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Preface

This éaper investigétes the consequences:of several changes in'
the way pbvercy is measured. The iﬁplications'botﬁ of changiﬁg the
structure of poverty thresholds or "poverty lines" and of altering the
relative impdrtaﬁce of large and small deficiencies below such thresholas
are separately studied. The procedure is to tabulaté the distribution
oproﬁerty found byvalterﬁative poverty measures in the U. S. Population
Census of 1960, 1/1000 sample.
Highlights ‘_ | .

Aﬁplication of an index to provide poverty threshold differentials”
by region énd-urbanization tends to shift some of the previously measured

. \
“poverty from the South generally to the largest metropolitan areas in the

North-East.
_Meésures that givelmore weight to the very poor attribute somewhat’

© larger Efactions of "total poverty to non-whites, female-headed families,

“the unemployed, farmers, and fural residents. )
. Conclusions |
| Evén within the narrow frame of annua% mdneyﬁincome as the principal

- indicator of.poverty5 chénges in the way poverty is measured have substantial
‘effects én the distribution of total poverty. Since the choice of anti-
- povefty strategy does depend on our understanding about the distribution ,

; of.poverty; it is necessary to considér carefully and choose among the |

.alternative measures that are available.

The author gratefully acknowledges the efforts of Carol Matheson,
who .carried out the programming for this study, Felicity Skidmore, whose
bditqrial_expertise is evident, and the staff of the Institute whose

b

comments and crilkicism on an early presentation were.extremely helpful.



THE MEASUREMENT OF POVERTY -~ AN EXPLORATORY EXERCISE

' Harold W. Watts, Univérsity of Wisconsin

Antroduction :

"~ Cur haste notions about the extent, distri-
huticn and urgency of the problems of poverty,
degpite many fundamentsl disagreements about what
vongtitutes the sppropriate concept of poverty,
are dominated by the measurements produced by a
specific, and by no mesus self-evident procedure.
And . these basic notions about where poverty is
located, what kinds of persons are afflicted,
ete., have s profound effect both on' the choice’
of policles Lo combat poverty and on the alloca-
tion ol regources smong programs serving differ-
ent parts of the poverty population.

1t -1s, then, of gubstantial importance to
ind out how sengitive our practical measures
“sre to varlations In the gpecification of the
measurement function. If the relatively minor
changes introduced helow seem to yield a gubstan-
tially.altered picture of the poverty problem
then, at the very least, we must consider care-
fully the merits of slternative gpecification.
Tf, a8 intended, the modifications serve to briag
the measure closer to an ideal construct, then

the tmplication of replacing the current measures

with reviged ones should be assessed.

"The rule of measurement currently used when-
‘eéver the basic dats permit determines poverty
status as & function of: annual money income of
the f[awily unit, the number of persons in the
family'unit, and farm residence atatus. This is
a function which takes on two values--poor and
non-poor--recognizing no further gradations
with.n each category. . The current practice of
relying on annual money Income a8 the Indicator
of economic gtatus ig maintained in what follows—
sa, indeed, {s the implicit choice of economic
statug sa the essentlal element of poverty.
There are of course persussive arguments for use
0§ a ‘more comprehensive measure of economlc
regources of families.! ‘There is also a wide
range of radically different concepts of povertg
that rely on essentially non-economic criteria,
But in this paper, attention will be focused on
lens drastic departures from current practice.
‘e measures used below are of substantial
{nteregt in their own right and have, moreover,
the inestimable asdvantage of being applicsble to
avallable data. _

[t 18 useful to .decompose the current
poverty function into two sub-functions. The
first defines. 8 poverty threshold income or
"poverty-line" ag a function of family size and
farm residence. This threshold value, together
with actual income of s family, enters the sec-
ond sub-function to determine the poverty
meagure. . To .be more specific, the function:

(1) 9,(t) = [$1000 + §500n(e)] » (.75)5(%)

where 91(t) = current poverty threahoid for
the t—— family '

n(t) = number of persons in the EEE

family

= 1 {f the tiﬁ family llves on
a farm :
= 0 otherwige

()

ﬁrovidea & very close approximation to the
"poverty-lines'" developed by Mollie Orshsusky--

~which have been adopted by the Office of Etonomic

Opportunity as the officisl standard. The second
sub-function which completes the current mecvsure
of poverty is simply:
s
(2) P.o(t) = { n(e) i y(e) < 9,(6)
11 0 if y(t) > 9,(t)

where Pll(t) = current measuve of poverty, .i.e.,
number of persons below povg[ﬁy
y(t) = annual money income of the ~—
family : '

In terms of this decomposition, one mavs con-
sider changes in the threshold function, ¥ (n,f,
....), and changes in the poverty Indicator,

P(¥, v, n). In the case of the former, changes
will take the form of additional varisbles, i.e.,
differences in need beyond those related to fam-
ily size and farm status. Changes in P(¥y, y, ™
will be reflected by altered functional form,

The consequences of altering the rules of
measurement are observed by applying each variant
to the 1/1000 sample of census returns from the
1960 population census. Each'of 15 diffevent
poverty measures defined below (including P
above) are evaluated in terms of the total amount
and severity of poverty (poverty per gapita)
found 1in separate demographic groups, occupational
grbups, and in distinct geographic categories.
Since there is no precise basis for standarwizing
the aggregate measures of poverty, the cowpari-
sons will be in terms of the distributién of
poverty among different groups--e.g., does one
measure find a larger fraction of poverty iu cen-
tral cities or among female-headed families than

another?

Variation in the Threshold Function

Two different formulations of the threshold
function are proposed for comparison with v..
defined 4n: (1) above. The first elaborates che
function by taking sccount of the sge struacture
of the household in addition to the number of
persons in it. To be specific, the function

proposed is:

(3) §,(6) = [ssso + $750 ny (t) 1 -_f(t)

< + $600 nz(t) ; (.75)
+ $350 ny(t) / ‘

where 92(t)"‘Age-s&ﬁucture poverty thrégho!d for
) : the t— family :

()= number of persons age 17 or-older in

™
the tth family




nz(t) ~ number of persons age 6-16 years
ST {n the ttD family

"W(L)'- number of_persons under age 6 in
' the tth family
ond f(ty. = farm dummy (defined above).

The choice of allowances for persons of
different sge was guided by the recently reviged
equivalande ﬁcaleg estimated by the Bureau of
Labor atatistics. Thelr estimates are based on
date from’' the 1960~ ~61 Survey of Consumer Expendi-
turas end use the basic notion that families
spond{ng équal fractions of their income on food
“enfjoy equivalent levels of well-being9 The above

- approximation to thelr equivalence scales was
“ad jurted to place the threshold for & non-farm
~femily of four composed of two adultse, one achool-
sge child and one pre-school child at $3000-~the
same as for a four-person family in §, (t).
' " The mecond modification allows for differ-
ences In reed and/or cost according to region and
sire  of place of residence of the family. It can
be written:

(4) 9,(z) = $1000 + $500 n(t))
. I (Reglon (t), Place (t)

. wheren . 93(t) = geographical povertxh
) threshold for the t—
hougehold

T (Rogion (t), Place (t))= a geographical equiva-
lence index (tabulated
in Table I)

and ‘ . n(t) = family size (defined
: above).

The values for the Geographical Index are shown
in Teble 1. They have been estimated in much the
sene way and from the same data as the B.L.S.
family equivalence scales discussed agbove. In
this case, however, the eatimation is based on
{ndividual household records for households with-~
in a band around the official poverty lines. The
methodologg is baged on fitting constant elastic~
ity curves” to expenditures on food and a more
incluaive category of necessities. The estimates
provided by the regression have heen rounded and
simplified to produce the index shown in Table 1.
The values are normalized, largely by conjecture,
_to equal 1.000 for the location of an "sverage"
poor person; {.e., to produce roughly the same
nimbbr of total persons helow the threshold ?3,
as helow 9. and 9. In comparison to a flat
53000 in the case“of 9 {(for non~farm families
of four persons), xanhes from 54500 in large
Northeastern cities to $2475 for families of four
{n hemlets and rural aress of the South.

Variations in the Form of the Poverty Function
The function P specified in (2) above is
A very uimplo kind o} poverty measure. 1t could
he tcermed a "head-count" measure since it aimply
counts the nwumber of persons in famillics below
the poverty Tfne. This same form of functlon can
e uded wiih both of the reviged threshold funce
ltohy-dprinod above to produce P12 and PlB' In

more general terms, we may write this first

poverty function as:

n(t) §f y(t) < 9

otherwise

(t)

(5) P j(t) { ]

‘A closely related tunction is intrOdUted to

investigate the consequences of raising the
poverty threaholds by 50%:

o dn(t) 1f y(t) £ 1.59 (t)
(6) PZJ(t) { otherwise 1

Another sort of measure of poverty has been
uvsed in the literature--namely,:the '"poverty

- gap." This measure accords a grester welght to

a family's poverty if it is far below the thres-
hold than 1f it 1s close to it. In fact it
megsures the poverty of a family in terms of the

. dollar distance of family incomé below the pov-

erty threshold.

Stated precise;y, let: )
o dF(E) - y(e) 1f y(t) < 9,0t

) P3j<t) 10 otherwise J

A fourth poverty function is derived from
Paj(t)'by increasing the threshold by 50%:

11.59.(t) - y(t) if y(t) <i1.5% (6
(8) (t) = 10 j otherwise - 1

Finally, a non-linear function of the pov-

erty gap is proposed. Tt also glves greater

weight to poorer familieg, but at an increasing
rate the poorcr they get--in contrast to the
constant rate itmplicit in P, and P S IL s
based on the plausihle notior that Lﬁv pevsonal
and social cost or psin incregses, nol onlvy in
proportion to the delicicncy of income helow
gome standard, but more than proportionately.
Such an assumption is implicit in the argument
that it is more important to add $500 to the
income of somcone $2000 helow the poverty thres-
hold than it is ta add $500 to the income of
someone who is only 3500 short of that same
threshold, P.., and P, imply that it is egquslly
important to add to aﬁyone s income as long s
they are below poverty. plj and P., give no
eredit at all for increases in incére except,
when an incresse pushes total income over rhe
poverty threshold. The explicit form for this
non-linear messure ig:

R ) N

jiop (1,8 () - Yow (it o0
log (1,59€(t) - log (9'(r) +o0n)

= t
(9) By = n(0)
if that expression is positive

= () otherwise '

Grivhed A

This function, ianoring the St

income to prevent zera iacomes from pro.us e
infinite valuea, equaly xero for incones oo ot
above 1, (t) [L eguais 1\r3 wher jncon.

N

equals,y ( Y 2n(e) whoen inceme s 2% e o

(k + 1)n{t) when incowr i {27 ))“y1(Ll A?s_u
way of describiny {hig mrasure is Yo gaw rant .o
gpecifies uquﬁvsl-nc( e lwees the poveriy
1000 persons al y (L) A, T pe NS g.
9J(t) or 333 poxsows aL 3/9 ol rhe povot..

L,




_atc. Economists will recognize the origin of
Crkte function in notions of diminishing marginal

catdtity 67 {ncome. It will, in what followa, be
Lo rmed the ”dlnutllLfy function."

The Application of the Altcrnative Measures to
1260 Censua Date
Combining the three threshold functione with
the five varlants of the poverty function pro-
ducea 15 different combinations~-or 15 different
poverty measurea. These will be denoted
pyy(io= 1,2,3,4,5; end § = 1,2,3). Each measure
cah be évsluated for any family (or individual)
.for which we have date oun annual money income
(y(t)), femily atge and age compogition (ny(t),
"ny(tY, ny(t), n(t)), farm status (£(t)), end
~ locatlon by region and place gize. The Pij(t)
can be gummed over all t in & national sample of
~famiiieg and individuals to produce estimates of
the total emount of poverty as variously measured.
They can also be summed over sub-groups to pro-
duce corresponding sub-~totals,
The 1/1000 gample of the 1960 census pro-
vides. rhc necesaary information for evaluating
the Py, along with s large and representative
sample” from which to generalize the results, Its
‘primavy dibadvantage is that its data are now
seven years old. While this may not seriously
impair the value of the study for comparison
emong the Piy, 1t does reduce the interest ome
might have fh what the various measures indicate
asbout poverty ss we are faced with it today. It
- 1s hoped that any improvements in our measures of
poverty regulting from the analysis here can be
applied to more timely data in the near future.
Racognizing that each of the 15 measures of
poverty wl!l come up with a different total
amount of poverty-—some indeed are measured in
‘di{fferent units--one needs a basis for comparison
among them. By finding the sub-totals of P;, for
fami lies and individuals clagsified by one or two
characteristics, end dividing these by the grand
total of Py, the percentage distribution among
components of the population is produced. These
digtributfons can be compared and are sn impor-
tant baslg for evaluating the geveral alterna-
tives, Dénote by pij(k) the percentage of total
_ Pij found in class k:

Py =2 “(t/u Py

(The notationt@k denotes summation over ‘all
t belonging to the kR group).

Another sort of measure often used to assess
the severlry of poverty 1s "incidence," a per
capita measure, and '"relative incidence," the
level of per capits poverty in some sub~group
relative to {ts level for the general population.
Dennte by p(k). t%ﬁ fraction of the population
falling in the k= group:

pCk) = 5 alt) L n(t)
tek . ail t

Now an {ndfcation of relative incidence can be
obtained for poverty measured by Pij by taking

*Technically, prevalence is the appropriate term,
but "inecidence' has heen given a currency that
will be reapected here.

"the ratio:

£1500 = 2500 /00 =

(t) NP, ()
tek ij . 811 %J
T a(ty v Ty oacey
tek - . : all t

If r, (k) is greater than one, then incidence of
poveréy measured by P__ is greater {n the

lkth group than in the general population, and
conversely 1if rji(k) ie smaller than one. 1In the
tables whlch fol{ 's will not be calculated,
but the p's will be prgv1dcd for each classifi- ’
cation 8o that the r,; can be calculated by the
reader. J .

Table 2 displays the distribution of .
poverty between the white and non-white parts of
the population according to each of the 15 dif-
ferent measures of poverty. Alsd shown are the
several grand totals for the Py It will be
noted that all measures indicat® incidence rates
for non-whites more than twice those for the
general population. Looking more clesely, one
finds that the non-white share and relative incil-

dence falls sharply when the threshold is in-

creased by 50%. Compare P;. with Pyy and P4
with Py This is simply egplained gy the fgct
that uniimlted increases in the the threshold
would eventually include all the population, and

"the shares would necessarily approach the P's.,

Aslde from that variation, the measures are very
similar in their distribution by race. The geo~

graphical: thresholds yield a somewhat smaller non-

white share, especially for the "gap'" type mea»
sure, but no drastic change is induced.

Table 3 displays the distribution of pover—
ty by family type for a selected group of four
measures, along with the basic population distri-
bution. P24 and P45 (§ = 1,2,3) were eliminated
since they gencrally showed regression from Pj
and Pp; respectively toward p. as was noted in
Table % Among the "head-count" measures Pjj
(J = 1,2,3), there was very little variation by
threshold function. Conssequently only the distri-
bution for P., is shown. In the case of the 'gap
measures, P33 (shown) showed more of the poverty
among husband-wife familles and less among indi-
viduals than did P31 or P33 (shown). Again, the
P54 were very similar and only Ps3 is shown. As
compared to the head count and disutility measures
the gap measures show less poverty in husbarnd-wife
families and more among individuals. Of total
P33, 22.3% 1is found emong primary individuals
comprising 4.6% of the population, as compared
with 9.5% end 11% for Py5 and Pg3 respectively.
Both the gap and disutility measures show almost
207 of the. poverty smong female-headed households,
compared to  16.6% for the head-count measure
P13. Finally, it is interesting to note that the
incidence of poverty for young husband-wife fami-
lies is above the population incidence as measured
by P13, but below it for the others showmn.

Table 4 shows the distribution of poverty by
gross occupational ciategories and work experience
of the head., Distributions are shown for Pyj,



P33, and Ps3. Since very litcle change was pro=-
duced ty variations in the thresheld formula,
tzbles ave produced here only for the geographi-
cal trhresholds. But given the threshold function,
there are striking differences in the allocation
"of poverty between the Head-count (P13}, Gap

(P33), end Disutility (P53) measures. Sixty-
three percent of Py poverty {s found in houge=
holds with e head possessing a definite non-farm
occupatidn, in comparison with 58% for P53, and
only 547 foxr P33. Only 157% of the gap~-type

. poverty 1la found among farm cccupations, compared

‘to 17% for the Pyj, and 18.5% for Ps3. With

“regord to,employment in 1959 {(the year to which

. income data pertains), only 43% of all poor pere
sons are in households headed by a person with

", less than a half-year of work, but 597, of the

_gap and 517 of the disutility is found in such

" househo’dA.

Teble 5 shows the distribution of poverty
by census region and by urbanization, with se-
parate urlanization distributions for the North-
Fast and South, The poverty measures P 14 =
i,3,5), which use the Oxshansky thresho%ds; and
Pi3 (1 = 1,3,5), which use the geographically
revised thresholds, are shown. The expected
reduction in the South's share of total poverty
is shown for all three variations of the poverty
function, with the sharpest reduction (from 49.5%
‘to 35.9%) occurring in the gsp measurement. The
North-East and, to & much smaller extent, the
West received the balancing increases in shares
of poverty. 1t 1a, however, the South which
remains the location of a disproportionate number
of the poor even after a fairly radical adjuste
ment of the threshold levels.

Turning to urbanization, it can be seen
that the geographical thresholds serve to reduce
the poverty share Iin ruragl and non-SMSA urban
areas, with the share in central cities of SMSA's
recelving the offgetting Iincresse. The relative
incidence in the rural areas is clearly the
highest for the P;; measures, but this picture is
altered when geographical thresholds are used in
P4{3. The center cities have the highest inci-
dence for head count and gap measures and are not
far behlnd the rural areas for the disutility
measure, Note also that the urban parts of SMSAs
outside the center city contain 30% of the popu~-
lation but only 9% of the poverty--a very low
incidence rate.

‘ Within the North~East, which received a
substential incresse in its reglonal share by
introduction of geographical thresholds, the
shift in distribution by urbanization is toward
the center cities of SMSA's. These cities now
appear to have more than half of the poverty in
the North East region--particularly if the
income gap measure is used. Within the South,
on the other hand, relatively little change in
the distribution by urbanization is induced by
the geographical thresholds. The rural arveas

. remaln the high~incldence sreas gnd the location
of more than half of the South's poverty--and

25% of the nation's, as measured by Pc,.

The subatantial shift of poverty out of all
arcas of the south induced by 'the geographical
‘thresholds, coupled with the earlier finding of
licttle change in the share for non-whites, sug-
geats that the shift is largely explained by

finding more poor Negroes in citles outside the
South (especially the North East) and fewér in
the Socuth. o

Each of the measures of poverty produces s
grand total of poverty as shown in the last colum
of Teble 2. These figures, together with some
additional totals calculated in the process of
adjusting the level of the geographical thresholds
enagble one to calculate the elasticity of the
totals with respect to changes in the threshold.
The hesd-count measures each have an elasticity
of around l.4--e.g., a one-percent incresse in
all thregholds will increase the number of poor
persons by 1.4%. The gap measures, in contrast,
incresse by 2.1 or 2.2% with & 1% increase in the
threshold. The disutility measure has an elasti-
city of .2 and is thus the least sensitive of
the three to variations in the level of the
threshold.

Summary

Of the two basic changes in the poverty
threshold function, only the geographical variant
showed much consequence in terms of. the distri-
butions of poverty consldered here. Indeed only
the quite obviocus and expected change in geo-
graphical distribution was noted for it. No
doubt the age~structure variant would have pro-
duced an equally obvious shift in the age dirftri-
bution of the poor (sway from children), but it
did not affect distributions examined here.

While neither of these changes in the
threshold produced remarkable or surprising
effects~=-perhaps because they didn't--it is im-
portant to:consider carefully the implications
of the effects they do have. Certainly the
urgency and magnitude of the poverty problem in
our large :cities has impressed itself on every-
one, including policy makers, perhaps beyond its
importance as measured by the currently used
measures. The geographical revision provides
some support for our extra-statistical senses
about the importance of urban, non-Southern,
poverty. Although the consequences of the aye-
structure thresholds for the age distribution of
poverty were not computed, it can be expected
that the disproportionate share of poverty suf-
fered by the young--~according to current thres-

3
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‘holds--would be somewhat reduced. And with that

reduction, some of the concern about the next
generation would be reduced (though certalnly noc
eliminated).

The variations in the shape of the functims
measuring poverty. for a given threshold appeared
to be of some importance for all of the distri-
butions studied here. In view of these differ-
ences, and with an inclination in favor of some
degree of convex (to the origin) nonlinearity,
it would #ppear that further analysis--botl
theoretical and empirical--would be useful. The
particular nonlinear function used here is only
one of the possibilities, and not one that has
been chosen for its demonstrable superiority
over others with roughly similar shapes. But,
having shown that such changes can make an
appreciagble difference, it becomes doubly impor-
tant to investigate the alternatives more fully.

As mentioned in the introduction, the
messures applied here are all limited to current
money income as the indicator of economic status.
More comprehensive measures of the level of

FoN



command over poods and services are desperately economic Yevel. Thresholds could be defined in

necded, and may be available in the néar future. terms of QUCN'H measure, and the rest of the
Most of the basic ldcas Introduced above would be analysis could be carried out without change.

fully applicable to a more adequate measure of

" Table 1: Geographical Equivalence Index, I(Repion, Place)

" No. East No. Central South West

over 1 million ' 1.500 1.275 1,050 1.200
.25 to 1.0 million o 1.500 975 ,900 1,200
.05 to .25 million 1,128 ©.975 .900 1;050
2,500-50 thousand 1.125 975 .900  1.050
Under 2500 & Rural Non-farm 1,125 .975 .825 1.050
Rural Farm 1.012 .878 L742 .945

Table 2: Distribution of Poverty by Race

Peréentage
Type of Distribution by:
Measure White Non-White Totul Absolobte Measuce
Total population o ©89.1 10.9 172.2 million ‘persons
Number below r11* 72.3 27.7 37,2 miltion persons
threshold: - P12 . 72.2 27.8 39.9 wmitlion persons
P13 73.1 26.9 39.% milliom persons
Numbtr below Pzi 78.9 21.1 65.3 miliyon persons
» 1.5 times oo 79.2 20.8 ¥ het, L willion persors
. - threshold; -P23 79.7 20.3 69.4 miilion persons
Tncome gap P31 72.2 27.8 S13.73 biliien
below Lhreshold: Py 71.5 28.5 13.89 biliion
* P33 74.1  25.9 14,55 biLTon
. :
Income gap Py 75.4 24,6 §33.79 hiition
helow 1.5 times Pro 75.2 24.8 34081 b Liom
threshold: P43 77.1 22.9 . 36.66 hillien
CDisutility Py 7L.8 28,2 132,08 mitiion disutiiivy ualrs
function®« - Pyoy 71.8 28,2 £37.4 aiiv o aisatziity unats
Py 72.8 27.2 137.0 millien digurility unics

¥ ’ e
The scecond subscript deaotes the threshold fumctins «i rolicouy 10 i, the
Orshansky approxomalion (1) above; if 2, the age-structure threshola (3) ubove;
LL 3, the yeopraphical threshold (4) above, :
woh . ) ' i '
Equals zcro above 1.5 times threshold.

-



_Table 3: Distribution of Poverty by Family Type

Type of Measure Py R ‘ P33 P53 ;p
'Type'of Femily: C ’

Husband-wi fe :

Head under 25 years 4.3 3.1 3.3 3.7 3.9

Head 25 to 64 years o 56 .9 46,9 42.3 54.3 74.7

Head 65 or over ' . 10.2 11.4 10.2 9.0 7.0

Mele head without spouse 2.5 2,6 2,5 2.4 2.1

: " Female head without spouse 16.6 o 19.9 19.4 19.6 7.7
Primary Individual -

Under 65 . . - 3.9 7.0 9.6 4.9 2.8

65 or over ' 5.6 9,1 12.7 6.1 1.8

TOTAL | 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0

'

Tsble 4; Distribution of Poverty by Work Experience in 1959 and Class of WOrke?

 Weaks Worked: 0 1-26 2747 48-52 TOTAL
GClass of Worker
Farm b 67 5 1.00 5.15 - 7.26
. White-coller 1.30 1.24 2.70 26.34 31.58
" Blue-collsr 3.18 3,70 9.04 - 35.73  51.65
. Other : § 6.55 28 47 2.21 9.51
TOTAL 11.47 5.89 13,21  69.43 © 100.00
Farm 1.31 2,26 2.73 10.51 16.81
. White-collar 2.31 2.06 1.90 6.26 12.53
_ Blue-collar 8.08 9.06 11.85 21.51 50.50
Other : : 17.37 .77 .75 1,27 20.16
STOTAL - 29.07 14,15 17.23 39.55 100.00
Farm 1.59 2.34 2.34 8.46 14.7%
White-collar 3,71 2.42 1.56 4,77 12.46
Blue-collar L 10.36 9,83 - 8.68 13.13 42.00
Other - 27.79 1.14 .85 1.03 30.81
TOTAL 43.45 15.73 13.43 27.39 100.00
Farm ' 1.60 2.63 - 2.91 11.40 18. 54
White-collar : 3.04 1,95 T 1.54 6.35 12.88
Blue~collar 9,08 8.92 . 9.68 C17.30 46,98
Othav . . 20.93 .83 '4” .73 1.1l 23.60

TOTAL 34.65 16.33 14.86  36.16  100.00




"rable 5:  Distribution of Poverty by Region and Urbandzation
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Type of Measure Py Pay 'P51~ Pig Pag 53 e
Region: S ' .
North East 15.6 16.2 15.3 21.9 27.2 20.9 24.9.
North Central 23.3 23.2 23.6 23.7  23.8 24.,0. 28.9
South . 49.9 49.5 50,2 42,0 35.9 43.1 30.6
West 11,2 11.1 10,9 12.4 13.1 12.0 15.6
Total 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,60 100.0 100.0  100.0
" Urbanization: v
Rural 45.9 43.9 47.6 42,6 38.0 440, 8 30,2
Non-~Metrop.-Urban 19.6 20.4 18.6 18.6 17.9 17.6 13.0
Fringe of Met. Area 8.9 3.9 8.9 8.9 B8 G.0 ;9.9
Center City of Met. Area  25.6 26,8 26,9 79.9 35.3 28.6 o0y
Total ©100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100,0°  i00.0
North-East Only . )
Rural 24,0 22.3 23.5 19.8 17.3 20.8 }?.3
Non-Metrop.-~Urban - . 15.2 15.0 14.8 13.4 11.3 12.4 14.9
Fringe of Met. Arca 16.9 17.2 18.3 4.8 12.8 16.1 ?0.2
Center City of Met. Area 43.9 43,5 43,4 52.0 Sﬁ.b 50.2 3.5
Total 100.0  100.0  100.0 . 100,0 100,0 100.0  100.0
. Soﬁth Only ' : .
Rural 55.6 55.0 57.9 55,5 53.9 58.0 é? 3
Non~Metrop.-Urban 21.1 22.0 19.7 21.7 22.98 19.9 2.5
Fringe of Met. Area 5.0 4.6 46 4.5 4.3 4.2 .7,
Center City of Met. Area  18.3 18.4 17.8 18.3 19.0 17.9 4.3
Total 100.0  100.0- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0
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