substantial (table 7).

CHILDREN AND POVERTY

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

represented more than 11in 5 of all children living
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TasLE 7.—The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated

'mdividu#ls (and total number of persons) below the economy

level of the SSA poverty index,! by sex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963

{Numbers in thousands]
‘Tha poor
U.S. population
. Units Number of persons
Type of unit
Head
Poverty
Number year-round | Other
of units Percent | Number Percent ¢ per:xnt) fall-time head Total Children
. , worker ?
AN UniS. o iiciiinanmenacaanan 88,620 100.0 12,100 100.0 21 2,510 9,500 34,580 14,970
Unrelated individuals, total ... .. ..aaneae 11,180 19.1 4,89 40.4 4“4 480 4,410 4,880 j.oaaaaas
Under age 65. .o ccccaanoana- 8,910 11.8 2,360 18.5 34 400 1,960 2,360 |....
Aged 65 or over.. 4,270 7.3 2,540 21.0 59 80 2,460 | 2,840 |
Familfes, total. ... 47,440 80.9 7,210 59.6 15 2,030 5,180 29,690
With no children 19,120 32.8 2,460 “20.3 13 370 2,080 5,340 ... caanoos
With children 28,320 48.3 4,750 39.3 17 1,660 3,080 24,340
) U 8,680 14.8 1,050 . 8.6 12 210 780 3,080
Beeectcmcacmemeeeamemaananc e 8,580 14.6 980 8.1 1 320 660 3,830
b T, 5,350 9.5 960 7.9 17 340 620 4,770
L SO 2,860 4.9 650 5.4 3 200 360 3,960
L T 1,430 2.4 520 4.3 38 200 310 3,910
60r more.....ococce-un .. L20 2.1 600 5.0 49 230 370 4,810
Units withmale head . .. .ccocaciocaaamancan 46,830 7.9 6,670 85.1 14 2,000 4,580 23,500
Unrelated individuals - 4,280 7.3 1,440 1.9 34 240 1,200 1,440
Under 88 65 _.o...---wooeoaeeene : 3,110 5.3 40 7.8 30 220 720 940
Aged 850r Over........o.-. . 1,170 2.0 500 4.2 43 20 480 500
Families. . ...occcacaccaceannn- . 42,550 72.8 5,220 43.2 12 1,850 3,370 | . 22,080
With no children.. - 17,070 20.1 2,040 16.9 12 350 1,690 4,400
With children... 25,480 4.5 3,180 26.3 12 1,500 1,680 17,660
1.. 7,650 13.0 850 5.4 9 240 420 2,160
2 7,830 13.4 620 5.1 8 280 340 2,630
3 5,070 8.6 620 5.2 12 300 320 3,280
.4 2,500 4.4 460 3.8 18 270 180 2,920
[ 3, 1,280 2.2 380 3.2 30 180 200 3,070
6 OF IMOT.« oo eaencncccaceancancomnnns 1,050 1.8 450 3.7 443 220 220 3,590
Units with female head 11,790 20.1 5,430 4.9 46 410 5,020 11,080
Unrelated individuals 6,910 1.8 3,450 28.5 50 240 3.210 | 3,450
Under age 65...... 3,800 6.5 1,410 11.7 37 180 1,240 1,410
Aged 65 or ove! 3,110 5.3 2,030 16.8 85 1,970 2,030
amilies. . ..c..... 4,880 8.3 1,880 16.4 41 180 1,800 7,630
Withno children....ocuoccecarnnoncans 2,050 3.5 420 3.4 19 20 390 940
With children...._.. 2,830 4.8 1,570 13.0 35 160 1,410 6,690
1 1,030 1.8 390 3.3 38 30 360 910
750 1.2 360 3.0 48 40 320 1,210
490 .8 340 2.8 70 40 300 1,490 1,010
260 .4 190 1.6 74 20 170 1,040 |
140 .3 130 1.1 91 20 110 840 660
160 3 130 1.3 93 10 1 1,220 990

1 For definition of poverty criteris, see text.

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 & 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 that in-
clude children are poor—a third of those with a
father present and nearly three-fourths of those

3 See footnote 3, table 6.

i

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
whosei own income is inadequate but who live as
part of a larger family with a combined income
above the poverty level would add 580,000 to the
number of children whose parents are too poor to
support them even at the economy level. Together
with their parents, these children are part of a
group of 1.1 million persons under age 65 not
included in the current count of the poor, al-
though they would be if they had to rely solely
on their own income.

In contrast to this total of 15.6 million needy
children, in December 1963 only 3.1 million chil-
dren were receiving assistance in the form of aid
to families with dependent children, the public
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program designed especially for them. Because
some families stay on the assistance rolls less than
a full year, 4 million to 414 million children re-
ceived aid during 1963. '
Many children receive benefits from other
public programs, such as old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance and veterans’ programs. It

is not known at this writing how many of them

are numbered among the poor or how many are in
_families with total income from all sources below
the public assistance standards for their State.

Children in poor families with a man at the
head are less likely than others to receive help.
Such children number more than 10 million, but
today the number of children with a father in the
home who receive assistance in the form of aid to

families with dependent children is less’ than 1

million, a ratio of not even 1 in 10.
Many of ‘the families with children receiving
public assistance undoubtedly swell the ranks of

- our poorest poor, because even by the limited

standards of assistance of their own States—
almost all of which allow less than the economy
level of income—nearly half of the recipients
have some unmet need. For a fourth of the
families, according to a recent study, the unmet
need came to much as $30 a month or more.'?

As would be expected-—the larger the family,
the more likely it is to include children. Indeed,
among families of five or more, almost all have
some children, and three-fourths have at least

three (table F). The fewer adults in the family, -

the less opportunity theré 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

t

17 Gérald Kahn and Ellen J. Perkins, “Families Re-

ceiving AFDC: What Do They Have To Live On?”
Welfare in Review (Welfare Administration), October
1964, ’

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

Children under age 18

Total number of family

members . .

Nomel 1 | 2 | 3 |4 | 57|80

. . . :

Families with male head: B T

3 6 LI I OO T (RO I SN I,
3 8 k& O N IS N el

2 9 [] i | e

[Q] () 4 14 18{ () f.-....

O} M| m 10 22{ 30 42

L S 'r 48 SRR FURSU SO SR SO ’

9 21 |-+ % P NN (RS ST

4 I Gy | o8| 48 | TE|LIIIIIIIII

! Percentage not shown for base less than 100,000.
t Head under age 65.

The sorry plight of the families with female
head and. children-is also evident.. It needs no
poverty line to explain’ why two-thirds of the
children in such families must be considered poor:

An earlier report cited evidence that women in
families without a husband present had more -
children than in those where the husband was -
still present.’* Some of the poor.families with -
children and a female head may well, at an earlier
stage, have been members of a large househcld
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 uhderstatément of the
relationship between large families and low in-
come: Some of the families currently listed as
having only one or two children undoubtedly svill

‘have more in the future or have others who are

now past age 18 and may no longer be in the
home. It is not likely that family income adjusts
in equal 'measure. If anything, it may decline
rather -than increase as the family grows be-
cause it will be more difficult for the mother to
work, and many of the families can escape pov-
erty only by having the wife as well as the head
in the labor force (table 8). '

AGE AND POVERTY

The figures in table 6 summarize the number of

individuals and family units judged to be in pov-

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

The total number of aged persons among the
34.6 million poor is about 5.2 million, or 1 in 7.
A later BuLLeTIN article will present additional
detail, with information on those who are per-
haps the poorest of the aged—elderly relatives
living in the home of a younger family. Such
elderly persons living in a family of which they
were neither the head nor the wife of the head in
March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million. There
probably were a variety of reasons for their
choice of living arrangements, but that financial
stringency was a major factor is obvious: four-
fifths of these elderly relatives had less than
$1,500 in income of their own during 1963, the
minimum required for an aged person to live
“alone. The vast majority of elderly persons desig-
nated as “other relatives” were living in a family
with income above the poverty level.

Every second person living alone (or with non-

relatives) and classified as poor was aged 65 or
older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were
- women. The low resources generally prevailing
among this group mean that those who, by choice
or necessity, live independently are likely to do so
only at the most meager level, even if allowance is
made for their using up any savings.'®

The present analysis indicates that more than
40 percent of all aged men and nearly two-thirds
of the aged women living by themselves in 1963

had income below the economy level. Only 1 in 4

of the aged women living alone had income above
the low-cost level. :

In summary, if to the 2.5 million aged persons
living alone in poverty and the 2.7 million living
in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative
are added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor
to get by on their own, but not included in the
current count of the poor because the families

they live with are above the economy level of the

poverty index, the number of impoverished aged
would rise to almost 7 million. Two-fifths of the
population aged 65 or older (not in institutions)
are thus presently subject to poverty, or escaping
it only by virtue of living with more fortunate
relatives.

Among poor individuals under age 65, poverty

19 See Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:

First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” Social

Security Bulletin, March 1964, and Janet Murray, “Po-
tential Income From Assets . ..,” Social Security Bulletin,
December 1964.

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

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

Male head Female head -

Family type Total number| Per- {Total number| Per-

of units (in | cent | of-units (in | cent

thousands) | poor | thousands) ; poor
Twoadults_............ - 13,026 14 1,557 22
Head under age 65.. ... - 8,769 10 876 14
Head aged 65 or older.. .- 4,257 22 681 32
One adult, one child........oo.-- 871 M 618 50

1 Percentage not shown for base less than 100,000.

WORK AND POVERTY

The greater overall vulnerability of families
headed by a woman is evidenced by the fact that
such families, who number only 1 in 10 of all
families in the country, account for nearly 1 in
3 of the Nation’s poor. Although the inadequate
income of the poor families with a female head
may be attributed to the fact that few of the
family heads are employed, this is not the reason
among the families headed by a man. A majority
of the men are working, but at jobs that do not
pay enough to provide for their family needs.
Moreover, of those not at work, most report them-
selves as out of the labor force altogether rather
than unemployed. Yet the rate of unemployment
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reported by the poor was more than three times
that among the heads of families above the pov-
erty level (tables 8 and 9).

Current Employment Status

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

Male head Female head

Employment status of —
head, March 1964 Poor | Nonpoor Poor | Nenpoor

family family family family
Total .. ...l 100 100" 100 ° 100
In labor foree........_._......... 67 .88 33 60
Employed..._..........._..... 60 85 29 57
Unemployed... ———e 6 * 3 4 3
Not in labor force...._......._.... 3| 12 67 40 -

" Detailed analysis of the data for white and
nonwhite families will be" reselved for a subse-
quent report but some. hlghlxghts seem pertinent
here.

Despite the fact that unemployment generally
is more prevalent among the nonwhite populatlon
than the white, among families whose income

marked them as poor there was no difference by
‘race in the total proportion of the men currently
looking for work. Among white and nonwhite
male heads alike, 6 percent-said they were out of
a job. Indeed, since féwer among the white heads
of families who are poor were in the labor force
than was true among nonwhite heads of poor
families, the rate of unemployment among those

actually available for work was noticeably higher

for the former group. What is more significant is
that 73 percent of the nonwhite male heads of
poor families were currently employed, and more

than half of them—42 percent of all the poor—

had been employed full time throughout 1963.
Among male heads in white families with incomes
below the economy level, only 56 percent were
currently w orking, and no more than a third had
been year-round full-time workers in 1963.

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

a rate “three times that of their whlte fellow
citizens. -

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

Percent of families with
male head with income

Employment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level

White . | Nonwhite
Allfamilfes. .. ... ..o oeiiaaa. 10 )
Not in labor force...... 25 .. 50
Unemployed..._........ - 2 47
Employed........ooeeiaaan o 7 31
Year-round, full-time in 1963 5 23

This difference does not come as a complete
surprise. Earlier analysis of the income life cycle

. of the nonwhite man suggested that it is only
-when he and his white counterpart exchange their

weekly pay envelope for a check from a public
income-maintenance program that they begin to
approach economic equality.*® For most white :
families, retirement or other type of withdrawal

" from the labor force brings with it a marked de-

cline in income. Some nonwhite families, however,
are then actually not much worse off than When
“orkmg : :

Work fxperien;e in 1963

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

Among the male heads, only 1 in 3 of those in

. poor families was a full-time worker all durmg

the year, compared with 3 in 4 of the heads in
nonpoor families. Among the female heads, as

. would be expected, the proportion working full

time was much smaller—a tenth among poor faml-
lies and not a full four-tenths among the nonpoor.

" "All told, the poor families headed by a man fully
~* employed throughout 1963 included 5.2 million
Unemployment for nonwhite workers is un-.

children under age 18 and those headed by a fully

: emp103 ed woman worker had half a million. Thus

2 in 5 of all the children growing up in poverty-

20 Molijfe Orshansky, “The Aged Negro and His In-

come,” Social Security Bulletin, Febrnary 1964.
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TabLe 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head
‘Numhers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively

arge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small; as in all surveys, the flgures are subject to errors of response
and nonreporting]

All units White Nonwhite
Percent with Percent with Percent with
Characteristic incomes below— incomes below— incomes below—
v Total Total Total
number number number
Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost
level level level level level level
Familles
47,436 15.1 23.0 42,663 12.0 19.3 4,773 42.5 35.6
44,343 14.6 22.4 39,854 11.6 18.7 4,480 41.2 54.3
093 23.0 31.8 2,809 18.9 27. 284 62.3 75.8
42,663 12.0 | ) £+ I (RSP FRPTSOUI FRNROR RV SRR AN
4,773 42.5 1N 7 (R PRI ARRSIPRSPI YIRS BSOSO S
2,74 25.8 35.3 2,391 20.7 29.9 353 58.8 .0
9,128 14.7 23.8 8,109 11.1 19.1 1,019 43:2 59.2
11,437 13.7 20.7 10,220 10.3 17.0 1,217 40.2 52.2
,086 9.8 15.2 9,012 7.0 11.8 074 35.4 46.9
7.382 13.3 18.5 8,717 10.9 15.7 665 38.0 48.5
8,759 2.5 36.9 6,214 20.9 33.¢ 545 52.6 70.4
15,287 16.1 24.3 13.917 14.4 22.3 1,370 33.0 44.7
9,808 10.6 16.5 8,908 8.7 13.6 T892, 29.0 4.8
9,435 10.3 15.9 8,678 7.8 12.6 757 41.9 53.9
6,268 14.5 2.1 5,718 11.4 18.2 550 45.2 59.9
3,324 19.1 30.9 2,908 14.2 24.1 416 53.8 65.0
3,314 34.8 49.6 2,536 24.9 39.9 718 88.4 82.2
19,119 12.7 20.1 17,607 1.5 18.5 1,512 26.8 39.3
, 682 12.1 17.7 7,771 9.6 18.4 911 32.8 45.8
8,579 11.3 17.5 7,82¢ 8.3 13.8 755 42.5 56.1
5,554 17.4 26.8 5,030 14.0 22.5 524 48.2 68.2
2,863 22.8 34.8 2,476 18.8 20.1 ' 387 60.7 70.5
1,429 35.8 53.0 1,145 27.2 “.7 284 73.8 89.6
1,210 49.3 63.5 810 35.3 51.2 400 7.3 87.7
Region:
Northeast ... .o iioiaicnanns 11,902 9.8 18.5 11,017 8.4 14.8 883 26.6 30.5
North Central_ - 13,358 11.5 18.7 12,472 10.3 17.0 888 29.7 43.3
South...... N 14,389 2¢.8 34.6 12,005 17.9 27.1 2,384 58.3 7.9
West 7,787 11.7 18.5 7,169 n.o 17.4 818 20.7 3.4
Type of family:
Male head . oo ceaeaan 42,554 12.3 20.0 38,868 10.2 17.3 , 34.1 48.2
Married, wife present. .. - 41,310 12.1 19.9 37,799 10.1 17.2 3,511 34.3 48.5
Wife in paid iabor force. .. .. ' 6.8 1.9 11,851 4.3 8.7 1,547 28.5 36.5
Wife not in paid labor force. —— 27,912 14.6 2.6 25,948 12.6 21.0 1,964 41.3 58.0
Other marital status........ .- 1,243 17.0 23.4 1,067 14.5 20.1 177 131.2 142.8
Female head . oo aeaacann 4,882 40.1 49.3 3,797 31.2 40.1 1,085 70.8 80.5
Number of earners: '
3,605 53.4 70.2 3,242 49.3 66.9 453 83.9 03.9
20,832 15.7 24.7 18,976 12.5 2.7 1,85 48.5 84.5
17,306 8.7 14.4 15,484 8.3 11.3 1,822 ¢ 28.8 39.8
3,603 7.4 12.3 4,961 3.9 7.7 642 34.8 48.0
Em losamcnt status and occupation of
ead: : -
Not in laborforce . oo eueooececacaaanna- 8,787 34.4 47.9 7.673 .30.0 43.7 1,084 65.4 77.8
Unemployed.... 1,427 28.3 39.9 1,190 2.8 u.5 27 53.4 70.2
Employed. .. o iicaemas 37,252 16.0 16.4 33,800 7.5 13.1 3,452 3.5 47.8
* Professionsl and technical workers..... ,688 2.8 5.5 4,479 2.4 5.1 209 10.9 14.7
Farmers and {arm managers. ... ..--.- 1,846 29.3 37.3 1,739 26.5 3.1 107 177.0 193.2
Managers, olficials, and proprietors
. (except farm) ... .oonceiecaua- 5,881 5.4 9.9 §,860 5.0 9.5 121 122.2 230.0
-Clerical and sales workers. .. ..c.ocueme-- 4,888 4.3 9.1 4,637 3.7 8.1 228 18.8 28.7
Craftsmen and foremen. . . ..ccoeecuuna- 7,102 5.5 11.1 8,704 4.5 9.7 308 21.3 32.3
OPeratives. . oeo e cananaane 7,430 11.2 19.1 6,872 8.9 15.9 858 29.8 4.8
Service workers, including private
household. . oo oo caan 2,996 20.1 29.8 2,184 12.1 19.9 812 40.2 54.8
Private houschold workers. _..._..... 285 63.8 70.0 03 “) ) 190 3177.5 183.1
‘Laborers (except mine) ... ....couone- 2,344 29.9 43.2 1,625 21.1 33.8 79 50.0 64.4
Work experience of head:? .
Worked in 1963, .« oo aaaaaaan 40,753, 11.3 18.2 36,791 8.6 14.8 3,962 36.9 50.4
Worked at (ull-time jobs 37,613 9.5 16.0 34,505 7.2 13.1 3,408 3.7 45.7
50-52 weeks 30,689 6.6 12.2 28,210 4.9 9.8 2,479 25.8 38.7
4049 weeks_ ... 3,518 14.2 23.5 128 10.9 10.4 387 2.4 85.8
39 weeks 0P 1e8S._ . oo oeeeaaee- 3,709 28.6 ©40.3 1 ' 3,167 ©24.8 35.4 542 52.9 69.8
Worked at part-time jobs... 840 36.2 47.9 2,286 28.5 40.7 554 87.9 79.2
50-52 weeks. . . . oooenoon 1,065 30.0 40.6 22.4 32.0 197 163.8 178.8
49 weeks or less. .. 1,778 39.9 32.3 1,418 32.3 46.0 357 70.3 79.3
_____________ 6,683 38.3 51,9 5,872 33.9 47.7 811 69.8 81.1
_____ 1,745 48.5 59.9 1,441 41.4 54.4 304 68.2 83.7
. 1,603 40.7 57.8 1.3(2‘,3 42.8 51.7 27; 83.2 . 86.5
- k0 PSSR FUPORIN I : : 2 ORI SO
202 49.3 60.5 154 2 41.9 253.8 [ - 21 (RN O
_____________ 3,056 26.8 43.7 2,880 25.3 42.0 176 152.7 170.5

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLE 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to the SSA poverty index: Percent of familics and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head—Continued

[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that msy be relatively
arge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which th» pergentage is bﬁe? is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response
and nonreporting

All units- White Nonwhite
- : i’-‘Pemm% v:ith l'!'ll’ereeng)e wl'ith mf'emen%)e ‘Y“h
. comes below— comes below— : cones below—
Characteristic Total j Total . Total
' number number number
. Economy- | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost Economy { Low-cost
level level level level level level
Unrelated {ndividusls
Total. ol eanan 11,182 43.9 49.8 9,719 41.8 48.0 1,463 571.5 61.7
- Residence: . R ) T ’
SNORMArm. .. e 10,820 4.0 49.8 9,379 42,0 48.0 1,441 57.4 61.7
Farm...__.._.. feeeeeecmascaccscecmcnenan 362 40.4 49.3 | - 340 38.6 48.0 2 ® Q)]
9,719 41.8 [ %20 3 VRN PUEPRIPGI R IR NI SUSUUUIUUUN S S
1, 57.6 [ 0518 TR ISP EUNICRN MU AN MO
9389 47.6 49.9 873 © 45,8 47.8 - 118 2163.5 3185.9
995 26.3 28.8 792 23.3 25.2 203 38.7 42.7
1,000 23.6 25.4 785 19.9 21.8 215 37.1 30.6
1,875 30.5 35.3 |- 1,308 25.9 30.2 287 52.0 59.8
2,332 39.3 43.4 2,024 34.9 38.3 308 67.8 70.4
4,201 80.3 69.2 3,937 58.0 88.3 354 73.8 78.3
4,278 © 3.7 39.4 3,501 31.3 37.3 . 684 46.1 50.0
6,907 50.3 5.3 6,128 48.1 -54.3 7 | 67.8 72.1
3,119 42.1 47,7 2,778 41.8 47.8 341 T 4.1 48.5
2,974 45.5 82.7. 2,720 . 443 51.6 254 58.9 .7
2,830 52.7 57.5 2,184 46.8 51.9 666 72,5 |. 75.7
2,259 3.3 39.1 2,057 33.8 39.3 202 28.7 37.3
6,978 26.0 30.4 5,092 23.0 27.4 086 43.8 49,0
4,204 73.8 82.0 3,727 72.2 81.2 477 85.7 88.0
4,809 | 66.9 75.5 4,289 85.0 |. 74.4 520 82.0 {. 85.3
460 4.5 49.4 387 40.5 45.3 93 60.68 66.3
Employed 5,013 25.2 23.9 5,063 22.3 25.9, 850 42.2 46.8
Professional and technical workers. ....| . 1,234 28.5 30.8 1,159 28.4 30.7 |- 78 35.8 40.0
Farmers and fsrm managers............ 131 142.9 146.9 121 239.6 2 44.0 10 (O] “
Managers, officials, and . proprietors
(except farm). . _.....icccocenaeon- . 445 18.9 3.1 425 17.0 21.5 20 50.0 50.0
Clerical and sales workers. - 1,367 11.8 14.8 1,270 11.2 14.4 97 17.1 17.1
Craftsmen and foremen. - 301 . 5.8 7.5 289 8.0 7.8 b b3 SR F,
Operatives. .. ... ... oeaas 866 14.4 17.8 727 11.4 14.0 139 29.8 36.5
Service workers, vate . .
household._....... 1,171 4.9 51.5 803 40.4 47.4 - 368 55.8 6.7
Private household w 421 70.2 78.5 . 223 70.9 79.4 188 260.4 278.2
Laborers (except mine). 398 | 4.5 47.5 289 . 42,4 45.3 128 45.8 52.1
Work experience: - . . .o
Worked in 1963......... 8,729 26.4 30.8 5,788 23.7 28.0 041 43.7 48.9
Worked at full-ti. 5,564 . 20.8 2.9 4,864 19.2 2.1 700 32.4 38.0
50-52 weeks. 3,719 12.8 |, 15.8 . 3.204 11.5 13.9 425 2.3 29.1
40-49 weeks_ T4 2.9 25.9 850 21.6 24.5 94 O] O]
38 weeks or less. 1,101 48.1 50.8 920 4.9 50.0 181 - 83.9 35.3
Worked at part-time jobs. - 1,165 583.5 - 63.9 924 47.2 58.9 2241 75.3. 79.8
50-52 weeks_.......... - 398 46.3 5§7.1 307 45.9 5.1 89 57.8 64.1
49 weeks or less._. ’ 769 585.7 -87.4 617 47.9 81.2 152 84.4 87.7
Did not work fn 1963 ... ... .......... 4,453 70.4 78.5 3,831 68.7 77.5 522 82.7 85.0
Ilordisabled. . ... .oioioieiaa... 974 79.8 86.4 747 76.8. 84.9 27 87.2 88.4
Keeping house. . ... . .. ... ... 2,078 7.5 70.8 1,941 70.8 79.5 133 84.8 84.8
Going t0 8choOl. - . oo ceeamcas 108 | 188.8 3188.68 83 O] ) 23 ) )
Could not ind WOrk......ceeueeeeenn.. 128 2183.3 187.5 89 ) O] 39 Q) ®
(03, S 1,169 57.8 68.0 1,071 58,8 87.0 L. ) PRI . SR,
Source of income: )
Earnings only. . ....ceuoionnoeianann 3,838 1 20.7 32.7 3,111 28.5 20.2 ™ 43.5 47.5
Eamings and other income............... 3,138 21.3 27.6 2, 19.2 25.3 256 .5 52.9
. Other income only or no income.......... 4,206 73.8 82.0 .3, 72.2 81.2 480 85.8 88.0

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
1 Base between 100,000 and 200,000.
3 Includes members of the Armed Forces.

T sAl work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time
workers, limited to civilian workers. '

Source: Derived from tabulation of the Current Pobulalion Sureey, March

. 4 Not shown for fower than 100,000 units.

were in & family of a worker with a regular full-
time job. - : o

‘It is difficult to say which is the more striking
statistic: ‘that 6 percent of the families headed by
‘a male year-round full-time worker were never-
theléss poor, or that 25 percent of the families

1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.

with a male head who did not have a full-tim
job all year were.poor. :
That a man risks poverty for his family when
he does not or cannot work all the time might be -
expected, but to end the year with so inadequate
an income, even. when he has worked all week
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every week, must make his efforts seem hopeless.

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

{In millions]

Male Femaslo

All
Type of family. families | head head

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

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

_ contrast, in the corresponding group of nonpoor
famiiies, one-third of the wives were working or

7.2 5.2 2.0
2.0 1.8 2
1.4 1.3 1
.8 -] .1
5.2 3.4 1.8
2.7 2.8 11
15 .8 T

in the market for a job, and 55 percent of the
families in all had at least one earner in addition
to the head (table 9).

Not even for the 5.2 million poor families with
a head who worked less than a full year can jobs
alone provide an answer. Among the.poor, about
two-thirds of the male heads who had worked
part of the year or not at all in 1963 gave ill
health or other reasons—including retirement—as
the main reason, rather than an inability to find
work. Of the female heads less than fully em-
ployed in 1963, about five-sixths gave household
responsibilities’ as the reason; though fewer
claimed ill health or disability, they nevertheless

‘outnumbered those who said they had been look-

ing for work. Among the unrelated individuals,
only 1 in 6 of the men and 1 in 14 of the women
not working the year around gave unemployment
as the chief reason. At best it will be difficult to
find jobs that a large number of the underem-
ployed heads of poor households can fill, as the
following figures indicate.

Percentage distribution of units with
income below economy level
Work experience of head in 1063 Families ‘E&?}&‘g}s :
Male | Female
bead head Male | Female
Total. .o iciaeiaaeen 100 100 100 100
Worked all year. ... coeeenn..- 39 15 21 11
Full-time job__ ... ....... 35 9 17 K
Part-time job. .. . ..o ... 4 8 4 4
Worked part of the year___...... 3 28 28 20
Looking for work...... .- 19 7 11 4
111, disabled........ . 4 4 3
Keeping house...... 15 |eciimannat [}
Allother........... 2 13 7
Didn't work at all.__.... can 58 81 69
111, disabled........... .- 10 20 14
Keeping house. ____. - 41 (.. 43
Couldn't ind work 2 4 2
Allother. . ..oiooiomiomannnan 5 7 10

OCCUPATION AND POVERTY

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