CURRENT POPULATION

REVISION IN POVERTY STATISTICS, 1959 TO 1968

This report describes modifications in the
definition of poverty which were adopted in 1969.
As a result of the deliberations of a Federal Inter-
agency Committee two changes were incorporated
into the definition of poverty previously employed.
These WO modifications change the method of
adjusting the poverty thresholds for annual cost of
living fluctuations and alter the poverty income
differential between farm and nonfarm families.
This report shows the effect of the revised defini-
tion on estimates of the number of families and
persons below the poverty levels for the years 1959
to 1967, Data for the year 1968 based on the
revised poverty definition are also presented in
this report. A report showing more detailed data
on poverty for the years 1959 to 1968 based on the
revised poverty definition will be published later
this year.

The SSA Poverty Definition, -- Poverty statistics

published in previous Census Bureau reports were -

based on the poverty index developed by the Social
Security Administration (SSA) in 1964.% This index
provided a range of poverty income cutoffs adjusted
by such factors as family size, the sex of the family
head, the age of family members, and place of
residence. At the core of this definitionof poverty
was a nutritionally adequate food plan (“economy"
plan) designed by the Department of Agriculture for
“emergency or temporary use when funds are low."”
Annual revisions of the poverty income cutoffs were
nased on price changes of the items in the economy
food budget.

In determining the proportion of total family
income that should be consumed by food require-
ments, the SSA observed that the percentage of
income expended for necessities, in particular food,
reflects the relative well being of both individuals
and the society in which they live. In general,
;amilies that need to use about the same proportion
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of their income for a given levelof food expenditure
are considered to share the same level of living.
For families of three O more persons the poverty
level was set at three times the cost of the economy
food plan, Thiswas the average food cost-to-family
income relationship reported by the Department of
Agriculture on the basis of a 1955 survey of food
consumption®  For smaller families and persons
regiding alone, the cost of the economy food plan
was multiplied by factors that were slightly larger
to compensate for the relatively higher fixed ex-
penses of these smaller households.  The SSA
poverty cutoffs also took account of differences in
the cost of living between farm and nonfarm
families.

Ag a result of its deliberations the committee
accepted the following two recommendations: ¢y)
that the SSA poverty thresholds for nonfarm
families be retained for the base year 1963, but
that the annual adjustments in the levels be based
on the changes in the Consumer Price Index (CPD)
rather than on changes in the cost of food included
in the economy food plan; and (2) that the farm
poverty thresholds be raised from 70 to 85 percent
of the corresponding nonfarm levels, The combined
impact of these tWO modifications resulted in a net
increase of 360,000 poor families and of 1.6
million poor persons in 1967, The reasons for
making these changes and the effect of each
revision on the poverty data are outlined below.

U

igor a detailed discussion of the SSA poverty
standards, Se€ Mollie Orshansky, ngounting the
Poor: Another Look at the Poverty profile," Sccial
Securit Bulietin, January 1965; and nijho's Who
Among  the Poor: A Demographic view of Poverty,”
gocial Security Bulletin, July 1965.
28ee U.S, Department of Agriculture, Tood Con-
of Households in the
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1 1957,
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Change in the cost of living adjustmem.--Annual
revisions of the SSA poverty thresholds were based
only on changes in the average per capita cost of
the foods in the economy food budget., This method
of updating the poverty cutoffs did not fully reflect
increases in the overall cost of living during the
1960’s (see table A). Thepaceat which the general
cost of living advanced in recent years was not
uniformly matched by increases in the price of
goods in the economy food plan. Thus, general
price changes since 1959 were not paralleled by
comparable changes in the poverty thresholds.
For example, the CPI went up by 13.7 percent
petween 1959 and 1966, while poverty thresholds
increased by 7.9 percent for an average family
during the same period.

Table A.--COMPARISON OF CHANGES! IN_THE CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX AND IN THE COST OF ECONOMY FOOD
PLAN: 1959-1968

(1963 = 100)

Consumer price index| Economy

food

bl : TR TR R

1967 cacsnonvens veee 106.5
1066 ssensrronares . 106.5
1965, c0sessnrnersesr 102.2

.............

..............

---------------

.............

ipor a description of the items ineluded in the
economy food plan see U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, "Family Food Plans and Food Costs," Home Eco~
nomics Research Report No. 20, November 1962 and
"FamiLy Food Plans Teviced 1964," Family Feonomics
The 1964 revision resulted

Review, October 1964
Thoa slightly less costly diet, offget by price

increases.

The differences between changes in the cost of
the economy food budget and the overall cost oOf
living led to the adoption of the CPl as the basis
for annual revisions in the poverty cutoffs. Although
the CPI is not designed to measure the changing
market conditions taced solely by poor families,
it does reflect thefact that prices of food and non-
food commodities do not always advance at the
game rate. Employing the CPI to adjust the poverty
thresholds annually has another advantage Over the
earlier adjustment technique. Although the economy
food plan is repriced annually, the dataare not pub-
lished regularly but are available only on request.
The CPI, on the other hand, is regularly published
and is a generally accepted measure of changes in
the “cost of living.”

Poverty data are shown for the years 1959-1967
in table D using both the CPI and the original
method of updating the poverty thresholds and also
incorporating the changes in the farm cutoffs. 3 The
impact of using the CP1 rather than changes in the
cost of the economy food plan to adjust the poverty
cutoffs for annual changes in the cost of living can
pe seen moOst clearly by comparing the nonfarm
poverty data based on cach of the two price ad-
justment techniques (table B). Since the difference
in the CP1 between 1959 and 1963 was greatel than
the change in the original poverty index during the
game period, the number of nonfarm families below
the poverty level in 1959 based on the CP1 adjust-
ment is 260,000 less than the number originally
published. For 1967 the introduction of the CP1
cost of living adjustment increased the number of
poor nonfarm families by 210,000 and the number
of poor nonfarm persons by 880,000 over the
numbers originally published. The differences
in the poverty thresholds for 1967, 1963, and
1959 are shown in table C. For a nonfarm family
of four persons, the revised thresholds in 1967
averaged $3,410 as compared with $3,335 based
on the original definitions. (

Change in the farm-nonfarm relationship.--
Under the old definitions, the poverty thresholds
for farm families were adjusted for the average
value of food consumed by these families which
they had grown themselves, The poverty cutoffs
for farm families were established at 70 percent !
of the nonfarm levels based on a 1961 study of
household consumption which indicated that the
value of food produced by farm families for home
use amounted to about 30 percent of their total
food budget.

Determining the appropriate measure of income
needed by farm andnonfarm families at an
equivalent level of living is difficult, Surveys
conducted by the Department of Agriculture indicate
that farm families raise a significant proportion of
their own food, permitting them to maintain the
same diet while requiring less money income than
nonfarm families. In making their home on the
farm they operate, farm families are relieved of
some direct outlays for items other than food--they
rent or buy the farm dwelling along with the farm
land. Similarly, costs for electricity and other

P

3Note also that @ revised method of processing
the income data Was introduced in 1966, Date for
that year are shown in teble D based on both the
earlier and revised editing and gllocation pro-
cedures, permitting oneé to observe the impact of
these methodological ipnovations on the poverty

data. For years subsequent o 1966, data have been
processed in accordance with the new procedures
only.
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utilities used in the home will be difficult to be less accessible in rural areas OY lacking
geparate from those incurred in yunning the farm. altogether, SO that expenses for some items may be
The income reported to the Census Bureau for farm higher for farm and other rural families than for
families may thus be understated to a greater urban households. It is also true that more and
degree than for nonfarm families. more farm families make some of their living at
off-farm jobs so that & growing proportion of their

On the other hand, community services and income should not be considered in arriving at the
facilities readily available in mostlarge citiesmay  farm discount. In 1967, for example, earnings from

Table B.--COMPARISON OF POVERTY DATA IN 1959, 1963, AND 1967 FOR PERSONS BY FAMILY STATUS AND
FARM-NONFARM RESIDENCE, BASED ON REVISED AND ORIGINAL POVERTY DEFINITIONS

(Numbers in thousands. Family status refefs to March of the following year)

T
Family status and farm-nonfarm 1967 1963 1959

Number below poverty level

NONFARM .
B11 PETSONE . vsosseseesrerserstrst” 32,148
Tn families...cocereeenee e eeeraeesane 217,430
Heal,..ooeo- O 6,886
Family members under 18 years...ese-er 13,413
Other family METDETS , v avssnsvosoeseres 7,131
Unrelated individuals 14 years and over. 4,718
FARM
ALl PETSOMS. . vnseerrnersroressrr s 6,792
Tr AMALIE8. s eerrarneoerrennrmserrtt? 6,434
Head...... e ieeeaesaner et RPN . 1,395
Fomily members under 18 yeBrS,.caearerr 3,224
Other family MEMDEIS. .coseersosere " 1,815
Unrelated individuals 14 years and over. 358
Percent below poverty level
NONFARM
ALL DETSONE. ¢ avrevsvnenssrrssrttttr 13.5 20.0
T £amilies, eerscerrarnsneserseerses®? 11.7 18.2
HEGG, v vvavrnenvsecanassonneenssnenents 10.8 16.7
Family members under 18 yearsS....eeres 15.4 23.3
Other femily MOMDELS...eereecrcreres " 8.3 13.9
Unrelated individuals 14 years and over. 37.9 46,2
FARM
ALL DETEONE, svsornaosnnormreret it s’ 25.9 42.6
In families..... 25.3 41,6
Head‘...........;..................... 21.4 36,7
Family members under 18 years...e.eve: 32.3 53,1
ther family MEmDETS. .cevesrrerstt "’ 21.1 . 32,4
Unrelated individuals 14 years and over. 45,5 . . 7,1

T Baged on revised methodology for processing income date; see Series P-60, No. 59, pages 17 to 19 for
explanation.

NOTE,~-Farm poverty thresholds 11 the revised definition are a5 percent of the nonf'arm thresholds,
whereas a 70 percent farm-nonfarm differential was employed in the original definition. The revised defi~
nition uses the Consumer price Index %0 ad just the poverty thresholds anmually o account for changes in
the cost of living. Armuel ad justments in the poverty threcholds under the original definition were based
on changes in the per capita cost of the econdmy food plan. See text for an explanation of +these differ-
ences between revised and original poverty definitions.
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nonfarm work averaged 56 percent of net realized
money income of families operating farms as
contrasted with 50 percent in 1960.4

Up to the present time, NO entirely satisfactory
means Of determining the income required for
equivalent levels of living for farm and non-
farm families has been provided by studies on
this subject. Further research is needed to
analyze differences i1 1iving costs petween farm
and nonfarm families. Although it 18 not yet
possible to quantify exactly all the factors COD-
tributing to cost of living differences between
farm and nonfarm families, research already
completed suggests that these differences are

R~

4perived fLrom data presented in Farm Income

gituation, July 1968, Pp. 52 68, and 2.

not as great 8s provided for by the 70 percent
differential. After weighing the available evidence,
the Review Committee agreed that narrowing
the farm-nonfarm poverty threshold differential
to 85 percent more nearly reflects the overall
cost of living differences pbetween farm and non-
faym families than the previously used
differential.

The impact of the change in the farm-nonfarm
relationship can pe seen in table C which shows
the farm poverty income cutoffs, in 1967, 1963, and
1959 under the revised and originaldefinitiens. The
change in the number of farm poor can best be
analyzed by the use of data fox 1963 which serves as
the base year for the cost of living adjustment. For
that year, as table B indicates, the number of farm

cor under the revised definition was about 1.1
million higher than originally published.




pue pesTASE Gponieq S90USISIITP oyl JO wotgeueTdxe UB J0F 1¥9%
Kqaspofd @3 UL syusmystf pe TRy +HuaTl 3O 3500 oy UT soBuBy®
~1J2P Teurdrao dUt ut pafotdus seh awﬂvﬁwhmwwmc WreJUOU-IItS

qusoxed 0L

«guOTFIULISP Aaxeaod TeaSTIO
298 suetd pood fuouood 9ul JO 4809 5p1ded 10d oyl UT sofueyo UO paseq aaof oTTUTIP? TBUTSTIO o1} JRPUD spToUsaII*
03 qunoode O%F Rpenuue gpTousaId fazescd oUY penfpe 0% xapul 90Tid Jonmsuoy Ul SOST UoTATULISD posTaed 9UL ~uOTHTT
¢ swaIeUt ¢gprousddl wreguou 90t 30 queoaed ¢8 axe UOTITUTIEP posTheld PUT ut SpPTOUseITH £aaon0d wred--* TION

1,867 Lty T e sgIaqERW SIOW I0 L
860°7 g6 ‘e e eeiiieeeeesupquon O
c09‘e TS e i roIeQERE §
mva:m @OONN ..........;.........mﬁmﬂﬁwﬁ¢
06£‘2 €EE T L eeiieis s rsasaqmeu €
wqmaa momua . ..................mhmﬁama 2
mOme mm«.aw ....I................Hmpama 1

6561
260°% ¢26 7 o viieessesegzaqueW SIOW IO L
ey 20y .................:.mampawao
89‘€ 029°€ eesesseesnrgIeqURT §
wNH\m Omo..m casn ...'..........m.nma'cnﬂﬁAN
Njum .mOan ceean ............m.HmD,ENE IS
886°T ov6 ‘T sxequIsll 2
6cs“1$ wes ‘1 e eeeeeer e gequRE T

£961
i 9626 o easeeegoquem 20U O L
oty 766y J R i
0£6‘¢ €L8°e PP ‘
cec ‘s 062°E R ¥
0092 655°C PO R ‘
gTT2 €802 e eaweesnanent 2
6o “1$ ¢cz9°1$ [T PPPP TP PR I

1961
———————

pesll sl .
prened oTen E’ el
Lyoel 30 aoqumN

qOTITITIOP TeuT8TE0

19001 Lyaanod U 3e spiouseIuY 28gIon® paudTen

SNOLLINIAAA
caLvLs aILING FHL RO ELESRED ANy ATHwYd 40

ToTATULIOP POSTAE

a3sve FoNadISAY WY ANON-WIYA Ad

A3Y NO
ALH3A0d FHL 1V SQIOHSIAHL JOVHIAY azlHoiam 40 NOSRIVAHOD"D ajqol

NELER

AL¥3A0d TWNIDING GNY a3st
5715 AR ‘6561 ONY €961 ‘1961




“aTqRY} JO pus 1® goq0ul00F 288

eaer v IDAO

gy TR VY7 PR VA B L e L L P e N A L P G- orse  letse  |€7¥ g e |O77E

pue saeek ¥1 SenpTATPUT pegeTeIul
[ P S L AL L grct  letor |87 et |TET (BET pegr leten (670T gt |otor 1670T z'6 $'6 c'8 6 B e s mquen Arwey 290
oz letor (7.9 P o A grcz  love (L% grzz  |STE |4 B A A Gegr  TLT o (7IAT ¢rcr  leor |EST L oeok gy wopun swoquew ATTERL
A EE A A P ceoe |otee  |07AT cece  lwse |TISE cege  lotse  |97%T grer |TBT 1STEC ser (eroz |BST pre (8787 RSSO IR i
LeoT  (ToT  |Blet RV S PAL L kA et lotoT  |olvE P L LA gzt ezt {TZL orer e {ETE oot fegror 1676 O e
begT  loter (€8T Tt leer (TI8T P P R AL S L beer et YIET PO s S LY seor. |z (00T e DEOH
peoz |80z (80T Lroe letet |ETOT gegT  |7t6T  |€AT PRI DL S KA et lger  |LET 2wt fete (LET PR L el UL
7z |wTe (€7 P A L oz loie 678t crer  |TtsT (076 Lot jerst |ETST PRI e A T PO yegr et |8l o evieeeseves s oesuosaed TV

TYLOL

12891 fogescd MOTEQ quB0Ied

T85O

LT6
pue sxead ¥1 STenpTATPUT poqeTedtil
FZA84 .. ens e fproquou STTEEZ IR0
0Ls ‘s «eegrEed gT APPUR saequew ATTERL
Nwm P LA -‘..-‘.-..~....QFH$_W
9TL T P oo epre FUON
860°2 P ceeereepedH
26L°6 R ...‘....mmﬂv.ram,«aw
0L 0T — we +<egnosxad TTY
Eovd WIHI0 ay OFoEN
244 e eresnaeennsnennen et IRNO
pue sxesl %1 STENPTATPUT pajeTeIUl
2289 e e rgzoquen ATTEET 18730
190°TT v vesieek g1 TopUT SRR ArTwed
mHon P R A A s 15 2-X:
OPH»h asess .v~.-.o.....-..-E.H.W.wnHOZ
ﬂhw.ﬂnm -»...-ngqng-.. ‘.-In-,@ﬁmm
24072 e gopyTIEd O
HﬁN\mN -nv.v--.-v.- v».mQOM.HWQ HH.4
ALTHM
GPOa ¢.-..-..o..v..-..~.....- .o IHA0
pue saeol ¥ STeTPIATRUT pogRIRIul
96 ceeees s ETOQUBH Lymmed 20
LE9°9T s1esk gy Z9DUR SIRAED Arpored
mmmu PP PEREE P R inac Ty
Omwn vessanere .. o.-.gwﬁoz
H@Nnm EERE R R -.ﬂﬁwm
;\@@«Nﬂ EER R -.»-.<-w®..ﬂ4rﬂ5\m,w AHH
i ieeessserguoszed TTV

TaADT Roaeacd BOTRA TSquDN

TOTHTE oI woTH® Yyoteu woTaTu WOTATE fyopaTa go13td wOTITE Hgotgtu woTATE lgorqru [UOTATH
-390 RS B i R i3 ~1300 | _ype LR B = “1390 | L1z s
s -1o0 | et ~130P Al ~139P -1390 | em -150 Teat gep | ~TIOP
|m@& pesTA®H] _grag 3110 PesTARY po51898] a0 pesTARl| _gyag posTasy|pesTedl
6561 Q961 9961 2 pocmﬁ

(xeaf FuproTIoF oW I° yoxel JO S® smyess ATrured « gptresTotd UT SaquIl} .
NOLLINIZ3C ALu3AOd ~YNISI0 GNY a3%1A3Y NO a3asva 896l HONOY¥HL 6561 NI ¥1vQ ALHAAOd 30 NOSIHY dW03—"d sqe L

TYIOL

— "

sop1eTION0RTIRID po302128



m(w@m.mmm\nmwmﬁ - 701480 ONLLNIEE ,H.meizmm\wOmv g oo

o pue poSTARTL wEeneq SOOUSISIITR asau% JO mogreueTdxe we 307 qx23 99% getd poog fmouove out 10 3800 ©ITIEO zod eqy WY SoBURUD HO possy alon TOTY
ouy uf seBuEld 103 qumoooe 0% RTTBNIIE SpTOUSeITR faaesod aug 18TEE 04 Xepui 20T Ioumsuo) 8T} SeSh WOTITULIFD

«gUOTATUTSPP faxerod 1euTdLa
quenxed ¢8 BT WOTITATIED POSTAST sy UT SPIOUSSIUR faaenod mrsd—-TION

-TuLIeR TeutdTac SU opun SPTOUSIUH Anzsaod ouy TR aquougsnlpe Riees +BuTATT 3O 3800
pasTrRd UL *goTATULIOP reuTdTIO UL UT pekotdue SBA TELIUSIDIFTR e JUOU-WIeS qusoxed 0L ®B swoIovh ‘SPTOUSAIUR wreguou oud JO
~pyep BWOONT JULSHEM Suppndmy 10§ POWHSH percady we 3O ¥FH s 0% OTP 65 PUR S soy fp9-d SOTIRE UT poysyand 980U mox3 KTauBTTs IeIITP woTATUTIIP Teurdrao oUt UO poseq 8I8Y UNOUS SI2qUTT,
* 000097 hﬁmpmﬁwou&&m Ao, suosxad good FO equna SU3 PUR 000 64T
"go6T PuB 9961 40 grogs vEoud fep R memHm&BOu £raotaas od axe /96T 107 wyBp ‘XOLID Burpoo ® 0% andy
apg 998 fpqBp SWOOUL Srpeseocdd 103 “Soropouen POSTASE uo posed x

up seTTIERS sood 3o Jequud Uk pogELSIene oA fem Joxde STUL 4RI cquaﬂpmm ST 4T
orqeTrese 10N N

anoqe fq 2961
syoTyRUETAXe 107 6T O% LT safud ‘6s "ON ‘oo-d S

......:......‘........‘.......Hmbc

4814

pue saeek ¥1 gTeNpTATPUT porRTIU
¢t gz B L s apquem ATTURI 1910
[ ad e-eegreel g1 XOPUD sxoquen LTTEEL
'8 et rgred
608 P +wre JuoN
1ze . e rpesg
P . teenen e rgarTOEd UL
s .....,..............mQOm.Hma %

SEITE YEHIO GNY CHOEN

cof .Hm>o

pue sqeek [ STENDTAIDUE potRTATL
pue sxeRl Y equen ATy 90

¥

el [ e £'et z'L €°9
102 1702 [shge4 €Tt Lot | -+greefk g1 IODUD sxoquen KTTURA
veof o708 076t et et ¥ St S SUOCTRRPREREE LR Lot
oreT g et poyad c's oL e eeeesieee e wTBFUON
TeT oet Py A 08 Y
€01 boT 2¢01 26 e e eiieeieseee e OTTHIEY o
8T aret oI 00T i eeiieene e mguosaed TT¥
FITHA
ponuTuo)--TeseT faxasod MOTA que0Iad
woTATU UOTATU wOTIIU
13T TOTATE P o lgoraTu
~13o0 paSH -1 |
TEUT | pagracy| posTASY] soTa5TaR}OBIRUS penooT1o8

pPaSTATH %130

-8120

A,Hm@\r. SuTnoTIO) oW J0 UPIBR IO e smers ArTwed - spuesnout Ut sxoqmERi)

mu:c..:auxzar_._zr_mn AL¥3AOd “YNIDIJO ONV a3sIATY NO a3sVE 9961 HONOYUHL 6561 Niviva ALNFAO 40 ZOmE<MtOU\d 2194




