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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 Commissioner
of Education, through the Office of Education, Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. An important feature is the use of a formula pre-
scribed by Section 103 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for
the annual distribution of Federal funds to school districts. A signifi-
cant factor in the formula is the number of school-age children 5 to 17 in
poor families within each school district. The measure 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 pov-
erty lines).

Other work related to poverty measurement has been called for in re-
cent legislative acts. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act,
the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain comprehensive
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 De-
velopment 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 ob-
tain 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 find-
ings for the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal departments
and agencies. The Title I program of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion 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.
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The study was performed under the direct guidance of a Poverty
Studies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Education of the Disadvan-
taged and Minorities, Federal Inter-Agency Committee on Education. Tech-
nical 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 input of Task Force members or advisors
and no specific attribution is given except to the Task Force, as a whole.

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

This report contains Technical Paper XVIII, Characteristics of Low-—
Income Populations Under Alternative Poverty Definitions. It was prepared
by Lawrence L. Brown III, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluations, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, with Renee
Miller, Population Division, Bureau of the Census. Special thanks are due
to Arno Winard, Richard Hornseth, and Roger Herriott, also of the Census
Bureau; to Jane Lee, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Eval-
uation, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; and to Jill King,

Mathematica, Inc.

At the request of the Poverty Studies Task Force, the Bureau of the
Census prepared the set of tabulations showing selected characteristics of
the population by alternative measures of poverty. The data from these
tabulations underlie the analysis contained in this paper. The tabulations
were run from the March Current Population Survey (CPS) files for the income
years 1967, 1969, 1971, 1973, and 1974. They were also run from the 1970
Census one—in-hundred sample for income year 1969, by State.

To obtain copies of the report, "The Measure of Poverty," or any of
the technical papers, please write to:

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

200 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Room 443D - South Portal Building

Washington, D. C. 20201
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INTRODULCLHIUN

This paper examines how different poverty standards can change the stati-
stical description of the low-income population. It supplements Chapter V --
‘Alternative Poverty Counts Based on Available Data" of The-Measure-of Poverty
'a report to Congress as mandated by the Education Amendments of 1974, U.S.
yepar tment of Health, Education, and Welfare, April 1976). The poverty measure
surrently used in Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Census
jureau definition of poverty) and alternative poverty definitions which have
seen selected for analysis by the Poverty Studies Task Force (which produced
fhe -Measure of "Poverty) are described. The characteristics of the poverty pop-
1ation in 1974 under the current Federal definition and under the various
alternative poverty definitions are then presented based on data from the
darch 1975 Current Population Survey (CPS). In addition, changes over time in

the size and composition of the poverty population under the alternative
neasures are analyzed. A discussion of the impact of the alternative defini-

tions on the geographic distribution of the poor based on the One Percent
Sample of the 1970 Census of Population is also included.

One reason for performing this analysis is to enable those who administer
social service programs to identify subgroups of the population which would be
reached by their programs if a particular poverty measure were to be used as a
program parameter or in a funding formula. The characteristics of potentially
eligible persons are of vital interest to administrators who must plan and bud-
get for programs that are intended to serve target groups with specific char-
acteristics. Consequently, the material in this paper should prove useful to
administrators and analysts in many programs which are designed to help the
poor (needy, low—income, disadvantaged) and which make use of a poverty measure

or income eligibility standard.

Different programs use different measures, which is not surprising in view
of the broad spectrum of objectives covered by such programs. Some examples
are: Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which uses the
official Federal measure as part of an allocative formula; the College Work- '
Study program authorized by the Higher Education Act of 1965, which uses a
single dollar threshold (unchanged for family size); Title XX of the Social
Security Act, which adopted 80 to 115 percent of median family income in each
state as its standard; the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, which
uses a single-dollar threshold with the allocation based partly on the number
of families in an area with income below that level; and the Community Services
Administration, which issues income eligibility standards directly based on
the official Federal measure, but without many of the distinctions and with
variations that remain smoothed.



I'HE FEDERAL POVERILY DEFINITION

The current Federal definition of poverty'is based on a definition develo;
by Mollie Orshansky at the Social Security Administration (SSA) in 1964 and re-

vised by a Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.

The SSA (Orshansky) index provided a range of income cutoffs adjusted by
such factors as family size, sex of head, number of children under 18 years olc
and farm-nonfarm residence. At the core of this definition of poverty was the
economy food plan, the least costly of four food plans that are nutritionally
sound, designed by the Department of Agriculture. It was determined from the
Department of Agriculture's 1955 survey of food consumption that families
of three or more persons spend approximately one-third of their after tax
income on food; the poverty level for these families was, therefore, set at
three times the cost of the economy food plan. For smaller families and
persons living alone, the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by
factors that were slightly higher in order to compensate for the relatively
larger fixed expenses of these smaller households. Annual revisions of these
SSA poverty cutoffs were based on price changes of the items in the economy

food budget.

As a result of deliberations of a Federal Interagency Committee in 1969,
the following two modifications to the original SSA definition of poverty were
recommended: (1) that the SSA thresholds for nonfarm families be retained for
the base year 1963, but that annual adjustments in the levels be based on change
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) rather than on changes in the cost of food in-
cluded in the economy food plan; and (2) that the farm thresholds be raised fron
70 to 85 percent of the corresponding nonfarm levels. The reasons for mak ing
these changes are discussed in Technical Paper I of The Measure of Poverty.

Currently, the cutoffs used by the Bureau of the Census to determine the
low-income status of families and unrelated individuals consist of a set of
124 thresholds arranged in a four—dimensional matrix. The matrix consists of
a family size dimension (from one person, ie., unrelated individuals, to seven
or more person families) cross-classified by presence and number of children
under 18 years old (from no children present to six or more children present),
sex of head, and farm—nonfarm residence. Unrelated individuals and two-person
families are further differentiated by age of head (under 65 years and 65 years
and over). The total income of each family and each unrelated individual in the
sample is tested against the appropriate dollar threshold to determine the low-
income status of that family or unrelated individual. If the family's -total
income is less than its corresponding cutoff, the family is classified as below
the low-income level. Table 1 reproduces the poverty matrix for income year

1974. (See page 28.)

Data on income collected in the CPS are limited to money income received
before payments for personal income taxes, Social Security, union dues, Medicare
deductions, etc. Money income is the sum of the amounts received from earnings;
Social Security and public assistance payments; dividends, interest, and rent;
unemployment and workmen's compensation; government and private employee pensiont
and other periodic income. See Chapter II of The Measure of Poverty and Techni-
cal Papers VI, VII, and X for details on the limitations of the income concept.
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ALTERNATIVE PUYEIR LY b2t bt b

This section investigates the effect of some alternative poverty measures
on the statistical description of poor populations. It deals with the poverty
cutoffs, not with the definition of income. In Chapter IV of The-Measure of
poverty report, it was shown that modifying the income definition by including
Ssome cash equivalent value of in-
count if the poverty cutoffs were not simultaneously changed to be consistent
with the new income definition. Similarly, poverty counts would be reduced
if underreporting of cash income were corrected in the census and CPS surveys
or if irregular cash income were counted. However, these commonly proposed '
changes to the definition of income cannot be incorporated into the poverty
measure without modifying the census OL CPS surveys or developing new surveys
from which to derive a poverty count. Furthermore, the statistical effect of
these modifications is not approximated by simple adjustments of the poverty
cutoffs, such as by lowering them, because subgroups of the poor population
are affected differently by changes in the income definition. For example,
the income of the elderly would probably be raised more by the inclusion of
the value of assets than would the income of young family heads.

The change which is most commonly proposed in connection with the poverty
cutoffs is to raise them. This reflects a presumption that the standard of
living, however defined, has risen in this country since the official poverty
level was originally established. Also, it is not generally believed that
U.S. citizens need less now than they did in the past. These notions are im-
plicit in such proposals as: revising the Orshansky matrix on the basis of
current food plans and consumption patterns; identifying the lowest quintile
of the income distribution as the poverty income level; setting the poverty
level at 50 percent of median income; using public opinion polls to determine
a generally accepted level of income adequacy; Or using the lower BLS family
budget as a poverty budget. Similarly, most administrative adaptations of the
poverty line in Federal programs have the effect of enlarging the population
of program beneficiaries beyond those identified as poor by the official poverty

measure.

However, not all commonly proposed changes to the poverty cutoffs or in-
come definition can be linked simply to higher or lower poverty counts. For
example, if the thrifty food plan were used as a basis for the poverty cut-
offs, but without simultaneously raising the ratio of income-to-food costs,
the cutoffs for some families would be lowered and others raised. Similarly,
if poverty cutoffs were annually updated using a price index based on food or
on items in a special poor person's index, rather than on the Consumer Price
Index, the poverty cutoffs could be higher in some years and lower in others
than the current cutoffs. Presumably, geographic adjustments to the poverty
cutoffs would raise them in some places and lower them in others; removing
the current adjustments for farm residence would raise the poverty counts
only slightly. Simplifying the current poverty matrix by removing distinc-
tions for sex of head and presence of children would affect the poverty status
of families according to sex and age of family members. If Federal or state
and local income taxes, Social Security payroll deductions, or other taxes
were excluded from the income definition (and the poverty cutoffs were not

kind benefits or assets would lower the poverty



simultaneously changed), the poverty count would be increased, although thig
could be offset if the Federal tax credit for earned income were counted as
income. Changing the definition of family or using households rather than

It is not practical to describe here the statistical effects of adopt-
ing all of the variously proposed alternative measures. Of the many possi-

.bilities, the analysis here considers four groups of definitions totalling 13

specific alternatives (the current poverty measure and 12 others selected for
analysis by the Poverty Studies Task Force). These were selected because:
they can be studied with readily accessible data; they are similar to admin-
istrative poverty measures or income eligibility criteria currently used in
Federal programs; and they can be used to approximate the effects of adopting
Some concepts discussed in The Measure of Poverty.

The four broad groups of alternatives are: proportionate increases or
decreases of the current poverty matrix (scaling), simplifications of the cur~
rent poverty matrix, single-dollar thresholds, and relatijve measures based on

median income.

each of the cutoffs in the official poverty matrix for 1974 by 75 percent,
125 percent, 150 percent, and 200 percent. As noted earlier, many commonly
proposed poverty measures have the effect of raising the poverty income
levels. The statistical effect of such changes can be approximated by ref-
erence to one of the higher sets of poverty cutoffs included here. Also,
some Federal programs, such as those of the Department of Agriculture, define
eligibility on the basis of simple proportional increases in the official po-
verty cutoffs. A poverty matrix set at 75 percent of the current matrix is
also analyzed. This is provided to identify those groups of -people who are
most severely in need. Furthermore, in making administrative adaptations

of the poverty line, brogram administrators may desire to raise income eligi-

bility criteria above the poverty line in some places and lower the criteria

local labor markets, local prices, the extent of poverty, or other conditions.
Poverty matrixes consisting of poverty cutoffs at 75 percent, 125 percent,

150 percent, and 200 percent of the current measure are not reproduced here;
however, a sense of the size of the cutoffs can be obtained by reviewing Table
1 and the following simple scalings of the 1974 poverty cutoffs for a nonfarm
male-headed family of four with two children: _

75% of 125% of 150% of 200% of
Current Current Current Current Current
Measure Measure Measure Measure Measure
$3,750 $5,000 $6,250 $7,500 $10,000




. three progressive s1mplliliatlofls Ol LhHE LUlLell povel Ly dllicdsule wele
studied because it has been argued that the various adjustments for residence
and family composition are not accurate or necessary. Also, most administrative
uses of the poverty measure as an eligibility criterion do not incorporate all
of the refinements in the current poverty matrix. For example, the income
eligibility guidelines of the Community Services Administration are based on
‘family size and farm—nonfarm residence, but not on sex of head or number of
children under 18. Other administrative guidelines include distinctions only
for family size. For this analysis, first the farm-nonfarm differential was
eliminated by using the nonfarm thresholds of the current poverty matrix for
both farm and nonfarm families. Next, the distinction based on sex of head
was eliminated by using the nonfarm male-headed family thresholds for all
families. Finally, the distinctions for the number of related children under
18 were eliminated by using weighted average thresholds for each family size
category. Simplified poverty cutoffs in 1974 are shown below. For nonfarm
and male-headed family cutoffs, see Table 1.

Family-Size 1974 Weighted Average

and Type Poverty Cutoffs

1 Person $2,610
Under 65 2,658
Over 65 2,387

2 Persons 3,220
Head under 65 3,329
Head over 65 : 2,984

3 Persons 3,957
" 4 Persons 5,040
5 Persons 5,957
6 Persons " 6,706
7 or more Persons 8,278

Two single—dollar poverty thresholds, which are invariant with respect to
family size, were included in the analysis. The first, the low threshold, was
$3,200 for all families and unrelated individuals; that amount was chosen because
it yielded a poverty count equal to the number of poor persons derived by the
current poverty measure in 1969 from the 1970 Census of Population. The high
threshold is the average weighted threshold for a nonfarm family of four in the

current poverty matrix, equal to $5,038 in 1974.

Such measures serve as a point of reference to illustrate the effect of
variations for family size on the composition of the poor. Single—dollar cut-
offs are sometimes used for analytical purposes or as administrative criteria
for distributing Federal funds. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act,
for example, distributes manpower revenue-sharing funds to local governments
in part (by a weighting factor of 12.5 percent) based on the number of families
in each unit of a government's jurisidiction with an income less than a fixed
amount. A $2,000 threshold was used for distributing Title I funds under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act until 1974. Although in this analysis
the high threshold (like the current measure) was varied over time by the annual



rise in the Consumer Price Index, the low threshold was held constant at $320
over the eight-year period of analysis, 1967-1974. Thus, the low threshold 4
illustrates the effect of a poverty measure which is not annually updated.
Single-dollar cutoffs in 1974 are presented below.

Low Cutoff High Cutoff
$3,200 $5,038

Finally, the study investigated the effect of three different relative
measures of poverty. Each measure is based on 50 percent of some median incon
Fifty is an arbitrary percentage which was selected because it is frequently ¢
in discussions of relative poverty measures. The interest in these measures i
primarily in their behavior over time and their relationship to the more conve
tional measure(s) updated by the Consumer Price Index.

The first relative measure examined was a double threshold distinguishing
between families and unrelated individuals: for families, the poverty thresho
was set at 50 percent of median family income ($6,418 in 1974, or 50 percent ¢
$12,836); for unrelated individuals, the threshold was set at 50 percent of th
median income for unrelated individuals ($2,220 in 1974, or S0 percent of $4,4
This large difference in the thresholds for these two groups of people reflect:
the fact that unrelated individuals as a group receive much lower incomes than
families. ,

The remaining two relative measures considered use 50 percent of base me-
dian income and adjust it for family size by using the equivalence scales im-
plicit in the current poverty measure. (These equivalence scales are descr ibec
in Chapter IV of The Measure of Poverty and are illustrated in Table 2.) 1In o
case, the base median income is that for all families ($12,836 in 1974); in the
other, the median income is that for a nonfarm family of four with a male head
and two children ($14,004 in 1974). 1In both cases, 50 percent of the base me-
dian income was assumed to represent the poverty threshold for the typical fam-
ily of four just described, and the equivalence scale was used to calculate the
comparable cutoffs for the 123 other family sizes and types. Income eligibilit
criteria based on median income have been included in recently enacted legisla-
tion, such as Title II of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, ar
Title XX of the Social Security Act. Those definitions, however, use local me-
dian incomes rather than the national median. Title XX requires the median in-
come for each state to be used in establishing its income eligibility standard,
and the Housing Act uses median income for a metropolitan area in establishing
the income eligibility level for the area. National median incomes in 1974
were as follows:

T $12,836
Male-headed

Nonfarm families cf four with two children........... $14,004
Unrelated individualS.........c.oevuivviunnnunnnnnn. ... «.$ 4,439




An important consideration in analyzing the alternative definitions of pov-

erty is the composition of differing poverty populations. Knowing precisely
who is counted as poor is as important was anwing the number of poor.

Several generalizations can be made about the alternative poverty popula-
tions. Those definitions which most alter the size of the poverty population
also have the greatest effect on the characteristics of the poor. As the cur-
rent poverty measure is successively scaled by 75 percent, 125 percent, 150

percent, and 200 percent, the poverty rate for each subgroup increases, but at

a different rate. The composition of the ever larger poverty population ap-
proaches that of the total population. Progressive simplifications of the cur-
rent measure, on the other hand, have negligible impact on the composition of
the poor. The single-dollar thresholds, which are invariant with respect to
family size, change the composition of the poor to a large extent because of
their differential screening of large and small families.



e There were differences in the composition of the low-income
white and black populations in terms of family status and

age. (Table 4).

For example, of the 7.5 million blacks below the poverty level, about 87
percent were family members. A large proportion of low-income black family
members were related children under 18 years (59 percent); about 70 percent
of these children were in families with a female head. Only a small propor-
tion of blacks below the low-income level were aged (8 percent). (Table 9)

On the other hand, about three-fourths of the 16.3 million low-income whites

were living in families. (Table 4) Of these family members, about one-half
.were children under 18 years, and 43 percent of these children were in families
headed by women. Persons aged 65 and over comprised 16 percent of the low—income

white population. (Table 9)

® Families headed by women was another group that was overrepre-
sented among the poor. Of the 5.1 million low-income families
in 1974, about 46 percent were headed by a female. By compari-
son, only about 10 percent of all nonpoor families were female-
headed. Practically all of these low-income female-headed
families had at least one child under 18 years present. (Table 5)

® In general, low-income families were more likely to have children
under 18 years present than families above the low-income level.
(76 percent and 54 percent respectively). (Table 5)

® Over one-half (53 percent) of the 10.2 million children below the
poverty level in 1974 were in female-headed families. To reverse
the perspective, children in female-headed families were far more
likely to be below the low-income level than those in male—-headed
families (52 percent compared to 9 percent). (Table 4)

® School-age children (between 5 and 17 years) comprised 31 percent
of all poor persons in 1974 and 23 percent of persons above the
poverty level. (Table 3)

e About 3.3 million aged persons were below the poverty line in
1974. This amounts to 16 percent of all persons 65 years and
over and accounts for 14 percent of all poor persons. By com-
parison, the aged comprised about 10 percent of the population
above the poverty line. (Table 3)

The majority of aged poor persons were unrelated individuals (62 percent).
The poverty rate for aged unrelated individuals was much higher than that for
elderly persons who were family members (32 percent compared to 9 percent).
About three-fourths of aged unrelated individuals below the poverty line were
women living alone. (Table 6)

® About 53 percent of all poor families had a family head who
worked at some time during 1974, and of these low-income




families headed by a worker, 36 percent were headed by a year-
round full-time worker. (Table 7) As would be expected, a
higher proportion of low-income families with a male head than
with a female head worked in 1974 (63 percent compared to 40

percent).

About 62 percent of all low-income families received some in-
come from earnings. (Table 8) Not surprisingly, a larger pro-
portion of low-income families with male heads have income from
earnings than families headed by a female (72 percent compared
to 50 percent). Social Security was the largest category of in-
come other than earnings for low-income families headed by a man
while public assistance was the largest category for families

headed by a woman.

In summary, the current poverty population has a higher proportion of bl
persons in families with a female head, and elderly than both the population
above the poverty level and the total population. (Table 9) Spec¢ial attenti
will be focused on these groups along with the working poor in the following
sections on the characteristics of the poverty population under alternative
measures in 1974 and on the changes in the poverty population over time. Sep.
ate consideration has also been given to school~age children because of the
focus of this study on Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
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CHANGES RESULTING FROM ALTERNATIVE POVERTY DEFINITIONS

This section deals with the characteristics of the different poverty popula-
tions which result when the various alternative definitions are used. Comparisons
will be made between the low-income population in 1974 based on the current defi-
nition and the populations which result from use of each of the alternative stan-
dards. Selected detailed statistics summarizing the different poverty populations
are furnished for persons, families, and unrelated individuals in Tables D-1
through D-3.

Scaling the Measure

Successively scaling the current poverty thresholds by 75 percent, 125 per-—
cent, 150 percent, and 200 percent has the largest impact on the number of poor
persons; the poverty population is largest for 200 percent of the current measure
and smallest for 75 percent of the current measure. A pattern of increase is ob--
served with the upward shifts: for every 5 percent increase in the current cut-
offs, approximately two million persons are added to the poverty population, and
the percentage of the population counted as poor increases one percentage point.
This pattern was also observed for the downward shift to 75 percent of the cur-
rent measure. As shown in Table 10, the number of poor persons in 1974 rises
from 14.5 million with 75 percent of the current measure, or 7 percent of the
population to 69.4 million, or 33 percent of the population with 200 percent of
the current measure.

Scaling the current measure brings changes in the composition of the poor as
well as in the number of poor. When the poverty thresholds are increased, the
number of poor increases and the composition of the ever larger poverty popula-
tion approaches that of the total population.

Raising the Level to 125 Percent

Raising the current thresholds to the 125 percent level increased the low-
income population by about 10.4 million persons in 1974 and resulted in a total
poverty population of about 34.6 million persons. (Table 11) Of the 10.4 mil-
lion persons who were added, about 7.8 million were white, 2.4 million were black,
and .2 million were of other races. This addition increased the total number of
low-income white persons from 16.3 million to about 24 million and the total num-
ber of low-income blacks from 7.5 million to about 9.8 million. Although blacks
increased in absolute numbers, their share of the low-income population declined
from 31 percent under the current measure to about 28 percent at the 125 percent
level. (Table 12) This is still about 2.5 times the 11 percent share which blacks
comprised of the total population, but the decrease is an example of a pattern of
declining minority representation which persisted when the thresholds were raised
to the 150 and 200 percent levels.

About 8.3 million or 81 percent of the persons who were added to the low-
income population when the thresholds were raised to the 125 percent ("near poor")
level were family members. Of these additional family members, about 6.2 million
or 74 percent were living in male-headed families and the remaining 2.1 million
or 26 percent were living in female-headed families. The number of persons in
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male-headed families therefore increased from about 11 million under the ¢y
measure to about 17 million, and their share of the low-income population i
creased from 56 to about 62 percent. Correspondingly, persons in female-he
families represented a smaller proportion of the poverty population at 125
cent of the poverty level than at the current level. (Table 12)

As the poverty thresholds are raised from the current measure to the 1:
percent level, the proportion of the poverty population comprised of school-
children (children 5 to 17 years) declined from 31 percent to 29 percent. ¢
the other hand, the proportion of low-income aged persons increased from 14
cent to 16 percent of all poor persons. (Table 12) At the 125 percent leve
there were about 5.5 million persons 65 years and over below the poverty lev
(26 percent of all aged persons). As the poverty thresholds are raised, man
elderly whose Social Security and pension income is only'marginally higher t
the current thresholds are "recaptured" as poor. (Table 11)

Raising the thresholds by 25 percent added about 2.3 million families (
13) and about 2.0 million unrelated individuals to the low-income universe i
1974. (Table 11) The number of low-income families is, therefore, increase
from 5.1 million to about 7.4 million. About 6.8 million or 36 percent of a
unrelated individuals are below 125 percent of the low-income level.

Many of the patterns observed for persons are paralleled by families whe
the thresholds are raised to the 125 percent level. For example, at the 125
cent level compared to the current level, families headed by blacks and womer
became a smaller proportion of all low-income families whereas families heade
by an elderly person increase their share of all low-income families. (Table¢

Selected poverty rates, universe totals, and proportions are shown in T
11 through 14 for persons and families at the various alternate poverty leve]
A review of these data reveals the following additional information:

® Families with children comprised a smaller proportion of
families below the "near poor" level than of families
below the current level in 1974 (71 compared to 76 percent).
Nevertheless, the proportion of such families with children
was still disproportionately high when compared with their
representation in the total population (56 percent of all
families).

® Small families (of 2 persons) increased from 33 to 35 percent
of all low-income families when the thresholds were raised
to the 125 percent level.

e Compared with their current poverty level counterparts, family
heads below the "near poor" level were more likely to have
worked at some time during the year. More were likely to
have received earnings income (65 percent compared to 62
percent) and fewer were likely to have received public
assistance income (35 compared to 40 percent). A larger
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proportion of "near poor" families than current measure
families received some Social Security income (28 percent
compared to 24 percent).

Raising to Higher Levels -- 150 and 200 Percent

Generally, the patterns of change which occurred when the low-income thresh-
olds were raised to the 125 percent level persisted when the thresholds were
increased to the 150 and 200 percent levels. A review of the poverty universe
totals and rates furnished in Tables 11 and 13 reveals the magnitude of the
across-the-board increases which occur. As may be seen, increasing the thresh-
olds to the 150 percent level raised the total number of poor persons to about
45.2 million or 22 percent of all persons. When the current thresholds were
doubled, the number of poor reached 69.4 million and the poverty rate was 33
percent.

At the 150 percent level, the poverty rate for persons in families with a
female head was about 53 percent and at the 200 percent level, the rate reached
64 percent. The poverty rates for blacks were also quite high at these levels
(49 percent and 62 percent respectively). (Table 11)

Although the poverty rates for persons in families with a female head and
blacks were very high at these increased poverty levels, the share of the low-
income population that these groups have is smaller than at the lower levels,
more closely reflecting their representation in the total population. (Table
12) WwWhile persons in families with a female head represented 44 percent of all
poor family members using the current measure, and 39 percent at the 125 percent
level, they represented 33 percent of all poor family members at the 150 percent
level and declined to 25 percent of poor family members at the 200 percent level.

As the poverty level is raised from the current measure to 125 percent and
150 percent and then 200 percent, the proportion of the low-income populatjon
that was comprised of blacks declined from 31 percent to 28 percent, to 26 per-
cent, and then to 21 percent.

Both the elderly and school-aged children comprised a more stable propor-
tion of the poverty population than blacks and persons in female-headed families
as the thresholds are raised to higher levels. At the 200 percent level 28 per-
cent of the low-income population was comprised of school-aged children; the
figures were not much different at the 125 percent and 150 percent levels, and
at the current level, the proportion was 31 percent. (Table 12)

Similarly, about 15 percent of the poverty population was elderly at the 200
percent level; the figures were about the same at the 125 percent and 150 percent
levels and about 13.6 percent of the poverty population was elderly using the
current measure. (Table 12)

As the poverty levels are raised from the current level to the 200 percent
level, the proportion of low-income families in 1974 that were headed by workers
increased from 53 percent to 63 percent. (Table 14)

13



75% of the Current Level

At the 75% level, there were 14.5 million persons below the poverty lev
1974. (Table D-1) This was the lowest poverty figure produced by any of th
alternatives. While this figure can be used in some instances to identify t}
most severely in need, it is important to note the limitations of the income
cept at this level.

Of the families with incomes below 75 percent of the poverty level, abou
percent had incomes of under $1,000. 3/ This figure includes those families
were classified as having no income in the income year along with those repor
a loss in net income from farm and nonfarm self-employment or in rental incom
In addition, many of these families were living on income "in kind," savings,
or gifts. These sources are not included as income in the CPS. Many were new
constituted families or families in which the sole breadwinner had recently d
or had left the household and whose income was, therefore, not counted as par-
the family's income. On the basis of available data, it is not possible to de
termine accurately the economic well-being of these families. As the poverty
level is raised, these families become a smaller proportion of the low-income
population. '

In any event, the low-income population at the 75 percent level in 1974
‘more likely to be comprised of blacks and persons in families with a female he
than the poverty population at'the current level. (Table D-1) On the other
hand, the elderly comprised only 10 percent of all poor at the 75 percent leve
compared to 14 percent at the current level. School-aged children and familie
headed by workers represented about the Same proportion of the poor at the 75
percent level as at the current level.

Simplifications of the Poverty Definition

In contrast to the sharp changes observed in the size and composition of
low-income population when the poverty measure was scaled, very slight changes
occur when the current poverty measure is simplified.

Shifting from the current 124 census thresholds to the 62 nonfarm poverty
cutoffs increased the size of the low-income population by about 274,000 perso
(from 24.3 million persons to 24.5 million). (Table 15) Further simplifying
the current definition to 31 male nonfarm thresholds yields a poverty count of
about 25.1 million persons as does the last simplification to the weighted malc
nonfarm thresholds.

Not surprisingly, such small changes in the total number of persons in po
erty do not alter the composition of the current poverty population. Under the
three simplifications, blacks still comprise 31 percent of all poor persons, pe
sons in families with female heads comprise about 44 percent of all poor family
members (45 percent under the 2nd simplification), the elderly comprise about 1]
percent of poor persons, zand school-aged children represent 31 percent. (Table
16, 17, and 18)
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Single-Dollar Poverty Definitions

U51ng the low single-dollar standard ($3,200) resulted in a poverty popula-
tion in 1974 of 17.4 million persons which was con51derably lower than the fig-
ure of 24.3 million derived from the current measure, and is, in fact, the lowest
of all the alternatives with the exception of 75 percent of the current measure.
On the other hand, the high standard (weighted average threshold for a nonfarm
4-person family of $5,038 in 1974) resulted in a poverty population of 32.7 mil-
lion which was somewhat lower than the figure of 34.6 million that resulted from

the 125 percent level. (Table 19)

Use of the single-dollar standard greatly altered the composition of the
poverty population in terms of family status and age. While unrelated individ-
uals represented about 20 percent of the current poverty population, they repre-
sented about 42 percent of the poverty population using the low standard and 32
percent using the high standard. (Table 20) Use of the low standard increased
the number of poor unrelated individuals from 4.8 million under the current
standard to 7.3 million, and use of the high standard further increased their
number to 10.5 million. The only figure for unrelated individuals from the other
alternatives that approached this figure was that of 10.3 million at the 200 per-
cent level. (Table 11) This is not surprising since the single-dollar cutoff of
$5038 for an unrelated individual was considerably higher than the cutoff for
most of the other alternatives.

Closely related to the increase in the proportion of unrelated .individuals
in the poverty populations derived from the two single-dollar cutoffs is the in-
- crease in the proportion of the elderly in these poverty populations. (Table 20)
" While the elderly represented 14 percent of the poor under the current measure,
they represented 29 percent of the poor under the low standard and 27 vercent

under the high standard.

Conversely, school-aged children represented a much smaller proportion of
the poor under these single-dollar alternatives than under the current measure.
The proportion dropped from 31 percent under the current measure to 17 percent
for the low standard and 18 percent for the high standard. (Table 20)

Blacks also represented a smaller proportion of the poverty population under
these two alternatives than under the current measure, but the change was not as

dramatic as for school-aged children. (Table 20)

About 3.4 million families had incomes below $3,200. (Table 21) This was
the smallest number of poor families produced by any of the various alternatives
that are being tested with the exception of the 75 percent alternative. About
7.5 million families had incomes below the nonfarm 4-person threshold of $5038.

Table 22 shows that compared with their census low-income counterparts, fam-
ilies whose incomes are below $3,200 or $5,038 were more likely to be small (less
than three persons). This is because the single-dollar cutoffs do not allow for
differences in family size; large and small families have the same cutoff.

While the $2,20G level is near the cutoff for small families under the current
definition, it is lower than the cutoff for large families, thus resulting in a



disproportionately high number of small families. 2n the other hand, the $5,
cutoff is much higher than the census cutoff for small families, again resulé
in a disproportionaly high number of small families. In addition, Table 22 sf
that low-income families under the single-dollar cutoffs compared to familijes
low the current definition were more likely to be childless, headed by an agec
person, white, and to be receiving Social Security income and less likely tot
worked at some time during 1974. Families headed by women represented about t
same proportion of all poverty families under the $3,200 cutoff as urder the ¢
rent measure whereas they represented a smaller proportion under the high sinc
dollar cutoff than under the current measure. ’

Median-Based Poverty Definitions

In 1974, 36.4 million persons or about 17.4 percent of the population wer
in families or were unrelated individuals with incomes of less than one-half t
national median ($6,418 for families and $2,220 for unrelated individuals).
(Table 23) This figure of 36.4 million poor was considerably higher than
the census figure of 24.3 million; in fact it was somewhat higher than the
figure of 34.6 million at the 125 percent level. (Table 11)

Although the total number of poor was higher when one-half the median was
used than when the current poverty level was used, the number of unrelated ind
viduals was lower under this alternative. (Table 23) This is to be expected
cause the cutoff of $2,220 representing one-half the median for unrelated indi
uals in 1974 was lower than the census nonfarm thresholds for unrelated indivi
als. Unrelated individuals comprised about 20 percent of the current poverty -
ulation, but they represented only 12 percent of the poverty population genera
by one-half the national median. (Table 24)

While unrelated individuals represented a smaller proportion of the pover
population below one-half the median than below the current poverty level, the
elderly represented a higher proportion (21 percent compared to 14 percent).
(Table 24) The elderly population resulting from this poverty definition was
unique because it included so many family members. About 76 percent of the jole
elderly below one-half the median were family members compared to 38 percent f

the current poverty level. (Table D-1)

In contrast to the elderly, school-aged children comprised a smaller prop
tion of the population below one-half the median than below the current pover t:
level (23 percent compared to 31 percent). (Table 24) In fact, the proportior
of children in the poverty population below one-half the median was very close
the proportion of school-aged children in the total population. Only the two
single—dollar standards yielded populations comprised of smaller proportions of

school-aged children.

Blacks and persons in families with a female head also comprised smaller
proportions of the poverty population below one-half the median than below the

current poverty definition. (Table 24)

About 10.9 million families have incomes of less than one-half the median
(Table 25) -- the second largest number of poor families resulting from the
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alternatives tested. Only by doubling the current poverty thresholds are more

poor families produced. (Table 13) One-half the median is, in effect, a single-
dollar threshold for families and thus families below $6,418 have characteristics
similar to those below the two other single-dollar thresholds; i.e., they are

more likely to be small, elderly, and childless than their current measure counter-

parts. (Table 26)

The second median-based measure was constructed by using one-half the na-
tional median family income as the base case family threshold (nonfarm 4-person
male-headed family with 2 children) and adjusting it for the remaining family
types using the need equivalence rates shown in Table 2. 4/

- Moving from a median-based poverty measure that is not adjusted for family
size to one that is adjusted has a pronounced effect on the distribution of the
low—income population by family status even though the size of the total low-
income population is not affected much. (It remained at about 36 million for
both relative measures.) As may be seen from Table 23, adjusting for family com-—
position and "need" increases the total number of poor unrelated individuals from
4,2 million to 7.1 million. Unrelated individuals now represent about the same
proportion of the poverty population as under the current measure (20 percent).
(Table 24) On the other hand, the number of poor families decreased from 10.9
million to 7.8 million. (Table 25)

In addition, adjusting the median for family size makes the composition of
the median—generated poverty population more like the current poverty population
in terms of age. - School-aged children represented 29 percent of the adjusted
median poverty population compared to 23 percent for the unadjusted median and 31
percent for the current measure. The elderly declined from 21 percent of the
poverty population using the unadjusted median to 16 percent using the adjusted
median while the proportion for the current poverty population was 14 percent.
(Table 24)

Actually, the composition of the poverty population for the adjusted median
in terms of race and sex of head as well as age was very similar to the composi-
tion of the poverty population below 125 percent of the poverty level because the
cutoffs for the base family were close ($6,418 for half the median and $6,250 for
125 percent) and the equivalence scales were the same.

Table 25 shows that moving from an unadjusted median to a median-based mea-
sure adjusted for family size causes the following changes to occur to the pov-
erty rate for families in terms of age of family head, -size of family, and
presence of children:

The poverty rate for older families declined from 43 percent using
the unadjusted standard to about 18 percent using the adjusted
median-based thresholds. The poverty rate for 2-person families
declined from 29 percent to 13 percent while the poverty rate for
large (five plus person) families increased from 13 percent to 20
percent. There was a dramatic reduction in the poverty rate for
childless families (from 22 percent to 1l percent).
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When the third median-based measure is used and one-half the median in¢
of a "typical"” or base case family is adjusted using the current poverty mec
equivalence scale, the population which results is close in number and compc
to the population which results when the current thresholds are increased by
percent because using the equivalence scale to adjust one-half a “typical"
family's median income ($7,002 in 1974) yields a matrix of poverty threshold
that is very similar to the one which results when the poverty thresholds
are raised to the 150 percent level. ($7,500 is the cutoff for a "typical"
family at the 150 percent level.) An examination of the appropriate columns
and data items in Tables 23 through 26 and 11 through 14 will indicate the
extent of these similarities.

Summary

The effect of the alternative poverty definitions on the number and chai
acteristics of those who would be counted as poor is substantial in some case
The composition of the poor varies the most with two basic changes in the po
definition: first, large increments in the level of the thresholds, and sec«
elimination of the variations by family size.

While there were sharp changes in the number of poor under the 12 alter-
native measures, the proportion of the poverty population composed of school-
children was fairly stable, ranging from 28 percent to 32 percent for all the
sures tested with the exception of those that were not adjusted for family si
(the two single-dollar cutoffs and half the U. S. median unadjusted). The pr
portion was considerably lower under these measures (17 percent for the low
single—dollar cutoff, 18 percent for the high single-dollar cutoff, and 23 pe
cent for the unadjusted median). (Figure 1)

Similarly, the proportion of the poverty population composed of the elde
ranged from 13 to 17 percent for all the measures tested with the exception o
those invariant with respect to family size and the 75 percent level. 1In thi
situation, the proportion was considerably higher using the family size invar
measures than for most of the other measures. The elderly represented about
percent of the poverty population under the low single-dollar cutoff, 27 perce
under the high single-dollar cutoff, and 21 percent using half the unadjusted
median. In contrast, the elderly represented only 10 percent of the poverty
ulation below the 75 percent level. (Figure 2)

Generally, as the poverty levels were increased the composition of the 1«
income population in terms of race, sex, and work experience of the family he:
approached that of the total population. When the cutoffs were raised, famil;
headed by workers became a larger proportion of poor families while blacks anc
persons in families with a female head became a smaller proportion of the poot
However, even at the 200 percent level, blacks and persons in families with a
female head were overrepresented among the poor compared to the total populati
(Figures 3 and 4) The invariant poverty thresholds, on the other hand, produc
poverty population with proportionately fewer families (especially large fami-
lies), more unrelated individuals, fewer female~headed, and more elderly.
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4

The simplifications of the current poverty measure,-by eliminating distinc-
tions for sex of head, farm residence, and presence of children, have a negligi-
ble effect on both the size and composition of the poverty population.
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DIFFERENCES OVER TIME

Poverty definitions differ in.the manner in which they are updated ove

All measures based on the current definition are updated each year by the pe
age increase in the annual Consumer Price Index (absolute or fixed measures,
The relative measures, based on median income, are updated each year as incc
levels change. Only one of the poverty measures analyzed, the $3,200 single
dollar threshold (low single-dollar threshold) was invarant over time. This
section considers changes in the effect of the different poverty measures ov
time, with a view to determining the stability of the patterns observed in t
1974 data. The analysis in this section is based on special tabulations fro
the March Current Population Surveys for 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, and 1975

(calendar or income years 1967, 1969, 1971, 1973, and 1974). For this analy

it is convenient to distinguish between the relative measures and all of the

others. For this purpose, the term "fixed measures" will be used throughout
this section to connote the non-relative measures.

Between 1967 and 1974, the total population increased by almost 15 mill:
persons, and the poverty population under the current definition dropped fror
almost 28 million to 24 million. (Table 27) The descent was not smooth, hov
ever, with increases occurring between 1969 and 1971 and between 1973 and 19°
(Figure 5) This same trend was reflected in the three progressive simplifice
tions of the current measure, in the four scalings of the current measure (7%
percent, 125 percent, 150 percent, and 200 percent) and with the high single-
dollar cutoff. 5/ As would be expected, the invariant threshold of $3,200 re
sulted in a large and steady fall in the number of poor persons from 29 milli
in 1967 to 17 million in 1974. This illustrated what would happen if poverty
cutoffs were not adjusted for rising prices or a rising standard of living.

The poverty counts from the relative measures, based on median income, e
hibited much less variation over time than the fixed measures. For 50 percen
the median income for four-person families, adjusted, the counts were virtual
invariant, and for 50 percent of median family income, adjusted, only slightl
more change over time was apparent. With the unadjusted 50 percent U. S. med
income, the number of poor persons increased between 1967 and 1973, and remai
about the same between 1973 and 1974. 1In fact, none of the relative measures
resulted in an increase in the number of poor between 1973 and 1974 as did th
fixed measures. (Table 27)

The difference in the changes in the number of poor between 1967 and 197
using fixed and relative measures can be explained by the difference in the p
cedure used to update these measures. As shown in Table 28 the poverty thresi
olds updated by changes in the Consumer Price Index (all but the median-based
relative measures and the low single-dollar cutoff) have increased about 48 px
cent between 1967 and 1974 whereas the relative cutoffs have increased by abot
62 percent during this same period. In other words, between 1967 and 1974 me-
dian income has increased more than the cost of living as measured by the CPI.
Because the cutoffs for the median-based measures have kept pace with the over
all increase in income level between 1967 and 1974, the number of poor based ¢
these measures did not decline. However, since the cutoffs for the measures
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updated by the CPI did not keep pace with the overall increase in income level,
the number of poor based on these measures decreased.

There were two time periods, however, during which real median income did
not increase — 1969-1971, and 1973-1974. During the 1969-1971 period there was
no significant change in real median income, and between 1973 and 1974 real me-
dian income declined. Parallelling the decline in real median income between
1973 and 1974, the cutoffs for the median-based relative measures did not in-
crease as much as the cutoffs for the fixed measures and, therefore, the poverty
count based on the relative measures did not increase as did the count based on
the fixed measures.

Figure 6 shows that the poverty rate for all persons under the alternative
measures followed the same trend as the number of poor between 1967 and 1974.

Elderly

The largest differences from the general pattern of poverty rates over time
were observed among the elderly and persons in female-headed families. For the
elderly, the poverty rates under all definitions displayed a strong and steady
downward trend from 1967 to 1973 (particularly between 1971 and 1973). As would
be expected, the decline in the poverty rate for the elderly was not as sharp
using the relative measures as for the fixed measures; and the constant $3,200
cutoff yielded the largest decline. (Table 29) This improvement in the economic
position of the elderly is largely a result of increases in Social Security bene-
fits after 1970, and to a lesser extent, larger and more widespread private

pensions.

Between 1973 and 1974 Social Security benefits increased at about the same
rate as the CPI in contrast to the larger increases observed in the early 1970's.
The poverty rates for the elderly appeared to decline somewhat for all measures
between 1973 and 1974. However, because of sampling variability, a definite state-
ment can only be made about the differences for the relative measures; other small
differences were not statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

Nevertheless, the poverty rate for the elderly in 1974 was well below the
rate in 1967 under all the alternatives. Figure 7 shows that in 1974 the poverty
rate for the elderly under the current measure was approximately the same as for
school-aged children, whereas in 1967 the rate for the elderly was considerably
higher than that for school~aged children (30 percent compared to 16 percent).
The gap between the poverty rate for the elderly and school-aged children has
narrowed under the other alternatives too. ’

Reflecting the overall decline in poverty incidence for the elderly, the
elderly have become a smaller proportion of the poor since 1967 under all
measures with the exception of the 150 and 200 percent levels. At the 150
percent level, they represented about the same proportion of the poor as in
1967, and at the 200 percent level, they represented a higher proportion.

(Figure 8)
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Female-Headed Families

In contrast to the steady decrease in the poverty rate for the elderly
tween 1967 and 1973, the poverty rate for persons in families with a female
increased under all three relative measures during this period. (Table 30)
Between 1973 and 1974, however, the poverty rate for persons in families hea
by a woman decreased under these measures. This pattern of a rising poverty
to 1973 followed by a drop was even more pronounced for families receiving p
assistance under the relative measures. In fact, for all poverty definition
the decline in the poverty rate from 1973 to 1974 was very strong for famili
receiving public assistance. (Table 31)

In contrast to the relative measures, under the fixed measures the pove;
rate for persons in families with a female head either showed a slight decre:
between 1967 and 1974, or else the change was not statistically significant.
Under the low single-dollar cutoff, there was a sharp decrease in the pover t:
rate for persons in families with a female head between 1967 and 1974, ’

Persons in families with a female head represented an increasing proporti
of all poverty persons under each measure between 1967 and 1974. While grow;
from 9 to 11 percent of the general population, this group rose from 25 perce
of the poverty population under the current measure in 1967 to 35 percent in
1974. (Figure 9) Gains of 5 to 10 percentage points were made under the alt
native measures. Families receiving public assistance experienced an ever lec
growth over the period, from 4 percent to 8 percent of all families and from
percent to 40 percent of poor families under the current measure. (Figure 10

School-Aged Children and Blacks

School-aged children and blacks remained a fairly constant proportion of
the low-income population under all the alternatives between 1967 and 1974
(Tables 32 and 33) while families with earnings have become a declining pro-
portion of the poor under all definitions since 1967. (Table 34; Figure 11)
In both 1967 and 1974 they represented the lowest proportion of the poor unde
the low single-dollar cutoff and the highest proportion under the 200 percent
alternative. Unrelated individuals have become an increasing proportion of
the low-income population under all alternatives with the exception of the
75 percent measure. The increase was sharpest for the two single-dollar cut-

offs. (Table 35)

Although there were changes in the composition of the poor in terms of t]
elderly and persons in families with a female head between 1967 and 1974, the
finding from the 1974 data that even at the 200 percent level these two group:
as well as blacks were overrepresented among the poor held true for other yeai

The regularity of the increase in the number of poor persons observed for
the 1974 data as the current poverty thresholds are raised sSuccessively to the
200 percent level was also observed for the 1973 data — i.e., for each incre:
of 5 percent in the current poverty matrix, an additional 2 million persons we
counted as poor. The increase in the poverty count for the 1969 and 1971 date
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averaged about 2.4 million for each 5 percent increase in the poverty cutoff and
in 1967 the increase averaged about 2.6 million. For all years, the increase in
the poverty count was slightly higher for the 150-200 percent interval than for

the other intervals. (Tables 36, 37)

Summary

The subgroups that deviated most from the general pattern noted for the
total population of declining poverty rates under the fixed measures and fairly
constant poverty rates under the relative measures between 1967 and 1974 were
the elderly and persons in families with a female head. The poverty rate for
the elderly declined under the relative measures as well as under the fixed
measures during the 1967 to 1974 period while the poverty rate for persons in
families with a female head remained fairly constant under the fixed measures
between 1967 and 1974, but showed an increase under the relative measures be-
tween 1967 and 1973 and then a drop between 1973 and 1974. '

For some of the subgroups such as blacks and unrelated individuals, the pov-
erty rates do not appear to follow the same general trends as for the total pop-
ulation; in fact in some instances it is difficult to pinpoint a pattern. These

groups, however, comprise relatively small proportions of the total population
and consequently small changes over time are difficult to measure from sample

survey results.

In general, there are two differences in the trends for subgroups compared to
the overall trends for the general population. The poverty rates under the rela-
tive measures were not as stable and constant for the subgroups over the period,
although the difference was not consistent among the subgroups. Both upward and
downward trends were observed in addition to greater variability in both direc-
tions from one year to the next. The greater variability observed for the sub-
groups may not actually mean that the income distribution of subgroups is
not as stable as the distribution for the population as a whole, but rather
that we have a harder time measuring the distribution for subgroups over time
because of the small sample size of some of the groups. Also, these differences
may reflect changes in the composition of the population as a whole. A second
difference was that the poverty rates of the subgroups at successively higher
levels of the current thresholds, especially 200 percent of the current measure,
did not exactly mirror the pattern over time of the poverty rates with the

current measure.

Although some rather large changes in.poverty rates and in the composition
of the poor occurred over the eight-year period, the differences between any two
adjacent years were not large. Furthermore, the same groups were overrepresented

among the poor in 1974 as in 1967.
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY

The preceding sections have dealt with the impact of the thirteen povert
definitions at the national level, based on tabulations from the March Currer
Population Surveys. Although the CPS is geographically representative, the
sample size of about 47,000 households is not large enough to yield statistic
reliable estimates of the number of poor at the state level; this point has k
further elaborated in Chapter III of The Measure of Poverty. Therefore, in o
to investigate the impact of the definitions on the geographic distribution o
the poor, it was necessary to use the One Percent Sample of the 1970 Census 0
Population, which contains over 6 million households. This section discusses
data for the poverty population by states in 1969.

Differences Between CPS and Decennial Census Statistics

Statistics on income in 1969 collected in the 1970 census differ from da
for that year from the Current Population Survey of March 1970 despite the fac
that the same basic concept was used in both instances. In general, the numhx
of persons and families below the poverty level reported in the census is higt‘
than that reported in the Current Population Survey. The number of poor persc
in the 1970 census was 27.1 million compared to 24.1 million derived from the
March 1970 Current Population Survey. The comparable figures for low-income
families were 5.5 million and 5.0 million, respectively.

There are several reasons for these differences. In the first place, the
small -group of Current Population Survey interviewers was more exper ienced anc¢
had more intensive training and supervision than the large number of temporary
census enumerators and may have more often obtained more accurate answers from
respondents. Furthermore, approximately 60 percent of the households were sel
enumerated in the 1970 census. Moreover, income data in the Current Populatic
Survey are based on responses to Separate questions on eight types of income,
well as responses to additional yes—no circles within three of these questions
whereas in the census six questions were used. 1In addition, college students
generally enumerated at their own homes in the Current Population Survey and
classified as family members, but were enumerated at their college residence ii
the census, usually as secondary individuals.

Changes in Shares of Poverty Population

Concern about the geographic distribution of poverty arises from the manne
in which funds are distributed under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Ec
ucation Act. The formula allocates available funds according to the number of
school-aged children in families with incomes below the appropriate poverty cut
offs. Thus, the relevant criterion is a state's share of the pool of eligible
children (i.e., of the national count of poor, scﬁool—aged children). Therefor
the analysis in this section is concerned with changes in the share of the tots
poverty population from the share existing under the current official poverty
measure. Tables 38 to 41 show the distribution of poor persons and children by
state for the alternative measures of poverty, as well as the poverty rates for
these groups under the alternative measures.
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Figure 12 illustrates the changes in the share of poverty for each region
under the alternative poverty definitions. In each case, the bar on the graph
represents the region's share of the poverty population under each definition
relative to its share under the current definition. As an aid in comparing
effects, we introduce the notion of a share ratio, defined as a region's per-
centage of the nation's poor population resulting from an alternative measure
divided by its percentage resulting from the current definition. (Both percent-
ages are based on the same year, 1969.) A ratio of 1.0 indicates that a region's
share is unchanged by the alternative measure; a ratio smaller than 1.0 indicates
a decreased share. For example, the Northeast contains 17.9 percent of the 27.4
million poor persons in the United States under the current definition in 1969;
raising the current poverty thresholds by 25 percent results in a poverty popula-
tion of 37.5 million persons, of which 18.4 percent reside in the Northeast.
Therefore, the share ratio for the Northeast under the upward scaling of the cur-
rent measure by 25 percent is 1.03 (18.4/17.9).

Several broad regional patterns emerge from Figure 12. The South's share of
poor persons generally decreases, Or remains unchanged, for every alternative pov-—
erty measure, with the exception of 75 percent of the current measure. In this
situation, the South's share increases slightly. Conversely, the other regions
generally increase their share of the poverty population.

These regional changes, for the most part, are not large. Significant
changes (5 percent or more) from the share of poverty under the current measure
occur only when the current official poverty matrix is raised by 50 percent or
100 percent or when the single-dollar thresholds are used. The progressive sim-
plifications of the current official measure have a negligible impact on the re-
gional distributions of poverty. Both single-dollar thresholds reduce the South's
share of poor persons by 9 percent, increase the North Central's by 9 percent, and
increase the West's and the Northeast's by about 6 to 7 percent. Raising the cur-
rent official poverty matrix by 100 percent decreases the South's share by 13 per-
cent, increases the Northeast's and North Central's shares by 12 to 13 percent,

and increases the West's share by 6 percent.

These broad regional patterns obscure some differences at the state level.
For example, by using 75 percent of the current measure, Mississippi and the
District of Columbia increase their share of the poverty population more than
does the South as a whole, while Delaware, Oklahoma, and Texas decrease their
shares. Not all Southern States consistently reduce their share of the poverty
population for the other 11 alternative poverty measures, as does the South as

a whole.

Several alternatives increase the positions of Florida, Maryland, Oklahoma,
and Virginia, although usually only slightly. Several Southern States have
greater losses than does the South as a whole. Three states in the North Central
region experience a significant loss (i.e., larger than 5 percent of their pre-
sent share of the national poverty population): North Dakota under both the
$3200 single-dollar cutoff and 75 percent of the current measure, and Iowa and
Minnesota under 75 percent of the current measure. Other states in this region
exper ience slight losses for some alternatives,.and the pattern of significant
gains varies among the states for the different alternatives. All Northeastern



States with the exception of Rhode Island and Connectijicut éxperience signific
losses at 75 percent of the current measure. Rhode Island is the only except.
to the general rise in the share of the poor in the Northeast States under the
other alternatives; its share is reduced consistently, although significantly
only once. New York does not exhibit a significant gain or loss in its sShare
of the poor under any alternative studied with the exception of the 75 percent

with more states experiencing a relative decline in their share of poverty tha
in the Northeast and North Central regions. However, few of these losses are
significant. New Mexico and Arizona are the most consistent losers under the
alternatives, and Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming the most consistent and signifi-
cant gainers in the West. Tables 42 and D-4 provide detail on the effect of
the alternative poverty measure on each state's share of the poor.

Similar patterns of regional changes are apparent for poor school-aged chj
dren in Figure 13. 1In all regions except the West, the gains and losses are
generally larger and more significant than in Figure 13. Two important differ-
ences from the geographic distribution of poor persons just described can be
noted. First, with the two single-dollar thresholds, the South's share of poor
school—aged children does not significantly decrease. Also under these two pov
erty measures, fewer North Central, Northeastern, and Western States experience
an increase in their share of poor school-aged children than experience an in-

Crease in their share of all poor persons.

: Second, the relative measures based on median income, which have very litt.
impact on the geographic distribution of the total poverty population, do affect
the geographic distribution of poor school-aged children. Under these definitic
of poverty, the South's share of poor school-aged children declines relative
to its share under the current poverty measure. Many Southern States experi-
ence significant losses; only the District of Columbia significantly increases
its share of poor school-aged children with the unadjusted 50 percent of median
income, and only Delaware does so with the two adjusted relative measures.
(Tables 43, D-5) States in the North Central, Northeast, and Western regions

measures, frequently significantly. The relative measure defined as 50 percent
of the median income of a nonfarm family of four with a male head and two chil-
dren (adjusted for family size and composition with the equivalence scale in the
current poverty matrix) produces the largest regional differences of these three
measures. Under this measure, the South's share of poor school-aged children is
reduced by 7 percent; the share in the North Central and Northeast regions is
increased by 10 percent and 8 percent, respectively. Only the West does not
appreciably change its share under this measure.

populated states as a group increase their share of POOL persons more than other
states as the poverty lines are increased. When the poverty lines are set at

150 percent of the official thresholds, the national poverty rate is increased by
10.4 percentage points; however, over half of this increase is attributable to
low-income persons living in the eleven most populated states. As g group, these
states contain 48 percent of the poverty population under the current poverty
thresholds and 51 percent of the poverty population under the thresholds set at
150 percent of the current thresholds.
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FOOTNOTES TO TECHNICAL PAPER XVIII

1. See Chapter III and Technical Paper IX for additional details on
the Current Population Survey.

2. See Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, "Characteristics
of the Population Below the Poverty Level: 1974," for more detail on the
limitations of the income data derived from the CPS.

3. Table D-1 and Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102,
"Characteristics of the Population Below the Poverty Level: 1974," Table 35.

4. See Chapter IV of The Measure of Poverty for more details on the
equivalence scales.

5. It is impossible to distinguish these measures on the graph in
Figures 5 and 6. Because of their similarity with the current measure,
these measures were not included in Tables 27 and 29 to 37.-
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Table 1. Income Thresholds at the Current Poverty Level in 1974 by Sex o
Head, Size of Family, and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years 014,

by Farm-Nonfarm Residence

Size of family unit

Number of related children under 18 years old

None I 1 ! 2 l 3 I 4 / 5 [6 or m¢
!
NONFARM
Male Head
1 person (unrelated indiv.):
Under 65 years............... 32,658 |
65 years and over......... e 2,387
2 persons:
Head under 65 years.......... 3,324 33,724 |
Head 65 years and over....... 2,985 3,724 ’
3 persons.............. cecensen 3,870 3,996 34,223
4 persons............. cereneeas 5,103 5,178 5,000 45,252
5 persons...........cuuo.... . 6,158 6,232 6,032 5,881 ' $6,006
6 PErsOnS..........cuovuvnunnnn. 7,063 7,087 6,937 6,786 ! 6,585 | 36,686
7 Oor more persons.............. 8,896 8,972 8,796 8,645 | 8,445 8,142 | 38,
Female Head
1 person (unrelated indiv.):
Under 65 years............... $2,458
65 years and over..,......... 2,357
2 persons:
Head under 65 years.......... 3,072 $3,353
Head 65 years and over..,.... 2,948 3,353
3 persons......... et 3,745 3,568 $3,946
4 persons.............. Ceeeeenn 4,900 5,075 5,053 $5,000'
5 persons...... Ceeressanias PN 5,881 . 6,058 6,032 5,982 $5, 781 {
6 PerSONS......vvveeneennnnnnas 6,862 6,987 6,937 6,886 6,660 46,457
7 Or mOre personS.............. 8,619 8,746 8,720 8,645 8,419 8,244 37,8
FARM
Male Head
1 person (unrelated indiv.):
Under 65 years............... $2,258
65 years and over.,........ .. 2,030
2 persons:
Head under 65 years..... ceeen 2,825 $3,165
Head 65 years and over....... 2,537 3,165
3 persons......... ceecencsnnene 3,291 3,497 $3,590 .
4 persons....... 4,338 4,402 4,249 | 34,465
5 persons...... ettt rteaenas 5,235 5,298 5,127’ 4,998 45,106
6 Persons............. e 6,003 6,024 5,897 5,768 5,597 45,683
7 Or MOre PersSONS.......coee... 7,562 7,627 7,477 7,348 7,179 6,921 46, 8:
Female Head
1 person (unrelated indiv.):
Under 65 years............... 32,089
65 years and over............ 2,002
2 persons:
Head under 65 years....... 2,611 32,851
Head 65 years and over....... 2,506 2,851
3 persons............. cersesans 3,183 3,033 3,355
4 persons.,....... Geessarencons 4,165 4,313 4,294 34,249
S persons............. cereennns 4,998 5,149 5,127 5,085 $4,914
6 persons............ Ceenegecan 5,832: 5,939 5,897 5,853 5,662 45,489
7 Or mMOre pPersonS.............. 7,325 7,435 7,412 7,348 7,156 | 7,007 36,66

28



Table 2. Equivalence Matrix Implicit in Current Poverty Measure

_— Number of Related Children Under 18 Years

Size of Family Unit None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or
more
NONFARM
Male Head
1 person (unrelated individual):
Under 65 years 53
65 years and over 48
2 persons:
Head under 65 years 67 74
Head 65 years and over 60 74
3 persons 77 80 84
4 persons 102 104 100 105
5- persons 123 125 121 1138 120
6 persons - 141 142 139 136 132 134

7 persons Or more 178 179 176 173 169 163 161

Female Head

1 person (unrelated individual):

Under 65 years 49
65 years and over 47
2 persons:
Head under 65 years 61 67
Head 65 years and over ‘ 59 67
3 persons 75 71 79
4 persons 98 102 101 100
S persons 118 121 121 120 116
6 persons 137 140 139 138 133 129

7 persons Oor more 172 175 174 173 168 168 167
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Table 2. Continueg
Number of Related Children Under 18 v
Size of Family Unit None 1 2 3 4 5 6
mo
FARM
Male Head
1 person (unrelated individual):
Under 65 years 45
65 years and over 41
2 persons:
Head under 65 years 57 63
Head 65 years ang over 51 63
3 persons 66 68 72
4 persons 87 88 85 g9
5 persons 105 106 103 100 102
6 persons 120 120 118 115 112 114
7 persons or more 151 153 150 147 144 138 137
Female Head
1 person (unrelated individual):
Under 65 years 42
65 years and over 40
2 persons
Head under 65 years 52 57
Head 65 years and over 50 57
3 persons 64 61 67
4 persons 83 86 86 85
5 persons 100 103 103 102 98
6 persons 117 119 118 117 113 110
147 149 - 148 147 143 140 133

7 persons or more
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Table 3.

Race, Spanish Origin, and Family Status of Persons by

Poverty Status in 1974 (Persons as of March 1975)

Above
current
All Below current poverty level poverty
income level
Characteristic levels Total Poverty Percent Percent
( thousands) (thousands) rate distribution distribution
RACE AND SPANISH ORIGIN
Total 209,343 24,260 11.6 100.0 100.0
Spanish origin 11,202 2,601 23.2 10.7 4.6
white 182,355 16,310 8.9 67.2 89.7
Black 23,704 7,455 31.5 30.7 8.8
Other races 3,284 495 15.1 2.0 1.5
FAMILY STATUS
Total 209,343 24,260 11.6 100.0 100.0
65 years and over 21,127 3,308 15.7 13.6 9.6
In families 190,471 19,440 10.2 80.1 92.4
Head 55,712 - 5,109. 9.2 21.1 27.
Related children under
18 years ) 65,802 10,196 15.5 42.0 30.0
5 to 17 years 49,800 7,526 15.1 31.0 22.8
Other family members 68,957 4,135 6.0 17.0 35.0
Unrelated individuals 18,872 4,820 25.5 19.9 7.6

Note:

Persons of Spanish origin may be of any race, but the vast majority are white.

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Population

Survey.
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Table 4, Poverty

- and Sex of Head (Numbers in thousands.

Status of Perschs in 1974 by Race, Fémily Status

Persons as of March 1975)

Family status and sex and race All Below current poverty level
of head income Poverty
levels Total rate
ALL RACES
Total 209,343 24,260 11.6
In families 190,471 19,440 10.2
With female head 23,245 8,563 36.8
Head 7,242 2,351 32.5
Related children under 18 years. 10,458 5,387 51.5
With male head 167,227 10,877 6.5
Head 48,470 2,757 5.7
Related children unber 18 years. 55,345 4,809 8.7
Unrelated individuals 18,872 4,820 25.5
Male 7,890 1,607 20.4
65 years and over 1,455 390 26.8
Female 10,981 3,212 29.3
65 years and over 5,047 1,675 33.2
WHITE
Total 182,355 16,310 8.9
In families 166,103 12,537 7.5
With female head 15,458 4,275 27.7
Head 5,212 1,297 24.9
Related children under 18 years. 6,278 2,671 42.6
With male head 150,645 8,262 5.5
Head ' . 44,238 2,185 4.9
Related children under 18 years. 49,038 3,508 7.2
Unrelated individuals . 16,252 3,773 23.2
Male 6,544 1,200 18.3
65 years and over 1,233 292 23.7
Female 9,708 2,573 26.5
65 years and over 4,641 1,405 30.3
BLACK
Total 23,704 7,455 31.5
In families 21,356 6,494 30.4
With female head 7,523 4,194 55.7
Head 1,940 1,024 52.8
Related children under 18 years. 4,095 2,678 65.4
With male head 13,833 2,300 16.6
Head 3,558 506 14,2
Related children under 18 years. 5,293 1,146 21.7
Unrelated individuals 2,347 961 41.0
Male 1,171 351 29.9
65 years and over 195 86 44.3
Female 1,176 611 51.0
381 262 68.8

65 years and over

SOURCE -

Population Survey.

Special tabulations by the Census
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Table 5.

Families by Sex of Head,
Under 18 Years, and Poverty

Presence of Related Children
Status in 1974

(Families as of March 1975)

- Abcve
All current pov-
sex of head and income Below current poverty level erty level
presence of related levels Total Poverty Percent Percent
children under 18 years { thousands) (thousands) rate distribution distribution
All families 55,712 5,109 9.2 100.0 100, 4
With children under
18 years 31,331 3,875 12.4 75.8 54.3
No children under
18 years 24,381 1,234 5.1 24.2 45.7
Male head 48,470 2,757 5.7 54.0 90.3
With children under
18 years 26,409 1,716 6.5 33.6 48.8
No children under
18 years 22,061 1,041 4.7 20.4 41.5
_Female head 7,242 2,351 32.5 46.0 9.7
With children under
18 years 4,922 2,158 43.8 42.2 5.5
No children under
18 years 2,320 193 8.3 3.8 4.2

SOURCE: Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No.

33

102, Table 21.



Table 6. Persons 65 Years and Over by
(Numbers in thousands.

Persons as of March 1975)

Family Status and Poverty Status in 1974

All income levels

Below current poverty leve

Percent Percent

Family status - distri- Poverty distri-

Number bution Number rate bution

Persons 65 years and over 21,127 100.0 3,308 15.7 100.0

All family members 14,625 69.2 1,243 8.5 37.6
Head 8,034 38.0 760 9.5 23.0
Wife 4,589 21.7 382 8.3 11.5
Other relative 2,002 9.5 101 5.0 3.1
Of head under 65 years 1,498 7.1 65 4.3 2.0
Unrelated individuals 6,502 30.8 2,065 31.8 62.4
Male 1,455 6.9 390 26.8 11.8
Female 5,047 23.9 1,675 33.2 50.6
Living alone 4,718 22.3 1,544 32.7 46.7
Male family members 7,267 100.0 643 8.8 100.0
Head ) 6,925 95.3 616 8.9 95.8
Other relative 342 4.7 27 7.9 4.2
Of head under 65 years 228 3.1 13 5.7 2.0
Female family members © 7,357 100.0 600 8.2 100.0
Head 1,108 15.1 144 13.0 24.0
Wife of head 4,589 62.4 382 8.3 63.7
Other relative 1,660 22.6 74 4.5 12.3
Of head under 65 years 1,270 17.3 . 52 4.1 8.7

SOURCE: Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Table G.



Table 7. Work Experience of Family Heads by Poverty Status
in 1974 and Sex of Head
(Families as of March 1975)

Above current

All
income Below current poverty level poverty level
Wwork experience and levels Total Poverty Percent Percent
sex of head (thousands) (thousands) rate distribution distribution
pll families 55,712 5,109 9.2 100.0 100.0
Head worked in 1974 45,146 2,691 6.0 52.7 83.9
Year round full time 34,195 980 2.9 19.2 65.6
Head did not work in 1974 9,639 2,390 24.8 46.8 14.3
In Armed Forces 927 27 2.9 0.5 1.8
Male head 48,470 2,757 5.7 100.0 100.0
Head worked in 1974 40,820 1,745 4.3 63.3 85.5
Year round full time 31,836 785 2.5 28.5 67.9
Head did not work in-1974 6,723 986 14.7 35.8 12.6
. In Armed Forces 927 27 2.9 1.0 2.0
Female head 7,242 2,351 32.5 100.0 100.0
Head worked in 1974 "~ 4,326 947 21.9 40.3 69.1
Year round full time 2,359 195 8.3 8.3 44,2
Head did not work in 1974 2,916 1,405 48.2 59.8 30.9

SOURCE: Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Table 27.
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Table 8. Distribution of Families and Unrelated Individuals by Type of Income,
Poverty Status and Sex of Head in 1974
(Families as of March 1975)

Above curre

Below current poverty level poverty lev
Type of Income Male Female Male Fem
Total head head Total head he
FAMILIES
Total (thousands) 5,109 2,757 2,351 50,603 45,713 4,:
Percent a/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 10¢
Earnings 62.1 72.3 50.2 91.6 92.0 8"
Income other than earnings:
Public Assistance Income 40.0 20.7 62.7 4.6 3.1 1¢
Social Security Income 23.9 30.0 16.7 21.6 19.5 4]
Other Transfer Income b/ 10.0 14.1 5.3 19.3 19.3 1¢
Other Unearned Income c/ 22,2 - 23.4 20.8 56.9 57.1 5¢
UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS
Total (thousands) 4,820 1,607 3,212 14,052 6,283 7,7
Percent a/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 10¢C
Earnings 35.1 50.8 27.2 70.6 84.3 59
Income other than earnings:
Public Assistance Income 21.6 17.1 23.8 4.4 3.1 g
Social Security Income 44.5 29.1 52.3 34.4 19.4 46
Other Transfer Income b/ 7.4 8.9 6.7 15.9 17.5 14
Other Unearned Income c/ 27.3 20.4 30.8 53.5 44.8 60

a/ Detail does not add to total because some families have more than one of the types

income specified.
E/ Unemployment and workmen's compensation, government employee pensions, veterans'

payments.
¢/ Private pensions, annuities, regular contributions from persons outside the
household, etc. :

SOURCE: Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Tables 38 and 39.
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Table 9. Selected Characteristics of the Population Below and Above
the Current Poverty Level in 1974 by Race
(Persons and families as of March 1975)

Below current poverty level Above current poverty level

Characteristic All ' All

races White Black races White Black
Total persons (thousands) 24,260 16,310 7,455 - 185,083 166,045 16,249
Percent who are:
Family members ' 80.1 76.8 87.1 92.4 92.5 91.5
Percent who are:
In families with a
female head . 44.0 34.2 64.3 8.6 7.3 22.1
Related children under '

18 years 52.4 49.4 58.7 32.5 32.0 37.2
Unrelated individuals 19.9 23.2 12.9 7.6 7.5 8.5
65 years and over 13.6 16.2 8.4 9.6 10.0 6.7

Percent who are:
Unrelated individuals 62.4 64.2 55.8 24.9 25.2 20.8
Female - 68.8 69.8 66.6 56.8 57.2 52.7
Total families (thousands) 5,109 3,482 1,530 50,603 45,969 3,968

Percent with: i
Head who worked at some

time in 1974 52.7 55.6 46.5 83.9 84.0 82.7
62.1 63.0 59.6 91.6 - 91.4 92.5

Income from earnings

SOURCE: Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 102, Tables 6, 8, 39, and D.
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Table 10. Persons Below the Current Po

Alternative Poverty Levels in 1974
(Persons as of March 1975)

verty Level and 12-

Number below
~ specified
Poverty measure poverty level Poverty rate
4 (thousands)

Current poverty level 24,260 11.6
Scaling of ‘the current poverty level:

75 percent of current level 14,538 6.9

125 percent of current level 34,615 16.5

150 percent of current level 45,211 21.6

200 percent of current level 69,389 33.1
Simplification of the current poverty level:

Nonfarm 24,534 11.

Male nonfarm 25,146 12.0

Weighted male nonfarm 25,060 12.0
Single—dollar cutoffs:.

High ($5,038) 32,653 15.6

Low ($3,200) 17,392 8.3
Relative cutoffs: -

50 percent U.S. median unadjusted 36,400 17.4

50 percent U.S. family median adjusted 36,148 17.3

41,167 19.7

50 percent 4-person family median adjusted

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current

Population Survey.
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Table 12. Percent Distribution — Selec
Selow the Current Poverty Level and Below Three Upward Scalings of

the Current Poverty Level in 1974
(Persons as of March 1975)

ted Characteristics of Persons

RN

T o All Current
‘taracteristic income poverty 125 150 2
~ levels level percent percent per
T LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
SR 1@ {thousands) 209,343 24,260 34,615 45,211 69
o 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1t
Lk 91.0 80.1 80.3 81.7 ¢
ce2ted iniif1duals 9.0 19.9 19.7 18.3 J
S laiiel des Cthousands) 190,471 19,440 - 27,783 36,928 59,
Porcent 100.9- 100.0 100.0 100.0 1C
faniiies with male head 87.8 56.0 61.5 66.6 i
Jaiiilies with female head 12.2 44.0 38.5 33.4 z
«xRiated children {thousands) 65,802 . 10,196 13,784 17,577 26,
fercent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10
o families with male head 84.1 47.2 52.5 58.3 6
< ramilies with female head 15.9 52.8 47.5 41.7 3
; AGF
| Seotthl ands) 209,343 24,260 34,615 45,211 69,
| Morceric 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10
( Tovears 7.6 11.0 10.5 10.4 1
S osoees a/ 23.8 31.0 29.3 28.5 2
SR o "Q/ 58.5 44.3 44,4 44,7 41
heovoar Tover 10.1 13.6 15.8 16.4 1!
RACE
Uotn. fthousands) 209,343 24,260 34,615 45,211 69, .
Parcent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10¢(
87.1 67.2 69.5 72.3 7¢
11.3 30.7 28.4 - 25.8 21
¢ 1.6 2.0 2.1 1.9 1
.. nly reiated children. -
’ ’ = roEraul number of heads, wives, and unrelated individuals 14-17 years of a
) “i¥w.al tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Populatio
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Table 14. Percent Distribution — Selected Characteristics of Families

Below the Current Poverty Level and Below Three Upward Scalings of
the Current Poverty Level in 1974 (Families as of March 1975)

All Current
(haracter istic income poverty 125 150 200
- levels level percent peccent peccent
SEX OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 7,437 9,948 16,036
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 87.0 54.0 60.3 65.4 73.2
Pemale head 13.0 46.0 39.7 34.6 26.9
RACE OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 7,437 9,948 - 16,036
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
wWhite 88.8 68.2 70.4 73.4 78.4
Black 9.9 29.9 27.6 24.9 20.0
Other taces 1.4 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7
AGE OP HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 7,437 9,948 16,036
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 25 years 7.6 14.3 13.8 12.5 1n.7
25 to 64 years 78.0 70.8 68.1 67.6 67.6
65 years and over 14.4 14.9 18.2 19.9 20.7
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109” 7,437 9,948 16,036
Percsnt 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No related children under 18 yrs. 43.8 24.2 28.6 3.2 33.6
With related children under 18 yrs. 56.2 75.8 71.4 68.8 66.4
With related children (thousands) 31,331 3,875 5,310 6,848 10,651
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 84.3 4.3 50.3 56.2 66.2
Pemale head 15.7 55.7 49.7 43.8 33.9
FPAMILY SIZE
Total (thousands) §5,712 s,109 7,437 9,948 16,036
Percent 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2 persons 37.4 33.4 35.2 36.1 36.3
3 and 4 persons 41.5 35.5 3s.1 4.5 34.6
S or more persons 21.1 31.1 29.6 29.4 29.0
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 7,437 9,948 16,036
Parcent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Head worked last year 81.0 52.7 54.8 57.5 62.9
Yaar round full time 61.4 19.2 21.8 25.2 33.6
Head did not work last year 17.3 46.8 44.0 40.8 34.9
Head in Armed Forces 1.7 0.5 1.2 1.7 2.2
TYPE OF INCOME
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 7,437 9,948 16,036
Percent a/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢
Earnings 88.9 62.1 65.0 68.0 73.4
Social Security 21.8 23.9 27.6 29.7 30.2
Public assistance 3.8 40.0 34.8 29.9 21.7
Other transfer income b/ 18.5 10.0 12.1 14.0 15.9
Dividends, intecest, and rent 48.9 13.3 15.8 17.9 24.6
private pensions, alimony, etc. 11.8 10.7 10.9 11.0 12.1

a/ Detail will not add to total since some families have more than one of the types of

income specified.

b/ Includes unemployment and workmen's campensation, goverrment employee pensions, and
veterans' payments. :

SOURCE: Spacial tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current
Population Sucvey.
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Table 16. Percent Distribution — Selected Characteristics of Persons Below
the Current Poverty Level and Below Simplifications of the Current
Poverty Level in 1974 :
(Persons as of March 1975)

' Simplifications of current measure
All Current -We1lghted

Characteristic income poverty Male male
levels level Nonfarm nonfarm nonfarm
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Total persons (thousands) 209,343 24,260 24,534 25,146 25,060
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families 91.0 80.1 80.3 80.0 80.0
Unrelated individuals 9.0 19.9 19.7 20.0 20.0
In families (thousands) 190,471 © 19,440 19,695 20,119 20,042
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
In families with male.head 87.8 56.0 56.5 55.3 56.4
- In families with female head 12.2 44.0 43.5 44.7 43.6
Related children (thousands) 65,802 10,196 10,294 10,537 10,494
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families with male head 84.1 47.2 47.7 46.6 47.8
In families with female head 15.9 52.8 52.3 53.4 52.2
AGE
Total (thousands) 209,343 24,260 24,534 25,146 25,060
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 5 years 7.6 11.0 11.0 10.9 10.9
5 to 17 years a/ 23.8 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0
18 to 64 years 9/ 58.5 44.3 44 .4 44.6 44.6
65 years and over 10.1 13.6 13.7 13.5 13.5
RACE '
Total (thousands) 209,343 24,260 24,534 25,146 25,060
. Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
white 87.1 67.2 67.5 67.3 67.5
Black 11.3 30.7 30.5 30.6 30.5
1.6 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1

Other races

a/ Includes only related children.
§/ Includes a small number of heads, wives, and unrelated individuals 14-17 years of age.

SOURCE: Special Tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current

Poputation Survey.
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Table 18. Percent Distribution -— Selected Characteristics

of Families Below the Current Poverty reve] and
Simplifications of the Current Poverty reve]
in 1974 (Families ag of March 1975)

.vo mumn Current weighted
Qharactaristic Income povarty Male male
levels level Nonfarm noafarm nonfarm
- - ——R__nonfarm
SEX OF HEAD
Total ( thousands) 55,712 5,109 5,179 5,323 5,256 -
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 87.0 54.0 54.6 53.1 54.3
Female head 13.0 46.0 45.4 46.9 45.7
RACE OF HEAD
Total ( thousands) 55,712 5,109 5,179 5,323 $,256
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White 88.8 68.2 68.5 68,1 68.4
Black 9.9 29.9 29.6 29, 29.7
Other races 1.4 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9
AGE OP HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 5,179 5,323 5,256
Peccent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 25 ymarg 7.6 14.3 14.2 14.2 14.2
25 to 64 Years 78.0 70.8 70.7 70.9 70.8
65 years and over 14.4 14.9 15.2 14.9 15.0
PRESENCE Op CHILDREN 4
Total (thousandg) 55,712 5,109 5,179 © 5,323 5,256
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No related children under 18 years 43.8 2¢.2 24.5 24.3 24.7
With related children under 13 yrs. 56.2 75.8 75.5 - 75.7 78.3
With related children (thousands) 31,331 3,875 3,909 4,031, 3,957
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 84.3 4.3 44.8 43.4 44.9
Pemale head 15.7 55.7 $5.2 56.6 $5.1
FAMILY S1ZE
Total ( thousands) 55,712 5,109 5,179 5,323 3,256
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2 persons 37.4 33.4 33.6 33.8 3.4
Jand ¢ persong 41.5 35.5 35.3 5.6 35.4
S or more persons 21,1 1.1 31.1 30.5 31.2
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total ( thousandsg) S5,7112 5,109 5,179 5,323 5,256
Percent
Head worked last year 81.0 52.7 53.1 $3.4 53.3
Year round fu]l time 61.4 19.2 19.5 19.6 19.7
Head did not work last year 17.3 46.8 46.3 ' 46,1 46.1
Bead in Armed Forces 1.7 0.5 0.5. 0.5 0.6
TYPE OF INCOME
Total (thousands) $S,712 5,109 5,179 5,323 5,256
Percent 2/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Earnings 88.9 62.1 62.5 62.8 62,7
Social Security 21.8 23.9 24.0 23.8 24.1
Publ ic asgistance 7.8 40.0 39.5 39.8 39.5
Other transfer income b/ 18.5 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.2
Dividends, interest, and rent 438.9 13.3 13.7 13.7 13.7
Private pensions, alimony, etc, 11.8 10.7 10.6 10.8 10.6

&/ Detail will not add to total since some families have more than one of the types of

~  income specified.

b/ Includes unemployment and workmen ' s Campensation, government employee pensions, and
veterans’ payments. '

SOURCE : gpecul tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Populat jon
urvey .

48




*Ranang uoraeindod 3ua1an) Gr6T UDIBW 9YI WOAF ne2ing Snsud) ay3 AQ suotie[ngel [eroads  3IWNOS

robe Jo sieak ;T-p1 STENPIATPUT PIJeTIIUN pUR ‘SIATM ‘SpEay JO Iaqumu [Tews e sapnioul /q
*URIPTTUD pajeTal Afuo sopniour /e

8°LT £°6 1°61 ¥8s 90¢ S6b ¥8Z°¢ $30R1 13U30
LT1E 0°81 G 1e 11s’L 'y SGh L vOL €2 joetq
STt 0°L 6°8 856°'vT ‘g18’zt 01€’9T 66E ‘281 CREG
9°6T £°8 9° 1t £€69'2¢ 6 LT 09Z'vz £ve’ 607 1e30L
a0l
LAKA4 8°¢€e L°s1 Lve's - Te0°S 80€’¢ Lz 1900 pue sieak 69
S'ZT 9°9 8°8 692°ST 911’8 96L'01 1AL AN AAL /q_s1e3k pg 03 g1
6°11 6°G 1°61 £06°S 626°C 975°L 008°6¥ /e sieak (1 03 ¢
861 £°8 L7971 vES‘Z 0EE’1 0L9°2 20091 syeak g 13pun
9°G61 £'8 9 1t £69°2¢ 6E°LT 092°'v2 £vE ‘602 1230,
Jov
A1 1°92 S 1S £vo’s LzL'e L8E'S 85k 01 pesy arewsy yiTM sartqrwey ug
9 8°Z L8 vee’e 8261 608°Y SPE‘SS peay atew yirm saTTwe] uf
A S°'9 661 Lev's S6Z'Y 96101 708°69  "SIA g1 IIPUN UIIPTTIYD PIIe(AN
LSS 9°8¢ S°ST 905'0T 06Z'L 028t ZL8’81 STeNpPIAIDUT paleTaiun
9°8¢ LA T4 8°9¢ 6’8 €L’y £95'8 3 ZAd ¥4 pesy aTewsy UltM
6°L AR 3 S°9 SLU'ET e's LL8’01 L7’ 191 peay STRW U3ITM
9° 11 £°s 7°01 wt'ze zot'ox ovy ‘61 1LY/ 061 Sa1TIWwey uJ
9°st £°8 9°T1 £59°27¢ 26€°LT 092°'%C £ve ‘602 1230L
SINIWADNTIIY ONIAI']

(ubTH) (o) enat (WBTH) (Mo ToA5T  S(anal

proysaayl 00Z'cs A313a0d pToysaIul noz‘es Ky33n0d Jwodut or3stialdeIRY)
wiejuou Juaiind wiejuou IUDIIND TV

uosiad-p uosiad-p
abe1aay abeiaay

a3e1 Ajianog 19A91

A319a0d pa1JIoads MOT3Q JaqUNN

(SL6T UoTeW JO Se SuosIdd °Spuesnoyl UT SISqUNN)

PL6T UT SIFOIND HMHHODIm.ﬂmCHm QM], MOTed pue Taad] KAyxanod
FUSIIND Y3 MOTOg SUOSIDd JO SOTISTISIORIRYD PO3oSTes —- 93'd A3Ian0d pue JSqUNN

*61 STqEL

49




Table 20. Percent Distribution — Selected Character
Below the Current Poverty Level ang Belo
Single-Dollar Cutoffs in 1974
(Persons as of March 1975)

istics of Persons
w Two

Average
" 4-perso
All Current nonfarm
" Characteristic income poverty $3,200 thresho
levels level {Low) (High)
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Total persons (thousands) 209,343 24,260 17,392 32,653
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families 91.0 80.1 58.1 67.8
Unrelated individuals 9.0 - 19.9 41.9 32.2
In familijes (thousands) 190,471 19,440 10,102 22,147
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families with male head 87.8 56.0 53.2 59.5
In families with female head 12.2 44.0 46.8 40.5
Related children (thousands) 65,802 10,196 4,255 8,437
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families with male head 84.1 47.2 35.9 40.2
In families with female head 15.9 52.8 64.1 59.8
AGE
Total (thousands) 209,343 24,260 17,392 32,653
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under S vears 7.6 11.0 7.6 7.8
5 to 17 years a/ 23.8 31.0 16.8 18.1
18 to 64 years b/ 58.5 44.3 46.7 46.8
65 years and over 10.1 13.6 28.9 27.4
RACE
Total (thousands) 209,343 24,260 17,392 32,653
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White 87.1 67.2 73.7 75.2
Black 11.3 30.7 24.6 23.0
1.6 2.0 1.8 1.8

Other races

3/ Includes only related children.
b/ Includes a smalil number of heads,

SOURCE :

wives, and unrelated individualg 14-

17 years of age




Table 21. Number and Poverty Rate —-— Selected Characteristics
of Families Below the Current Poverty Level and Below Two
Single-Dollar Cutoffs in 1974 (Numbers in thousands.

Families as of March 1975)

Number below specitied poverty level Poverty rate
Average Average
4-person 4-person
All Current nonfarm Current nonfarm
Characteristic income poverty $3,200 threshold poverty $3,200 threshold
levels level (Low) (High) level {Low) (High)
SEX OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
Male head 48,470 2,757 1,835 4,672 5.7 3.8 9.6
Female head 7,242 2,351 1,565 2,851 32.5 21.6 39.4
RACE OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
White 49,451 3,482 2,428 5,654 7.0 4.9 11.4
Black 5,498 1,530 921 1,749 27.8 16.8 31.8
Other races 763 97 51 120 12.7 6.7 15.7
AGE OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 . 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
Under 25 years 4,225 733 579 1,046 17.3 13.7 24.8
25 to 64 years 43,454 3,616 2,005 4,148 8.3 4.6 9.5
65 years and over 8,034 760 8l6 - 2,330 9.5 10.2 29.0
" PRESENCE OF CHILDREN
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
No related children under 18 years 24,381 1,234 1,336 3,585 5.1 5.5 14.7
With related children under 18 yrs. 31,331 3,875 2,064 3,939 12.4 6.6 12.6
Male head 26,409 1,716 700 1,581 6.5 2.7 6.0
Female head 4,922 2,159 1,364 2,357 43.9 27.7 47.9
FAMILY SIZE
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
2 persons 20,823 1,705 1,814 4,164 8.2 8.7 20.0
3 and 4 persons 23,139 1,815 1,128 2,345 7.8 4.9 10.1
S or more persons 11,750 1,588 458 1,014 13.5 3.9 8.6
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total 55,712 5,109 3,400 7.523 9.2 6.1 13.5
Yead worked last year 45,146 2,691 1,586 3,542 6.0 3.5 7.8
Year round full time 34,195 980 538 1,235 2.9 1.6 3.6
Head did not work last year 9,639 2,390 1,805 3,917 24.8 18.7 40.6
Head in Armed Forces 927 27 9 65 2.9 1.0 7.0
TYPE OF INCOME
Total a/ 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523 9.2 6.1 13.5
Earnings 49,529 3,172 1,820 4,223 6.4 3.7 8.5
Social Security 12,162 1,220 1,029 2,974 10.0 8.5 24.5
Public assistance 4,359 2,043 1,220 2,348 46.9 28.0 53.9
Other transfer income b/ 10,296 513 252 907 5.0 2.4 8.8
Dividends, interest, and rent 27,243 681 568 1,669 2.5 2.1 6.1
Private pensions, alimony, etc. 6,581 547 341 888 8.3 5.2 13.5

a/ Detail will not add to total since some families have more than one of the types of income specified.
kmen's compensation, government employee pensions, and veterans' payments.

B/ Includes unemployment and wor

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Population Survey..
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Table 22. Percent ‘Distribution —- Selected Characteristic§ of
Families Below the Current Poverty Level and Below Two
Single-Dollar Cutoffs in 1974

(Families as of March 1975)

Average
4~-person
All Current nonfarm
Characteristic income poverty $3,200 threshold
- levels level (Low) (High)
SEX OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 87.0 54.0 $4.0 62,1
Pemale head 13.0 46.0 46.0 37.9
RACE OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 1,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
white ) 88.8 68.2 71.4 75.2
Black 9.9 29.9 27.1 23.2
Other races . 1.4 1.9 1.5 1.6
AGE OP HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 25 years 7.6 14.3 17.0 13.9
25 to 64 years 78.0 70.8 59.0 55.1
65 years and over 14.4 14.9 24.0 31.0
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
No related children under 18 years 43.8 24.2 39.3 47.7
With related children under 18 years 56.2 75.8 60.7 52.4
With related children ( thousands) 1,331 3,875 2,064 3,939
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 84.3 44.3 33.9 40.1
Female head 15.7 55.7 66.1 59.8
FAMILY SIZE
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0
2 persons 7.4 3.4 53.4 55.4
3 and 4 persons 41.5 35.5 33.2 31,2
5 or more persons 2.1 31.1 13.5 13.5°
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent 100.0 100.0 " 100.0 100.0
Head worked last year a1.0 52.7 46.6 47.1
Year round full time 61.4 18.2 15.8 16.4-
Head did not work last year 17.3 . 46.8 S3.1 52.1
Bead in Armed Pocces 1.7 0.5 0.3 0.9
TYPE OF INCOME
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 3,400 7,523
Percent a/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Earnings 88.9 62.1 53.5 56.1
Social Security 21.8 23.9 30.3 39.5
Public assistance 7.8 40.0 35.9 31.2
Othecr transfer income b/ 18,5 10.0 7.4 12.1
Dividends, interest, and rent 48.9 13.3 16.7 22.2
Private pensions, alimony, etc. 11.3 10.7 10.0 11.9
2/ Detail will not add to total since some families have more than one of the types of
income specified.
b/ Includes unemployment and workmen's compensation, government pensions, and veterans'
payments,
SOURCE: Spacial tabulations by the Census Sureau from the March 1975 Current Population
Survey.
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50% 50%
50% a.s. 4-person
All Current u.s. family family
Characteristic income poverty median median median
: : levels level unadj. adj. adj.
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Total persons (thousands) 209,343 24,260 34,600 36,148 41,167
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families 91.0 80.1 88.5 80.4 81.0
Unrelated individuals 9.0 19.9 11.5 19.6 19.0
In families (thousands 190,471 19,440 32,222 29,048 33,354
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families with male head 87.8 56.0 64.1 62.4 64.5
In families with female head 12,2 44.0 35.9 37.6 35.5
Related children (thousands) 65,802 10,196 11,760 14,333 16,122
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In families with male head 84.1 47.2 45.9 53.6 55.9
In families with female head 15.9 52.8 54.1 46.4 44.1
AGE
Total persons (thousands) 209,343 24}260 36,400 36,148 41,167
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 5 years 7.6 11.0 9.5 10.5 10.4
5 to 17 years a/ 23.8 31.0 22.8 29.2 28.8
18 to 64 years b/ 58.5 44.3 46.6 44.4 44.5
65 years and over 10.1 13.6 21.1 16.0 16.3°
RACE
Total persons (thousands) 209,343 24,260 36,400 36,148 41,167
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White 87.1 67.2 73.6 69.9 71.3
8lack 11.3 30.7 24.6 28,1 26.8
Other races 1.6 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.9

&/ Includes only related children.
b/ Includes a small number of heads, wives, and unrelated individuals 14-17 years of age.

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Population
Survey,
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Table 25. Number and Poverty Rate -- Selected i
L Charact j
of Families Below the Current Poverty Level and Be(l:ome/r ;;;:égs
Mec_ilan—Based Poverty Measures in 1974
(Numbers in thousands. Families as of March 1975)

Number below specified poverty
o All Current 50% U.S. 50% U.S. 50% 4-pers. CQurrent 50% Upg"e-r‘s:g%rate
Characteristic incame poverty median family med- family med- poverty mediar; ) A oos 4-pers.
levels level  unadj. ian adj. ian adj. Tevel 3 fﬁugjmed- 'famg'm_
bl - lan ] -
SEX OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 10,89 7,781 8,967
vale head 48,470 2,757 7,255 4,753 5,676 HE R 14.0 16.1
Female head 7,242 2,351 3,639 3,028 3,291 32.5 50.3 o 11.7
. . 45.4
RACE OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
White 49,451 3,482 8,445 5,499 6,483 e 196 14.0 16.1
Black 5,493 1,530 2,277 2,136 2,323 27.8 ad 11.1 13.1
Other races 763 97 172 146 161 12.7 228 ig 5 42.3
: . . 21.1
AGE OF HEAD
Total 55,712 5,109 10,89% 7,781 8.967 9.2 19.6
Under 25 years 4,225 733 1,453 1,050 1,144 17.3 Ao 14.0 16.1
25 to 64 years 43,454 3,616 6,002 5,309 6,097 83 e 24.9 27.1
65 years and over 8,034 760 3,439 1,422 1,726 9.5 42.8 33 H'g
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN
Total 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8.967
No relate: children ' 9.2 19.6 14.0 16.1
under 18 years 24,381 1,234 5,432 2,238 2,709
With related children 31 22.3 9.2 11.1
under 18 years 31,331 3,875 5,462 5,544 6,258 12.4
Male head - 26,409 1,716 2,537 2,841 3,372 6.5 13'2 i;‘; 20.0
Female head 4,922 2,159 2,925 2,703 2,886 43.9 59.4 10-8 ég.g
FAMILY SIZE
Total 5$,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967 9.2
2 persons 20,823 1,705 6,039 2,743 3,193 8.2 2000 19 16.1
3 and 4 persons 23,139 1,815 3,372 2,732 3,136 7.8 14.6 118 15.3
5 or more persons 11,750 1,588 1,482 2,306 2,637 13.5 12:6 19.6 ég 2
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8.967 9.2 19.6 14.0
Head worked last year 45,146 2,691 5,510 4,319 5,085 6.0 12.2 98 16.1
Year round full time 34,195 980 2,160 1,755 2,145 2.9 63 e 11.3
Head did not work ' . . 6.3
last year 9,639 2,330 5,238 3,360 3,738 24.8 54.3 34.9
Head in Armed Forces 927 27 146 102 143 2.9 15.7 l0.9 I
TYPE OF INCOME
Total a/ s5,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967 9.2 19.6 14.0
Earnings 49,529 3,172 6,629 5,117 6,026 6.4 13.4 10.3 181
Social Security 12,162 1,220 4,415 2,157 2,604 10.0 36.3 17.7 éz.z
Public assistance 4,359 2,043 2,880 2,647 2,848 46.9 66.1 60.7 1.4
Other transfer incame b/ 10,296 513 1,543 958 1,188 5.0 5.0 9-3 55.3
Dividends, interest, : 1.5
and rent 27,243 681 2,787 1,249 1,532 2.5 10.2 4.6
Private pensions, . 5.6
alimony, etc. 6,581 547 1,513 847 985 8.3 23.0 12.9 15.0

a/Detail will not add to total since same families have more than one of the types of incame specified
5/ Includes unemployment and workmen's compensation, government employee pensions, and veterans' paymenés

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Population Survey.
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Table 26. Percent Distribution -- Se lected Characteristics of
Families Below the Current Poverty Level ang Below
Three Median-Based Poverty Measures in 1974
(Families as of March 1975)

508 g5,

son
All Current u.s. family Camily
Qraracteristic income poverty madian median median
levels level unadj. adj, ady.
SEX OF HEAD .
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967 -
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male head 87.0 54.0 66.6 61.1 63.3
Pemale head 13.0 46.0 3.4 38.9 36.7
RACE OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
white 88.8 68.2 7.5 70.7 72.3
Black 9.9 29.9 20.9 27.5 25.9
Other races 1.4 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.8
AGE OF HEAD
Total (thousands) 35,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 25 years 7.6 14.3 13.3 13.5 12.8
25 to 64 years 78.0 70.8 $5.1 68,2 68,2
65 years and over - 14.4 14.9 3.6 18.3 19.
r -
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN
Total (thousands) - 55,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No related children under 18. years 43.8 24.2 49.9 28.8 30.2
With related children under 13 years 56.2 75.8 " 50.1 7.3 69.8
With related children { thousands) 31,331 3,875 5,462 5,544 6,258
Peccent 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0  100.0
Male head 84.3 “4.3 46.4 51.2 53.9
Pemale head 15.7 ss.7 53.6 8.8 4.1
FAMILY SIZE
Total (thousands) $5,712 5,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2 persons 37.4 33.4 55.4 38.3 35.6
3 and 4 persons 41.5 35.5 3l.0 35.1 5.0
5 or moce persons 21.1 31.1 13.6 2.6 29.4
WORK EXPERIENCE
Total (thousands) 55,712 5,109 10,89¢ 7,781 8,967
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Head worked last year 81.0 S2.7 50.6 55.5 56.7
Year round full time 61.4 19.2 19.8 2.6 23.4
Head did not work last year 17.3 46.8 48.1 43.2 41.7
Head in Armed Porces 1.7 0.5 1.3 1.3 1.6
TYPE OF INCOME )
Total (thousands) 55,712 3,109 10,894 7,781 8,967
Percent a/ - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢0 100.0
Barnings 8a.9 62,1 60.9 65.8 67.2
Social Security - 21.8 23.9 40.5 27.7 29.0
Public Assistance 7.8 40.0 26.4 4.0 31.8
Other transfer income b/ 18.5 10.0 14.2 12.3 13.2
Dividends, interest, and rent 48.9 13.3 5.6 16.1 17.1
Private pensions, alimony, etc. 11.8 10.7 13.9 10.9 11.0

2

Detail will not add to total since some families have moce than one of the types of
income specified.

W Includes unemployment and worknen's Campensation, government exployee pensions, and
veterans' payments.

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the March 1975 Current Population
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Table 28. Alternate Poverty Measures:

1967, 1969, 1971, 1973, and 1974

Income year
Poverty measure 1974 1973 1971 1969 196"
Scaling of Current Poverty Measure
(cutoffs are shown for base family)
75 percent of current measure $ 3,756 $3,379 $3,078 52,786  $2,52
Current measure 5,000 4,505 4,104 3,715 3,38
125 percent of current measure 6,250 5,631 5,130 4,644 4,22
150 percent of current measure 7,500 6,758 6,156 5,573 5,07
200 percent of current measure 10,000 9,010 8,208 7,430 6,76
: Simpiification of Current Poverty Measure
Nonfarm thresholds (base family) 5,000 4,505 4,104 3,715 3,38
Male head nonfarm thresholds (base family) 5,000 4,505 4,104 3,715 3,38:
Weighted male nonfarm:
1 person under 65 years 2,658 2,395 2,181 1,974 1,79¢
1 person over 65 years 2,387 2,151 1,959 1,773 1,61
2 persons, head under 65 years 3,329 2,999 2,731 2,473 2,25]
2 persons, head over 65 years 2,984 2,690 2,450 2,217 2,02
3 persons : 3,957 3,565 3,246 2,937 2,674
4 persons 5,040 4,542 4,139 3,745 3,412
5 persons 5,957 5,364 4,884 4,418 4,022
6 persons 6,706 6,034 5,492 4,962 4,517
7 persons or more 8,278 7,455 6,771 6,116 5,562
Single Dollar Cutoffs
Low ($3,200) 3,200 . 3,200 3,200 ' 3,200 3,200
High (weighted average threshold for
nonfarm family of four) 5,038 4,540 4,137 3,743 3,410
Relative Poverty Measure
50 percent U.S. median unadjusted:
Families 6,418 6,026 5,143 4,717 3,967
Unrelated individuals 2,220 2,067 1,658 1,465 1,190
50 percent U.S. family median adjusted 6,418 6,026 5,143 4,717 3,967
7,002 6,614 5,571 5,113 4,298

50 percent 4-person family median adjusted
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Table 38. Percent of Population in Poverty for Alternative
Poverty Definitions, by State, 1969

Scaling of Current Measure Simplifications of Relative Measure

Universe | Current Current Measure s
State (000s) Poverty us. % 4-.PA
Maasure 02 US. Family Fami;

Mrdian, | Median, Medis
Adj. Adj.

Male

75% 1252 1502 2002 [Nonfarm|Nonfarm Unadj.

UNITED STATES 197,810 13.92 9.5% 19.02  24.32 36.32 14.02 14.22 14.2% 13.92 16.1% 17.5% 19.7% 22.47

Alabama 3,376 25.7 18.0 33.2 40.3 53.6 25.9 26.2 26.1 21.5 25.1 30.4 34.4 38.1
Alaska 278 11.5 8.9 16.5 21.2 31.3 11,5 11.9 11.9 11.5 12.6 12.6 16.5 19.1
Arizona 1,728  15.4 11.0 20.9 26.9 40.6 15.4 15.5 15.6 14.8 16.8 19.2 21.8 24.7
Arkansas 1,882 27.5 20.0 36.3 46,2 57.5 27.9 28.3 28.3 25.9 30.1 35.5 37.5 41.2
California 19,389 11.2 7.8 15.7 20.3 30.5 11.3 11.5 11.5 12.3 14.4 14.4 16.4 18.7
Colorado 2,135 12.6 7.9 17.2 23.2 35.9 12.8 12.9 12.9 12.9 15.0 15.7 18.2 21.5
Connecticut 2,952 6.9 5.0 9.6 12.5 21.5 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.9 9.2 9.0 10.0 11.3
Delaware 534 11.6 6.8 17.0 21.5 1.6 11.6 12.0 11.8 11.2 12.9 13.1 18.2 20.0
Dist. of Col. 720 17.8 13.7 23.3 28.8 40.8  17.8 18.1 18.1 17.6 20.1 20.6 23.8 26.5
Florida 6,625 16.8 11.6 22.7 29.2 42.3 16.8 17.0 17.0 17.5 20.4 22.8 23.6 26.9
Georgia 4,465 21.1 14.8 27.6 3.2 47.0 21.3 21.5 21.4 18.2 20.9 25.2 28.5 31.9
Hawaii 734 10.4 6.5 14.7 18.8 Jo.o 10.4 10.5 10.5 9.9 11.2 11.2 15.4 17.6
Idaho 696 12.6 7.2 18.7 24.9 40.5 13.1 13.1 13.1 13.6 16.1 17.8 19.5 22.4
Illinois 10,835 10.4 7.3 14,2 18.2 28.1 10.5 10.6 10.7 11.2 12.8 12.9 14.7 16.8
Indiana 5,061 9.6 6.4 14.0 19.0 31.1 9.8 10.0 10.0 10.8 12.4 13.4 14.6 17.0
Iowa 2,747 11.4 7.1 16.5 22.7 36.4 11.9 11.9 11.9 13.5 15.9 16.8 17.5 20.6
Kansas 2,161 13.8 9.1 18.8 24.8 38.4 14.2 14.4 14.5 15.3 17.6 18.5 19.7 22.8
Kentucky 3,134 23.2 16.8 30.3 37.0 50.1 23.8 24.0 24.0 21.9 24.9 29.2 31.3 3.7
Louisiana 3,547 27.1 19.5 3%.5 41.5 53.7 27.3 27.4 27.4 23.4 26.4 30.2 35.5 39.2
Maine 957 13.3 8.4 20.6 28.5 45.7 13.4 13.5 13.3 13.9 16.3 18.0 21.5 25.9
Maryland 3,813 10.0 7.2 14.1 18.3 28.0 10.1 10,2 10.2 10.0 11.7 12.4 14,5 16.5
Massachusetts 5,507 8.6 5.6 12.4 16.4 28.2 8.6 8.8 8.8 9.9 11.6 11.2 13.0 14.9
Michigan 8,695 9.4 6.5 13.0 17.1 27.6 9.5 9.6 9.6 10.2 11.6 11.9 13.5 15.4
Minnesota 3,711 10.7 6.9 15.2 20.8 34.1 11.3 11.4 11.4 12.2 14,1 14.7 15.8 18.8
Mississippi 2,166 35.3 27.3 43.9 51.2 64.4 35.8 36.1 36.0 30.3 34.5 40.3 45.4 49.0
Missouri 4,558 15.2 10.0 20.8 26.8 39.4 15.5 15.7 15.7 16.2 18.7 20.3 21.7 24.5
Montana 675 13.6 8.5 20.0 26.5 41.6 13.8 14.1 13.8 14,1 17.3 17.3 21.0 24,1
Nebraska 1,441 13.8 9.3 19.5 25.9 41.6 14.4 l4.6 l4.6 16.0 18.2 19.8 20.5 23.6
Nevada 480 8.5 5.9 12.7 17.7 28.8 8.5 8.8 8.8 10.0 11.3 11.5 13.3 15.8
New Hampshire 715 9.9 6.5 15.1 19.6 35.0 10.1 10.3 10.3 11.6 13.1 13.6 15.4 18.0
New Jersey 7,042 8.0 5.2 11.6 14.9 24.7 8.0 8.3 8.2 8.3 9.9 10.7 12.0 13.6
New Mexico 993  23.4 17.2 31.3 38.7 52.4 23.5 23.7 23.8 18.9 22.7 27.2 32,1 36.2
New York 17,824 1.4 7.5 15.9 20.2 30.7 11.5 11.8 11.6 11.9 13.8 14.2 16.4 18.6
North Carolina 4,891 19.9 13.9 27.0 33.9 47.8 20.3 20.5 20.4 17.2 20.3 25.4 28.1 31.6
North Dakota 594 15.8 9.8 22.1 29.8 46.8 16.5 16.7 16.7 4.5 18.4 22.4 23.4 26.9
Ohio 10,424 10.2 7.2 14.4 19.1 31.1 10.4 10.6 10.6 11.1 12.7 13.2 15.0 17.3
Oklahoma 2,469 18.5 12.0 25.8 32.4 47.0 18.9 19.3 19.2 19.4 22,7 24.7 26.7 29.9
Oregon 2,040 12,1 8.1 16.4 21.7 34.3 12,2 12.4 12.3 13.8 15.9 16.1 17.4 20.0
Pennsylvania 11,531 10.9 7.1 15.4 20.8 34.1 10.9 11.2 11.1 11.5 13.4 14.1 16.1 18.8
Rhode Island 902 12.4 8.7 16.6 21.0 34.0 12,4 12.7 12.7 13.3 15.1 14.9 17.2 19.2
South Carolina 2,481 24.7 17.6 32.2 38.9 51.9 25.1 25.3 25.0 20.2 . 23.3 28.1 33.1 36.6
South Dakota 643  17.7 12.3 25.3 33.7 49.8 19.0 19.0 19.1 18.7 22.1 24.7 26.7 31.3
Tennessee 3,833 21.8 15.2 28.6 35.8 50.0 22.2 22.4 22.3 19.5 22.6 27.4 29.6 33.3
Texas 10,885 18.7 12.4 25,5 32.1 44.8 18.8 19.0 19.0 16.5 19.4 22.6 26.5 29.8
Utah 1,038 11.7 7.4 16.5 23.1 40.3 11.8 i1.8 12.0 -11.8 13.5 14,7 17.2 20.4
Vermont 431 12.3 7.4 17.2 24.8 39.2 12.3 12.5 12.3 12.8 14.8 15.1 18.6 21.8
Virginta 4,452 15.5 10.8 21.7 27.5 39.7 15.7 15.8 15.7 14,2 16.6 19.5 22.5 25.6
Washington 3,299 10.0 6.6 13.9 18.2 29.3 10.1 10.4 10.3 11.9 13.8 13.4 14.5 16.8
West Virginia 1,709 23.2 16.7 30.5 38.3 53.2 23.3 23.5 23.6 22.3 25.9 29.4 31.6 35.6
Wisconsin 4,292 9.8 6.8 14.2 19.2 32.6 10.3 10.4 10.4 11 13.2 13.1 14.8 17.2
Wyoming 323 1201 7.4 17.6 23,5 38.4 12,4 12.4 12,7 13.3 15.2 15.8 18.9 22.3

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Cenaus Bureau from the 1:100 Sample of the 1970 Census of Population.
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Table 39. Percent of Related Children 5-17 Years in Poverty
for Alternative Poverty Definitions, by State, 1969

Single-
Scaling of Current Measure Simplifications of dollar Relative Measure
Universe N Current Measure Qutoffs . _
State (000s) cwy““"" ] 507 LS. ]50% 4-Person
Measure 50% LS. | Family | Family
Male Age Median,| Madian, Median,

75% 125% 150% | 2007 Nonfarm{Nonfarm | & Size Low High | Unadj. | adj. Adj.
UNITED STATES 52,324 15.2% 10.3% 21.1% 27.5% 42.1% 15.3% 15.6% 15.6% 9.5% 11.3% 15.6% 21.9% 25.2%
Alabama 936  30.4 21.5 38.6 46.5 60.7 30.8 31.1 31.2 18.6 21.7 29.6 39.9 44,0
Alaska 84 10.7 8.7 16.7 22.6 34.5 16.7 10.7 10.7 8.3 9.5 10.7 16.7 20.2
Arizona 483 17.6 12.7 24.0 31.1 47.8 17.6 17.6  18.0  11.0 12.4 17.4 24.8  28.6
Arkansas 500 32.2 24.5 42.0 50.6 64.6 32.6 33.2 33.4 21.4 25.8 34.2 43.4 47.2
California 4,957 12.5 8.4 17.3 22.5 35.0 12.5 12.7 12.8 7.9 9.4 13.2 17.9 20.6
Colorado 595 13.3 8.2 18.2 24,7 39.7 13.4 13.4 13.8 7.6 9.2 13.3 19.0 23.0
Connecticut 763 6.8 5.0 10.0 13.5 25.2 6.8 6.9 6.9 4.8 5.8 7.5 10.2 12.2
Delaware 147 12.9 6.6  19.7 25.2 36.7 12.9 13.6  12.9 6.8 7.5 10.2 20.4 23.1
pist. of Col. 168  23.2  17.4 2.1 39.9  57.1  23.2  23.8 23.8 16.1  19.0  26.2 32.1 36.9
Florida 1,599 19.7 13.5 26.5 33.9 49.2 19.7 19.9 20.1 12.9 14.9 20.5 27.5 31.4
Georgia 1,233 25.2 17.7 33.0 40.7 54.0 25.4 25.6 25.7 15.2 17.7 24.7 34.0 38.1
Hawail 202 10.9 6.9 17.3 21.8 3.7 10.9 10.9 11.4 6.9 7.9 10.4 17.8 20.3
1daho 196 12.2 6.8 18.4 25.5 43.4 12.2 12.2 12.8 7.1 8.7 12.8 18.9 22.4
Illinois 2,828 10.9 7.7 15.4 20.5 33.0 10.9 11.1 11.2 7.3 8.5 11.1 15.9 18.7
Indiana 1,375 8.7 5.8 13.9 20.1 35.2 8.9 9.2 9.2 5.8 6.6 3.6 14.5 17.7
Towa 734 10.1 5.9 15.3 22.9 39.8 10.6 10.6 10.8 6.4 7.9 11.4 16.5 20.3
Kansas . 563 13.0 8.5 18.3 25.2 41.7 13.3 13.7 13.9 8.0 9.6 13.3 19.2 22.6
Kentucky 840 25.0 18.3 33.7 41.7 56.2 25.8 26.1 26.2 16.9 19.4 26.4 3%.9 39,2
Louisiana 1,050 31.2 23.1 39.5 47.6 60.6 31.4 31.6 31.9 20.9 23.6 30.6 40.6 45.1
Maine 256 14.1 9.2 23.0 32.4 53.9 14.1 14.5 14.1 8.2  10.2 15.2 23.8 28.9
Maryland 1,018 11.1 7.8 16.0  21.4 33,8 11.1 11.2 11.4 7.2 8.7 11.4 16.3 18.9
Massachusetts 1,400 8.7 5.0  13.1 17.9 34.2 8.7 8.9 8.9 S.4 6.6 9.1 13.6 16.2
Michigan 2,451 9.0 6.2 13.1 17.9 31.2 9.1 9.2 9.3 6.0 6.9 9.2 13.5 15.7
Minnesota 1,067 9.3 5.5 13.9  20.6 37.2 9.9 10.1  10.1 5.6 6.7  10.4 14.6 18.3
Mississippi 640  40.9 32.2 51,6 59.4 72.5 41.4 41.6  41.6 27.5 12,0 40.9 53.4 57.2
Missouri 1,184 14.9 9.4 20.9 28.6 43.9 15.3 15.5 15.6 9.0 10.9 15.5 21.9 25.3
Montana 196 13.3 7.5 21.4 29.6 47.4 13.3 13.8 13.3 7.7 9.7 13.3 23.0 27.0
Nebraska 386 13.7 9.1 19.9 27.5 46.6 14.5 14.5 14.8 9.1 10.6 15.3 21.5 24.9
Nevada 125 8.8 5.5 13.6  20.0  32.0 8.8 8.8 8.8 6.4 6.4 8.8 14.4 17.6
New Hampshire 190 8.4 5.3 14.7 19.5 39.5 8.4 8.4 8.4 5.3 6.3 8.9 14.7 17.9
New Jersey 1,794 8.4 4.9 12.9 17.2 29.8 8.4 8.8 8.6 5.0 6.2 9.4 13.5 15.4
New Mexico 314 28.0 20.5 36.9 44.9 59.6 28.0 28.3 28.7 16.9 21.0 27.7 37.6 42.4
New York 4,340 12.9 8.0 18.4 24.0 37.7 13.0 13.4 13.3 8.0 9.7 13.4 19.0 - 21.9
North Carolina 1,316 23.5 16.0 31.8 39.7 54.5 23.9 24.1 24.2 13.5 16.6 24.2 33.1 37.0
North Dakota 177 16.9 10.3 23.7 32.2 52.0 18.1 18.1 18.1 8.5 11.9 19.2 25.4 28.8
Ohic 2,816 10.1 7.2 14.9 20.8 36.4 10.3 10.5 10.6 7.0 8.0 10.7 15.5 18.4
Oklahoma 633 19.1 12.7 26.5 33.8  50.9 19.4 19.7 19.6 11.8 14.7 19.7 27.3 31.0
Oregon 528 11.2 7.6  15.3  22.0  37.9 11.4 11.6  11.4 7.6 8.7 12.5 16.7  20.1
Pennsylvania 2,893 11.0 6.7 16.6  23.3  40.7 11.0  11.3  11.3 6.4 7.8 11.4 17.2 20.7
Rhode Island 229 12.2 8.8 17.5 21.8  38.4  12.2  12.7  12.7 9.2  10.0 12.2  18.3  20.1
South Carolina 718 30.2 21.4 39.1 46.2 60.9 30.8 30.9 30.8 18.9 22.1 29.0 40.0 43.6
South Dakota 189 16.9 12.0 25.9 35.4 55.6 18.0 18.0 18.0 11.6 14.3 ©18.5 28.0 33.3
Tennessee 1,011 24.9 16.6 33.0 41.7 57.8 25.4 25.6 25.5 15.0 18.1 25.5 34.1 38.8
Texas 2,995 21.7 14.2 29.7 37.3 51.6 21.8 22.0 22.1 12.6 15.2 21.3 30.7 3.6
Utah 311 10.3 5.9 15.8 23.2 44.7 10.3 10.3 10.9 6.1 7.4 106.0 16.4 19.9
vermont 18 11.9 6.5 18.6 28.0 45.8 11.9  11.9  11.9 6.8 8.5  11.9  19.5  23.7
virginia 1,182 18.4  12.7 26,1  32.7  47.0 18.5 18.8  18.7  1i.1  13.5 18.9  26.8  30.5
Washington 880 8.9 6.1 12.6 17.5 31.0 9.0 9.2 9.1 5.8 7.2 10.1 13.2 15.9
West Virginia 449 25.2 18.4 33.6 43.0 60.1 25.4 25.6 25.6 16.9 20.5 25.8 35.0 39.9
Wisconsin 1,199 9.0 6.2 14.0  20.0 37.3 9.6 9.8 9.8 5.6 6.9 9.4 14.6 17.7
Wyoming 90 10.0 6.3 16.7 24,4 42.2 11.1 11.1 1.1 6.7 7.8 10.0 17.8 22.2

SOURCE: Special tabulations by the Census Bureau from the 1:100 Sample of the 1970 Census of Population.
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FIGURE 1 School-Age Children: Poverty Rate and Percent
of the Poverty Population Under Alternative
Poverty Definitions, 1974
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FIGURE 2 Elderly Persons: .
the Poverty Population tlinder Alternactive
Poverty Definitions, 1974
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FIGURE 3 Black Persons:

Poverty Rate and Percent of

the Poverty Population Under Alternative
Poverty Definitions, 1974
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FIGURE 4 Persons in Female-Headed Families: Poverty

and Percent. of the Poverty Population Under
Alternative Poverty Definitions, 1974
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FIGURE 5 Number of Persons in Poverty Under Alternative
Poverty Definitions, for Selected Years, 1967-1974
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FIGURE 6 Percent of Persons in Poverty Under Alternative
Poverty Definitions, for Selected Years, 1967-1974
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FIGURE 11 Families with Earnings as a Percent of All Poverty
Families Under Selected Alternative Poverty
Definitions 1967-1974
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