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THE U.S. POVERTY MEASURE

When the Federal Government began measuring poverty in the early
1960s, the continued existence of poor people in a time of the “Affluent
Society” seemed anomalous. Official concern soon translated into efforts to
measure the size of the poverty population, and the search began for
programmatic ways to alleviate poverty. The first rough estimates of the
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incidence of poverty were based on survey data indicating that families
generally spent about one-third of their income on food. A poverty level income
was then calculated by using as a yardstick the amount of money necessary to
purchase the lowest cost “nutritionally adequate” diet calculated by the
Department of Agriculture (roughly equivalent to the current Thrifty Food Plan).
This price tag was multiplied by three to produce a poverty threshold. The
assumption underlying this procedure is that if a family did not have enough
income to buy the lowest cost nutritionally adequate diet, and twice that amount
to buy other goods and services, it was “poor.” Adjustments were made for the
size of the family, the sex of the family head, and for whether the family lived
on a farm. Farm families were assumed to need less cash income because their
needs could be met partially by farm products, particularly food. The
adjustments for sex of the family head and for farm-nonfarm residence were
abolished in 1981. Policy officials made a major change to the basic approach
for calculating the poverty threshold in 1969. Officials decided that rather than
increasing the previous year's threshold by the change in prices of the food-plan
market basket, that the thresholds be adjusted instead by the Consumer Price
Index (CPI), as overall prices were rising faster.

In addition to this major change, the Census Bureau made minor revisions
in its method of estimating the poverty threshold four times—in 1966, 1974,
1979, and 1981. These revisions changed the estimate of the poverty rate. The
first two revisions slightly reduced the estimated number of poor, while the
more recent revisions slightly increased the number. In 1984, the Census Bureau
also revised its method of imputing missing values for interest income, which
slightly lowered the estimated poverty rate.

Unless otherwise noted, the tables in this appendix provide poverty data
calculated using the official Census definition of poverty. The Census definition
of poverty has remained fairly standard over time and is useful for measuring
progress against poverty. Under this definition, poverty is determined by
comparing pretax cash income with the poverty threshold. The final section of
this appendix discusses recommendations made by a National Academy of
Sciences panel of experts to devise a new poverty measure, and presents
alternative measures based on panel recommendations.

Poverty estimates are available from a variety of U.S. Census Bureau
surveys. The Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) to the Current
Population Survey (CPS) provides the longest historical data series by which
annual estimates may be obtained and is the principal source of data presented in
this appendix. Other sources of poverty statistics include estimates from the
Decennial Census, the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) and
the American Community Survey (ACS). Each is designed to meet different
needs. For example, the CPS/ASEC is most suitable for estimating poverty
based on individuals’ and families’ annual reported income at the national level
and multi-state geographic regions, and when averaged over several years, for
States. In contrast, data from the Decennial Censuses and, more recently, from
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the ACS, are used to estimate poverty for small geographic areas, but collect
less detailed information than the ASEC/CPS. The SIPP collects more detailed
information than the ASEC/CPS, and features a longitudinal design, collecting
monthly data on survey respondents for several years, thereby allowing for
measurement of changes in individuals economic circumstances over time (three
to four years). Poverty statistics are not directly comparable across the various
sources, due to their varying methodologies.

Table E-1 shows the population, number of persons in poverty, and the
poverty rate in 2006 by age, race, region and family type. In 2006, 12.3 percent
(36.5 million persons) of the total U.S. population lived in poverty. Of all
demographic groups shown, poverty was second highest among female-headed
families with children (30.5 percent). Among children under age 18, 17.4
percent, or 12.8 million children, lived in poverty in 2006.

Weighted average poverty thresholds for families of various sizes for
selected years between 1959 and 2006 are presented in Table E-2. The weighted
average poverty thresholds give an indication of the relative annual income
cutoff under which a family of a specified size and composition and its members
would be considered poor, based on their family pre-tax cash income. The
thresholds are “weighted thresholds,” in that they represent the average poverty
thresholds of families of a given size but of varying composition based on their
representation in the population. For example, the weighted average threshold
for a three-person family in 2006 is $16,079, representing the population
weighted average of poor families of three persons with two adults and one child
($16,227, not shown in table), one parent with two children ($16,242, not shown
in table) and for three-person families with no children ($15,769, also not shown
in table).
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TRENDS IN THE OVERALL POVERTY RATE!

In 1959, the overall poverty rate for individuals in the United States was
22.4 percent, representing 39.5 million poor persons (Chart E-1 and Tables E-3
and E-4). Between 1959 and 1969, the poverty rate declined dramatically and
steadily to 12.1 percent. As a result of a sluggish economy, the rate increased
slightly to 12.6 percent by 1970. In 1972 and 1973, however, it began to
decrease again. The lowest rate over the entire 48-year period occurred in 1973,
when the poverty rate was 11.1 percent. At that time roughly 23 million people
were poor, 42 percent less than were poor in 1959, and the lowest number
recorded over the period.

After having attained an historic low in 1973, the poverty rate increased
soon after, reflecting the effects of an economic recession (September 1973 to
March 1975), reaching 12.3 percent in 1975. After 1978 the poverty rate rose
steadily, reaching 15.2 percent in 1983. Over the period, the country faced two
back-to-back recessions (January 1980 to July 1980 and July 1981 to November
1982). The poverty rate fell from 1983 to 1989 when it reached 12.8 percent,
and then rose again, in conjunction with an economic recession (July 1990 to
March 1991), reaching 15.1 percent in 1993. Poverty declined every year
between 1993 and 2000, reaching a low of 11.3 percent, the lowest rate since
1974. Over this period a strong economy, welfare reform legislation, and
expansions to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) are all generally attributed
to having encouraged work and reduced poverty. After 2000, the poverty rate
rose once again, again in conjunction with an economic recession (March 2001
to November 2001), reaching a recent high of 12.7 percent in 2004. Since 2004,
the poverty rate has dropped, reaching 12.3 percent in 2006, accounting for 36.5
million poor persons

' All poverty trend information is based upon published Census Bureau data contained in Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, Nos. 124, 140, 145, 149, 154, 157, 161, 166, 168, 174, 180, 185
and 233. These figures may differ with other parts of this report which provide a more refined
breakdown of this age category. Data for blacks, the aged, and nonaged population were not
available for the years 1961-65.
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CHART E-1--TREND IN U.S. POVERTY RATE AND NUMBER OF POOR: 1959 TO 2006

Number of poor
(in millions)

r 50
20% TomOior ~ N\ - — - - - e o o s EERL N i ] L 40
Number of
poor persons
(right axis) 15.1%
15% k30
12.7%
.3po
11.4%
10% - F20
5% - F10
% """+ 0
DO — a0 OO — TN O 0D —~ &l N OO — Al n O >N — o v O
2288 LCELEIREREEINSRERERR xSt rwwwsasagardaazassssdsd
e - - O = - S N N N - S - - S - - S = A= < = = = == T =
22 2222222222222 222 2222222222222 222222222238 8888
Year

Note- Estimates are for the civilian, non-institutionalized population. Recessionary periods shaded in gray are designated by the
National Bureau of Economic Reesearch (NBER) Business Cycle Dating Committee.

Source: Chart prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on U.S. Census Bureau ASEC/CPS data.
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TABLE E-1--POVERTY STATUS OF PERSONS BY AGE, ETHNICITY, REGION, AND FAMILY TYPE, 2006

Number of Percent of Difference in  Difference in
Poverty rate Population ~ Percent of total poor poverty number poor  poverty rate
Category (percent) (thousands) population (thousands) population 2005 to 2006 2005 to 2006
Age:
Under 18 17.4 73,727 24.9 12,827 352 -69 -0.2
18-64 10.8 186,688 63.0 20,239 55.5 2211 -0.3
65 and older 9.4 36,035 12.2 3,394 9.3 -210 -0.7
Race/Ethnicity:'
White? 10.3 237,619 80.2 24,416 67.0 -456 -0.3
White? Non-Hispanic 8.2 196,049 66.1 16,013 439 -214 -0.1
Black® 243 37,306 12.6 9,048 24.8 -120 -0.6
Hispanic* 20.6 44,784 15.1 9,243 254 -126 -1.2
Region:
Northeast 11.5 54,072 18.2 6,222 17.1 119 0.2
Midwest 11.2 65,411 22.1 7,324 20.1 -95 -0.2
South 13.8 107,902 36.4 14,882 40.8 28 -0.2
West 11.6 69,065 233 8,032 22.0 -541 -1.0
Family Type:
Unrelated individuals 20.0 49,884 16.8 9,977 27.4 -448 -1.1
Married-couple families 5.7 187,788 63.3 10,755 29.5 -226 -0.2
Female-headed families, spouse absent 30.5 43,223 14.6 13,199 36.2 46 -0.6
Male-headed families, spouse absent 13.8 14,188 4.8 1,961 5.4 27 0.4
Unrelated subfamilies 41.5 1,367 0.5 567 1.6 111 4.1
Total 12.3 296,450 100.0 36,460 100.0 -490 -0.3

" Numbers in this category sum to more than national totals, and percentages to more than 100 due to responses regarding race.

? Refers to people who reported white and did not report any other race category.
3 Refers to people who reported black and did not report any other race category.

*Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2007).
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TABLE E-2--WEIGHTED AVERAGE POVERTY THRESHOLDS FOR NONFARM FAMILIES OF SPECIFIED

SIZE, SELECTED YEARS 1960-2006, IN NOMINAL DOLLARS

Unrelated Individuals

Two Persons

Families of More Than Two Persons

Calendar All All Head Head Three Four Five Six Seven
Year ages  Under 65 65 or older ages under 65 65 or older persons persons  persons  persons  persons
1960 $1,490  $1,503 $1,418 $1,924  $1,982 $1,788 $2,359 $3,022 83,560  $4,002  $4,921
1965 1,582 1,526 1,512 2,048 2,114 1,906 2,514 3,223 3,797 4,264 5,248
1970 1,954 2,010 1,861 2,525 2,604 2,348 3,099 3,968 4,680 5,260 6,468
1975 2,724 2,797 2,581 3,506 3,617 3,257 4,293 5,500 6,499 7,316 9,022
1980 4,190 4,290 3,949 5,363 5,537 4,983 6,565 8,414 9,966 11,269 12,761
1985 5,469 5,593 5,156 6,998 7,231 6,503 8,573 10,989 13,007 14,696 16,656
1990 6,652 6,800 6,268 8,509 8,794 7,905 10,419 13,359 15,792 17,839 20,241
1991 6,932 7,086 6,532 8,865 9,165 8,241 10,860 13,924 16,456 18,587 21,058
1992 7,143 7,299 6,729 9,137 9,443 8,487 11,186 14,335 16,952 19,137 21,594
1993 7,363 7,518 6,930 9,414 9,728 8,740 11,522 14,763 17,449 19,718 22,838
1994 7,547 7,710 7,108 9,661 9,976 8,967 11,821 15,141 17,900 20,235 22,923
1995 7,763 7,929 7,309 9,933 10,259 9,219 12,158 15,569 18,408 20,804 23,552
1996 7,995 8,163 7,525 10,233 10,564 9,491 12,516 16,036 18,952 21,389 24,268
1997 8,183 8,350 7,698 10,473 10,805 9,712 12,802 16,400 19,380 21,886 24,802
1998 8,316 8,480 7,818 10,634 10,972 9,862 13,003 16,660 19,680 22,228 25257
1999 8,501 8,667 7,990 10,869 11,214 10,075 13,290 17,029 20,127 22,727 25912
2000* 8,794 8,959 8,259 11,239 11,590 10,419 13,738 17,603 20,819 23,528 26,754
2001 9,039 9,214 8,494 11,569 11,920 10,715 14,128 18,104 21,405 24,195 27,517
2002 9,183 9,359 8,628 11,756 12,110 10,885 14,348 18,392 21,744 24,576 28,001
2003 9,393 9,573 8,825 12,015 12,384 11,133 14,680 18,810 22,245 25,122 28,544
2004 9,645 9,827 9,060 12,334 12,714 11,430 15,067 19,307 22,831 25,788 29,236
2005 9,973 10,160 9,367 12,755 13,145 11,815 15,577 19971 23,613 26,683 30,249
2006 10,294 10,488 9,669 13,167 13,569 12,201 16,079 20,614 24382 27,560 31,205

! Poverty threshold for seven persons, not seven persons or more.

? Based on a November 2001 weighting correction.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, technical papers on the internet at: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/threshld.html.
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TABLE E-3--NUMBER OF PERSONS IN POVERTY BY
DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS, SELECTED YEARS 1959-2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

Individuals
in Female-
Aged Children'  Headed Hispanic

Year  Overall (65+)  (Under18) Families® Black Origin® White
1959 39,490 5,481 17,552 7,014 9,927 NA 28,484
1960 39,851 NA 17,634 7,247 NA NA 28,309
1965 33,185 NA 14,676 7,524 NA NA 22,496
1970 25,420 4,793 10,440 7,503 7,548 NA 17,848
1975 25,877 3,317 11,104 8,846 7,545 2,991 17,770
1980 29,272 3,871 11,543 10,120 8,579 3,491 19,699
1985 33,064 3,456 13,010 11,600 8,926 5,236 22,860
1990 33,585 3,658 13,431 12,578 9,837 6,006 22,326
1991 35,708 3,781 14,341 13,824 10,242 6,339 23,747
1992 38,014 3,928 15,294 14,205 10,827 7,592 25,259
1993 39,265 3,755 15,727 14,636 10,877 8,126 26,226
1994 38,059 3,663 15,289 14,380 10,196 8,416 25,379
1995 36,425 3,318 14,665 14,205 9,872 8,574 24,243
1996 36,529 3,428 14,463 13,796 9,694 8,697 24,650
1997 35,574 3,376 14,113 13,494 9,116 8,308 24,396
1998 34,476 3,386 13,467 12,907 9,091 8,070 23,454
1999° 32,791 3,222 12,280 11,764 8,441 7,876 22,169
2000° 31,581 3,323 11,587 10,926 7,982 7,747 21,645
2001 32,907 3,414 11,733 11,223 8,136 7,997 22,739
2002" 34,570 3,576 12,133 11,657 8,602 8,555 23,466
2003 35,861 3,552 12,866 12,413 8,781 9,051 24,272
2004 37,040 3,453 13,041 12,832 9,014 9,122 25,327
2005 36,950 3,603 12,896 13,153 9,168 9,368 24,872
2006 36,460 3,394 12,827 13,199 9,048 9,243 24,416

! All children including unrelated children.

? Does not include females living alone.

* Hispanic origin may be of any race; it is an overlapping category.

* For 1992, figures are based on 1990 Census population controls.

* For 1999, figures are based on 2000 Census population controls.

® Data for 2000 are consistent with 2001 data through implementation of Census 2000-based
population controls and a 28,000 sample expansion to the March Current Population Survey.
7 Starting in 2002, “Black” refers to people who reported only black as their racial category,

and “White” refers to people who reported only white as their racial category.

NA-Not available.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2007 and various years).
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TABLE E-4--POVERTY RATES FOR DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS,
SELECTED YEARS 1959-2006

[In Percent]

Individuals
in Female-
Aged  Children'  Headed Hispanic

Year Overall  (65+) (Under 18) Families> Black  Origin®  White
1959 22.4 35.2 273 49.4 55.1 NA 18.1
1960 22.2 NA 26.9 48.9 NA NA 17.8
1965 17.3 NA 21.0 46.0 NA NA 13.3
1970 12.6 24.6 15.1 38.1 33.5 NA 9.9
1975 12.3 15.3 17.1 375 313 26.9 9.7
1980 13.0 15.7 183 36.7 325 25.7 10.2
1985 14.0 12.6 20.7 37.6 313 29.0 11.4
1990 13.5 12.2 20.6 37.2 31.9 28.1 10.7
1991 14.2 12.4 21.8 39.7 327 28.7 11.3
19924 14.8 12.9 223 39.0 33.4 29.6 11.9
1993 15.1 12.2 22.7 38.7 33.1 30.6 12.2
1994 14.5 11.7 21.8 38.6 30.6 30.7 11.7
1995 13.8 10.5 20.8 36.5 29.3 30.3 11.2
1996 13.7 10.8 20.5 35.8 28.4 29.4 11.2
1997 133 10.5 19.9 35.1 26.5 27.1 11.0
1998 12.7 10.5 18.9 33.1 26.1 25.6 10.5
1999° 11.9 9.7 17.1 30.5 23.6 22.7 9.8
2000° 113 9.9 16.2 28.5 225 21.5 9.5
2001 11.7 10.1 16.3 28.6 22.7 21.4 9.9
2002’ 12.1 10.4 16.7 28.8 24.1 21.8 10.2
2003 12.5 10.2 17.6 30.0 24.4 225 10.5
2004 12.7 9.8 17.8 30.5 24.7 21.9 10.8
2005 12.6 10.1 17.6 31.1 24.9 21.8 10.6
2006 123 9.4 17.4 30.5 243 20.6 10.3

! All children including unrelated children.

? Does not include females living alone.

* Hispanic origin may be of any race; it is an overlapping category.

*For 1992, figures are based on 1990 Census population controls.

* For 1999, figures are based on 2000 Census population controls.

¢ Data for 2000 are consistent with 2001 data through implementation of Census 2000-based
population controls and a 28,000 sample expansion to the March Current Population Survey.
7 Starting in 2002, "Black" refers to people who reported only Black as their racial category,
and "White" refers to people who reported only White as their racial category.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2007 and various years).



CHART E-2--U.S. POVERTY RATES BY AGE GROUP: 1959-2006
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POVERTY RATES FOR SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS

As Table E-4 illustrates, there are substantial differences between the overall
poverty rate and the poverty rates of individuals in certain demographic
subgroups. Most notably, blacks, individuals in female-headed households, and
Hispanics have poverty rates that greatly exceed the average. The poverty rates for
individuals in female-headed households remained above 35 percent over the
1959-97 period. However, it declined every year after 1991 until 2000 when it
reached its lowest level ever at 28.5. The poverty rate for blacks and Hispanics
remained near 30 percent during the 1980s and mid 1990s. However, both rates
declined after the early 1990s and for blacks it reached its lowest level ever in
2000 at 22.5 percent, and for Hispanics a record low of 20.6 percent was reached
in 2006. The poverty rate for the aged, which exceeded the overall poverty rate in
1959, fell quickly beginning in the 1960s. By 2006 it had reached a record low of
9.4 percent, a 73 percent decline since 1959. The poverty rate for whites was
below the overall poverty rate throughout the entire 1959-2006 period. It was 10.3
percent in 2006. The poverty rate for children exceeded the overall poverty rate
every year between 1959 and 2006. Poverty among children is addressed in
greater detail in Appendix E, and among the aged in Appendix A.

POVERTY RATES FOR FAMILIES

Table E-5 shows the composition of the poverty population for various
demographic groups for selected years between 1959 and 2006. Table E-6
presents poverty data for families and unrelated individuals (individuals living
alone). Female-headed families with children and unrelated individuals are more
likely to be poor than other families with children or families with aged
members. In 2006, 33.4 percent of female-headed families with children were
poor, compared with 6.7 percent of male-present families. Although only 6.4
percent of all families with an aged member were poor, 17.3 percent of all aged
unrelated individuals were poor. About 20.8 percent of nonaged unrelated
individuals were poor.



TABLE E-5--COMPOSITION OF POVERTY POPULATION FOR SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC
GROUPS!, SELECTED YEARS 1959-2006

[In Percent]
1959 1966 1975 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005° 2006

Aged 13.9 17.9 12.8 10.5 10.9 9.1 10.5 9.8 9.3
Children 43.6 42.6 42.1 38.8 39.5 39.5 36.0 34.1 34.6
Nonaged Adults 425 39.5 45.1 50.7 49.7 51.4 53.5 56.1 56.1
Individuals in Female-Headed
Familes® 26.3 36.0 47.4 49.5 53.4 54.0 52.7 53.3 52.8
Individuals in All Other Families® 73.7 64.0 52.6 50.5 46.6 46.0 47.3 46.7 472
Blacks 25.1 31.1 29.2 27.0 29.3 27.1 25.3 24.8 24.8
Whites 72.1 67.7 68.7 69.1 66.5 67.1 68.5 67.3 67.0
Other Races 2.8 1.2 2.1 3.9 4.2 5.8 6.2 7.9 8.2
Hispanic Origin * NA NA 11.6 15.8 17.9 23.5 24.5 25.4 25.4
Individuals in Families:*

With Children NA NA NA NA 68.0 67.3 61.5 59.7 61.0 t

Male Present NA NA NA NA 30.7 29.7 28.3 26.8 26.7 I~

Female-Headed NA NA NA NA 37.2 37.6 333 329 342
Individuals in All Other Families NA NA NA NA 32.0 32.7 38.5 40.3 39.0

' Demographic data are for March of the following year.

2 Includes unrelated or single individuals.

* Hispanic origin may be of any race, therefore numbers add to more than 100 percent.

4 Family includes related children under the age of 18.

52005 data are not directly comparable to earlier years. Beginning in 2002, CPS respondents could for the first time report belonging to
more than one racial group. The 2002 categories for blacks and whites represent respondents who reported a single race. In earlier years,
persons of mixed race may have reported themselves as being black, white, or some other race.

NA- Not available.

Source: 1959-1985 estimates based on data from U.S. Census Bureau 'Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the
United States 1986, p. 60 No. 159. 1990-2007 data from Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulations of U.S. Census Bureau Current
Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement. Table prepared by CRS.



TABLE E-6--POVERTY RATES BY FAMILY TYPE, SELECTED YEARS 1987-2006,

AND PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS BY RATIO OF

TOTAL INCOME TO POVERTY THRESHOLD, 2006 "2

Poverty Rate (in percent)

Ratio of Total Income to Poverty Threshold, 2006

Under 0.50to 1.00to 1.25to 1.50to 2.00to 3.00 and 2006 Total
Family Type 1987 1990 1995 2000 2005 2006 0.50 099 124 1.49 1.99 2.99 Over (Thousands)
Total:
Families 11.0 11.1 11.1 8.9 10.1 10.0 4.2 5.8 37 3.9 8.5 16.8 57.2 79,021
Unrelated 20.4 20.7 20.9 19.0 21.1  20.0 9.6 10.4 6.5 6.3 11.3 182 37.8 49,884
individuals
No members age 65 or older:
Families 11.9 12.2 12.4 9.1 11.0 109 4.7 6.2 3.7 3.7 7.8 15.6 58.4 63,395
Unrelated 19.1 19.1 20.7 18.6 21.5 20.8 11.3 9.5 49 4.8 9.6 18.0 41.9 38,057
individuals
Any member age 65 or older:
Families 7.2 6.4 5.8 5.5 6.2 6.4 2.0 4.4 3.6 4.6 11.2 220 52.3 15,626
Unrelated 23.9 24.7 21.4 20.0 195 173 3.9 134 117 11.1 16.7 18.6 24.6 11,826
individuals
Families with children:
Female 46.3 453 334 36.4 36.8 334 18.0 18.8 9.2 7.3 127 165 17.5 10,323
headed,
no husband
present
Male-present 8.1 8.5 6.7 75 75 6.7 23 51 36 3.9 9.0 188 572 29,973

! Based on Census poverty income thresholds.

% Unrelated subfamilies are treated as separate families. Related subfamilies are not treated as separate, but as members of the primary family with which

they reside.

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulations of U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement.

Table prepared by CRS.
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EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT, WORK DISABILITY, AND POVERTY
STATUS AMONG NON-AGED ADULTS

Adults with low education, those who are unemployed, or who have a work-
related disability are especially prone to poverty. In 2006, among persons age 25
to 34, 29.2 percent who had no high school diploma were poor, compared to 15.9
percent who had a high school diploma only and 4.2 percent who had at least a
bachelor’s degree. (About 13 percent of 25 to 34 year-olds lack a high school
diploma.) (See Table E-7.) Among persons between the ages of 16 and 64 who
were unemployed in March 2007, 24.0 percent were poor based on their families’
incomes in 2006; among those who were employed, 5.7 percent were poor. (See
Table E-8.) In 2006, persons who reported a work disability represented 10.2
percent of the age 16 to 64 population, and 26.2 percent of the poor population
within this age range. Among those with a severe work disability, 33.5 percent
were poor, compared to 13.3 percent of those with a less severe disability and 9.0
percent who reported having no work-related disability. (See Table E-9.)

TABLE E-7--POVERTY STATUS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENT AMONG YOUNG ADULTS, AGES 25 TO 34:
2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

Poverty
Total Poor rate
Total 39,868 4,920 12.3%
Less than high school diploma 5,125 1,496 29.2%
High school diploma or equivalent 11,408 1,809 15.9%
Some college, no degree 7,234 796 11.0%
Associate degree 3,727 300 8.1%
Bachelor's degree or higher 12,374 519 4.2%

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007
Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).

TABLE E-8--LABOR FORCE STATUS OF ADULT
CIVILIANS AGES 16 TO 64 IN MARCH 2007 AND
POVERTY STATUS IN 2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

Poverty
Total Poor rate
Total 194,998 21,447 11.0
Employed 139,350 7,975 5.7
Unemployed 7,014 1,685 24.0
Not in labor force 48,634 11,787 24.2

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S.
Census Bureau 2007 Current Population Survey Annual Social and
Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).
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TABLE E-9--WORK DISABILITY AND POVERTY STATUS OF NON-
AGED ADULTS (AGES 16 TO 64): 2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

Poverty Share of
Total Poor rate poor adults
Total 195,765 21,502 11.0 100.0
No work disability 175,792 15,874 9.0 73.8
Any work disability 19,973 5,629 28.2 26.2
Non-severe work disability 5,250 699 13.3 32
Severe work disability 14,723 4,930 33.5 22.9

Note- Persons are identified as having a work disability if: (1) they reported having a health
problem or disability which prevents them from working or which limits the kind or amount of
work they can do; or (2) ever retired or left a job for health reasons; or (3) did not work in the
survey week because of long-term physical or mental illness or disability which prevents the
performance of any kind of work; or (4) did not work at all in the previous year because they were
ill or disabled; or (5) under 65 years of age and covered by Medicare; or (6) under age 65 years of
age and a recipient of Supplemental Security Income (SSI); or (7) received veteran's disability
compensation. Persons are considered to have a severe work disability if they meet any of the
criteria in 3 through 6, above. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007 Current
Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).

LABOR FORCE ATTACHMENT AND POVERTY AMONG ADULTS —
THE “WORKING POOR”

Table E-10 depicts labor force attachment and poverty status of adults
(persons age 16 and older) in 2006. The table shows that nearly 24.9 million
persons age 16 and older (10.7 percent) were poor in 2006. Of this number, an
estimated 9.9 million poor adults were in the labor force at some time during
2007, with 15 million not participating at all in that year. Persons are considered
to be in the labor force if they are employed or actively looking for work during
the reference period. Among poor adults with some labor force attachment
during the year, the majority (7.4 million) are classified as “working poor,”
based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) definition of participating in the
labor force (meaning worked or searched for work) for 27 or more weeks during
the year and having family income below poverty. The 7.4 million “working
poor” account for about 4.7 percent of adults who participated in the labor force
during 2006, and 5.1 percent of those who were in the labor force 27 or more
weeks. In 2006, the “working poor” accounted for about one-fifth (20.3 percent)
of all poor persons (36.5 million). In 2006, among the “working poor”, women
slightly outnumbered men (3.9 million compared to 3.6 million, respectively).
At every age grouping, poverty rates are higher for women than for men. The
differences are in part related to lower levels of labor force attachment among
women, but even among women with substantial labor force attachment of 27 or
more weeks during the year, their poverty rates are higher than those of men.

Table E-11 depicts the poverty status of labor force participants by job
attachment. Job attachment is classified in terms of whether individuals worked
full year (50 or more weeks during the year) or part year (fewer than 50 weeks
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during the year) and by whether they usually worked full time (35 or more hours
per week) or part-time (fewer than 35 hours per week). Persons who did not
work at any time, but searched for work during the year, are included. The table
shows, for example, that the majority of labor force participants hold full-time
jobs (79.8 percent, i.e., 67.5 percent plus 12.3 percent), but a much smaller
proportion of poor labor force participants (55.5 percent, i.e., 29.4 percent plus
26.1 percent) hold full-time jobs. Also, the majority of labor force participants
hold down full-year jobs (77.0 percent, i.e., 67.5 percent plus 9.5 percent),
compared to a minority of poor labor force participants (43.2 percent, i.e., 29.4
percent plus 12.8 percent). In 2006, just over two-thirds of labor force
participants (67.5 percent) held full-time full-year jobs, compared to less than
one-third (29.4 percent) of poor labor force participants. Among poor labor
force participants, 7 percent did not work at any time during the year, although
they searched for work at some point during the year—among this 7 percent,
about half reported having searched for work for 27 or more weeks (354,000 of
692,000).

Table E-12 depicts adults, age 16 and older, who participated in the labor
force at some time during 2006, by gender, race and Hispanic origin. The table
shows that minority men and women are significantly more likely to be among
the ranks of the “working poor” than non-minorities. In 2006, among adult men
with 27 or more weeks of labor force attachment, 3.0 percent of white non-
Hispanics were poor, compared to 7.2 percent of black non-Hispanics and 9.7
percent of Hispanics; among women with significant labor force attachment, 4.0
percent of white non-Hispanics were poor, compared to 12.2 percent of black
non-Hispanics and 9.8 percent of Hispanics.

Table E-13 shows poor persons and persons in working-poor families in
2006, by family relationship. In 2006, the 7.4 million persons classified as
“working poor” accounted for about one-fifth (20.3 percent) of all poor persons
(36.5 million). In addition to the 7.4 million working poor, another 10.6 million
related family members living with them were poor. Thus, an estimated 18.0
million poor persons, or nearly half (49.4 percent) of all poor persons (36.5
million), lived in families in which at least one member had significant labor
force attachment — that is, where at least one family member was classified as
being among the working poor. Among the 7.4 million working poor, nearly 4.2
million (56.4 percent) were family heads and 2.6 million (35.6 percent) were
unrelated individuals — living alone or in a household with other, unrelated
members. The majority of poor children (62.9 percent, number 7.6 million) lived
in working poor families in 2006.

Chart E-3 shows the trend in poverty rates among adult civilians age 16
and over who participated in the labor force for 27 or more weeks during the
year. The chart shows poverty rates based on pre-tax money income (i.e., the
“official” poverty definition), as well as two measures that gauge the effect of
Federal and State income taxes and Federal payroll (FICA) taxes on poverty;
one which estimates the tax effects before considering tax credits, and the other
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after considering the effect of refundable tax credits. Tax credits reduce the tax
liability families would otherwise incur based on their regular (pre-credit) tax
liability. Whereas most tax credits serve only to reduce a family’s tax burden,
refundable tax credits provide a refund to tax filers who have no tax liability.
The post-tax post-credit poverty rates capture the effects of two tax credits: the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which is fully refundable, and the Child Tax
Credit (CTC), which is partially refundable on a share of taxable earnings above
specified thresholds. (For a description of these tax credits, see Section 13.) The
post-tax post-credit tax rates also reflect the effects of State refundable income
tax provisions estimated by the Census Bureau on the CPS.

The EITC, enacted in 1975 (P.L. 94-12), has been expanded a number of
times. Over the period depicted in the chart, notable expansions to the EITC
occurred in 1990 (P.L. 101-508), which among other things increased the credit
and adjusted it for family size (one child, two or more children) (provisions
phased in 1991 and 1992); in 1993 (P.L. 103-66), which increased the credit rate
and extended the credit to childless workers (ages 25 to 64) to help offset FICA
taxes (provisions phased in from 1994 through 1996); and 2001 (P.L. 107-16),
which extended the credit to higher income levels for married couples, to reduce
marriage penalties associated with the credit and other tax provisions. Since
1996, the EITC has provided a “work bonus” for lower-income families
amounting to as much as 34 cents on each dollar earned for a family with one
child, and up to 40 cents on each dollar earned for families with two or more
children®; childless workers between the ages of 25 and 64 may receive a tax
refund up to 7.65 percent of earnings. In 2006, in order to have received these
maximum credit rates, a childless taxpayer (ages 25 to 64) would have to have
had earnings ranging between $5,380 and $8,740, which would have yielded a
maximum credit of $412; a taxpayer with one child would have had to have
earnings ranging from $8,080 to $14,810 ($16,810, if filing a joint-married
return), for a maximum credit of $2,747; and a taxpayer with two or more
children would have to have had earnings ranging from $11,340 to $14,810
($16,810 if filing a joint-married-return), for a maximum credit of $4,536. In
2006, the EITC fully phased out at $12,120 for childless taxpayers ($14,120, if
married filing jointly), $32,001 for taxpayers with one child ($34,011, if married
filing jointly), and $36,348 for taxpayers with two or more children ($38,348, if
married filing jointly).

The Child Tax Credit, enacted in 1997 (P.L. 105-34), to provide additional
tax relief to families with children, originally limited relief to tax filers who
owed Federal income taxes. In 2001, major changes were made to the CTC (P.L.
107-16) which expanded the credit to as much as $1,000 per child (fully
phasing-in by 2003), and extended the credit, to a limited extent, to tax filers
who owed no Federal income tax, but incurred FICA payroll taxes. The CTC is

? The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA, PL 111-5) increases the credit
rate for families with three or more children to 45 percent in tax years 2009 and 2010.
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partially refundable; to the extent that tax filer’s earned income exceeds an
inflation adjusted threshold ($11,300 in 2006), a tax filer may claim 15 percent
of earnings above the threshold until the full credit is reached, which in 2006
would have been an earned income level of about $18,000 for a tax filer with
one child.?

Chart E-3 shows, for example, that in 1987, among adult civilians with
significant attachment to the labor force (i.e., participated 27 or more weeks
during the year), 5.5 percent were poor in 1987 (the bottom-most, dark line). In
that year, 6.7 percent of adults with significant attachment to the labor force
would have been considered poor if Federal and State income taxes and payroll
taxes owed were subtracted from their income (the upper-most line). In 1987,
Federal and State tax liabilities would have raised the estimated share of
“working-poor” adults by 1.2 percentage points, or nearly 22 percent. In 1987,
the EITC reduced the tax burden on the poor, but only slightly; reducing the rate
from 6.7 percent to 6.4 percent, which was still nearly one percentage point
higher than the “official” (pre-tax money income) poverty rate. In 2006, the
working-poor poverty rate is estimated at 5.1 percent, and the post-tax pre-credit
poverty rate at 6.4 percent. The effect of the 1993 expansions to the EITC that
phased-in from 1994 to 1996 on post-tax poverty are especially apparent in the
chart. The chart shows that by 1995, the EITC had, on average, effectively offset
the tax burden the working poor would have otherwise incurred, by reducing the
post-tax pre-credit poverty rate from 7.0 percent to 6.0 percent, which just about
equaled the “official” rate based on pre-tax money income. Since 1995,
refundable tax credits have largely offset the tax burden among the working
poor.

3 The Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-334) expanded the refundable portion of the
credit for low-income families by lowering the income threshold at which the credit begins to phase
in to $8,500, effective for the 2008 tax year only. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2008 (P.L. 111-5) further lowers the threshold to $3,000 for tax years 2009 and 2010 only.
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TABLE E-10--LABOR FORCE ATTACHMENT AND POVERTY
STATUS OF ADULTS AGES 16 AND OLDER, 2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

In the labor force

Not in Percent Fewer 27 or
the labor  in labor than 27 more
Total force force Total weeks weeks
Total 231,800 73,237 68.4 158,563 13,334 145,229
16 to 19 16,950 9,217 45.6 7,733 3,605 4,128
20 to 24 20,532 4,583 71.7 15,949 2,650 13,299
25t0 34 39,868 6,070 84.8 33,798 1,967 31,831
35t0 44 42,762 6,660 84.4 36,102 1,486 34,617
45t0 54 43,461 7,232 83.4 36,230 1,253 34,977
55 to 64 32,191 10,275 68.1 21,917 1,298 20,618
65 and older 36,035 29,202 19.0 6,833 1,075 5,759
Number Poor
Total 24,896 15,038 39.6 9,857 2,445 7,413
16to 19 2,617 1,782 31.9 836 403 432
20 to 24 3,693 1,571 57.5 2,122 6438 1,474
25t0 34 4,920 2,139 56.5 2,781 593 2,188
35t0 44 4,049 1,991 50.8 2,058 384 1,674
45to0 54 3,399 2,109 37.9 1,290 239 1,050
55 to 64 2,825 2,189 225 636 138 498
65 and older 3,394 3,258 4.0 136 39 96
Poverty rate (percent poor)
Total 10.7 20.5 NA 6.2 18.3 5.1
16 to 19 15.4 19.3 NA 10.8 11.2 10.5
20 to 24 18.0 343 NA 13.3 24.4 11.1
25t0 34 12.3 35.2 NA 8.2 30.2 6.9
35t0 44 9.5 29.9 NA 5.7 25.8 4.8
45t0 54 7.8 29.2 NA 3.6 19.1 3.0
55 to 64 8.8 21.3 NA 2.9 10.6 2.4
65 and older 9.4 11.2 NA 2.0 3.6 1.7
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TABLE E-10--LABOR FORCE ATTACHMENT AND POVERTY
STATUS OF ADULTS AGES 16 AND OLDER, 2006 -continued

[Numbers in Thousands]

In the labor force

Not in Percent Fewer 27 or
the labor  in labor than 27 more
Total force force Total weeks weeks
MEN
Total 112,438 28,338 74.8 84,100 5,643 78,457
16 to 19 8,609 4,679 45.7 3,930 1,876 2,054
20 to 24 10,409 2,048 80.3 8,361 1,176 7,185
25t0 34 20,024 1,670 91.7 18,354 614 17,740
35to0 44 21,181 1,833 91.3 19,348 397 18,951
45t0 54 21,296 2,447 88.5 18,849 416 18,433
55 to 64 15,478 3,989 74.2 11,488 594 10,894
65 and older 15,443 11,672 24.4 3,770 570 3,200
Number Poor
Total 10,155 5,669 442 4,485 930 3,556
16to 19 1,309 913 30.2 395 194 201
20 to 24 1,489 600 59.7 890 222 668
250 34 1,951 695 64.4 1,256 200 1,056
35to0 44 1,659 708 57.3 950 130 821
45t0 54 1,518 895 41.0 623 95 528
55 to 64 1,210 905 25.2 304 74 231
65 and older 1,020 953 6.6 67 15 52
Poverty rate (percent poor)
Total 9.0 20.0 NA 53 16.5 4.5
16to 19 15.2 19.5 NA 10.1 10.4 9.8
20 to 24 14.3 29.3 NA 10.6 18.9 9.3
25t0 34 9.7 41.6 NA 6.8 32.6 6.0
35t0 44 7.8 38.6 NA 4.9 32.6 43
45t0 54 7.1 36.6 NA 33 229 2.9
55 to 64 7.8 22.7 NA 2.6 12.4 2.1
65 and older 6.6 8.2 NA 1.8 2.6 1.6
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TABLE E-10--LABOR FORCE ATTACHMENT AND POVERTY
STATUS OF ADULTS AGES 16 AND OLDER, 2006 -continued

[Numbers in Thousands]

In the labor force

Not in Percent Fewer 27 or
the labor  in labor than 27 more
Total force force Total weeks weeks
WOMEN
Total 119,362 44,899 62.4 74,463 7,691 66,772
16 to 19 8,341 4,538 45.6 3,803 1,729 2,074
20 to 24 10,123 2,535 75.0 7,589 1,474 6,114
25t0 34 19,843 4,400 77.8 15,444 1,353 14,090
35to0 44 21,582 4,827 77.6 16,755 1,089 15,666
45t0 54 22,166 4,785 78.4 17,381 837 16,544
55 to 64 16,713 6,285 62.4 10,428 704 9,724
65 and older 20,593 17,529 14.9 3,063 505 2,558
Number Poor
Total 14,741 9,369 36.4 5,372 1,515 3,857
16to 19 1,309 868 33.7 441 209 232
20 to 24 2,203 971 55.9 1,232 426 806
250 34 2,969 1,444 51.4 1,525 393 1,132
35to0 44 2,390 1,282 46.3 1,108 254 854
45t0 54 1,881 1,214 354 667 144 522
55 to 64 1,616 1,284 20.5 331 64 268
65 and older 2,373 2,305 2.9 68 24 44
Poverty rate (percent poor)
Total 12.3 20.9 NA 7.2 19.7 5.8
16to 19 15.7 19.1 NA 11.6 12.1 11.2
20 to 24 21.8 38.3 NA 16.2 28.9 13.2
25t0 34 15.0 32.8 NA 9.9 29.0 8.0
35to0 44 11.1 26.6 NA 6.6 23.3 5.4
45t0 54 8.5 254 NA 3.8 17.3 3.2
55 to 64 9.7 20.4 NA 32 9.1 2.8
65 and older 11.5 13.2 NA 2.2 4.9 1.7

Note- Persons are considered to be in the labor force if they were employed or looked for work
at any time during the year. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007
Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).



TABLE E-11--POVERTY STATUS AND JOB ATTACHMENT' OF LABOR FORCE PARTICIPANTS?

AGE 16 AND OLDER, 2006

[Numbers in Thousand]

Poor labor force participants

All labor force Working poor — participated in the

participants labor force 27 or more weeks
Percent Number Percent Poverty = Number Percent Poverty

Total distribution poor distribution rate poor distribution rate

Total 158,563 100.0 9,857 100.0 6.2 7,413 100.0 4.7
Full-time, full-year 107,105 67.5 2,898 29.4 2.7 2,898 39.1 2.7
Full-time, part-year 19,572 12.3 2,577 26.1 13.2 1,587 21.4 8.1
Part-time, full-year 15,124 9.5 1,361 13.8 9.0 1,361 18.4 9.0
Part-time, part year 14,856 9.4 2,331 23.6 15.7 1,213 16.4 8.2
Non-worker, searched for work 1,905 1.2 692 7.0 36.3 354 4.8 18.6

! Job attachment during the year is classified according to full-year work (50 or more weeks worked during the year) and part-year work (fewer than
50 weeks), and full-time work (usually worked 35 or more hours per week) and part-time work (usually worked fewer than 35 hours per week).
Non-workers are persons who did not work, but searched for work, at some time during the year.

? Persons are considered to be in the labor force if they were employed or looked for work at any time during the year.

Note: Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007 Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic

Supplement (CPS-ASEC).

(44!
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TABLE E-12--PEOPLE AGE 16 AND OVER IN THE CIVILIAN LABOR
FORCE, BY WEEKS IN THE LABOR FORCE, GENDER, RACE AND
HISPANIC ORIGIN: 2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

In the labor force at any time in

In the labor force 27 or

2006 more weeks in 2006
Percent Percent

Total Poor poor Total Poor poor

Total 158,563 9,857 6.2 145,229 7,413 5.1
White only, non-Hispanic 109,570 4818 4.4 100,281 3,464 35
Black only, non-Hispanic 17,259 1,989 11.5 15,883 1,563 9.8
Hispanic 21,708 2,449 11.3 19,985 1,951 9.8
Other, non-Hispanic 10,027 602 6.0 9,080 435 4.8
Men 84,100 4,485 53 78,457 3,556 4.5
White only, non-Hispanic 58,073 2,104 3.6 54,107 1,609 3.0
Black only, non-Hispanic 7,898 660 8.4 7,366 528 7.2
Hispanic 12,906 1,407 10.9 12,177 1,184 9.7
Other, non-Hispanic 5,223 314 6.0 4,807 235 4.9
Women 74,463 5,372 7.2 66,772 3,857 5.8
White only, non-Hispanic 51,496 2,713 5.3 46,173 1,855 4.0
Black only, non-Hispanic 9,361 1,329 14.2 8,517 1,035 12.2
Hispanic 8,802 1,042 11.8 7,808 767 9.8
Other, non-Hispanic 4,804 287 6.0 4,273 200 4.7

Note- Persons are considered to be in the labor force if they were employed or looked for work at
any time during the year. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007 Current
Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).



TABLE E-13--WORKING POOR AND PERSONS IN WORKING POOR FAMILIES, BY FAMILIY
RELATIONSHIP: 2006

[Numbers in Thousands]

Persons in working poor families —
at least one member with 27 or more weeks of labor force
attachment and family income below poverty

Working
poor as Total family
share of Other Total members as a
Working  total poor family family share of total
Total Poor poor population  members  members  poor population
Total 296,450 36,460 7,413 20.3 10,545 17,958 493
In families 246,566 26,483 4,771 18.0 10,545 15,315 57.8
Family Heads 143,548 11,464 4,178 36.4 1,989 6,167 53.8 t
Husband or wife 120,162 6,013 1,971 32.8 1,481 3,451 57.4 ﬁ
Male head (spouse absent) 6,399 803 333 41.5 131 465 57.8
Female head (spouse absent) 16,987 4,648 1,873 40.3 377 2,251 48.4
Children under age 18 71,229 12,024 52 0.4 7,512 7,564 62.9
Adult children (age 18 and older) 21,229 1,540 322 20.9 510 833 54.0
Other family members 10,559 1,454 219 15.1 533 752 51.7
Unrelated individuals 49,884 9,977 2,642 26.5 0 2,642 26.5

Note- Persons are considered to be in the labor force if they were employed or looked for work at any time during the year.
Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulation from U.S. Census Bureau 2007 Current Population Survey Annual Social and
Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC).



CHART E-3--PRE- AND POST-TAX POVERTY RATES AMONG ADULT CIVILIANS AGE 16 AND OVER WHO
PARTICIPATED IN THE LABOR FORCE FOR 27 OR MORE WEEKS DURING THE YEAR, 1987 TO 2006
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Source: Chart prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) to the Current

Population Survey (CPS) data.
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POVERTY BY METRO AREA, AREAS OF CONCENTRATED
POVERTY, AND STATE

Tables E-14 and E-15 present poverty rates for non-metro and metro areas
and by race in non-metro and metro areas respectively. Table E-14 shows that
over the period depicted, poverty rates in non-metro areas have consistently
been several percentage points higher than in metro areas in most years, but
several percentage points lower than in central cities only, which consistently
have had the highest poverty rates. For non-metro and suburban areas (i.e.,
outside principal cities) poverty rates in 2006 are above their most recent lows
attained in 2000, but poverty rates in central cities have fallen back to their 2000
level after rising as a result of the 2000 recession through 2003.

TABLE E-14--POVERTY RATES IN NON-METRO
AND METRO AREAS, SELECTED YEARS 1959-2006 [In Percent]

Metro
Year Non-metro Total Central Cities Only Outside Principal Cities
1959 332 15.3 18.3 12.2
1968 18.0 10.0 134 7.3
1970 16.9 10.2 14.2 7.1
1975 15.4 10.8 15.0 7.6
1980 154 11.9 17.2 8.2
1985 18.3 12.7 19.0 8.4
1990 16.3 12.7 19.0 8.7
1991 16.1 13.7 20.2 9.6
1992 16.9 14.2 20.9 9.9
1993 17.2 14.6 21.5 10.3
1994 16.0 14.2 20.9 10.3
1995 15.6 134 20.6 9.1
1996 15.9 13.2 19.6 9.4
1997 15.9 12.6 18.8 9.0
1998 14.4 12.3 18.5 8.7
1999 14.2 11.2 16.4 8.3
20007 134 10.8 16.1 7.8
2001 14.2 11.1 16.5 8.2
2002 14.2 11.6 16.7 8.9
2003 14.2 12.1 17.5 9.1
2004° 15.1 12.3 17.3 9.2
2005 14.5 12.2 17.0 9.3
2006 15.2 11.8 16.1 9.1

"For 1992, figures are based on 1990 Census population controls.

2 Data for 2000 are consistent with 2001 data through implementation of Census 2000-based
population controls and a 28,000 sample expansion to the March Current Population Survey.

3 Every 10 years the CPS sample is redesigned to reflect the results of the most recent decennial
census. Poverty estimates for 2004 are based on the March CPS. In March 2005, the Census
Bureau was in the middle of the redesign process with about 55 percent of the sample based on the
2000 census and the remainder based on the 1990 census.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2007 and various years). Table prepared by the Congressional Research
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Service.

Table E-15 shows that despite recent progress, poverty among blacks and
Hispanics remains much higher than poverty among whites in metro areas, non-
metro areas, and inner cities.

TABLE E-15--PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS IN POVERTY BY RACE, BY
METRO AND NON-METRO RESIDENCE, 2006

Metro
Central Cities  Outside Principal
Race Non-metro Total Only Cities
All Races 15.2 11.8 16.1 9.1
White only, non-Hispanic 11.9 7.3 9.2 6.4
Black only 29.8 23.6 27.9 18.1
Hispanic' 26.8 20.2 23.0 17.3

"Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2007). Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service.

Table E-16 presents data for the total population and poor population
living in Census areas of concentrated poverty. The Census Bureau defines
poverty areas based on the poverty rate of census tracts in metropolitan areas
and census block numbering areas (BNAs) in non-metropolitan areas. The
population of census tracts and BNAs ranges from 1,500 to 8,000 people. Areas
of concentrated poverty are defined by the Census Bureau as census tracts (or
BNAs) in which 20 percent or more of the population is poor. The Census
Bureau further defines areas of “extreme poverty” as census tracts (or BNAs) in
which 40 percent or more of the population is poor. The most recent poverty
area data provided by the Census Bureau is for 2003, based on census tracts and
BNAs defined in 1989, and their 1989 poverty levels. As a cautionary note, the
poverty area designations are based on the areas of concentrated poverty that
existed in 1989. Since then, poverty in such geographic areas has likely
changed. Consequently, the data presented in Table E-16 for 2003 does not
precisely account for the concentration of poverty areas for 2003; that could
only be obtained if it were possible to redefine poverty areas
contemporaneously, using 2003 data.

Table E-16 shows that 16.3 percent of the population lived in areas of
concentrated poverty (i.e., area poverty rates of 20 percent more), but that 34.8
percent of the poor population lived in such areas. Nearly 8 percent of poor
people lived in areas of extreme poverty (i.e., area poverty rates of 40 percent or
more). The table shows that poor blacks (52.9 percent) and poor Hispanics (47.5
percent) are much more likely to live in areas of concentrated poverty than are
poor white, non-Hispanics (18.8 percent).
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TABLE E-16--TOTAL AND POOR POPULATION BY RESIDENCE IN
CENSUS AREAS OF CONCENTRATED POVERTY, 2003

[Numbers in Thousands]

White
White alone, not Black
Total alone Hispanic alone Hispanic
Total 287,699 231,866 194,595 35,989 40,300
Poor 35,861 24,272 15,902 8,781 9,051
Poverty rate 12.5 10.5 8.2 24.4 22.5
Poverty area of 20 percent or more
Total 46,761 30,235 18,216 13,522 12,903
Poor 12,488 7,010 2,991 4,649 4,295
Poverty rate 26.7 23.2 16.4 34.4 333
Share of total population 16.3 13.0 9.4 37.6 32.0
Share of poor 34.8 28.9 18.8 52.9 47.5
Share of the nonpoor 13.6 11.2 8.5 32.6 27.5
Poverty area of 30 percent or more
Total 19,671 10,578 4,962 7,870 6,071
Poor 6,602 3,153 1,029 3,063 2,295
Poverty rate 33.6 29.8 20.7 389 37.8
Share of total population 6.8 4.6 2.5 21.9 15.1
Share of poor 18.4 13.0 6.5 349 25.4
Share of the nonpoor 52 3.6 22 17.7 12.1
Poverty area of 40 percent or more
Total 7,105 3,368 1,205 3,219 2,401
Poor 2,790 1,202 328 1,362 952
Poverty rate 393 35.7 27.2 423 39.7
Share of total population 2.5 L5 0.6 8.9 6.0
Share of poor 7.8 5.0 2.1 15.5 10.5
Share of the nonpoor 1.7 1.0 0.5 6.8 4.6
Outside of Poverty Areas
Total 240,938 201,631 176,379 22,467 27,397
Poor 23,373 17,262 12,912 4,132 4,757
Poverty rate 9.7 8.6 7.3 18.4 17.4
Share of total population 83.7 87.0 90.6 62.4 68.0
Share of poor 65.2 71.1 81.2 471 52.6
Share of the nonpoor 86.4 88.8 91.5 67.4 72.5

Note- Census poverty areas are census tracts or census block numbering areas in which 20
percent or more of the population was poor in 1989.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on U.S. Census Bureau
data. See: Table POV39. Poverty Rate of Census Tract in 1989--Poverty Status of People at:
http://pubdb3.census.gov/macro/032003/pov/new39 000.htm.

State poverty estimates are available from a number of U.S. Census Bureau
sources. These include: the Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the
Current Population Survey (CPS ASEC); the Decennial Census; the American
Community Survey (ACS); and estimates from the Census Bureau’s Small Area
Income and Poverty Estimates program (SAIPE). However, estimates from the
various sources are not directly comparable with each other, as each uses a
different sampling strategy, applies different methods for collecting information
from targeted respondents, and varies in terms of the detail of income and
demographic information collected. Each source has its own strengths and
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weaknesses. Estimates from the CPS ASEC are collected annually, and provide
more detailed income and demographic data than the other sources. CPS-based
poverty estimates also provide the longest, most reasonably consistent, historical
series, by which to make comparisons over time. However, annual State-based
CPS poverty estimates for many States have poor statistical reliability, due to the
comparatively small samples from which they’re based. State poverty estimates
from the decennial census, while statistically more reliable than CPS estimates, are
not directly comparable to CPS-based estimates and are available only every ten
years. The American Community Survey, which will replace the decennial census
long-form questionnaire, will provide estimates of comparable quality to those
derived from the decennial census, but on a continual basis, rather than just every
ten years. Since 2000, the ACS has provided poverty estimates for States, and
more recently, for sub-State areas, such as counties, cities, and towns. The Census
Bureau’s SAIPE program provides State and sub-State (counties and school
districts) poverty estimates for selected segments of the population (e.g., school-
age population). SAIPE program estimates are based on a statistical model using
data from the CPS, and more recently, the ACS, supplemented with data from
Federal income tax returns, Food Stamp program participation, receipt of
Supplemental Security Income, economic data from the Bureau of Economic
Analysis, and data from the most recent census of poverty at the sub-national level
that cannot be obtained directly from the CPS. The SAIPE program estimates are
constructed so as to sum to national CPS estimates, and are intended to provide
reasonably current and statistically acceptable estimates for purposes of allocating
funds based on poverty to States, counties, and school districts.

Table E-17 presents State poverty rates from 1980 through 2006 as 3-year
average rates for selected years. The estimates are based on U.S. Census Bureau
data from the Annual Social and Economic Supplements (ASEC) to the Current
Population Survey (CPS). The data are combined as 3-year averages to improve
their statistical reliability, as single year State poverty estimates from the CPS
are not very reliable due to small sample size. States with a statistically
significant change in their poverty rate from one period to the next, are
designated by an up or down arrow, to indicate a statistically significant
increase, or decrease, in poverty, respectively. The table shows, for example,
widespread declines in poverty among many States from the mid-1990s to the
end of that decade, and beginning of the next. From 1994-1996 to 1999-2001, 22
States experienced statistically significant declines in their poverty rates; no
State experienced a statistically significant increase. However, since the
beginning of the current decade, 12 States experienced statistically significant
increases in their poverty rates by 2004-2006, and only one State has
experienced a statistically significant decrease. In spite of recent increases in
poverty among States, in 2004-2006, 17 States still had statistically lower
poverty rates than during the 1980-1982 period, and only one State had a
poverty rate that was statistically higher.
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Table E-18 provides poverty estimates for the U.S., as well as the 50
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, based on the 2006 American
Community Survey.* The table shows, for example, that Alabama has an
estimated poverty rate of 16.6 percent, with a margin of error at the 90 percent
statistical confidence interval of plus or minus 0.5 percent. Consequently,
Alabama’s poverty rate from the ACS is estimated to fall within the range 16.1
percent to 17.1 percent. Chart E-4 shows States ranked according to their
poverty rates in Table E-18, along with a 90-percent statistical confidence
interval. It should be noted that a State’s rank is approximate, as States’ poverty
estimates are subject to sampling error, as indicated by the 90-percent statistical
confidence interval.” The 2006 ACS data indicate that Mississippi (poverty rate
of 21.1 percent) and the District of Columbia (poverty rate or 19.6 percent) are
statistically tied as having the highest poverty rate of any State/jurisdiction
(excluding Puerto Rico). Other States with comparatively high levels of poverty
include Louisiana (19.0 percent), New Mexico (18.5 percent), which are
statistically tied with each other, followed by Arkansas (17.3 percent), West
Virginia (17.3 percent), Kentucky (17.0 percent), Oklahoma (17.0 percent),
Texas (16.9 percent), and Alabama (16.6 percent), which are all statistically tied
with one another. Two States are statistically tied as having the lowest poverty
rate: Maryland (7.8 percent) and New Hampshire (8.0 percent).

* The estimates depict poverty for the 12 months prior to the administration of the survey, which
occurred over the course of the calendar year. For a household receiving the survey in January of
2006, poverty would be based on family income reported from January through December 2005; for
a household receiving the survey in December 2006, poverty would be based on family income
received from December 2005 through November 2006. Given the ACS continual data collection
through the 2006 calendar year, the 2006 ACS poverty estimates for 2006 are centered on mid-
December, 2005.

5 Two states’ poverty rates are statistically different at the 90 percent statistical confidence interval if the
confidence intervals bounding their respective poverty rates do not overlap with one another. However,
some states with overlapping confidence intervals may also statistically differ at the 90 percent
statistical confidence interval. In order to precisely determine whether two states’ poverty rates differ
from one another a statistical test of differences must be performed. The standard error for the

difference between two estimates may be calculated as: S —SE . =SE2,, +SE2, . - TWO

estimates are considered statistically different if at the 90-percent statistical confidence interval the
absolute value of the difference is greater than 1.645 times the standard error of the difference (i.e.,

‘povrateS!aleA _ PovrateStateB‘ > 1.645X(SEgon — SE g ) - Note that the standard error for a state’s
poverty estimate may be obtained by dividing the margin of error depicted in table E-18 by 1.645.



TABLE E-17--STATE POVERTY RATES: 3-YEAR AVERAGES, SELECTED YEARS: 1980-2006

[In Percent]

Average poverty rate from 2004 - 2006 less 3-year

3-year average poverty rates from: average poverty rate from:
1980 - 1984 - 1989 - 1994 - 1999 - 2004 - 1980 - 1984 1989 - 1994 - 1999 -
State 1982 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 1982 -1986 1991 1996 2001

Alabama 223 212 19.0 16.8 14.8 16.0 -63v 52w 30w -0.9 1.2
Alaska 9.7 9.9 11.2 85w 7.9 9.3 -0.4 -0.6 -1.9 0.8 14
Arizona 13.1 144 14.2 17.5 a 12.8 v 14.7 1.6 0.3 0.5 28v 1.8
Arkansas 23.1 227 184 v 15.8 16.3 15.5 -7.6 v 712w 29v -0.3 -0.8
California 12.8 132 14.2 17.2 a 13.1v 12.9 0.1 -0.3 -13v -43v -0.2
Colorado 103 109 12.1 9.5 9.0 10.4 0.1 -0.5 -1.7 0.9 1.4
Connecticut 8.2 6.8 5.8 10.7 a 74w 9.1 0.9 23 a 33a -1.6 1.7
Delaware 119 114 8.1 9.1 8.5 9.2 2.7 2.2 1.0 0.1 0.7
District of Columbia 194 18.1 19.2 22.5 160w 189a -0.6 0.8 -0.4 3.6v 2.8 a
Florida 162 133w 14.1 15.1 120v 114 “48v -19v 27w 37w -0.6
Georgia 16.6 16.4 16.0 13.6 12.6 133 33v S3lv 2.7v -0.3 0.7
Hawaii 11.0 10.2 10.0 10.4 10.4 8.8 2.2 -1.4 -1.2 -1.6 -1.6
Idaho 16.0 17.3 137 v 12.8 12.7 98v -62v 715w 40w 30v 29v
Illinois 126 14.6 a 13.3 12.3 102 v 1154 -1.1 32v -1.8 v -0.8 12 a
Indiana 123 125 14.1 103 v 79v 11.6a -0.7 -0.9 2.5 1.3 3.7 a
Towa 124 151 10.1v 10.8 77w 10.8a -1.6 43w 0.7 0.0 3.1 a
Kansas 10.5 11.9 11.1 12.3 10.1 12.2 a 1.7 0.4 1.1 -0.1 2.1 a
Kentucky 183 187 17.4 16.7 124 v 1654 -1.8 -2.3 -0.9 -0.3 4.0 a
Louisiana 21.7 202 22.0 22.0 175v 17.4 “43v 29v 46w -46v -0.2
Maine 148 11.7 12.5 10.6 10.3 11.5 -3.3 -0.2 -1.1 0.9 1.1
Maryland 10.8 8.9 9.3 10.4 73 v 93a -15 0.5 0.0 -1.0 204

Massachusetts 9.6 9.1 10.2 10.3 10.2 10.5 0.9 1.4 0.3 0.2 0.3
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TABLE E-17--STATE POVERTY RATES: 3-YEAR AVERAGES, SELECTED YEARS: 1980-2006 -continued

[In Percent]

Average poverty rate from 2004 - 2006 less 3-year

3-year average poverty rates from: average poverty rate from:
1980 - 1984 - 1989 - 1994 - 1999 - 2004 - 1980 - 1984 1989 - 1994 - 1999 -
State 1982 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 1982 -1986 1991 1996 2001

Michigan 14.0 15.0 13.9 12.5 97w 1294 -12 22v -1.0 0.4 32a
Minnesota 11.0 114 12.0 10.2 6.8v 7.8 32v 3.6v 43vy 25v 1.0
Mississippi 243 25.6 23.8 21.3 16.8 v 1984 45v 58w 40v -1.5 30a
Missouri 13.6 142 13.6 11.5 10.2 11.7 -1.9 25v -1.9 0.2 1.5
Montana 144 154 15.8 14.6 14.4 13.8 -0.6 -1.6 -1.9 -0.8 -0.6
Nebraska 13.5 139 109 v 9.5 9.7 9.7 -38v 42v -1.1 0.2 0.1
Nevada 89 11.0 10.7 10.1 9.1 10.3 1.5 -0.7 -0.3 0.2 1.3
New Hampshire 8.3 5.6 7.1 6.5 6.2 5.5 -2.8 -0.1 -1.6 -1.0 -0.7 t
New Jersey 10.4 9.1 9.0 8.7 7.7 7.9 25v -1.2 -1.2 -0.9 0.1 ﬁ
New Mexico 20.5 19.8 20.9 24.0 188w 17.1 -3.4 -2.7 38w -69v -1.7
New York 143  15.0 14.1 16.7 a 14.1v 14.5 0.2 -0.5 0.4 22v 0.4
North Carolina 176 144w 13.2 13.0 12.9 13.8 -38v -0.5 0.6 0.8 0.9
North Dakota 142 149 13.5 11.1 12.4 10.8 -3.4 42v 27w -0.4 -1.7
Ohio 11.8  13.0 11.8 12.8 10.8 v 12.0 0.2 -1.0 0.2 -0.8 1.2
Oklahoma 144 147 15.8 16.8 14.3 13.9 -0.5 -0.8 -1.9 29v -0.4
Oregon 126 123 11.3 11.6 11.8 11.9 -0.7 -0.5 0.6 0.3 0.1
Pennsylvania 11.6 12.1 10.8 12.1 92v 1134 -03 -0.8 0.5 -0.8 2.1a
Rhode Island 119 10.3 8.2 10.6 9.9 11.4 -0.5 1.1 32a 0.7 14
South Carolina 18.8 16.6 16.5 15.6 126 v 13.7 Slvw 29v 28 v -1.9 1.1
South Dakota 184 16.3 13.5 13.6 89v 120a -64v 43w -1.5 -1.6 3.1a
Tennessee 214 179w 16.9 15.3 13.2 15.2 -6.1v 27w -1.7 -0.1 2.1

Texas 158 163 16.8 17.7 152v 16.4 0.6 0.1 -0.5 -1.3 1.2



TABLE E-17--STATE POVERTY RATES: 3-YEAR AVERAGES, SELECTED YEARS: 1980-2006 -continued

[In Percent]

Average poverty rate from 2004 - 2006 less 3-year

3-year average poverty rates from: average poverty rate from:
1980 - 1984 - 1989 - 1994 - 1999 - 2004 - 1980 - 1984 1989 - 1994 - 1999 -
State 1982 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 1982 -1986 1991 1996 2001

Utah 122 115 9.8 8.0 7.9 9.5 -2.7 -2.0 -0.2 1.5 1.6
Vermont 124 109 10.5 10.2 9.8 77w 47 -3.2 28v 24v 20v
Virginia 12.5 99v 10.6 11.1 81w 9.1 34v -0.8 -1.6 -2.0 1.0
Washington 123 12.1 93v 120 104 9.9 24v 2.2 0.5 2.2 -0.5
West Virginia 20.0 21.7 172v 179 15.6 15.0 50w -6.7v -23 3.0v -0.6
Wisconsin 87 12.6a 92v 8.8 8.6 109 a 224 -1.7 1.7 2.1a 23 a
Wyoming 104 125 10.6 11.1 104 10.2 -0.2 2.3 -0.4 -0.9 -0.2
Number of States with
statistically significant
change in poverty:

Increase in poverty 2 0 4 0 12 1 1 2 1 12

Decrease in poverty 4 7 2 22 2 17 18 14 12 2

A: Statistically significant increase in poverty over the previous or indicated period measured at the 90 percent statistical confidence level.
v Statistically significant decrease in poverty over the previous or indicated period measured at the 90 percent statistical confidence level.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service. Estimates based on U.S. Census Bureau data from the Annual Social and
Economic Supplement to the Current Population Survey. See: U.S. Census Bureau, Historical Poverty Tables. Table 21. Number of Poor and
Poverty Rate, by State: 1980 to 2006. Available on the internet at: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/histpov/hstpov21.html.
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TABLE E-18--NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE IN POVERTY AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE

BY RATIO OF INCOME-TO-POVERTY LEVEL IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS, BY STATE: 2006

All people for whom
poverty status is

People in poverty

(Income-to-poverty ratio less than 100

People with Income-to-poverty
ratio less than --

determined percent) 50 percent 125 percent
Margin Margin Margin Margin
of error Margin of Percent-  of error Percent- oferror Percent- of error

Number (+/-) Number _error (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-)
Alabama 4,482,152 2,720 742,064 20,891 16.6 0.5 7.3 0.3 21.7 0.6
Alaska 651,997 1,058 70,919 7,094 10.9 1.1 4.5 0.6 14.2 1.2
Arizona 6,052,150 12,167 857,349 27,234 14.2 0.4 6.4 0.3 18.8 0.5
Arkansas 2,729,090 2,973 471,155 16,444 17.3 0.6 7.1 0.4 232 0.7
California 35,675,356 7,967 4,690,140 69,184 13.1 0.2 5.4 0.1 18.0 0.2
Colorado 4,653,251 2,663 556,153 17,838 12.0 0.4 5.5 0.3 15.8 0.5
Connecticut 3,393,432 2,120 280,108 12,632 8.3 0.4 3.7 0.3 10.9 0.4
Delaware 828,673 1,089 91,962 8,734 11.1 1.1 49 0.6 13.8 1.2
District of Columbia 551,161 908 108,100 7,848 19.6 1.4 10.5 1.2 23.0 1.3
Florida 17,686,295 6,001 2,226,587 41,963 12.6 0.2 5.2 0.2 17.1 0.3
Georgia 9,082,715 5,257 1,333,524 28,435 14.7 0.3 6.6 0.3 19.3 0.3
Hawaii 1,252,117 2,035 116,147 9,384 9.3 0.7 44 0.5 12.5 0.9
Idaho 1,431,508 2,111 180,177 8,124 12.6 0.6 4.7 0.4 17.6 0.7
Illinois 12,516,453 4,308 1,539,033 33,611 12.3 0.3 5.5 0.2 16.2 0.3
Indiana 6,125,557 3,393 777,712 24,218 12.7 0.4 5.8 0.3 16.6 0.5
Towa 2,878,398 1,906 316,122 11,956 11.0 0.4 4.8 0.3 15.1 0.5
Kansas 2,679,951 1,806 330,976 12,307 12.4 0.5 5.0 0.3 16.7 0.5
Kentucky 4,087,474 2,992 693,479 19,675 17.0 0.5 6.9 0.4 22.0 0.5
Louisiana 4,165,324 2,394 793,223 23,967 19.0 0.6 8.3 0.4 242 0.7
Maine 1,285,599 1,319 165,956 9,369 12.9 0.7 4.8 0.4 16.8 0.8
Maryland 5,475,889 2,880 428,345 16,756 7.8 0.3 3.6 0.2 10.5 0.3
Massachusetts 6,235,586 2,474 620,188 19,066 9.9 0.3 4.5 0.2 13.1 0.3
Michigan 9,852,543 4,524 1,331,833 28,594 13.5 0.3 6.0 0.2 17.4 0.3
Minnesota 5,036,852 2,551 491,633 13,842 9.8 0.3 43 0.2 12.9 0.3
Mississippi 2,815,425 2,470 592,743 21,116 21.1 0.8 8.8 0.4 27.9 0.7
Missouri 5,674,490 3,452 769,584 23,237 13.6 0.4 5.9 0.3 18.3 0.5
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TABLE E-18--NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE IN POVERTY AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE
BY RATIO OF INCOME-TO-POVERTY LEVEL IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS, BY STATE: 2006

-continued
All people for whom People in poverty People with Income-to-poverty
poverty status is (Income-to-poverty ratio less than 100 ratio less than --
determined percent) 50 percent 125 percent
Margin Margin Margin Margin
of error Margin of Percent-  of error Percent- oferror Percent- of error

Number (+/-) Number _error (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-)
Montana 921,449 1,204 125,655 7,460 13.6 0.8 5.9 0.5 18.4 1.0
Nebraska 1,715,413 1,577 197,037 9,781 11.5 0.6 5.0 0.4 15.9 0.6
Nevada 2,460,755 1,936 253,713 12,708 10.3 0.5 49 0.4 14.2 0.7
New Hampshire 1,276,753 1,706 102,404 7,079 8.0 0.6 3.6 0.4 10.5 0.6
New Jersey 8,540,402 3,957 741,873 24,336 8.7 0.3 3.9 0.2 11.6 0.3
New Mexico 1,912,288 2,059 353,694 13,260 18.5 0.7 7.6 0.6 243 0.8
New York 18,770,190 6,168 2,662,199 40,537 14.2 0.2 6.3 0.2 18.1 0.2
North Carolina 8,591,303 4,200 1,261,078 28,517 14.7 0.3 6.3 0.2 19.5 0.4
North Dakota 605,883 1,233 69,356 4,878 114 0.8 5.2 0.5 15.8 0.9
Ohio 11,156,019 4,411 1,486,363 36,291 13.3 0.3 6.1 0.2 17.2 0.3
Oklahoma 3,461,976 3,208 587,591 18,132 17.0 0.5 7.0 0.4 22.6 0.5
Oregon 3,626,910 2,739 480,613 17,873 133 0.5 5.5 0.3 17.7 0.6
Pennsylvania 12,015,358 4,038 1,448,228 27,368 12.1 0.2 5.3 0.2 15.9 0.3
Rhode Island 1,026,114 898 114,066 8,626 11.1 0.8 4.6 0.6 15.1 1.0
South Carolina 4,182,874 2,974 656,154 19,827 15.7 0.5 6.9 0.3 20.8 0.5
South Dakota 753,221 1,100 102,184 6,638 13.6 0.9 5.9 0.6 17.1 0.9
Tennessee 5,877,686 3,813 952,256 26,516 16.2 0.4 7.1 0.3 21.2 0.5
Texas 22,887,307 6,627 3,868,689 52,605 16.9 0.2 7.1 0.2 223 0.2
Utah 2,508,619 1,594 265,432 13,336 10.6 0.5 44 0.4 14.7 0.6
Vermont 603,568 570 62,281 4,414 10.3 0.7 4.0 0.6 13.9 0.8
Virginia 7,404,188 3,606 708,568 21,948 9.6 0.3 43 0.2 12.9 0.3
Washington 6,261,127 3,442 736,963 19,667 11.8 0.3 5.0 0.3 15.5 0.4
West Virginia 1,770,974 1,689 307,020 13,698 17.3 0.8 7.3 0.5 23.4 0.8

Wisconsin 5,401,346 2,490 591,850 18,703 11.0 0.3 4.6 0.2 14.6 0.4
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TABLE E-18--NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE IN POVERTY AND PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE
BY RATIO OF INCOME-TO-POVERTY LEVEL IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS, BY STATE: 2006

-continued
All people for whom People in poverty People with Income-to-poverty
poverty status is (Income-to-poverty ratio less than 100 ratio less than --
determined percent) 50 percent 125 percent

Margin Margin Margin Margin
of error Margin of Percent-  of error Percent- oferror Percent- of error

Number (+/-) Number error (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-) age (+/-)

Wyoming 499,930 1,064 46,774 4,882 9.4 1.0 3.7 0.6 14.0 1.2

United States 291,531,091 25,464 38,757,253 222,238 13.3 0.1 5.8 0.1 17.6 0.1

Puerto Rico 3,865,264 3,468 1,753,410 30,614 454 0.8 254 0.8 53.9 0.8

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on U.S. Census Bureau 2006 American Community Survey data.
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CHART E-4--STATE POVERTY RATES IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS: 2006
[With 90% Statistical Confidence Interval]

(Poverty rate and 90% statistical confidence interval)
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INTERNATIONAL POVERTY COMPARISONS

Estimates presented in this section are based on a comparative analysis of
poverty in nine nations from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) (Smeeding).’
The LIS provides standardized income and demographic data from over 30
countries designed to support cross-national comparisons.

Cross-national comparisons of poverty among developed countries
typically rely on a “relative measure of poverty,” establishing a poverty income
cutoff set at a fixed percentage of median household income. Throughout much
of Europe a standard set at S0percent of median income is frequently used as a
measure of relative poverty, and in the United Kingdom and the European
Union, at 60 percent of the median income. Persons living in households with
incomes below these thresholds may be considered poor. In contrast, the U.S.
poverty measure is an “absolute measure of poverty,” based on a fixed dollar
amount, adjusted for family size, developed in the 1960s, that is updated only
for changes in prices. One difference between the European “relative income
poverty standard” and the U.S. “absolute poverty income standard” is that the
relative poverty standard will rise with real changes in the national standard of
living (measured by change in income at or near the median), whereas the
absolute poverty standard will not rise as median income rises over time due to
economic growth. In 1960, the U.S. poverty line for a family of four amounted
to about 48 percent of median family income for a family of four; by 2000, it
amounted to only about 29 percent of median family income.

In the study results presented here, comparable measures of household
disposable income are constructed to compare relative and absolute poverty
across nine nations. The relative poverty standard is set at 50 percent of national
household median income (i.e., European standards), whereas the absolute
poverty standard is based on U.S. poverty thresholds converted to foreign
exchange equivalents (i.e., purchasing power parity exchange rates estimated by
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)).
Disposable income used in this analysis is more comprehensive than that used
for official U.S. poverty statistics, which is based on pre-tax money income.
Here, disposable income includes money income, less direct income and payroll
taxes, and includes all cash and near cash transfers, such as food stamps, cash
housing allowances, and refundable tax credits, such as the Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC) in the United States.

Table E-19 shows that among the nine countries examined, the U.S. ranks
as having the second highest poverty rate (8.7 percent), based on an absolute
poverty standard (superseded only by the United Kingdom at 12.4 percent), and
the highest poverty rate overall based on a relative poverty standard (17.0
percent). Applying the relative poverty standard commonly used among

¢ Smeeding, Timothy. Poor People in Rich Nations: The United States in Comparative Perspective.
Luxembourg Income Study Working Paper Series. Working Paper No. 419. October 2005.
Available on the internet at: http://www .lisproject.org/publications/liswps/419.pdf.
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European nations to the U.S. nearly doubles the share of the population that
would be considered poor when measured by the official U.S. absolute poverty
standard. Applying the European poverty definition, overall poverty in the U.S.
(17.0 percent) is over three times that of Finland (5.4 percent) and the child
poverty rate (18.8 percent) is nearly six and one half times that of Finland (2.9
percent). Poverty among the elderly looks much different under a relative
poverty definition than under an absolute one. In the U.S., for example, the
elderly poverty rate more than triples, jumping from 9.2 percent, under the
absolute poverty definition to 28.4 percent under the relative poverty definition.

TABLE E-19--POVERTY RATES IN NINE RICH COUNTRIES UNDER
U.S.' (ABSOLUTE) AND EUROPEAN? (RELATIVE) DEFINITIONS OF
POVERTY BASED DISPOSABLE CASH INCOME?’: 2000*

[In Percent]
Overall Poverty Rate Child Poverty Rate Elderly Poverty Rate
and (rank) and (rank) and (rank)

Absolute Relative Absolute Relative Absolute Relative
(U.S) (European) (U.S) (European) (U.S) (European)

Nation Definition  Definition Definition Definition = Definition  Definition
United States 8.7(2) 17.0 (1) 12.4 (2) 18.8 (1) 9.2(2) 28.4 (1)
United Kingdom* 12.4 (1) 12.4(2) 17.5 (1) 13.2(2) 16.1 (1) 23.9(2)
Canada 6.9 (6) 11.4 (3) 9.0(5) 13.2(2) 1.1 (9) 6.3 (8)
Germany 7.6 (3) 8.3 (4) 9.1 (4) 7.6 (5) 7.1(7) 11.2 (5)
Belgium 6.3 (8) 8.0 (5) 7.2 (6) 6.0 (7) 8.6 (3) 17.2 (4)
Austria 5209 7.7 (6) 5.8(7) 6.4 (6) 7.4 (5) 17.4 (3)
Netherlands 7.2 (5) 7.3(7) 10.4 (3) 9.0 (4) 1.7 (8) 2.0(9)
Sweden 7.54) 6.5 (8) 5.8(7) 3.8(8) 7.3 (6) 8.3(7)
Finland 6.7 (7) 5.4(9) 4.6 (9) 2909) 8.6 (3) 10.1 (6)
Overall average 7.6 9.3 9.1 9.0 7.5 13.9

'Official U.S. poverty thresholds adjusted to nations’ currencies based on purchasing power parity
exchange rates estimated by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
250 percent of median national household income, adjusted by household size equivalence scale.
*Disposable cash income includes money income less direct income and payroll taxes, and includes all
cash and near cash transfers, such as food stamps, cash housing allowances, and refundable tax credits,
such as the Earned Income Tax Credit in the U.S. This income definition is more comprehensive than
that used for official poverty statistics in the U.S., which is based on cash income only.

“Estimates for the United Kingdom are for 1999.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on data from “Poor People in
Rich Nations: The United States in Comparative Perspective”, by Timothy Smeeding. Luxembourg
Income Study Working Paper Series. Working Paper No. 419. October 2005

Table E-20 depicts the anti-poverty effects of government spending on
poverty under a relative income poverty measure. The table shows for example
that the U.S. poverty rate based on gross market income alone is estimated at
23.1 percent, which is lower than five of the other eight nations depicted. Market
income includes earnings, income from investments, occupational (private and
public sector) pensions and other private transfers. In two of the countries (i.e.,
Belgium and Austria) market income is measured as total income net of taxes
and social contributions. In the U.S., social insurance and taxes, reduce poverty
from its market income only level (23.1 percent) to 19.3 percent, or a 16.5
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percent reduction, compared to an average reduction of 48.6 percent in the nine
countries, overall, and as high as a 74.3 percent reduction in Belgium. When
social assistance (i.e., means-tested assistance, including cash welfare, near cash
assistance, such as food stamps and housing allowances, and refundable tax
credits, such as the EITC in the U.S. and the Family Tax Credit in the U.K.) is
added to social insurance and taxes poverty is reduced further. In the U.S.,
overall relative poverty is reduced to 17.0 percent, a 26.4 percent reduction from
the market income only poverty level, whereas in the nine countries overall, the
average relative poverty rate is reduced to 9.3 percent, amounting to a 63.1
percent reduction in poverty as a result of government social spending.

TABLE E-20--ANTI-POVERTY EFFECT OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING
IN NINE RICH COUNTRIES BASED ON RELATIVE INCOME POVERTY
MEASURE': 20007

[Persons in Households Below 50 Percent of Median Adjusted Income, In Percent]

Percent reduction in poverty

Poverty Based on: due to:
Market Market income,
Market  income, social social insurance, Social insurance,
income insurance and taxes, and social Social insurance taxes, and social
Nation only taxes assistance and taxes assistance

United States 23.1 19.3 17.0 -16.5 -26.4
United Kingdom® 31.1 23.5 12.4 -24.4 -60.1
Canada 21.1 12.9 11.4 -38.9 -46.0
Germany 28.1 10.6 8.3 -62.3 -70.5
Belgium 34.6 8.9 8.0 -74.3 -76.9
Austria 31.8 9.1 7.7 -71.4 -75.8
Netherlands 21.0 9.6 7.3 -54.3 -65.2
Sweden 28.8 11.7 6.5 -59.4 -77.4
Finland 17.8 11.4 5.4 -36.0 -69.7
Overall average 26.4 13.0 9.3 -48.6 -63.1

'50 percent of median national household income, adjusted by household size equivalence scale.
?Estimates for the United Kingdom are for 1999.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on data from “Poor People in
Rich Nations: The United States in Comparative Perspective”, by Timothy Smeeding. Luxembourg
Income Study Working Paper Series. Working Paper No. 419. October 2005

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC COSTS OF POVERTY

Poverty is known not only to negatively affect the poor themselves, but to
have negative social and economic impacts on society as a whole (U.S.
Government Accountability Office).” Setting aside the potential causes of
poverty, research studies have found that poverty experienced in early childhood
can have a number of immediate and lasting effects, affecting individuals well

"U.S. Government Accountability Office. POVERTY IN AMERICA: Economic Research Shows
Adverse Impacts on Health Status and Other Social Conditions as well as the Economic Growth
Rate. GAO Report 97-07-344. Washington, DC: United States Government Accountability Office,
January 2007. Available on the internet at: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07344.pdf.
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into adulthood. Poverty and low income decrease the life chances of American
children. Poverty has been shown to affect children’s cognitive development and
subsequent school performance, thereby affecting future job prospects in
adulthood. Poor teen adolescent girls are more likely to become teenage mothers
than their non-poor counterparts, contributing to a cycle of poverty from one
generation to the next. Poor adolescents are more likely to engage in criminal
activity leading to arrest and incarceration. Poverty has been shown to be
associated, both as a cause and consequence, with poor health. Poverty’s effects
on individuals’ health may affect their longevity and years spent in poor health,
having consequences for individuals’ ability to engage in gainful employment,
and reducing their overall quality of life. Research suggests that poverty can
negatively affect economic growth by stifling individuals’ accumulation of
human capital (i.e., knowledge, skills, and cognitive and physical abilities),
which is a vital component to economic growth. To the degree that poverty
contributes to higher rates of crime, poverty may result in diversion of societal
resources from productive activities to protective measures (e.g., spending on
police, prisons, and private security), as well as impose costs on victims of
poverty-related crime.

At least one study estimated the economic costs of early childhood poverty
on children’s outcomes as adults (Duncan, Kalil, and Ziol-Guest).® The study
controlled for other background characteristics, such that the estimates reflect
primarily the effect of lack of income, rather than other characteristics
associated with poverty (e.g., parent’s education and test scores, race, gender,
age of mother at time of birth, number of siblings). The researchers estimate that
eliminating poverty in early childhood (from pre-natality through age 5) would
have the effect of boosting annual work hours once those children reach
adulthood by 12.4 percent and earnings by 28.7 percent per year. Over the
course of a lifetime, these estimated effects translate into additional lifetime
earnings of between $53,000 and $100,000 per child, depending upon the
assumed duration of the poverty effect (the lower bound estimate applies to
estimated effects sustained between ages of 25 and 37, and the upper bound
estimate to the effect if sustained through age 54). The aggregate earnings
benefit of eliminating poverty among children born each year, from their
prenatal year through age 5, translates to between $20 billion and $36 billion for
each annual cohort of children born. Besides leading to subsequent earnings
increases in adulthood, the authors estimate that eliminating early childhood
poverty would reduce subsequent welfare benefit receipt (i.e., Food Stamps, and
among women, cash welfare) as adults, leading to estimated savings of $820
million for all children born in a given year for whom poverty is eliminated in
early childhood.

8 Duncan, Greg J., Ariel Kalil, and Kathleen Ziol-Guest. Economic Costs of Early Childhood Poverty.
Issue Paper No. 4. Washington, DC. Partnership for America's Economic Success, February 28, 2008.
Auvailable on the internet at: http://www.partnershipforsuccess.org/docs/researchproject_duncan_
200802_paper.pdf.
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Others have attempted to estimate the effects of poverty in terms of lost
productivity and added social and economic costs to the U.S. economy as a whole
(Holzer, Schanzenbach, Duncan and Ludwig).” The authors attempt to quantify the
overall costs to the economy of having children grow up in poverty, both in terms
of subsequent lost economic productivity as adults, but also in terms of the added
costs to society associated with higher crime and poorer health in later life that
may be linked to childhood poverty. The study’s results give an indication of the
relative drain on the economy of allowing children to grow up poor, or conversely,
the potential increase in economic productivity and reduced social costs that might
accrue if childhood poverty were eliminated in the U.S.

Their approach, by focusing on children and estimating subsequent effects
of poverty into adulthood and through the life cycle, captures only part of the
costs of poverty to society. For example, many children do not grow up in
poverty, but become poor as adults; these effects are not included in their
estimates. The authors attempt to factor out the influence of heredity on
subsequent outcomes of children as they move into and through adulthood to
focus on environmental factors associated with growing up poor, per se. Here,
the presumption is that societal interventions that change the conditions in which
poor children live, such as lack of family income, poor neighborhoods, poor
schools, can be viewed as social investments, having potential long-term payoffs
for society as a whole.

The authors calculate that allowing children to grow up in poverty for one
quarter or more of their childhood (about 17 percent of all children), reduces
their productivity as adults by about $170 billion dollars per year, resulting in an
aggregate loss of output amounting to 1.3 percent of the nation’s gross domestic
product (GDP).

Next, the authors calculate the estimated costs of childhood poverty on
crime. Here, they include only the costs of crime associated with “street crime”
victimization; costs of economic crimes such as fraud and white collar crime are
excluded, as are the costs associated with protective measures against crime,
such as police, prisons, and private security. By their calculations, childhood
poverty accounts for about $170 billion of the estimated $700 billion cost to
victims of “street crime”, or about 1.3 percent of GDP -- a magnitude similar to
the loss in productivity, calculated above.

Lastly, the authors calculate the effects of childhood poverty on poor
health and its associated costs. Here they estimate the costs of childhood poverty
in terms of both additional direct health care expenditures associated with poor
health through the life-cycle, as well as costs associated with differential
mortality and morbidity between the poor and nonpoor. They estimate that
childhood poverty increases direct health care expenditures and other direct

° Holzer, Harry J., Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach, Greg J. Duncan, and Jens Ludwig. The Economic
Costs of Poverty in the United States: Subsequent Effects of Children Growing Up Poor.
Washington, DC: Center for American Progress, January 24, 2007. Available on the internet at:
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/01/pdf/poverty_report.pdf
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expenditures, such as special education, by about 0.2 percent of GDP. They
estimate that childhood poverty results in lower quantity of life (i.e., earlier
mortality) and lower quality of life (i.e., greater morbidity), resulting in a loss of
“health capital” or “quality adjusted life-years”; they value this loss associated
with childhood poverty at about $149 billion per year, or about 1.1 percent of
GDP. This is a separate effect from that attributed earlier to lost output,
described above. After factoring out estimated hereditary effects on health, the
authors estimate that childhood poverty’s effects on health expenditures and lost
“health capital” amounts to about 1.2 percent of GDP.

When added together, the authors estimate the costs of childhood poverty
resulting from foregone earnings and productivity (1.3 percent of GDP), high
crime rates (1.3 percent of GDP), and poor health as adults (1.2 percent of GDP)
total to 3.8 percent of GDP, or about $500 billion per year. The authors consider
this to be an underestimate of the true costs of poverty. The magnitude of the
cost of childhood poverty to the economy and society suggests that investments
in anti-poverty strategies, in addition to current means-tested spending, have the
potential of reaping measurable benefits to the U.S. economy and society as a
whole.

TRENDS IN FAMILY COMPOSITION AND INCOME, 1979-2006

In the past several decades, the level of family income and inequality
among family incomes has changed significantly under a variety of income
measures. As measured by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the level of
family income increased from 1979 to 2000, but has fallen since 2000. Since
1979, family income inequality has grown, regardless of whether family
incomes have been rising (1979 to 2000) or falling (2000 to 2006).

In this section, trends in the distribution of family income and family
composition are presented over a 28-year period, from 1979 to 2006. While the
general trends in families' economic well-being are similar regardless of how
they are measured, varying results for the distribution of family incomes are
obtained depending on which income measure is used. Three commonly used
income measures (all adjusted for inflation) are family cash income, family cash
income per capita, and adjusted family income (AFI), family income divided by
the poverty threshold for the appropriate family size). While no measure
perfectly captures the economic well-being of families, AFI most accurately
accounts for differences in family size by incorporating the scale implicit in the
official Federal poverty thresholds.

Family composition in the United States has undergone pronounced
changes since 1979 (Table E-21). The number of married couples with children
has been almost flat since 1979. By contrast, the number of families headed by a
single mother grew by 57 percent over the entire 1979-2006 period, the number
of non-elderly childless units grew by 77 percent, and the number of elderly
childless units grew by 48 percent.
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Changes in family composition also are reflected in the number of persons
and earners per family. The average family has become smaller, reflecting in
part relatively fewer families with children (and fewer children in those
families). The average family also had fewer earners in 2006 than in 1979.

DEFINITIONS AND METHODS

Analyzing trends in the distribution of family incomes over time requires
making decisions about a number of variables: How should variation in incomes
be measured? What is the appropriate timeframe over which to examine
changes? How should inflation be taken into account? And, finally, what is the
appropriate measure of income to use?

Income measures

Two income measures are presented in this analysis. One is family income,
and the other is average Adjusted Family Income (AFI). AFI is calculated by
taking families’ incomes and dividing by their corresponding official Federal
poverty thresholds, which vary by family size and composition.

Measuring variation

Most of the data in this section are presented for income quintiles, each of
which represents one-fifth of the income distribution (either families or persons,
as indicated). Quintiles are calculated by ordering all relevant family units from
those with the lowest income to those with the highest. For the analysis of
changes in incomes among different types of families, quintiles are defined
separately for each family type.

The analysis of changes in the distribution of family incomes over time is
done by examining average incomes, adjusted for inflation, by income quintile
for specific types of families.

Timeframe

The analysis focuses on data for 4 years: 1979, 1989, 2000, and 2006. The
first 3 years reflect peaks in the business cycle, and 