Sounting the Poor:

Another Look at the Poverty Profile

When the Council of Economic Advisors used
annual income of less than 83,000 to define fami-
lies living in poverty, it noted that this was a
crude and approximate measure. Obviously the
amount of cash income required to maintain any
given level of living will be different for the
family of two and the family of eight, for the
person living in a large metropolitan area and a
person of the same age and sex living on a farm.

An article published in the July 1963 issue of
the Bulletin, “Children of the Poor,’ suggested
one way of deriving rough measures of the
amounts needed by families of different size. This
analysis has now been carried considerably fur-
ther to define equivalent incomes at a poverty
level for a large number of different family types.
The Social Security Administration obtained

- from the Bureau of the Census special tabulations

m the March 196} Current Population Survey

classifying families and unrelated individuals as
above or below these poverty cutoff points.

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

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

The method of measuring equivalent levels of
living that is presented here is still relatively
crude. The Division of Research and Statistics is
attempting to develop more refined measures
based on the relationship of income and consump-

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

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

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

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

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

The standard itself is admittedly arbitrary,
but not unreasonable. It is based essentially on
the amount of income remaining after allowance
for an adequate diet at minimum cost. Under the
criteria adopted, it is estimated that in 1963 a
total of 7.2 million families and 5 million indi-
viduals living alone or with nonrelatives (exclud-
ing persons in institutions) lacked the where-
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level.
Literally, for the 3415 million persons involved—
15 million of them children under age 18 and 5
million persons aged 65 or older—everyday living
implied choosing between an adequate diet of the
most economical sort and some other necessity be-
cause there was not money enough to have both.

There are others in need not included in this
count. Were one to add in the hidden poor, the
1.7 million elderly and the 1.1 million members
of subfamilies—including 600,000 children—
whose own income does not permit independent
living at a minimum standard but who escape
poverty by living in a household with relatives
whose combined income is adequate for all, the
number of poor rises to nearly 37.5 million
persons.

The aggregate income available to the 7.2 mil-
lion families and 5 million individuals in 1963
was only 60 percent as much as they needed, or
about $1114% billion less than their estimated mini-
mum requirements.
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THE POVERTY PROFILE

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

By almost any realistic definition, individuals
and families with such income—who include more
than a fifth of all our children—must be counted
among our undoubted poor. A somewhat less con-
servative but by no means generous standard,
calling for about 90 cents a day for food per per-
son and a total weekly income of $77, would add 8.8
million adults and 6.8 million children to the r
ter. There is thus a total of 50 million persons—
of whom 22 million are young children-—who live
within the bleak circle of poverty or at least hover
around its edge. In these terms, though progress
has been made, there are still from a fifth to a
fourth of our eitizens whose situation reminds us
that all is not yet well in America.

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

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

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

only a small part of all the Nation’s poor.
“ami]ies headed by a woman are subject to a
risk of poverty three times that of units headed
by a man, but they represent only a fourth of all
persons in families classed as poor. Indeed, al-
most three-fourths of the poor families have a
man as the head.

Children growing up without a father must get
along on less than they need far more often than
children living with both parents. In fact, two-
thirds of them are in families with inadequate
income. But two-thirds of all the children in the
families called poor do live in a home with a man
at the head.

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

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

And finally, in our work-oriented society, those
who cannot or do not work must expect to be

aagorer than those who do. Yet more than half of

poor families report that the head currently
has a job. Moreover, half of these employed
family heads, representing almost 30 percent of
all the families called poor, have been holding
down a full-time job for a whole year. In fact,
of the 7.2 million poor families in 1963, 1 in every
6 (1.3 million) is the family of a white male
worker who worked full time throughout the
year. Yet this i1s the kind of family that in our
present society has the best chance of escaping
poverty.

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

DEFINING THE POVERTY LINE

Poverty has many facets, not all reducible to
money. Even in such terms alone, it will not be
possible to obtain unanimous consent to a list of
goods and services that make up the sine qua non
and the dollars it takes to buy them. The dif-
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ficulty is compounded in a country such as ours,
which has long since passed the stage of struggle
for sheer survival.

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

Available Standards for Food Adequacy

Despite the Nation’s technological and social
advance, or perhaps because of it, there is no gen-

arally appantad ctandard af adananasy far acoon.
CUldily allTpioll Stadiaru Ui audyualy iUl OSsCii~

tials of living except food. Even for food, social
conscience and custom dictate that there be not
only sufficient quantity but sufficient variety to
meet recommended nutritional goals and conform
to customary eating patterns. Calories alone will
not, be enough.

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

? See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Family Food
Plans and Food Costs, Home Economics Research Re-
port No. 20, November 1962,



Each plan specifies the required weekly quan-
tities of foods in particular food groups for indi-
viduals of varying age and sex. The Department
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States
average prices based on the assumption that all
meals are prepared at home from foods purchased
at retail. Because no allowance is made for using
any food from the home farm or garden, the cost
estimates are not applicable to farm families with-
out some adjustment, although the quantities
presumably could be.

The low-cost plan, adapted to the food patterns
of families in the lowest third of the income
range, has for many years been used by welfare
agencies as a basis for food allotments for needy
families and others who wished to keep food costs
down. Often, however, the actual food allowance
for families receiving public assistance was less
than that in the low-cost plan. Although spend-
ing as much as this food plan recommends by no
means guarantees that diets will be adequate,
families spending less are more likely to have
diets falling below the recommended allowances
for some important nutrients.

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

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

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

Recent revisions in suggested food quantities to allow
for changes in the Recommended Dietary Allowances re-
sult in almost no change in the costs of the plans on
the average. Koods for men of all ages and girls aged
9-12 cost slightly less than before, and foods for women
under age H5 cost slightly more. (See Family Economics
Review (U.S. Department of Agriculture), October
1964.)

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

The food costs for individuals according to this
economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were used
as the point of departure for determining the
minimum total income requirement for families
of different types. An additional set of poverty
income points was computed, using the low-cost
plan with its average per capita weekly cost of
$5.90.

Choosing Representative Family Types

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

. to define the family size and composition proto-

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

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

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex composi-
tion grouping could be assumed for each of the
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separate family types, but even with this restric-
Qm there was still much left to decide, There
"Whas no existing cross-tabulation showing family
size by number of minor children, let alone by
their age. And correspondingly little information

was available on the age and sex of adults other

than the family head and spouse. The Decennial
Census of 1960 does include distributions of fami-
lies with specified numbers of own children, by
ages of youngest and oldest child.* For families
with more than two children, ages were arbi-
trarily assigned to the intermediate children,
and corresponding food costs for all of them com-
puted from the food plan. Families with a given
number of children, who in the original table
were arrayed in order of age of youngest child by

1 A 1 d
age of oldest child, were then rearrayed in order

of ascending cost of food for all their children.

The age constellation chosen for the budget
prototype of families with a specified number of
children marked the two-thirds point in the dis-
tribution of families arrayed by the estimated
total food cost for the children. Because food re-
quirements for children increase rapidly with ad-
vancing age and the food plan cost is already
critically low, this protection was deemed neces-

Qy to ensure adequate allowance for growing
Syoungsters. Children tended to be older in fami-
lies with a female head than in families with a
male head, and the larger the family the younger
the average age of the children. The average
costs as computed therefore vary accordingly.

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

Since no data were available to indicate the
age and sex of persons in the family other than
the head and spouse and own children under age
18, arbitrary assumptions were made. Related
children were considered the same as own children
for computing food costs, but an additional esti-
mating procedure was devised for other adults.
The Decennial Census age and sex distributions
of all persons in families classified by number of
children were used to derive a composite that
would be representative of adult relatives other

4 Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population:
‘I"6’0—Familie8, Final Report, PC(2)—4A, 1963.
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than the head or wife, and the most suitable indi-
vidual food costs from the plan were weighted
together accordingly.®

(Generally speaking, in families with both a
husband and wife present, the “other” adults

tandad to ha wvonnoor than thaca in

tengea 1o 0e younger
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headed by a woman.! Male heads tended to be
younger than female heads of families of the same
size, and the “extra” adults were also younger.
Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in
the husband-wife families were sons or daughters
aged 18-24; only a fifth of the adults in the
families with a female head were sons or daugh-
ters in this age group.

The family still headed by a husband and wife,
if it shares the home, is more likely to have a

married child and his or her familvy livinge with
Al ii0U VI aliu 1S UL ol dalilily IiVIg Wbl

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

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

Income-Food Expenditure Relationship

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

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

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

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



nomic pressure because of* the assumed economy
of scale. Yet, on the whole, larger families are
less likely to have diets that satisfy the recom-
mended allowances in essential nutrients. The
dearth of data on expenditures of families classi-
fied by both size and income has made it difficult
to assay the situation, and the fact that as families
increase in size the age and sex distribution of the
members changes too further obscures the picture.

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

It thus appears that what passes for “economy
of scale” in the large family may in part reflect
a lowering of dietary standards enforced by in-
sufficient funds. Support for this thesis may be
gained from the fact, illustrated later in this
report, that families with large numbers of chil-
dren do indeed have lower incomes than smaller
families. Moreover, analysis of recent consump-
tion data suggests that large families, given the
opportunity, prefer to devote no larger a share of
their income to food than do smaller families with
the same per capita income.

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

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

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

about 27 percent of their income for food, and
families with three or more persons about 35 p|
cent. A later study made in 1960-61 by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics found for urban families that
nearly a fourth of the family’s income (after
taxes) went for food. There is less variation by
size of family than might have been anticipated,
ranging between 22 percent and 28 percent, as
the following figures indicate:

USDA 1955, nonfarm 1| BLS 1960-61, urban 2

Family size Average | Percent Average | Percent

per capita | spent for | per capita | spent for

income food income food
3 ®) $2,967 23
$1,328 33 1,886 22
2,036 27 2,750 22
1,603 31 2,302 22
1,299 35 1,854 24
1,067 36 1,512 26
837 40

aed Bl rom 28

1 Derived from U.S, Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption
Survey, 1955, Report No. 1, December 1956.

2 Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Erpenditures and
Income, Supplement 3, Part A, to BLS Report No. 237-38, July 1964.

3 Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirement for this study, the
single individuals included are not representative of all persons living alone.

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

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

BLS figures. On the other hand, the decreases
iMoubtedly reflect in part the general improve-
ment in real income achieved by the Nation as a
whole in the 6 years elapsed between the two
studies.

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

For 1-person units, for whom the consumption
data are hard to interpret because of the heavy
representation of aged individuals not shown
separately, the income cutoff at the low-cost level

taken at T2 percent of the estimated $2,480
¥ a couple, following BLS recent practice.®* For
the economy level, the income cutoff was assumed
at 80 percent of the couple’s requirement, on the
premise that the lower the income the more diffi-
cult it would be for one person to cut expenses
such as housing and utilities below the minimum
for a couple.r®

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

9 VWillard Wirtz, statement in Hearings Before the
Ways and Mcans Commitice, House of Representatives,
KEighty-cighth Congress, on Medical Care for the Aged,
November 18-22, 1963 and January 20-24, 1963.

10 See Mollie Orshansky, “Budget for an Elderly
Couple,” Social Sccurity Bulletin, December 1960.
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SSA poverty index— BLS 1960-61
economy level (nonfarm) | average (grban)l~
. . estimated income
Family size . correspondifng(;,o
er capita economy foo
food expense Ineome expenditure
bl ) $1,540 O]
2l $240 1,990 $1,560
S . 270 2,440 2,475
4. . 260 3,130 3,120
[ S - 245 3,685 3,600
[ - 230 4,135 4,020
7 or more_. . 210 5,090 @)

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

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

The Farm-Nonfarm Adjustment

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

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

11 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food
Consumption Survey, 1955, Food Production for Home
Use by Households in the United States, by Region, Re-
port No. 12, January 1958, and Farm Family Spending in
the United States, Agriculture Information Bulletin No.
192, June 1958.



cash than a nonfarm family of the same size and
composition.

The Resultant Standard

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

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

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

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

13 Acknowledgement is made of the helpful assistance
of Bureau of the Census staff in the preparation of the
special tabulations for this purpose.
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BLS “modest but adequate” budget for a similar
family of four in autumn 1959 in 20 large cit?‘
ranged from $4,880 to $5,870, not including taxes,
and from $5,370 to $6,570 with taxes included.**

HOW ADEQUATE IS THE STANDARD

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

For a meal all four of them ate together, she
could spend on the average only 95 cents, and to
stay within her budget she must allow no more
a day than a pound of meat, poultry, or fish alto-
gether, barely enough for one small serving for
each family member at one of the three meals.
Eggs could fill out her family fare only to a
limited degree because the plan allows less than
2 dozen a week for all uses in cooking and at the
table, not even one to a person a day. And any
food extras, such as milk at school for the ck
dren, or the coffee her husband might buy ¥
supplement the lunch he carries to work, have to
come out of the same food money or compete with
the limited funds available for rent, clothing,
medical care, and all other expenses. Studies
indicate that, on the average, family members
eating a meal away from home spend twice as
much as the homemaker would spend for prepar-
ing one for them at home. The 20-25 cents al-
lowed for a meal at home in the economy plan
would not buy much even in the way of supple-
mentation.

There is some evidence that families with very
low income, particularly large families, cut their
food bills below the economy plan level—a level
at which a nutritionally good diet, though pos-
sible, is hard to achieve. Indeed, a study of bene-
ficiaries of old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance—limited to 1- or 2-person families—
found that only about 10 percent of those spend-
ing less than the low-cost plan (priced about a

14 Helen H. Lamale and Margaret 8. Stotz, “The In-
terim City Worker’s Family Budget,” Monthly Labor
Review, August 1960.
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third higher than the economy plan) had meals
gnishing the full recommended amounts of es-
Wtial nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had
even as much as two-thirds the amounts recom-
mended. Only when food expenditures were as
high as those in the low-cost plan, or better, did
90 percent of the diets include two-thirds of the
recommended allowance of the nutrients, and 60
percent meet them in full.!* Few housewives with
greater resources—income and other—than most
poor families have at their disposal could do
better. Many might not do as well.

VARYING THE REFERENCE POINT

Much of the recent discussion of the poor has
centered about an ad hoc definition adopted in
1963. Under this definition a family of two per-
sons or more with income of less than $3,000 and
one person alone with less than $1,500 were con-
sidered poor. At the time, a more refined poverty
income test was believed to be desirable. The hope
was expressed that, although the statistical mag-
nitude of the problem would undoubtedly be
altered by a different measure, “the analysis of

sources of poverty, and of the programs
Wgeded to cope with it, would remain substan-
tially unchanged.”*® Since programs are selected
on other than purely statistical considerations,
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But
at least the relative importance of various phases
of the poverty question does depend on the
criterion used.

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

15 1.8. Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption
and Diectary Levels of Older Houscholds in Rochcester,
New York, by C. LeBovit and D. A, Baker (Home Eco-
nomics Research Report No. 25), 1964.

16 Council of Economic Advisors, Annual Report 1964,
chapter 2.
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over, the preceding standard treats farm and
nonfarm families alike, but the one discussed
here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami-
lies receiving some food and housing without
direct outlay, as part of a farming operation.
Accordingly, farm families, despite their low
cash income, have a somewhat smaller repre-
sentation in the current count of the poor for
1963 than in the earlier statistic.

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

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

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

[In millions]

. Total U.S.

Type of unit Al | B2 | C3 | D¢ population
Total number of persons......_. 33.4 [ 34.0 | 34.5 | 34.6 187.2
arm.___.. 4.9| 6.4 51 3.2 12.6
Nonfarm...___.._ 28.5 | 27.6 | 29.3 | 31.4 174.6
Unrelated indi 4.9 1540 49| 4.9 11.2
arm. ... 21 1.4 .2 .1 .4
Nonfarm____._.__.___. 471 2.6 4.7| 4.8 10.8
Members of family units.___ 28.5 | 30.0 | 29.6 | 29.7 176.0
2 3 1 W 4,71 501 49} 3.1 12.2
Nonfarm____..__.___.. 23.8 1250 24.6 | 26.6 163.8
Children under age 18_. 10.8 | 15.7 | 14.1 | 15.0 68.8
Farm... ... ... 1.8 2.4 2.1} L5 4.8
Nonfarm..__..__ ... 9.0 |13.312.0] 13.5 64.0

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

2 Level below which no income tax is required, beginning in 1965.

3 $1,500 for first person plus $500 for each additional person, up to $4,500.
See testimony by W alter Heller on the kconomic Opportunity Act, Hearings
Refore the Subcommittee on the Viar on Poverty Program of the Committee on
Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Eighty-eighth Congress, Second
Session, Part 1, page 30. . .

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

5 Estimated; income-tax cutoff is $000; Census 1963 income data available
only for total less than $1,000; this figure has been broken into less than
$500 and $500-999 on basis of 1962 proportions.



Though one may question the merits of a food-
income relationship alone as a poverty index, it

TaBLE 2,—Incidence of poverty by two measures: Families
with 1963 incomes below $3,000 and below the economy
level of the SSA poverty index, by specified characteristics

[Numbers in millions]

Poor—
with Poor—with
incomes incomes below
Total under economy level 2
num-| $3,0001
Characteristic b:ir
fam- Percent-
A Per- Per- 3
lies Num-| cent |Num-; cent t?{zgu%;(sm
ber of ber of of all poor
total total families
All families_. _________ .. ___ 47.4 | 8.8 19| 7.2 15 100
Residence:
Farm.__ ... 3.1 1.3 43 .7 23 10
Nonfarm______ ... _____..__ 4.3 1.5 17| 6.5 15 90
Race of head
White_.....___._.._ ... .. 42.7 | 6.8 16 | 5.2 12 72
Nonwhite_._.___.____________ 4.7 2.0 43 | 2.0 42 28
.7 .8 30 7 26 10
.6 3.6 12 4.0 13 54
.4 1.3 18 1.0 13 14
.7 3.1 45 1.5 24 22
Type of family:

Husband-wife______.______.__ 41.3 | 6.2 15| 5.0 12 70
Wife in paid labor force_.__| 13.4 1.0 8 .9 7 13
‘Wife not in paid labor force_{ 27.9 5.2 19+ 4.1 15 57

Other male head_____._______ 1.2 .3 23 .2 17 3

Female head._ . 4.9 2.3 47 | 2.0 40 27

Number of per:

2. 15.3 4.6 30 2.5 16 34

3.. 9.8 1.5 16 1.0 11 14

4_. 9.4 1.0 10 1.0 10 14

5. 6.3 .7 11 .9 14 13

6 3.3 .4 12 .6 19 9

7OrMOre. oo oo 3.3 .6 18 1.2 35 16

Number of related children
under age 18:
None__ .. ... 19.1 1 4.7 25| 2.4 13 34
8.7 1.4 16 1.1 12 15
8.6 1.0 11 1.0 11 13
5.5 .7 14 1.0 17 14
2.9 4 15 .6 23 9
1.4 3 18 .5 36 7
1.2 3 30 .6 49 8
3.7 2.8 76 | 2.0 53 27
20.8 3.9 19 3.3 16 46
17.3 1.8 10 1.5 9 21
dormore...__..._..______._.. 5.6 .3 6 .4 7 6
Employment status and oc-
cupation of head:

Not in labor force 3___________ 8.8 4.3 49 | 3.0 34 42

Unemployed.._....____.______ 1.4 .4 28 .4 28 6

Employed ... ____________ 37.2 4.1 11 3.7 10 52
Professional, technical, and

kindred workers_...______ 4.7 .1 3 .1 3 2
Farmers and farm managers.[ 1.8 .9 48 .5 29 8
Managers, officials, and

proprietors (except farm)_| 6.0 4 6 .3 5 4
Clerical, sales, and kindred

workers_ ... ... _..._._ 4.9 .2 6 .2 4 3
Craftsmen, operatives, and

kinired workers_.____.___ 14.5 | 1.1 8| 1.2 8 17
Service workers, including

private household________ 3.0 7 23 .6 20 8
Laborers (except mine)____| 2.3 7 33 .7 30 10

Work experience of head in
1963:¢

Worked in1963______________ 40.7 | 5.1 13} 4.6 11 64
Worked at full-time jobs___| 37.9 | 3.8 10| 3.8 10 50
5052 weeks.__________.._ 30.7 | 2.1 71 2.0 7 28
Worked at part-time jobs..| 2.8 1.4 49 1.0 36 14

Did not work in 1963.________ 6.7 3.7 54| 2.6 38 36

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

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

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

4 All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time
workers, limited to civilian workers.
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probably does serve as an interim guide to equiva-
lent levels of living among families in diﬁ'ex‘
situations. Additional variables could improve'z.,
as, for example, allowance for geographic vari-
ables of community size and region, and indeed
further study of the income-consumption pat-
terns themselves. Even as it stands, however, this
index is undoubtedly a better leveler than a
single income applied across the board.

As a comparison of four different measures of
poverty illustrates (table 1), the flat sum of
$3,000 for a family and $1,500 for an individual
would indicate that 33.4 million persons were liv-
ing in poverty in 1963. One in 7 of them would
be a farm resident, and 1 in 3 a child under age

The modification of this scale to allow $1,500
for the first person and $500 for every additional
family member raises the number of the poor to
34.5 million, and the percent who are children to
more than 40, but the ratio of 1 in 7 on a farm
remains unchanged. Under the economy plan
definition, the most complex and differentiated of

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

-

[Numbers in millions]

Poor—with ,‘._
incomes Poor—with incomes
under below economy level 2
$1,5001
Total
Characteristic num- Percent-
ber age dis-
Per- Per- | 58" U2
Num-| cent |Num-| cent ;rr l;ﬁmg(?r
ber of her of unrelgte d
total total indi-
viduals
All unrelated individuals_..| 11.2 | 4.9 44 | 4.9 44 100
Residence:
Nonfarm_._.______._.________ 10.8 | 4.7 43 | 4.7 44 97
.4 .2 67 .2 40 3
9.7 4.1 42 4.1 42 83
1.5 .8 56 .8 58 17
1.0 .5 47 .5 48 10
5.9 1.8 31 1.9 56 38
4.3, 2.6 62| 2.5 59 52
4.3 1.4 33 1.4 34 30
6.9 3.5 51 3.5 50 70
7.0 1.8 26 1.8 26 37
4.2 3.1 75 3.1 74 63
Work experience in 1963:3
Worked in 1963______________. 6.7 1.8 26 1.8 26 36
‘Worked at full-time jobs.._{ 5.5 1.1 201 1.2 21 23
50~52 weeks. .. ... ... 3.7 .5 12 .5 13 10
‘Worked at part-time jobs._| 1.2 .7 55 .6 54 13
Did not work in 1963__..___._ 4.5 8.1 72| 3.9 80 64

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

2 Derived from specml tabulatxons by the Bureau of the Census for the
tSoctial Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteria, see
ext.

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

workers, limited to civilian workers.
SOCIAL SEC*



the standards compared, there are 34.6 million
yor—almost the same number as under the $500
'u person modification of the single $3,000 stand-
ard—but the number of poor children, who now
represent 43 percent of the population living in
poverty, is 1 million greater. As would be ex-
pected, the proportion of the poor who live on
farms is considerably lower, or only 1 in 11.

Of narticular sionificance is the

R "ﬂf‘]’ﬂﬂ‘ﬁf‘ﬂ n‘r

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

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

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

Dollar deficit
(in billions)

Percentage
distribution

Type of unit

Male |Female Male |Female

Total head | head Total head | head
.5 $6.4 $5.1 | 100.0 56.1 43.9
.1 1.0 2.1 27.2 8.5 18.7
.4 5.4 3.0 72.8 47.6 25.2
.8 1.4 .4 15.1 12.4 2.7
.6 4.0 2.6 57.7 35.2 22.5
0 .6 .4 8.5 4.9 3.6
0 .6 .4 8.9 5.2 3.7
.3 W7 .6 11.7 6.2 5.5
.0 .6 .4 9.1 5.8 3.3
.0 .6 .3 8.5 5.6 2.9
.3 .9 .4 11.0 7.5 3.5

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
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TaBLE 5.—Income and family size: Median money income
of nonfarm families, 1963, by number of members, number
of children, and sex of head

: Number of related children under age 18
Number of
family Total
members

5 6 or

None 1 2 3 4 more

Male head

Total_____ $6,745) $6,045) $6,960| $7,200] $7,095| $7,080| $6,590| $5,765

5,4000 5,415 (1
6,901 8,260 6,450
7,490| 11,410| 8,810
7,390/212,570| 9,640
7.2901 (Y Q]
6,870, (1) O] "

(
210,770| 8,430[ 6,590 5,765

Female head

Total_____ $3,245| $4,585| $3,080 $2,940‘ $2,160| $2,260(2%1,660|*$2,230

3,340
3,885
3,151

2,575

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

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

Because the measure of poverty for nonfarm
unrelated individuals is almost the same under
the economy level definition as under the earlier
one—and 1-person households seldom live on a
farm-—characteristics of the 4.9 million unrelated
persons now labeled poor are almost the same as
those thus identified earlier (table 3).

THE INCOME DEFICIT

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

In the very rough terms that the selected in-
come standard permits, it can be estimated that
the 34.6 million persons identified as poor needed
an aggregate money income of $28.8 billion in
1963 to cover their basic requirements. Their cur-
rent income actually totaled about $17.3 billion,
or only 60 percent of their estimated needs. Some
of the deficit could have been-—and no doubt
was—offset by use of savings. By and large, how-
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ever, it has been well documented that the low-
income persons who could benefit most from such
additions to their meager resources are least likely
to have the advantage of them. And it is not
usually the poor who have the rich relatives.
Unquestionably the income of the poor included
the $4.7 billion paid under public assistance pro-
grams from Federal, State, and local funds
during 1963. In December of that year such
payments were going to a total of 734 million
recipients. Not all persons who are poor receive
assistance, but all persons receiving assistance are
unquestionably poor. It cannot be said for sure
how many of the poor were benefiting from other
public income-support programs such as old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance, unemploy-
ment insurance, veterans’ payments, and the like.
Of the total deficit, about $5 billion represented

Tapre 6.—Persons in poverty in 1963: Total nuraber of
persons in units with income below the cconomy level of
the SSA poverty index, by sex eof head and farm-nonfarm
residence !

[In millions]

i
Sex-of head Liesidence
Type of unit Total . | ____V._,_,:,,,
Lo 5 . Non-
i Male |Female| Farm farm
Number of persons
Total _ .. 34.6 | 23.5| 11.1 3.2 31.4
Unrelated individuals_.___._._______. 4.9 1.4 3.5 .1 4.8
Underage 65__._______ 2.4 .9 1.4 . 2.3
Aged 65 or over 2.5 5 2.1 *) 2.5
Persons in families____________ U P20.7 | 221 7.6 3.1 26.6
With no children__.___________.___ to5.3 4.4 9 .6 4.7
With children._.__.______.____.___ 24.4 | 177 6.7 2.5 21.9
Adults._______________ 9.4 7.3 2.1 1.0 8.4
Children under age 18 15.0 10.4 4.6 1.5 13.5
Iiead year-round, full-time worker 3. 5.7 5.2 .5 ) *)
Other.______ . ______.. 9.3 5.2 4.1 ) )
Number of family units
|
Total ...l 12.1 6.7 l 5.4 ! 0.9 11.2
Unrelated individuals... . . _.____ 49| 14 351 2] 47
Year-round, full-time workers. .5 .2 O [Q)
Underage 65__.____.________ .4 .2 .2 *) (%)
Aged 65 or over. .1 .2 .1 *) *)
Other__ . .. 4.4 1.2 3.2 () *)
Under age 65.__ .. _________.._.._.. 1.9 .7 1.2 (2) )
Aged 65 or ove 2.5 .5 2.0 ) )
Families___.__.__.___________________ 7.2 5.2 2.0 7 6.5
With nochildren__________________ 2.5 2.1 4 2.2
Head vyear-round, full-time
worker® .. ... 4 4 ) O] ®
2.1 1.7 40O @
4.7 3.2 1.5 4 4.3
Head year-round, f{ull-time
worker®. .. ... 1.6 1.5 .1 ® (*)
Other.___________________________ 3.1 1.7 1.4 * )

! For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

2 Less than 50,000,

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

1 Not available.
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the unmet needs of families headed by a woman.
About three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion) repg
resented the shortage in income of families wit®
children under age 18 and about 60 percent of
this shortage was in the income of families with
a man at the head (table 4). It is estimated that
$600 million represented the deficit of poor per-
sons on farms.

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

[Percent] ﬁ

Male head 1 Female head

) . - Income " Income
Type of unit chtixf‘;_%e, of poor as (}fnuori;aer;%ev of poor as
at gcononiy proportion i o erzzononfy proportion
Tevel of required level of required

mcome income
Total .__________._.__ 14 64 46 53
Unrelated individual. ___ 34 &7 50 58
Family___________. ... 12 65 40 49
With no children. 12 i4 19 62
12 65 55 47
8 68 42 53
14 66 72 45
36 62 92 41

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

CHILDREN AND POVERTY

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

SOCIAL SECURI.



TaBLE 7.—The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated individuals (and total number of persons) below the economy

9

evel of the SSA poverty index,! by sex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963
[Numbers in thousands)

L

The poor
U.S. population
Units Number of persons
Type of unit
Head
Poverty
lt\)rl!lli‘!llti)tesr Percent | Number | Percent rate yﬁ’;ﬁ_ﬁ:‘i’;’;d %glan%r Total Children
(percent) | yoorker 2

Allunits. oL 58,620 100.0 12,100 100.0 21 2,510 9,590 34,580 14,970
Unrelated individuals, total. 11,180 19.1 4,890 40.4 44 480 4,410
Under age 65__ 6,910 11.8 2,360 19.5 34 400 1,960
Aged 65 or ove 4,270 7.3 2,540 21.0 59 80 2,460
Families, total__._ 47,440 80.9 7,210 59.6 15 2,030 5,180
‘With no children 19,120 32.6 2,460 20.3 13 370 2,080
With children. 28,320 48.3 4,750 39.3 17 1,660 3,090
) DU, 8,680 14.8 1,050 8.6 12 270 780
2. 8,580 14.6 980 8.1 11 320 660
: J 5,550 9.5 960 7.9 17 340 620
L . 2,860 4.9 650 5.4 23 290 360
F SR 1,430 2.4 520 4.3 36 200 310
6ormore ... . _._...._..____________ 1,210 2.1 600 5.0 49 240 370
Units withmalehead___..___.____________. 46,830 79.9 6,670 55.1 14 2,090 4,580
Unrelated individuals... 4,280 7.3 1,440 11.9 34 240 1,200
Under age 65._..______ - 3,110 5.3 940 7.8 30 220 720
Aged 650rover.._._._._. - 1,170 2.0 500 4.2 43 20 480
Families. ... _______...___ 42,550 72.6 5,220 43.2 12 1,850 3,370
17,070 29.1 2,040 16.9 12 350 1,690
25,480 43.5 3,180 26.3 12 1,500 1,680
7,650 13.0 650 5.4 9 240 420
7,830 13.4 620 5.1 8 280 340
5,070 8.6 620 5.2 12 300 320
2,600 4.4 460 3.8 18 270 180
1,280 2.2 380 3.2 30 180 200
1,050 1.8 450 3.7 43 220 220
Units with female head. __ . _..._.__.....___ 11,790 20.1 5,430 44.9 46 410 5,020
Unrelated individuals..____. 6,910 11.8 3,450 28.5 50 240 3,210
Under age 65.. 3,800 6.5 1,410 11.7 37 180 1,240
Aged 65 or ove 3,110 5.3 2,030 16.8 65 60 1,970
Families..._.. 4,880 8.3 1,980 16.4 41 180 1,800
‘With no chil 2,050 3.5 420 3.4 19 20 390
‘With children 2,830 4.8 1,570 13.0 55 160 1,410
) SO, 1,030 1.8 380 3.3 38 30 360
2. 750 1.2 360 3.0 48 40 320
- SO 490 .8 340 2.8 70 40 300
L U 260 .4 190 1.6 74 20 170
[P 140 .2 130 1.1 91 20 110
6 Or MOTe. o e 160 .3 150 1.3 93 10 140

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

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

A considerable number of subfamilies that in-
clude children are poor—a third of those with a
father present and nearly three-fourths of those
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2 See footnote 3, table 6.

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

In contrast to this total of 15.6 million needy
children, in December 1963 only 3.1 million chil-
dren were receiving assistance in the form of aid
to families with dependent children, the public
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program designed especially for them. Because
some families stay on the assistance rolls less than
a full year, 4 million to 414 million children re-
ceived aid during 1963.

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

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

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

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

The statistics on family income that are gen-,

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

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

17 Gerald Kahn and Ellen J. Perkins, “Families Re-
ceiving AFDC: What Do They Have To Live On?’
Welfare in Review (Welfare Administration), October
1964.
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age 18. The percentages below show the incidence
of poverty—as defined by the Social Security A
ministration ecriterion at the economy level-™.
among nonfarm families with specified number
of children.

Children under age 18

Total number of family
members
None| 1 2 3 4

F%milies with male head:

Q] 4 14 16 O |eeo.--
O] O] 10 22 30 42

21 [iZ: S ORISR (RN
18 43 £ 20 [ (AR P,

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

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

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

Finally, since the data both on income and on
incidence of poverty relate to the number now in
the family, there is an understatement of the
relationship between large families and low in-
come: Some of the families currently listed as
having only one or two children undoubtedly will
have more in the future or have others who are
now past age 18 and may no longer be in the
home. It is not likely that family income adjusts
in equal measure. If anything, it may decline
rather than increase as the family grows be-
cause it will be more difficult for the mother to
work, and many of the families can escape pov-
erty only by having the wife as well as the head
in the labor force (table 8).

AGE AND POVERTY

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

18 See Mollie Orshansky, “Children of the Poor,” Social
Security Bulletin, July 1963.

SOCIAL SECURIQ



erty status in accordance with the economy level.

The total number of aged persons among the
W46 million poor is about 5.2 million, or 1 in 7.
A later Burperin article will present additional
detail, with information on those who are per-
haps the poorest of the aged—elderly relatives
living in the home of a younger family. Such
elderly persons living in a family of which they
were neither the head nor the wife of the head in
March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million. There
probably were a variety of reasons for their
choice of living arrangements, but that financial
stringency was a major factor is obvious: four-
fifths of these elderly relatives had less than
$1,500 in income of their own during 1963, the
minimum required for an aged person to live
alone. The vast majority of elderly persons desig-
nated as “other relatives” were living in a family
with income above the poverty level.

Every second person living alone (or with non-
relatives) and classified as poor was aged 65 or
older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were
women. The low resources generally prevailing
among this group mean that those who, by choice
or necessity, live independently are likely to do so
only at the most meager level, even if allowance is
wade for their using up any savings.*®
" The present analysis indicates that more than
40 percent of all aged men and nearly two-thirds
of the aged women living by themselves in 1963
had income below the economy level. Only 1 in 4
of the aged women living alone had income above
the low-cost level.

In summary, if to the 2.5 million aged persons
living alone in poverty and the 2.7 million living
in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative
are added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor
to get by on their own, but not included in the
current count of the poor because the families
they live with are above the economy level of the
poverty index, the number of impoverished aged
would rise to almost 7 million. Two-fifths of the
population aged 65 or older (not in institutions)
are thus presently subject to poverty, or escaping
it only by virtue of living with more fortunate
relatives.

Among poor individuals under age 65, poverty

19 See Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:
First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” Social
Security Bulletin, March 1964, and Janet Murray, “Po-
tential Income From Assets ... Social Sccurity Bulletin,
December 1964.
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for some undoubtedly represented only a stage
through which they were passing. The poverty
rate was high among persons under age 25, half
having incomes below the economy level, and
dropped to about 1 in 4 for those aged 25-34
(table 8).

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

Male head Female head

Family type Total number| Per- |Total number| Per-
of units (in | cent | of units (in | cent

thousands) | poor | thousands) | poor

Twoadults.o_ . ... ... 13,026 14 1,557 22
Head under age 65..___________ 8,769 10 876 14
Head aged 65 or older..__..____ 4,257 22 681 32

One adult, one child.______._.____ 87| (1) 618 50

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

WORK AND POVERTY

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

Current Employment Status

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

Male head Female head
Employment stattgs of —
head, March 1964 Poor Nonpoor Poor Nonpoor
family family family family
Total ____ . 100 100 100 100
In lahor foree.. ... ___.______._. 67 88 33 60
Employed__ . ... __._. 60 85 29 57
Unemployed_______________.__ 6 3 4 3
Not in labor force.._.___.___.____. 33 12 67 40

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

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

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

citizens. g
In point of fact, the family of a nonwhite mal¥®.
1s somewhat worse off in relation to that of a
white male when both are working than when
both are not, as the following figures suggest.

Percent of families with
male head with income

Employment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level

White Nonwhite
All families. oo 10 34
Not in labor force_. .- N 25 50
Unemployed.. .. ... e - 22 47
Employed_ ... __________ 7 31
Year-round, full-time in 1963 5 23

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

working. ‘\/ :

Work Experience in 1963

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

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

20 Mollie Orshansky, “The Aged Negro and His In-
come,” Social Sccurity Bulletin, February 1964.
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TarLe 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head
umbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively

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

All units White Nonwhite
Percent with Percent with Percent with
Characteristic incomes below-— incomes below— incomes below—
Total Total Total
number number number
Economy | Low-cost Economy ‘ Low-cost Economy | Low-cost
level level level level level level
Families
47,436 15.1 23.0 42,663 12.0 ) 19.3 4,713 42.5 55.6
44,343 14.6 22.4 39,854 11.6 18.7 4,489 41.2 54.3
3,093 23.0 31.8 2,809 18.9 27.2 284 62.3 75.5
42,603 12.0 19,8 | e .
4,773 42.5 88,6 . e e
2,744 25.8 35.3 2,391 20.7 29.9 353 59.8 71.0
9,128 14.7 23.6 8,109 11.1 19.1 1,019 43.2 59.2
11,437 13.7 20.7 10,220 10.5 17.0 1,217 40.2 52.2
9,986 9.8 15.2 9,012 7.0 11.8 974 35.4 46.9
7,382 13.3 18.5 6,717 10.9 15.7 665 38.0 48.5
6,759 23.5 36.9 6,214 20.9 33.9 545 52.6 70.4
15,287 16.1 24.3 13,917 14.4 22.3 1,370 33.0 44.7
9,808 10.6 16.5 8,906 8.7 13.6 902 29.0 44.8
9,435 10.3 15.9 8,678 7.6 12.6 757 41.9 53.9
6,268 14.5 22.1 5,718 11.4 18.2 550 45,2 59.9
3,324 19.1 30.9 2,908 14.2 26.1 416 53.8 65.0
3,314 34.8 49.6 2,536 24.9 39.9 778 68.4 82.2
Number of related children under age 18:
None. .. 19,119 12.7 20.1 17,607 11.5 18.5 1,512 26.8 39.3
8,682 12.1 17.7 7,771 9.6 18.4 32.8 45.6
8,579 11.3 17.5 7,824 8.3 13.8 755 42.5 56.1
5,564 17.4 26.8 5,030 14.0 22.5 524 48.2 66.2
2,863 22,8 34.8 2,476 16.8 29.1 387 60.7 70.5
1,429 35.8 53.0 1,145 27.2 44.7 284 73.6 89.6
1,210 49.3 63.5 810 35.3 51.2 400 77.3 87.7
11,902 9.8 16.5 11,017 8.4 14.6 885 26.6 39.5
! 138,358 11.5 18.7 12,472 10.3 17.0 886 29.7 43.5
! 14,389 24.6 34.6 12,005 17.9 27.1 2,384 58.3 71.9
7,787 11.7 18.5 7,169 11.0 17.4 618 20.7 31.4
42,554 12.3 20.0 38,866 10.2 17.3 3,688 34.1 48.2
Married, wife present._.__ 41,310 12.1 19.9 37,799 10.1 17.2 3,511 34.3 48.5
‘Wife in paid labor force. _ 13,398 6.8 11.9 11,851 4.3 8.7 1,547 25.5 36.5
Wife not in paid labor force.. 27,912 14.6 23.6 25,948 12.6 21.0 1,964 41.3 58.0
Other marital status...._._ 1,243 17.0 23.4 1,067 14.5 20.1 177 231.2 142.6
Femalehead. .. .. ... ____ 4,882 40.1 49.3 3,797 3.2 40.1 1,085 70.8 80.5
Number of earners
\y 3,695 53.4 70.2 3,242 49.2 66.9 453 83.9 93.9
20,832 15.7 24.7 18,976 12,5 20.7 1,856 48.5 64.5
17,306 8.7 14.4 15,484 6.3 11.3 1,822 28.8 39.8
5,603 7.4 12.3 4,961 3.9 7.7 642 34.8 48.0
Em;})}loyment status and occupation of
ead:
Not in labor foree 3. _______ 8,757 34.4 47.9 7,673 30.0 43.7 1,084 65.4 77.6
Unemployed______ 1,427 28.3 39.9 1,190 23.8 34.5 237 53.4 70.2
Employed.. .. ... ________.._. 37,252 10.0 16.4 33,800 7.5 13.1 3,452 34.5 47.8
Professional and technical workers 4,688 2.8 5.5 4,479 2.4 5.1 9 10.9 14.7
Farmers and farm managers___......_.. 1,846 29.3 37.3 1,739 26.5 4.1 107 277.0 203.2
Managers, officials, and proprietors .

(exeept farm) ... _._________________ 5,981 5.4 9.9 ! 5,860 5.0 9.5 121 222.2 230.0
Clerical and sales workers.__ 4,865 4.3 9.1 4,637 3.7 8.1 228 16.6 28,7
Craftsmen and foremen . _ 7,102 5.5 11.1 6,704 4.5 9.7 398 21.3 32.3
Operatives_....______.__._. 7,430 11.2 19.1 6,572 8.9 15.9 858 29.8 44.8
Service workers, including private

household_ ... ________.______ 2,096 20.1 29.8 2,184 12.1 19.9 812 40.2 54.8

Private household workers. 285 63.8 70.0 95 ) ® 190 277.5 283.1
Laborers (except mine)_.__..____...____ 2,344 29.9 43.2 1,625 21.1 33.8 719 50.0 64.4
Work experience of head:5
Worked in 1963__ .. 40,753 11.3 18.2 36,791 8.6 14.8 3,962 36.9 50.4
Worked at full-time jobs. - 37,913 9.5 16.0 34,505 7.2 13.1 3,408 31.7 45.7
50-52 weeks.. 30,689 6.6 12.2 28,210 4.9 9.8 2,479 25.8 38.7
40-49 weeks._ . 3,515 14.2 23.5 3,128 10.9 19.4 387 39.4 55.8
39 weeks orless.._...._. . 3,709 28.6 40.3 3,167 24.5 35.4 542 52.9 69.8
‘Worked at part-time jobs . 2,840 36.2 47.9 2,286 28.5 40.7 554 67.9 79.2
50-52 weeks__ ... ._._ - 1,065 30.0 40.6 868 22.4 32.0 197 263.6 278.8
49 weeks or less_ .. - 1,775 39.9 52.3 1,418 32.3 46.0 357 70.3 79.3
Did not work in 1963_ . 6,683 38.3 51.9 5,872 33.9 47.7 811 69.8 81.1
Il or disabled.._._ . 1,745 46.5 59.9 1,441 41.4 54.4 304 68.2 .
Keeping house. . . 1,603 49.7 57.8 1,329 42.8 51.7 274 83.2
Going to school. __ - [ R P 68 | . )
Could not find work - 202 49.3 60.5 154 241.9 253.8 48 1.
Other . . 3,056 26.8 43.7 2,880 25.3 42.0 176 252.7
See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to the SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head—Continued

[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relativgg
Jarge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which the pergentage is base? is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of responst-
and nonreporting

All units ‘White Nonwhite
Percent with Percentl:) v}’ith I“ercentl:)e inth
i incomes below— incomes below— incomes below—
Characteristic Total Total Total
number number number
Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost
level level jevel level level level
Unrelated individuals
11,182 43.9 49.8 9,719 41.8 48.0 1,463 57.5 61.7
10,820 44.0 49.8 9,379 42.0 48.0 1,441 57.4 61.7
362 40.4 . 340 . . 22
9,719 41.8
1,463 57.6
989 47.6 49.9 873 45.5 47.6 116 262.5 265.9
995 26.3 28.6 792 23.3 25.2 203 38.7 42,7
1,000 23.6 25.4 785 19.9 21.8 215 37.1 39.6
1,575 30.5 35.3 1,308 25.9 30.2 267 52.0 59.5
2,332 39.3 43.4 2,024 34.9 39.3 308 67.8 70.4
4,291 59.3 69.2 3,937 58.0 68.3 354 73.8 78.3
4,275 33.7 39.4 3,501 31.3 37.3 684 46.1 50.0
6,907 50.3 56.3 6,128 48.1 54.3 779 67.6 72.1
Region:
3,119 42.1 41.7 2,778 41.8 47.8 341 44.1 46.5
2,974 45.5 52.7- 2,720 4.3 51.6 254 58.9 64.7
2,830 52.7 57.5 2,164 46.6 51.9 666 72.5 5.7
2,259 33.3 39.1 2,057 33.8 39.3 202 28.7 37.3
6,978 26.0 30.4 5,992 23.0 27.4 986 43.8 49.0
Nonearner_ . [, 4,204 73.8 82.0 3,727 72.2 81.2 477 85.7 88.0
Employment status and occupation:
Not in labor force 3 - 4,809 66.9 75.5 4,289 65.0 74.4 520 82.0 85.3
Unemployed.- ... - 460 44.5 49.4 367 40.5 45.3 93 60.6 66.2
Employed- ... ... ____. - 5,913 25.2 28.9 5,083 22.3 25.9 850 42.2 46.8
Professional and technical workers. ... 1,234 28.5 30.8 1,159 28.4 30.7 75 35.6 400
Farmers and farm managers___________. 131 242.9 246.9 121 239.6 244.0 10 O] O] .
Managers, officials, and proprietors
(except farm)___.____.____..._____. 445 18.9 23.1 425 17.0 21.5 20 50.0 50.1
Clerical and sales workers._ - 1,367 11.6 14.6 1,270 11.2 14.4 97 17.1 17.
Craftsmen and foremen__ .. - 301 5.8 7.5 289 6.0 7.8 12 | c e fmimceee
Operatives_________._.......... 866 14.4 17.6 727 11.4 14.0 139 20.8 36.5
Service workers, including private
household ... ... ... 1,171 44.9 51.5 803 40.4 47.4 368 55.6 60.7
Private household workers_ - 421 70.2 78.5 223 70.9 79.4 198 269.4 278.2
Laborers (except mine)_____...___._____ 398 43.5 47.5 269 42.4 45.3 129 45.8 52.1
Work experience:?
Worked in 1963____._.._._._______.______. 6,729 26. 4 30.8 5,788 23.7 28.0 941 43.7 48.9
Worked at full-time jobs. - 5,564 20.8 23.9 4,864 19.2 22.1 700 32.4 38.0
50-52 weeks. .. ___._._._ - 3,719 12.8 15.6 3,204 11.5 13.9 425 22.3 29.1
40-49 weeks____.__ - 744 22.9 25.9 650 21.6 24.5 94 ) Q]
39 weeks orless_._.._._ - 1,101 46.1 50.6 920 44.9 50.0 181 53.9 55.3
Worked at part-time jobs - 1,185 53.5 63.9 924 47.2 58.9 241 75.3 79.6
50-52 weeks..__ - 396 49.3 57.1 307 45.9 4.1 89 57.8 64.1
49 weeks or less. - 769 55.7 67.4 617 47.9 61.2 152 84.4 87.7
Did not work in 1963 I 4,453 70.4 78.5 3,931 68.7 7.5 522 82.7 85.0
Ill or disabled........_ - 974 79.8 86.4 747 76.6 84.9 227 87.2 88.4
Keeping house. .. - 2,076 7.5 79.8 1,941 70.8 79.5 135 84.8 84.8
Going to school..._____ . 106 288.6 288.6 83 *) " 23 )] )
Could not find work. .. R 128 283.3 287.5 89 ) ) 39 ® )
Other...._.. ... 1,169 57.6 68.0 1,071 56.8 67.0 98 e
Source of income:
Earningsonly ... _.._.___._________ 3,838 29.7 32.7 3,111 26.5 29.2 727 43.5 47.5
Earnings and other income..__..._.._.___ 3,138 21.3 27.6 2,882 19.2 25.3 256 44.5 52.9
Other income only or no income..___..._. 4,206 73.8 82.0 3,726 72.2 81.2 480 85.8 88.0

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
2 Base between 100,000 and 200,000,

3 Includes members of the Armed Forces.

4 Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units.

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

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

20

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

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

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

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

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

[In millions]

. All Male Female
Type of family families | head | head

Total number of poor families_ _________ 7.2 5.2 2.0
With head a year-round, full-time worker__ 2.0 1.8 .2
Whit 1.4 1.3 .1
.6 .5 .1
5.2 3.4 1.8
2.7 2.6 1.1
1.8 .8 T

Almost all the male heads who had worked full-
time all year in 1963 were also currently employed
in March 1964 in poor and nonpoor families alike.
Among the women year-round full-time workers,
only 80 percent of those at the head of families
who were poor in terms of their 1963 income were
still employed in the spring of the following year,
compared with 96 percent of those not poor.

mong 1.8 million male heads of families who
were poor despite their year-round full-time em-
ployment, more than a fifth gave their current
occupation as farmers, an equal namber were op-
eratives, and nearly a fifth were laborers. Only 3
percent were professional or technical workers.
By contrast, among the nonpoor, 1 in 7 of the
male family heads working the year around at
full-time jobs were currently employed as profes-
sional or technical workers and only 4 percent
each were farmers or laborers.

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

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

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

Percentage distribution of units with
income below economy level
Work experience of head in 1963 Families igﬁrvei%aea(lls
Male Female
head head Male Female
Total. oL 100 100 100 100
Worked all year___________._..__ 39 15 21 11
Full-time job_......_________.. 35 9 17 7
Part-time job. ... ___________.._ 4 6 4 4
Worked part of the year._______. 33 28 28 20
Looking for work 7 11 4
Iil, disabled..__.. 4 4 3
Keeping house.____ 15 oo 6
Allother________. 2 13 7
Didn’t work atall.._...__.._..__ 58 51 69
111, disabled__._.. 10 20 14
Keeping house._... 41 (.. 43
Couldn’t find wor - 2 4 2
Allother_ ... . ..o 5 27 10

OCCUPATION AND POVERTY

The chances of a family’s being poor differ not
only with the amount of employment of the head
but also with the kind of work he does. This is a
reflection of the different pay rates and lifetime
earnings patterns that workers at different trades
can expect. It appears, however, that the associa-
tion is compounded : Not only do certain occupa-
tions pay less well than others, but workers in
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TasLE 9.—Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and
Number (in thousands)_._.._.__._._.__| 7,180 40,256 | 3,723 |10,903 {36,533 | 5,222 {37,332 | 3,274 | 8,496 |34,

unrelated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,! by sex of head and other specified characteristi
[Data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively large where the size
the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting]
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those occupations tend to have larger families  time worker and with income above the economy
ahan the others. Thus an income unlikely to be  level, more than half had either no children under
Which to begin with must be stretched to provide  age 18 in the household or only one. Only 4 per-

for more children rather than less. cent had more than four. By contrast, among the
Of families headed by a male year-round full-  corresponding group of families with income less

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

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

. R Units with male head Units with female head
All units with incomes— and with incomes— and with incomes—
Above Above Above
Characteristic Below|Above gfgn' Below|Above Below[Above g%(]m- Below|Above Below|Above (e);(l)n- Below|Above
econ- | econ- belo{;r low- | low- | econ- | econ- | poi¥> | low- | low- | econ- | econ- | pai¥e | low- | low-
omy | omy | o l” cost cost omy | omy o C” cost cost | omy | omy Tow- cost cost
level | level . level | level | level | level level | level | level | level level | level
Cost cost, cost
level level level
Families with head a year-round full-time worker ¢
Number (in thousands)._.______..._.. 2,029 (28,660 | 1,723 | 3,752 126,937 | 1,851 (27,569 | 1,600 | 3,451 |25,969 178 | 1,091 123 301 968
Percent. .. ... 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Residence:
Nonfarm. ... 78.4 | 94.1 | 89.5| 83.5| 94.4| 76.6 | 93.9| 88.7| 82.2| 94.2| 97.0| 99.1 | 100.0 | 98.2 99.0
Farm.____. 21.6 5.9 10.5 16.5 5.6 23.4 6.1 11.3 17.8 5.8 3.0 9 1.8 1.0
Race of head:
White.. ... 68.5 | 93.7 | 81.0 74.3| 94.5| 71.3 1 940 83.0| 76.7| 94.7| 39.6| 87.3 | 55.4 | 46.0 91.3
Nonwhite ... 31.5 6.3 19.0 25.7 5.5 28.7 6.0 17.0 23.3 5.3 60.4 12,7 44.6 54.0 8.7
Age of head:
9.1 4.4 6.5 7.9 4.3 9.4 4.5 7.0 8.3 4.3 6.0 2.3 ... 3.5 2.6
22,0 | 21.6 | 29.6 | 255 21.0( 22.2} 22.0| 30.6 | 26.1 | 21.4| 20.1| 11,6 | 17.4] 19.0 10.9
31.3 29.2 31.4 31.4 29.1 3.0 29.3 31.1 31.1 29.2 34.3 28.4 34.8 34.5 27.6
18.8 25.7 19.7 18.9 26.0 17.5 25.4 18.4 18.0 25.8 26.1 33.2 35.9 30.1 32.8
15.5 15.8 9.6 12.8 16.2 15.7 15.6 9.5 12.8 16.0 13.4 21.1 12.0 12.8 22.3
3.7 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.4 4.1 3.3 3.4 3.8 3.3 [--..-- B 3 N U 3.8
159 | 34.5| 14.7| 153 | 25.1| 155 23.4| 12.9| 14.3| 24,1 | 20.1| 51.2| 38,0 27.4 52,9
12.5 21.6 13.0 12.7 22,1 11.9 21.3 11.4 11.6 21.9 18.7 29.4 34.8 25.2 28.7
15.8 23.7 15.2 16.5 24.3 15.2 24,2 15.3 15.2 24.8 22.4 10.2 14.1 19.0 9.8
16.8 15.8 18.8 17.8 15.8 17.0 16.1 19.9 18.3 15.9 15.7 6.6 5.4 11.5 6.7
14.7 8.2 17.1 15.8 7.7 15,0 8.5 18.4 16.6 7.9 11.9 1.3 | 7.1 1.5
24.2 6.2 21.1 22.8 5.3 25.5 6.4 22.2 24.0 5.4 11.2 1.2 7.6 9.7 Y
18.3 ) 33.0] 17.3{ 17.9| 34.0| 18,9 32.4 | 16.5| 17.8| 33.3| 12.7| 47.9| 27.2| 18.6 50.5
13.2 | 20.5| 12.9| 13.0| 21.0| 12.7| 20.2 | 11.5| 12.1| 20.7 | 17.9| 27.8| 3L.5| 23.5 27.3
15.8 21.7 15.7 15.8 22.1 15.2 21.9 15.4 15.3 22.3 21.6 15.0 19.6 20.8 14.4
16.6 13.5 19.8 18.1 13.1 16.4 13.8 20.2 18.1 13.4 19.4 5.7 15,2 17.7 4.5
14.4 6.9 16.2 15.2 6.3 14.7 7.0 16.9 15.7 6.4 11.9 3.2 6.5 9.7 2.7
10.¢ 2.8 11.2 10.6 2.2 10.0 2.8 12.0 10.9 2.3 10.4 4 6.2 .4
11.6 1.8 6.9 9.4 1.4 12.1 1.8 7.4 9.9 1.5 6.0 3.5 ..o
Region:
Northeast ... oo 1.1} 27,1 21,2} 157 | 27.5| 11.4| 27.1| 21.2} 15.9| 27.4 8.2 | 290.3| 21.7} 13.7 30.2
North Central. | 21.4| 30.4| 26.4] 23,7 30.7| 21.9| 30.6} 26.5; 24.0] 309 16.4 | 24.5| 250 19.9 24.5
t 57.6 26.8 43.0 50.9 25.8 57.3 26.8 43.4 50.8 { 25.7 61.2 27.8 38.0 51.8 26.5
9.9 15.7 9.4 9.7 16.0 9.5 15.5 9.0 9.2 15.9 14.2 18.4 15.2 14.6 18.8
Type of family:
Malehead. -« - oo .o 91.2 | 96.2 | 92.9{ 92.0| 96.4 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 6] () ®) ®) ®
Married, wife present..___ o] 88.4| 941 91.5| 89.8| 94.3| 96.9| 97.9 | 98.5| 97.7! 97.8 2) ) ¢ (2) ®)
Wife in paid labor force___ .-{ 159 32.2] 19.9) 17.7| 33.0 17.4| 33.5| 21.4| 19.3 | 34.2 ) () *) () ®)
Wife not in paid labor force. ...{ 72.5| 61.9 71.6 | 72.1| 61..3 | 79.5| 64.4| 771 78.4 | 63.6 *) *) (%) ) (2)
Other marital status........ .l 2.8 2.1 1.4 2.2 2.1 3.1 2.1 1.5 2.3 2.2 2 *) [Q] 2 )
Femalehead. _____ . ... 8.8 3.8 7.1 8.0 3.6 * ® ® ®) [©] . 100.0
Number of earners:
1.3 | .. .3 I PO B .3 B |eeool 6.0 | |o..] 3.5 . ..
60.9 44.9 57.4 59.3 44,1 60.6 44.9 57.2 59.1 44 44.6
2.0 | 40.6 | 32.6{ 30.7 | 41.1 | 29.8 | 40.7 | 33.1| 31.3 | 4l. 40.4
[ 8.7 14.4 9.7 9.2 14.7 8.7 14.4 9.4 9.0 14. 15.0
Employment and occupation of head:
Not in labor force s __ .. _.___._______.. 2.1 7 1.5 1.8 .6 1.1 .6 1.1 1.1 . . 2.5
Unemployed 3.1 .9 1.5 2.4 .8 2.7 .9 1.5 2.2 . . ]
Employed. ... 94.8 1 98.5| 97.0| 95.8 | 98.6 | 96.2 | 98.5| 97.4| 96.8 | 98. .0 97.0
Professional and tech 2.5 13.8 4.8 3.5 14.3 2.7 13.9 5.0 3.8 14. .9 12.9
Farmers and farm managers 19.9 3.7 7.3 4.1 3.5 | 21.7 3.8 7.8 153 3. .9 .3
Managers, oflicials, and proprietors
(except farm) . ... ... 10,9 18.1 | 12.8| 11.8| 18.4 | 11.6 | 18.5| 13.1 | 12.3 | 18.8 4.5 7.4 8.7 6.2 7.3
Clerical and sales workers____._.______ 3.1 14.2 8.6 5.6 14.5 2.5 13.1 8.1 5.1 13.4 9.0 41.1 15.2 11.5 4.4
Craftsmen and foremen. U 9.1 19.3 15.9 12.2 19.6 | 10.0 | 20.1 17.1 13.3 ] 20.3 |._.__.__ P 2 PR PO, .5
Operatives .. ... .. ... 21,10 18.9 | 23.4| 22,1 | 18.6 | 21.6 | 19.0 | 24.3 | 22.8| 18,7 157 | 159 12.0| 14.2 16.3
Service workers, total ___________.._.._ 11.3 6.6 [ 12.8 | 12.0 6.2 7.8 6.1 9.7 8.7 5.9 48.5| 19.5{ 53.3 | 50.4 15.2
Private household workers. 2.9 .1 .5 1.8 .1 [ 20 O I 2 28.4 3.2 7.6 | 19.9 2.6
Laborers (except mine)_____.___.___.__ 16.8 3.9 11.4 | 14.4 3.4 18.3 4.1 12,3 ] 15.5 3.6 D ) DR U I I O

See footnotes at end of table.
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than the economy level, fewer than a third had
no more than one child in the home and nearly a
fourth had five or more.

The poverty rates for families with heads in
different occupations (table 8) take on new mean-

ing when ranked by a measure of earnings poten-
tial. There is a cycle in family income as well ag™-
in family size, although the two patterns are nov.
generally in perfect correspondence. On the as-
sumption that for the average family it is mainly

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

—Continued

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

e it § Units with male head Units with female head
All units with incomes— and with incomes— and with incomes—
L Above Above Above
Characteristic Below|Above gﬁgn]- Below|[Above|/Below|Above g(x:gn- Below|Above Below|Above ﬁgﬁn' Below{Above
econ- | econ- |y oy osv'w low- | low- | econ- | econ- | 03;;( low- | low- | econ- | econ- | 4o, 03;;, low- | low-
omy | omy |5 o cost cost omy | omy | o0 cost cost | omy | omy | 0" cost €08t
level | level cost level | level | level | level cost level | level | level | level | o level | level
level level level
Unrelated individuals
Number (in thousands). ... __ 4,915 | 6,267 658 | 5,573 | 5,609 | 1,441 | 2,834 242 | 1,683 | 2,592 | 3,474 | 3,433 416 | 3,890 | 3,017
Percent. .. 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Residence:
Nonfarm ... 97.0 96.6 95.1 96.8 96.7 94.5 95.9 93.4 94.3 95.5 98.1 97.1 96.1 97.9 97.3
RFarm .................................. 3.0 3.4 4.9 3.2 3.3 5.5 4.1 6.6 5.7 4.5 1.9 2.9 3.9 2.1 2.7
ace:
White_____ e 82.8 90.1 90.6 83.7 90.0 78.0 87.0 89.0 79.6 86.8 84.8 92,7 91.6 85.5 92.8
Nonwhite_____ ... ... .. 17.2 9.9 9.4 16.3 10.0 22.0 13.0 11.0 20.4 13.2 15.2 7.3 8.4 14.5 7.2
9.6 8.3 3.5 8.9 8.8 | 13.9 7.4 6.0 | 12.8 7.5 7.8 9.0 1.9 7.1 10.0
5.4 11,7 3.5 5.1 12.7 8.2 17.4 3.3 7.5 18.7 4.2 7.0 3.6 4.1 7.5
4.8 12.2 2.9 4.6 13.3 8.9 16.1 2.7 8.0 17.3 3.1 9.0 2.9 3.1 9.9
9.8 17.5 11.4 10.0 18.2 12.6 17.3 17.0 13.3 17.3 8.6 17.6 8.1 8.5 18.9
18.6 22.6 14.7 18.2 23.5 21.5 18.8 9.3 19.7 19.7 17.4 25.8 17.9 17.5 26.8
51.8 27.8 64.1 53.3 23.5 34.9 23.1 61.5 38.7 19.5 58.9 31.7 65.6 59.6 27.0
29.6 45.6 37.1 30.5 46.6 [ 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 &) () [$] [Q) [OF
70.4 54.4 62.9 69.5 53.4 (2) [ @ ) * 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 104
Region: 4
26.7 28.8 26.5 26,7 29.0 21.9 28.6 30.2 23.1 28.4 28.8 28.9 24.4 28.3 29.6
27.6 25.8 32.4 28.2 25.0 27.2 24,5 26.4 27.1 24.3 27.7 26.9 36.0 28.6 25.7
30.3 21.4 21.0 20.2 21.4 31.8 20.1 19.2 30.0 20.2 29.7 22.4 22,1 28.9 22.4
15.3 24.0 20.0 15.9 24.5 19.1 26.8 24.2 19.8 27.0 13.8 21.7 17.5 14.2 22.3
36.9 | 82.5| 47.6| 38.2| 86.5| 47.5| 86.8| 456 | 47.2] 90.6 | 32.5| 78.8) 48.7| 342 83.0
Nonearner__ ... ... ..o 63.1 17.5 52.4 61.8 13.5 52.5 13.2 54.4 52.8 9.4 87.5 21.2 51.3 65.8 17.0
Employment status and occupation:
Not in labor force 3. _______________ .. 65.4 25.4 63.3 65.2 20.9 52.9 20.5 62.1 54.2 16.6 70.7 29.4 64.0 70.0 24.7
Unemployed.____ 4.2 4.1 3.5 4,1 4,2 7.9 6.1 7.1 7.8 6.0 2.6 2.4 1.3 2.5 2.6
Employed. . . ... 30.4 70.6 33.3 30.7 74.9 39.2 73.4 30.8 38.0 77.4 26.7 68.2 34.7 27.6 72.8
Professional and technical workers. .. 7.2 | 14.1 4.3 6.8 1 15,2 8.9 13.6 4.9 8.4 14.4 6.4 | 14.5 3.9 6.1 16.0
Farmers and farm managers_________.. 1.1 1.2 .8 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.3 L7 P S S, W7 .3
Managers, officials, and proprietors
(except farm). ___ ... ____.... 1.7 5.8 2.9 1.9 6.1 3.4 7.4 3.8 3.5 7.7 1.0 4.4 2.3 1.1 4.7
Clerical and sales workers.... 3.2 19.2 6.1 3.6 | 20.8 3.3 10.2 ... 2.8 1.1 3.2 26.8 9.7 3.9 29.2
Craftsmen and foremen_ .. ___ 4 4.6 .8 .4 5.0 1.0 9.0 1.1 1.0 9.7 .1 .9 .6 .1 .9
Operatives - 2.5 11.9 4.3 2.7 12.7 4.5 15.0 5.5 4.7 15.9 1.7 9.2 3.6 1.9 10.0
Service workers, including private i
household 10.7 10.2 11.6 10.8 10.1 4.6 8.2 6.6 4.9 8.4 13.2 12.0 14.6 13.4 11.6
Private household workers. 6.0 2.0 5.3 5.9 1.6 I 28 DR R - O 8.4 3.7 8.4 8.4 3.0
Laborers (except mine)_.__.__._.__.___ 3.6 3.6 2.4 3.4 3.8 1L.3 7.7 6.6 | 10.6 7.9 .3 2 DO .3 .2
Work experience:® 4
Worked in 1963 ... __._____._. 36.2 79.0 4.9 37.3 83.0 48.7 83.8 46.1 48.3 87.3 31.0 75.0 44.2 32.4 79.2
Worked at full-time job_. 23.6 70.4 26.5 23.9 75.5 34.9 76.4 31.9 34.4 80.6 18.8 65.4 23.4 19.3 71.1
50-52 weeks_________.__ 9.7 51.8 15.5 10.4 56.0 16.7 54.1 19.2 17.1 57.4 6.8 49.8 13.3 7.5 54.8
40-49 weeks____ 3.5 9.2 3.5 3.5 9.8 2.9 9.4 1.1 2.6 10.2 3.7 8.9 4.9 3.9 9.5
39 weeks or less._______ 10.4 9.5 7.6 10.0 9.7 15.3 12.9 11.5 14.8 13.0 8.3 6.6 5.2 7.9 6.8
Worked at part-tinie jobs 12.7 8.6 18.4 13.4 7.5 13.8 7.4 14.3 13.9 6.8 12.2 9.6 20.8 13.1 8.1
50-52 weeks_ ___________ 4.0 3.2 4.7 4.1 3.0 4.3 2.7 3.3 4.2 2.7 3.8 3.6 5.5 4.0 3.3
49 weeks or less. 8.7 5.4 13.7 9.3 4.5 9.5 4.7 11.0 9.7 4.1 8.4 6.1 15,3 9.1 4.8
Did not work in 1963. 63.8 21.0 55.1 62.7 17.0 51.3 16.2 53.8 81.7 12.7 69.0 25.0 55.8 67.6 20.8
111 or disabled._____ 15.8 3.1 9.8 15.1 2.4 19.6 3.2 10.4 18.3 2.5 14.2 3.1 9.4 13.7 2.2
Keeping house.____ 30.1 9.4 25.9 29.6 7.4 ®) ®) ) ) (5) 42.7 17.2 41.2 42.6 13.9
Going to school .. ___ 1.9 2 1.7 2 2.4 JD N P 2.1 .2 1.7 2 P, 1.5 .3
Could not find work_ .. __________..___ 2.2 .3 .8 2.0 .3 3.6 .5 2.2 3.4 .3 1.6 [ 2 IR 1.4 .3
Other.. ... 13.8 7.9 18.6 14.3 6.7 25.6 12.4 41.2 27.9 9.7 8.7 4.2 5.2 8.4 4.1
Source of income:
Earningsonly._ ... ... 23.3 43.1 17.3 22.6 46.1 34.4 48.4 20.9 1 32.5 50.9 18.6 38.6 15.3
Earnings and other income._____.__..._.__ 13.6 39.4 30.2 15.6 | 40.5 13.0 38.3 24.7 14.7 39.6 13.9 40.3 33.4
Other income only or no income.._______ 63.1 17,5 52.4 61.9 13.5 52.6 13.3 54.4 52.8 9.4 67.6 21.1 51.3

1 For definition of poverty levels, see text.

2 Not applicable.

3 Includes members of the Armed Forces.

4 All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time
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workers, limited to civilian workers.
§ Not shown for fewer than 100,000 units.

Source: Derived from tabulation of the Current Population Survey, March
1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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the earning capacity of the husband that sets the
/aecale at which the family must live, the poverty
Gates for families of employed male heads by oc-

For many families a critical point in financial
status may be the arrival of the fourth or fifth
child. At all occupational levels (except among

cupation have been arrayed according to the
median earnings (in 1959) of men aged 35-44.
This is the age at which, on the basis of cross-
sectional data, earnings for the average worker in
most occupations are at their peak. Two things
are abundantly clear.

In general, the poverty rates for families of
men in different occupations are inversely related
to the median peak earnings—that is, the lower
the average earnings at age 35-44, the greater the
risk of poverty for the family. (In some instances,
as among families of some of the proprietors,
work of the wife and other adults may count as
unpaid family labor rather than add earnings to
the family income.) The size of the average family
with children seems also to vary inversely with
earning capacity, in terms of the number of chil-
dren ever born to the wives aged 35-44 of men
employed in these occupations.

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

Perce(rilta of wh?es
Incidence aged 35-44 o
Median |of poverty empl;gged wpﬁrkgrs,
carnins “among | VIih specife
Occupation group S,E)fl‘;lres favr&;l}x’es children ever
aged |employed born
35-441 hmallie ———————
ead 2
4o0r
0-2 3 Imore
‘White males:
Professional and technical

WOTKers. - .. el $8,015 2 56 23 20
Managers, otlicials, proprietors,

(except farm)____.__._ ... ... 7,465 5 57 23 20
Sales workers_________ - 6,325 3 60 22 19
Craftsmen and foremen___._____ 5,795 4 54 21 25
Clerical and kindred workers. . . 5,506 2 61 20 19
Operatives I 5,075 9 52 20 27
Service workers_._ B 4,610 8 57 20 23
Nonfarm laborers. .. 4,095 15 49 19 33
Farmers and farm m . 2,945 26 42 22 36
Farm laborers_..._._____.______ 2,020 43 35 17 48

Nonwhite males:
Professional and technical

workers_..__ ... ... ________ 5,485 12 65 16 19
Managers, otticials, proprietors

(except farm)_ . .. __._________ 4,655 21 57 16 27
Clerical and kindred workers__ _ 4,630 13 61 14 25
Sales workers. ._____________.___ 4,010 *) 57 16 27
Craftsmen and foremen. . - 3,885 21 52 13 35
Operatives_._.___.___ - 3,495 27 51 12 37
Service workers._ - 2,970 25 57 13 30
Nonfarm laborers._ R 2,825 45 48 11 41
Farm laborers._.._ - 975 70 34 9 57
Farmers and farm managers. ... 945 78 27 9 65

11n 1959,

2 Currently employed family heads in March 1964, with 1963 family money
income below the economy level in 1963.

3 Wives of currently employed men at time of 1960 Decennial Census.

¢ Not available.

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960: Occupation by Earnings and
Education, PC(2)-78; Women by Number of Children Ever Born, PC(2)~
3A; and Social Security Administration.
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wives of professional and technical employees)
the nonwhite family tends to be larger than the
white, but on the average nonwhite families are
at a lower economic level than white families in
the same occupational class. A more accurate, or
at least a narrower, nnr-npatinna] grnnning wonld
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probably show less difference between the sizes of
white and nonwhite families at equivalent eco-
nomic levels.

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

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

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

The statistics by occupation may throw light on
the intergeneration cycle of poverty. It is not
necessary here to repeat the admonition that edu-
cation for our youngsters is a long step up in the
escape from poverty. It is of importance, how-
ever, that in these days, when children generally
are receiving more education than those a genera-
tion ago, the degree of upward mobility is affected
by social environment as indicated by the occupa-
tion as well as by the education of the father.
According to a recent report, among children of
men with the same educational attainment, those
with fathers in white-collar jobs are much more
likely than children of fathers in manual and

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

The statistics on occupation and poverty may
have even further import. The work history of
aged persons currently receiving public assistance
might well show that many of the recipients (or
the persons on whom they had depended for sup-
port) used to work at the same kinds of jobs cur-
rently held by many of the employed poor. Earn-
ings too little to support a growing family are
not likely to leave much margin for saving for
old age. Moreover, such low earnings will bring
entitlement to only minimal OASDI benefits.

IMPLICATIONS

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

22 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
“Educational Change in a Generation,” Series P-20, No.
132, Sept. 22, 1964.
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earn will, more often than the rest of us, know
the dreary privation that denies them the gooT;
living that has become the hallmark of America?

But there are others thus set apart, without the
handicap of discrimination or disability, who can-
not even regard their plight as the logical conse-
quence of being unemployed. There are millions
of children in “normal” as well as broken homes
who will lose out on their chance ever to strive
as equals in this competitive society because they
are denied now even the basic needs that money
can buy. And finally there are the children yet to
come, whose encounter with poverty can be pre-
dicted unless the situation is changed for those
currently poor.

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

SOCIAL s:cuum‘



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

Husband-wife families, by number of children Famiges Families with female head, by number of children
. wit
Family member’s relationship to head other
Total 1 2 3or4 | 5ormore ?eilg Total 1 2 3or4 |5o0rmore
Number of families, total (in thousands).| 23,498 7,380 7,528 6,780 1,810 301 1,892 785 510 436 161
Number of persons:
Total (in thousands) ...._.____.__.__ 108,174 24,493 31,626 37,338
Number per family, total._ 4.60 3.32 4. 5.51
Family head.. ... ... 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Under age 35... .37 .35 .40 .38
Aged 35-54._.._ .57 .53 .56 .59
Aged 8564 ... ... .05 .10 .04 .02
Aged 650rover...__._... .01 .02 m .01
Wifeofhead.____.__._.... .99 .99 .99 .99
Relatives under age 18..__ 2.38 1.04 2.01 3.33
Own children under age 6.. .91 .38 .79 1.30
Own children aged 6-17___. 1.44 .62 1.19 2.00
Other______________________ .03 .04 .03 .03
Relatives aged 18-64____._._. .19 .24 .15 .15
Sons aged 18-24.___ 07 .09 .05 .05
Sons aged 25-64____________ .01 .02 .01 .01
Daughters aged 18-24______ .05 .07 .04 .04
Daughters aged 25-64...._. .01 .01 ) )
Other male aged 18-64. _._. .02 .02 .02 .02
Other female aged 18-64__ .03 .03 .03 .03
Relatives aged 65 or over..._ .04 .04 .04 .03
ale . ... .01 .01 .01 .01
Female. ... . ... .03 .03 .03 .02

I Less than .005.

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960: Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)-4B.

TaBLe B.—Composition of families of different sizes: Percentage distribution of persons in families by relationship to

total number in family and sex of head

head, by

Husband-wife families, Fam- Families with female head,
Al by number of persons ilie}s1 by number of persons
wit
Type of family member families . oth?r
or male 6 or
Total 2 3 4ord | e head Total 2 3 4ors | ove
Number of families, total (in thousands).._.._.._. 45,149 | 39,659 | 12,046 | 8,451 | 13,723 | 5,436 1,295 | 4,197 1,987 { 1,014 826 369
Number of persons:

Total (in thousands) ... ... . _..___.. 163,966 (146,924 | 24,045 | 25,254 | 59,970 | 37,654 | 3,761 | 13,282 | 3,984 | 3,045 | 3,596 2,657
Percent. ..o 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 10 0.00] 100.00| 100.00{ 100.00] 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00
Family head ... il 27.53 | 27.00 | 50.11 | 33.47 | 22.89 | 14.44 | 34.41 | 31.60 | 49.87 | 33.33 | 23.00 13.89
Under age 35._____. 7.02 7.19 7.43 9.90 7.97 3.99 5.18 5.61 5.42 6.7 6.26 3.73
Aged 35-54._ 12.54 12.47 14.17 14.97 12.79 9.20 13.19 13.16 17.87 15.04 10.85 7.08
Aged 55-64.__.._. 4.25 4.09 14.05 5.46 1.52 .89 6.41 5.50 10.79 5.02 2.86 1.69
Aged 65andover. ... . .. . . ___. 3.72 3.25 14.46 3.14 .61 .36 9.63 7.33 15.79 6.50 3.03 1.39
Wifeofhead. ... .. .. . ... . ... 24,08 | 26.87 | 49.90 | 33.32 | 22.78 | 14.34 | | oeocio e e
Relatives underage 18._.________._______ 38.66 00 L 22.98 46.84 62.17 23.24 39.23 14.64 34.39 51.30 65.26
Own children underage 6_....__..___._ 13.77 .| 10.06 | 18.30 | 20.70 3.56 8.58 2.91 7.52 11,87 13.77
Own children aged 6-17._..____.._.__.___ 22.81 .| 12,18 27.45 38.05 12.31 23.14 10.02 22.86 30.39 33.35
Otherrelatives. ... ... ... ___..___ 2.08 - .74 1.09 3.42 7.37 7.51 1.71 4.01 9.04 18.14
Relatives aged 18-64_______ .. ... .. __.___ 8.06 - 8.23 6.28 7.87 | 32,30 | 24.14 1 26.11 | 26.81 | 23.00 19.68
Sonsaged 18-24___.__.__._____________ 1.92 - 2.23 2.00 2.28 2.39 3.35 2.79 3.78 3.53 3.42
Daughters aged 18-24_________________ 1.46 - 1.44 1.50 1.79 2.10 2.78 2.01 2,92 3.14 3.31
Sons aged 25-64_.____.__._________._.__ 1.21 - 2.00 .74 .62 4.23 4.92 7.08 5.62 3.75 2.45
Daughters aged 25-64_________________ 1.08 - 1.19 .60 .61 6.04 4.98 6.17 5.62 4.39 3.24
Other males aged 18-64__ 1.07 - .68 .65 1.23 7.44 3.42 2.79 3.7 3.81 3.46
Other females aged 18-64_ 1.31 - .69 .79 1.34 10.10 4,69 5.27 5.09 4.37 3.80
Relatives aged 65 or over, 1.67 - 20.1 1.22 1.20 10.08 5.03 9.39 5.48 2.70 1.13
Totalmale. ... ... ... ._.________ .45 - .50 .37 .44 2.05 1.13 1.71 1.44 .78 .34
Total female. . _____ ... 1.22 1 .80 |........ 1.51 .85 .76 8.03 3.90 7.68 4.04 1.92 .79

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960: Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)-4B.
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TaBLe C.—Food-income relationships among nonfarm TaBLE D.—Food-income relatlonshlps among urban con-

consumers: Per capita income,! per capita food expenditures,? sumers: Per capita income,! per capita food expenditures,?

and portion of income gpent on food by income class and size and portion of income spent on food, by income class an

of consumer unit, nonfarm households, 1955 size of consumer unit, urban households, 1960-61

Number of persons in unit Number of persons in unit
Money income (after taxes) ; Money income (after taxes)
or 6 or
2 3 4 5 6 more 1 2 3 4 5 more

Total: Total:

Per capita income.._.... ... $2,036/$1,603,$1,296$1,067) $837| 8615 Per capita income..._______. $2,967| $2,750/$2,302/$1,854/$1,512{$1,034
Per capita expenditure for R T T T Per capita expenditure for food| $680]  $501| $495| $426

f00G. oL $550| $497) $454] $384] $335) $283 Food as percent of income._. 23 2 22 24 26 28
Food as percent, of income.___ 27 31 35 36 40 46 Less than $1,000:

Less than $2,000 Per capita income_______________ $755| $333 (%) ® (3) Q)
Per capita income. ... $524! $419| $331| $240, $240, $156 Per capita expenditure for food..| $322| $273| (3 ) (%) )
Per capita expenditure for food...| $316| $307| $275 $196] $154] $141 Food as percent of income____..._ 43 8 () ) ) ]

$2Iz)ood azggercent of income.._____. 60 73 83 81 64 90 $1,000-1,999:

: Per capitaincome_______._______ $1,487|  $860; $551| $410 28t (3
Per capita income..__........____. $1,250 $834| $630; $513| $430| $314 Per capita expenditure for food..| $468] $323] $212| $156| $125 (!;
Per capita expenditure for food. .| $456| $424| $331) $298| $296| $199 Food as percent of income____._. 32 38 38 39 46 (%)
saFo%%t_laas g%ercent of income..__.__. 36 51 52 58 69 63 $2,000-2,999:
, ,999: Per capitaincome.._ ... .____. $2,525) $1,265) 8868 $651) $550] $373
Per capita income......_....._... $1,738{$1,162| $882 $707) $588] $466 Per capita expenditure for food..| $648| $385 $269| $258! $209| $171
Per capita expenditure for food.._| $564| $441 $397) $327) $291| 8248 Food as percent of income._._____ 28 31 32 40 39 46
Food as percent of income_______. 32 38 45 46, 49 M $3,000-3,909:

$4,000-4,999: Per capitaincome______ ... .. $3,497| $1,786/81,190 $908| $723| $495
Per capgta income................ $2,242($1,496$1,121) $901} §751| $605 Per capita expenditure for food..| $793] $487| $354| $293 $§75 $185
Per capita expenditure for food. $576| $510| $432) $388| $350! $264 Food as percent of income..____. 28 27 31 33 38 37

$512,%%(35as99%ercent of income._._.___ 26 34 38 43 47 44 $4,000-4,999:

s 1 999: Per capitaincome._______________ $4,457| $2,350:$1,552($1,175 $915 $678

Per capita income___...___..____. $2,719|$1,815/$1,363(81,102| $897| $685 Per capita expenditure for food__| $942| $544| $401| $332] $201| $235

Per capita expenditure for food. $655] $551| $454] $404| $344] $327 Food as percent of income_._____ 21 23 27 29 32 35
$6F0%<())c_17a599%ercent of income________ 24 30 33 37 38 48 $5,000-5,999:

. , 9990 Per capita income_.__._______.__ $5,425) $2,796($1,881|$1,400/$1,102} $797

Per capita income.____..__.______ $3,352/$2,246)$1,605 $1,351($1,146)  $901 Per capita expenditure for food_.| $978) $582| $442! $367| $310! $260

Per capita expenditure for food $720) $582) $527) $435 $386] $383 Food as percent of income.._____ 18 22 24 27| 29 33

$8F0%%d9az 9;:)ercent. of income____._.__ 21 27 31 32 34 42 $6,000-7, 499:

,000-9,899: Per capita income_.__.._________ $6,737] $3,392($2,259$1,695$1,370($1,001

Per capita income._.____....____. $4,449/$2,915/$2,187|$1,777|$1,485/$1, 117 Per capita expenditure for food_.1$1,305|  $690| $505| $427| $372| $203

Per capita expenditure for food...| $773) $616| $564| $513] $411] $339 Food as percent of income..____. 19 20 23 25 27 29
slg‘%%coi as percent of income_.__ 17 21 26 29 28 30 $7,500-9,999:

s or more: . Per capita income.__..____..__.__ $8,537| $4,262|$2,902($2,162:$1,729($1,260
Per capita income..___.____._____. $7,321|$5,713|$3, 854/$3, 238|$2, 515($2,017 Per capita expenditure for food..|$1,314| $805| $609| $494] $436| $347
Per capita expenditure for food.._|$1,047} $901| $714] $643| $597' $398 ¥ood as percent of income._______ 15 19 22 23 26 28
Food as percent of income..._..__ 19| 16 18 20 24 20 $10, 000-14, 999:

Per capitaincome_._.._......__. (3 | $5,880($3,962($2,990:$2,392|$1, 636
K Per capita expenditure for food .| (3) $934) $717] 3601} $494] $398

Income after taxes. Food as percent of income..._._. ) 17 19 21 22 9
¢ Including alcoholic beverages. $15,000 or more: i
Source: Derived from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Per capita income__.__.._..___.. (%) |$11,544|$7,445|85,733/$4,356 $2, 86%"

Consumption Survey, 1955, Food Consumption in the United States (Report Per capita expenditure for food_.| (*) | $1,352) $888| $725| $719

No. 1), December 1956. Food as percent of income......__ ) 12 12 13 17 19

1 Income after taxes and other money receipts.

? Including all purchased food and beverages consumied at home or away
from home.

? Not shown where size of sample under 20.

Source: Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Report No. 237-38,
Consumer Expenditures and Incomes, July 1964.

TasLe E.—Weighted average of poverty income criteria ! for families of different composition, by household size, sex
of head, and farm or nonfarm residence

Nonfarm Farm Nonfarm Farm
Number %f family
members Male |Female Male |Female Male | Female Male | Female
Total | head | head | 1°%! | head | head | 1°%8l | head | head | T°'! | head | head

Weighted average of incomes at economy level Weighted average of incomes at low-cost level
1 (underage 65) ... ______ $1,580 | $1,650 | $1,525 $960 $990 $920 || $1,885 | $1,970 | $1,820 | $1,150 | $1,185 | §1,090

1 (aged 65 or over) 1,470 1,480 1,465 885 890 880 1,745 1,775 1,735 1,055 1,065 '
2 (under age 65) - __._..___ 2,050 2,065 1,975 1,240 1,240 1,180 2,715 2,740 2,570 1,640 1,645 1,540
2 (aged 65 or over) 1,850 1,855 1,845 1,110 1,110 1,120 2,460 2,470 2,420 1,480 1,480 1,465
3 2,440 2,455 2,350 1,410 1,410 1,395 3,160 3,170 3,070 1,890 1,895 1,835
4. 3,130 3,130 3,115 1,925 1,925 1,865 4,005 4,010 3,920 2,410 2,410 2,375
5.. 3,685 3,685 3,660 2,210 2,210 2,220 4,675 4,680 4,595 2,815 2,815 2,795
4,135 4,135 4,110 2,500 2,495 2,530 5,250 5,255 §,141 3,165 3,165 3,165
Y] B 1 410 (- RPN 5,090 | 5,100 | 5,000 | 3,055 | 3,065 | 2,985 6,895 | 6,405 | 6,270 | 3,840 | 3,850 3,750

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
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TasLE F.—Family size and number of children: Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by number of related

children and sex of head

[Numbers in thousands)

Percentage distribution, by number of related children under age 18

Number of family members n?x‘xtz‘}g(lir |
Total None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
Units with male head
Nonfarm, number of families.. .. ... . ... 43,714 |___.___._. 19,813 7.274 7,387 4,749 2,412 1,172 908
1 (under age 65) - ..o 2,980 100.0 100.0
1 (aged 65 or over)._ 1,092 100.0 100.0
2 (under age 65)._. 8,227 100.0 99.2
2 (aged 65 or over). 3,887 100.0 99.8
3 8,170 100.0 35.3
8,267 100.0 8.1
5,510 100.0 2.3
2,870 100.0 7
2,711 100.0 .2
3,115 | .. 1,532
1 (under age 65)._. 127 100.0 100.0 -
1 (aged 65 or over) 76 100.0 100.0 .
2 (under age 65)... 622 100.0 98.1 -
2 (aged 65 or over) 377 100.0 100.0 -
3 496 100.0 52.8 [ 2 O, -
479 100.0 15.2 64.7 LI PR -
353 100.0 1.1 23.4 67.0 1 0 oo tio__.
244 100.0 1.6 15.2 2467 87.4| 0  jo_oooe.._
341 100.0 0 3.5 6.5 40.2
Units with female head

Nonfarm, number of families

1 (underage 65) i
1 (aged 65 or over)
2 (under age 65)_....
2 (aged 85 or over)

1 (under age 65) - ..
1 (aged 650orover)_______.

2 (under age 65)....
? (aged 65 or over)._

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