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13 Map data computed from: ''Chemical Profile, Polyethylene -
HD," Oil, Paint and Drug Repor.!5.:E_, October 9, 1967, p. 9. And 
"Chemical Profile, Polyethylene - LD," Oil, Paint and Drug Re
pol·ter, Oct. 23, 1967, p. 9. 

14 "A New Look at the Markets for Plastics,'' Plastics World, 
Jano, 1968, p. 22. 

15 Ibid., pp. 22-27. 

16 Ibid. , p. 2 7. 

17 The map was based on data for the total nurnber of employees 
in SIC 3079 and computed from Table 2 in: U.S. Bureau of the Cen
sus, Census of Manufactures, 1963, Vol. 2, Industry Statistics, 
Part II, Major Groups 29 to 39 and 19. (Washington: U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, 1966), p, 30A-l0, 

18 '~New Technologies Spur Polypropylene into New Markets, 
Record Sales," Modern Plastics, Jan., 1967, pp. 101-102. 

:L.CJ 'I St . .,. ,. . 1 B ' 71- N c ' c . yren1c lv1.atena s Zoorn, . ut -y, ue:re 1 s J. ew apac1ty om1ng 
From?" Modern Plastics, Jan., 1967, pp. 89-92. 

20 M d d. · I ap ata com.pute ±ron1: ''Benzene's Nevv Look," Chemical 
Week, March 6, 1965, p. 50. 

21 Map data computed fron1: "Chem.ical Profile, Ethylbenzene," 
_Oil, Paint and Drug Reporter, Oct. ll, 1965, p. 9. 

22 Map data computed from.: "Chernical Profile, Styrene, ' 1 Oil, 
Paint and Drug Reporter, April 18, 1966, p. 9. 

23 Map data com.puted from: "V-/ar, 1v1.onomer Supply Squeeze 
Polystyrene," Chemical and E!.J-_E_ineering News, July 18, l966,p. 24. 

2
4: "Polyvinyl Chloride Sales Climb But Low Prices Pose Big 

Problems,"'' Modern Plastics, Jan., 1967, pp. 93-95. 

25 W. L. Faith, D. B. Keyes, and R" L. Clark, Industrial Chemi
cals (Nev,r York: John Wi.ley and Sons, 1965), pp. 805-810. 

26 Map data computed from; "Cher:nical Profile, Ethylene Dichlo
ride,'' Oil, Paint and Drug Reporter, April 22, 1968, p. 9. 

27 Map data computed from: "Ne\v Technology :tviight Lower Acet
ylene's Cost," Chen"lical and Engineerir:g Ne~rs, July 22, 1963, p. 55. 
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;;e. Ibid. 

:$3 Map data computed from: "Chemical Profile, Vinyl Chlo
ride,'' Oil> Paint and Dru~ Reporter, Oct. 18, 1965, p. 9o 

s:; Map data computed from: "Polyvinyl Chloride Output at 
Capacity,'' Chemical and Engineering News, Feb, 3, 1964, p. 26. 

Table l * 

WORLD CONSUMPTION OF PLASTICS IN TONS 

Year Tons 

1930 70,000 
1935 160,000 
1940 320,000 
1945 650,000 
1950 1,500,000 
1955 3,100,000 
1960 6,900,000 
1965 12,800,000 
1967 16,700,000 

~: '''Abstract· #1477 , 11 Sea1:ch-Plastics <nd Resins 
Division,· Sept. , 1966, translated from, 
Plastiques Informations, 8-1-66, p. 1 I 
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Table 2 

PLASTICS PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES* 

PLASTICS BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

Polyethylene 
Polyvinyl Chloride 
Polystyrene 
Phenolic 
Amine 
Polypropylene 
Polyesters 
Cournarone -In dine 
Acrylics 
Cellu1osics 
Polyurethanes 
Epoxy 
Other 

Total 

Percent of Total 

29. 0 
18.2 
19. 7 
8.0 
5.4 
4. 0 
3. 3 
2.8 
2. 3 
1.5 
3. 0 
l.l 
1.7 

100.0 

, .. 
.. , .. The figttres refer to sales 'but are ve:r.·y close to 

production becanse of the i1igh den1and for plas
tics . 

. The table was compiled from: 11 The Plastics In
dustry in 1966: The Facts and The Figures, 11 

Modern Plastics, Jan., 1967, pp. 115-122. 



SIC 
Number 

2071 
2111 
2295 
2499 
2621 
2641 
2643 
2821 
2851 
2911 
3069 
3079 
3292 
3357 
3461 
3611 
3621 
3622 
3652 
3679 
3711 
3721 
3732 
3941 
3993 
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THE TOP 25 1JSERS OF PLASTICS 

Industry 

Candy and Confectionery Products 
Cigarettes 
Coated Fabric, Not Rubber 
Wood Products, n. e. c.~~ 
Paper Mills, Except Building 
Paper Coating and Glazing 
Bags, Except Textile Bags 
Plastics Materials 
Paints and Varnishes 
Petroletun Refining 
Fabricated Rubber Products, n. e. c.* 
Miscellaneous Plastics Products 
Asbestos Products 
Drawing and Insulating Nonferrous Wire 
Metal Stamping s 
Electric Measuring Instruments 
Motors and Generators 
Industrial Controls 
Phonograph Records 
Efectronic Components, n, e. c.~( 
M()tor Vehicles Assembly 
A ire raft 
Boat Building and Repairing 
Garnes and Toys, n. e. c. ~e 
Signs, and Advertising Display 

*Not elsewhere classified 

)~,<*"A New Look At The Market For Plastics,'' Plastics 
World, Jan., 1968, p. 25. 



RAW MATERIAL 

POLYETHYLENE NATURAL GAS 

MAJOR GULF COAST 
LOCATION 

TYPE OF 
OR!ENTATlOt' 

POLYSTYRENE NATURAL GAS 
PETROLEUM 

MAJOR GULF COAST 
LOCATl ON 

,__,.. 

TYPE Of 
OR! ENTATION 

POLYVINYL NATURAL G.i\S 
CHLORiDE SEA WATER 

COAL 
PETROLEUM 

MAJOR GULF COAST 
LOCATION AND KENTUCKY 

TYPE Of 
ORIENTATION 

TABLE 4 PLASTICS - RAW MATERIAL TO F!NlSHED PRODUCT 

STAGE OF PRODUCT 

ORGANIC .CHEMICALS ~1mJ0~1ER POLYMERlZATJON 

ETHYLENE ETHYLENE POLY ETHYLENE 

GULf COAST GULF COAST GULF COAST 

RAW MATERIAL RAW MATERIAL RAW MATERiAL 

ETHYLENE ~ ETHYUlf:NZENE ' STYRENE POLYSTYRENE 

BENZENE -
--

GULF COAST GULF COAST NOR THEA$ TE,RN 
u.s. 

RAW MATERIAL RAW MATEP.lAL MARKET 

~~~~~7~~> ETHYLENE D!CHLOR!DE VINYL CHLORIDE POLYVINYL 
AU':TYLENE CHLOR H>E 
HYDROCHLORIC ACID 

GULF COAST AND KENTUCKY t;ULF CO,O,S T NORTiiEASTERN 
AND KENTUCKY u.s. 

RAW MATERIAL RAW MATER !AL MARKET 

FINAL PRODUCT 

SAGS, 
HOUSEWARES, 
TOYS ETC. 

NORTHEASTERN 
u.s. 

HARKET 

. 
APPliANCES, 
TOYS, SrilPP!NG 
CONTAiNERS, ETC. 

NORTHEASTERN 
u ~ s,. 

MARKET 

fLOOR COVER l NG .• 
TOYS, BOTTLES, 
ETC. 

NORTHEASTERN 
u + s ~ 

MARKET 

--

1--' 

;.j:>. 
0' 



NATURAL GAS - 1965 

ETHYLENE - 1965 

ETHANE AND NATURAL GAS LIQUIDS - !965 

LEGEND FOR All MAPS 
ALL MAPS ARE PERCENT AGE GRADlJA TED 

CIRCLES W!TK THE FOLLOWING SCALE 

PERCENT 

OF TOTAL 

PRODUCTION ~~ 
10 

2 

PRODUCTION OF LESS THAN 2% IS NOT INDICA TED 

.LILl MAPS EXCEPT i 2 AND 5 

ARE BASED ON CAPACITY OF PRODUCTION 

...... 
~ 
--1 



POLYETHYLENE - 196 7 
MISCELLANEOUS PLASTICS PRODUCTS - 1963 

MAP 5 

BENZENE - 1965 ETHYLBENZENE - 1965 

MAP 7 

1-' 

,.j::. 
(X) 



149 

trl 

"' ~ 

~ 
~ 

u.l z 
u.l 
...J 
>-
1-
u.l 
u 
<( 

u.l z 
~ 
>-
1-

0 

~ 
<( 

tfl t'O 

~ 
0- :;i 

0 
u 

$ 
~ 

'$ ~ 
~ 

0 

~ 
0 

ffi 
~ 

u.l 

>-

z 

'en 

u.l 
...J 
>-:c 
1-
u.l 



1 

1 

lSO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1.0 
...0 1 
2:: 

1 

w 
Q 
0!: 
0 1 
..J :r: 
u 

1 
..J 
>-z 
> ~ 1 

(\.. 
<.( 
:t: 

1.0 
1 

-.o 
~ 

1 

w 
~ 1 

0 
..J 
:r: 
u 1 

..J 
>-z 1 

> >-
..J 
0 
0.. 

·:;t 

~ 
1 

X: 

1 

I') 
1 

...0 
~ 

1 

w z 1 
w 
..J 
>-
1-
w 1 
u 
< 

1:: 1 
::::> 
uJ 
...J 

~ 1 
1-
uJ 
0.. 

1 

1 



THE GEOGRAPHY OF POVERTY IN NEW YORK STATE: 

A SEL,ECTIVE ANALYSIS 

Lieutenant Colonel John B. Garver, Jr. 
United States Military Academy 

In his State of the Union message to Congress in 1964, Presi
dent Lyndon B. Johnson declared "tmconditional war on poverty in 
America.'' Since then national attention has focused sharply on the 
poor. A number of pilot projects have been initiated to probe the 
roots of the problern and to establish program strategies which will 
ameliorate and hopefully elirninate the social and economic condi
tions of poverty in the United States. 

But poverty also ha.s its geographic conditions. In. his study 
of "Poor Regions and Poor Nations: Perspectives on the Problem 
of Appalachia," John Friedmann of the Ford Foundation concluded 
that 

If we are concerned witb its meaning, any 
social phenor:n.enon rnust be studied in relation 
to its historical, geographic, and social setting. 
An analysis of the origins and structures that 
link the 'phenomenon of regional poverty to its 
environrnent is absolLtte1y essential as a basis 
for a sound policy of social action. 1 

1 John Friedmann, "Poor Regions and Poor Nations: Pers12ec-· 
tive s on the Proble1n of Appalachia," Southern Economic Journal, 
Volume XXXII, No. 4 (April> 1966), p. 4 7 3. 

1 51 
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As recent as June of this year 5 \Vilbur Cohen, new Secretary of 
Health, .Education .• and Welfare, cor:nm enting on the federal antipo\te 
pro g:r axn t said: 

I vvould not advise the President: to co:rne up with a 
sirnple idea. It 'Nould :have to be a plan that was very 
xneasured and considered with regard to all its im.plica
tions in Arkansas 1 in New York, in rural areas, in urban 
areas, in the Vvest, arnong Protestants, among Catholics, 
arnong blacks and arnong \vhites, and I just don 1t think all 
that much study has been given_to those kinds of im:plica
tions. :.? 

The thesis oJ this paper is that if the poverty problern in the 
United States is to be dealt with intelligently a .. nd effectively, spatial 
irn.plications of the problexn must be exarninecl. These irnplications can 
best be exar:nined using the :regional/ spatial approach that geographers 
are uniquely trained to provide. This paper considers selected aspects 
of the geography of poverty in Ne\v York State. More precis ely, it 
exarnines the spatial variation of poverty arnong New York counties in 
1960. 

Dimensions of Pove 

The two dimensions of poverty rneasured. in this analysis are 
m.agnitude and intensity. 3 Each dimension points out different facets 
of the poverty problem in N e\1.' York State, Poverty rnagnitude 
rneasures aggregate. povertyt the total nun1bers of poor in a co1mty. 
:Poverty intensity~ on the othe.r hand, rnea.sures the percentage or pro
portion o£ poor among a county's population.. In studying ej .. ther 
dirnension, the .first steps of geographical analysis are the definition 
of the poor and the selection of relevant criteria which will identify 

8 
Wilbur Cohen, as quoted in the New York Tin>cs Magazine, 

I '\Vilbur. Cohen Talks about Poverty andfiow t~l~ight rt:-'1 Ju.ne 23' 
1968, p. 11. 

:"Certainly, there are other possible dirnensions that :might be of 
assistance to the investigation of poverty, such as density, severity, 
or persistence. Those two V:.lhich appear initially to be m.ost useful in 
describing the spatial aspects of poverty have been selected. 
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concentrations of poverty that can be rnapped and exarnined for spatial 
cause and COJ.J.Sequencc, '± 

Conternporztry definitions_ o£ poverty vary, just as poverty itself: 
varies in degree and in extento "-· But. to arrive at any m.easure of signi
ficance in time$ place; an.d culture, poverty rnust be defined objectively
and somewhat arbitrarily. As a working definition for this study, the 
poor are those A1neric_ans who occupy status positions at or near the 
bottorn of the Arnerican socio-econo.mic scCJ.le, and who do not maintain 
decent living standards in comparison to the rest oJ the comm.unity. 
Hence, poverty is defined prixnarily in economic terms and is treated 
herein as a~~- phenornenon. Specifically, it is marked by an 
annual incon1e \Vhich is below rninimun< acceptable need:J for the average 
American farnily. 

New York county poverty levels arc based on rneasuren1ent of the 
''average' 1 poor fan-:tily. lt is assurned that counties contain a ndx of 
large and srna~ll1 young and old, poor J:arnilies. But, as noted in the 

1964 .?conon'1ic __ ~:Z.epo~t o:f t.~~E~ .. L~en~, "there is no precise way to 
measure the nurnbe:r of Ja-r·.nilies who do not have the resources to pro-

4 
As \Vi th ·many sirnilar en1piric<::tl studies u.sing census d;:J.ttaJ 

restri.c.tions on geographic analysis are irnposed sirnply because the 
data are available only for cert,'l.in areal units, and for certain years, 
or because of the absence of desired data. The researcher who 
attempts to 11 isolate 11 poverty areas by using census data. alone is forced 
to deal with statistical units (e. g., the county or the city) at decennial 
periods; units which are often quite heterogeneous in their socio~ 
economic xnakeup, and years that 1nay not be directly relevant to a 
loeal poverty problern, Distinct clusters of poverty rnay exist in sub-

. areas, either in isolated rural situations or deep within the central 
city. Such clusters may be rnasked using available census da.t<:( at the 
county or city level. 

r;:, 
The phenomena of poverty are not divided into neat~ mutually 

exclusive characteristics or areas vvhich, if studied hard enough, 
becon1.e obvious. 
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"' vide minimum satisfaction of their own particular needs. "~ Since needs 
differ fron1 fam.ily to family~ and from area to area, any attempt at 
quantification should first consider a concept of an average need for an 
average family. 

Even for an average family, there is no clear or unchanging 
concept of what constitutes minimurn acceptable needs. In 1964, the 
President's Council of Economic Advisors proposed an annual incon1.e 
below $3, 000 as the threshold of poverty for the ''average 11 nonfarm 
family of four persons. The $3, 000 family incom.e index for poverty 
reflects a wide variety of socio-economic characteristics and conditions 
most often associated with concentrations of poor and is presently. the 
rnost satisfactory single criterion for m.easuring and mapping the spatial 
variation of poverty. It shows a highp positive correlation (r=. 94) with 
an independently developed mul.tiple~c::riteria poverty index:'-

Studies by Mollie Orshansky and others o£ the Social Security 
Administration redefined the 1960 $3,000 threshold of poverty for a 
nonfarm family of four to roughly $3,130 in 1963, and $3,335 in 1967/' 
Considering the corresponding increase in consurner cost of living during 
the intervening years, these nwre recent adjustrnents do not differ 
markedly from the Cotmcil 1 s rounded~of£ index of $3, 000 in 1960, which 
is available as published county and city census data. 3 

<:'U.s., President (Johnson), Economic ~rt of the Presi?ent: 
Transr:£illed to·the Congress Jan12-<~ry l9.6,L~ (Washington: U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, 1964) 1 p. 57. Poverty consists of qualitative 
nomnaterial as well .as quantitative rnaterial factors. Certain of its 
basic characteristics are not directly measurable. 

? The $3, 000 family income poverty index is not so crude and 
im.practical an index as son1e have asserted. A thorough analysis of 
the advantages and disadvantages of using the $3~ 000 family income as 
an index fo~ mapping poverty in 1960) as opposed to a rationally 
developed multiple~criteria index is presented in John B. Garver, 
11 Selected Aspects of the Geography of Poverty" (unpublished Master 1 s 
thesis, Departlnent of Geography: Syracuse University, 1966), pp. 48-
l 04. 

3 
U.S., Departrnent of Cornm.erce, "Consumer Income,'' Current 

Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 55, August 5 3 1968, p. 2.. 

9 U.S.~ Bureau of the Census, ~y and 
A Statistical Abstract Supplement (Washington: 
Printing Office, 1962). 

City Dat:a ~??_!:, 1962., 
U.S. Government 
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As regards the urban-rural :real income disparity. l\1r. Jarnes 
Sunquist, Deputy Under Sec , U.S. Depaetm.ent of Agriculture, 
reported in 1964 that 

It is sorrH:tirnes assurned that rural residents have a 
lower ''cost of living 11 than do urban farnilies •• these 
differences are not so valid today as they were 25 years 
ago •• o To have educational parity, health services, and 
various cuJ.turaL arnenities requires that rural families 

1r· 
have the approxirnate in.cmnes of urban people. ···' 

Walter Heller, then Chairxnan of the Council of Econotnic Advisors, 
added that 

Sclrne cl'it:ics \VnuJd prefer to use a different: income 
cutoff for farrn farnilics than fo:r: non£a.1Tn farn-ilies ••• 
However·, even 

. ,. 
11 \li/ 

farni1ies as lovv as 
overall totaL n 

br the incorne cutoff :for farrn 
, 000, we clu noL greatly change the 

A later study haE: established that the Social Security Administra
tion Poverty Index which differentiates bctv;;een farrn and nonfa:nn in
come needs, does not alter appreciably the geographic patterns of 
poverty shown by the less preci;;;e, but sirnpl.er $3,000 faYnily incon-te 
index. Rank order correlation coefficients (E) of the two indexes werE.~ 
calculated ztt r:::, 98 for tbe :f\.Te'N York county level; and r =". 99 for the. 
n ->t1' or· 'll le-"8l-1ov s ·tate 1

;
3 

'Tkt' -· ''lR '·r'' con'"' +'oJ' •l' l. fr'- L' t'(~l' C' e <' 'o'"'t'"C(''il .<::l.. . l.c '>' .J t... • '.1 "'- 1.1. Ab fJ !_. ~~ L .. U.t.:.-~,.L,;:::. J. " • . .• •'--'·· - ~ -:> \,.,.· VY _. ·-

farm and nonfarrn li costs, :s ant in individual ci:rcurn.-
stances, are less irnportant in E:x<:m1inirig the n-1agnitude or intensity of 
poverty <:tt tbe county h:~\ccl in New '{ork. 

}.C.: 
U.S., Congress, House, on Education a:1ci Labor, 

Pover in the United States 88th Gong~, 2d Sess. 11 1964, p. 128. 

11 
U.S. 3 Congress, House, Com.rnittee on F~ducation and Labor, 

Hearings. Subconnnittee on the War on Po·verty Prograr:r:1, Part 1, 88th 
~----~---~--~-----~----·----·--_.__~---·-----· 

Gong., 2abess., 1964, p. Z7. 

12. 
Ga.r\rer, p. 120. 1\ll coefficients of corrc1a.tion a:r.e statisti .. 

cally significant at the one percent 
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The magnitude of poverty arnong Ne\v York counties in 1960 is 
shown in Figure I. The poverty lixw is based on families with incornes 
under $3,000. Generally) urban counties rank high in poverty magni
tude (see Figure 2 for county locations and place names).:;_:; From 
Figure 1 it is also apparent that the counties with the largest aggregate 
populations have the greatest nurnber of lovv-income fa1nilies: New 
York City, Yonkers t Albany, Utica, Syracuse, Rochester, Buffalo, and 
Niagara Falls. Rank correlation between aggregate population and 
poverty magnitude for New York cpunties is r:::::. 95. Clearly, magnitude 
of poverty in New York State is an urban phe;;~omenon, and more directly 
a big~city problem. 

The spatial variation of poverty intensity am.ong New York coun·~ 
ties establishes different a1•eal patterns than those outlined by magnitude 
measurexnent. The standard deviation is used to deterrnine county 
variability fr01n the na.tional ave1·age, or m.can value of poverty intensity. 

Table 1 sho\VS county poverty intensity in 1960 as m_easurecl by 
standard deviation (1 SD::: ± 10. 0). Counties \Vhich measure a positive 
deviation are above th•.: national nonn of poverty intensity and can be 
described as having ' 1rnore'' H1an their share of the nation 1s poor. Con
versely, those counties which sbow a negative deviation, are below the 
national norn1. and have "less 11 than their share of the nation's poor. 
Twelve New York ccmnties exceed the mean value and have rno:re than 
their share of poverty familie·s. Forty-six counties, including New 
York City, have less than tbei1· share. Nine of these are more than one 
standard deviation below the national average and thus have considerably 
less than their share of the poor. 

l;;; A distinction should be m.ade between ''urban'' and ''rural" 
poverty. For this study~ urban poverty refers to poverty located in 
standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) counties in New York 
State, as defined and 1-r1apped in the County and City Data Book, .1962. 
Rural pove·rty, obviously is that povert~;-fo,:.;,nd in counties not designated 
as part of an SMSA. For this study, the five rnetropolitan counties: 
Bronx, Kings 1 New York, Queens 3 and Richmond are ccnnblned as New 

_y_~rk Ci!;.y. 



MAGNITUDE OF POVERTY 

NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1960 

<Soaed on Nutnb&r ;,1 1960 FomH!u wlfh Incomes Under 83,000 in !959} 
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~~~ NOD«RATiLY HIGH 

m1!!J IHT£~11EOIAU 
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I'IGURE I 

TABLE l 

STANDARD DEViATION INDEX OF POVERTY INTENSITY 
BY NEW YORK COUNTY, 1960 
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(BASED ON PERCENT OF FAMILIES WITH INCOMES BE.LOW $3, 000) 

Coun:r 
Rank Standard 
Order Deviation 

Soboharle 1 
Franklin ?. 
Lewis 3 
Allegany 4 
Delaware S 
Otsego 6 
Yates 6 
Essax 8 
Greene 9 
Washington 10 
Sullivan 11 
Clinton 12 
St. Lawrence 14 
Chenango 14 
Hamilton 16 
Jol!euon 16 
Warren 17 
Wyoming IS 
Cayuga 19 
Madison 20 
Montgomery .ZZ 
Oswego U 
Cattaraugus 24 
Columbia Z4 
Orleans 24 
Wayne 26 
Livingston . 28 
Schuyler 28 
Tioga 29 

+.65 
+:' 60 
+.48 

. +. 45 

"· 4! 
+. 39 
+, 39 
+. 21 
+. 01 
+. 06 
+. 05 
+. 02 

•• Ol 
•• 01 
•• 08 
-. 08 
-. 11 
•• 18 
-. 22 
•• 27 
•• 28 
•• 28 
•• 29 
-.• Z9 
-. 29 
... 31 
-. 32 
-. 3Z 
-. 33 

County 

Cortland 
Steuben 
Ulster 
Chautauqua 
FultOn 
Sar<i.tog:a 
Orange 
He:»-kimer 
Ontario 
Rensselaer 
New York City 
Genesee 
Seneca 
Cheru1u":g 
Schenectady 
Tompkins 
Albany 
Oneida 
Dutchess 
Eric 
Putnam 
B:roorne 
Onondaga 
Niagara 
Suffolk 
Mont"oe 
Rock}a.nd 
Westchester 
Nassau 

Rank Standard
Order Deviation 

30 
31 
n 
34 
34 
35 
36 
37. 
38 
40 
40 
42 
42 
·43 
44 
44 
46 
47 
48 
49 
so 
.51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

58 

-. 34 
-. 35 
-. 40 
•• 43 
-. 43 
-. 44 
-.47 
-. 49 
-.56 
-. 61. 
-. 62 
-. 63 
-. 63 
-.64 
-. 71 
•• 71 
-. 76 
•• 77 
-. 85 
-. 88 
•.91 

-l. 02 
·l. 03 
-1.05 
.), 08 

-1.09 
-1. 31 
·l. 34 
-1. 59 

Computed from data in U.S., Bureau of the Census,~ 
Ci!Y Data Book; 1962 (Washington: u.s. Goverru-nent Printing Office, 
1962), PP• 253, 263. 

FIGURE 2 Location and Place Names of Nc.w Yor:.: Sta:...e 
counties and Major Urban Centers. 

INTENSITY OF POVERTY 

NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1960 

(Based on 13,000 Family lncom-o lnd•x} 

STANOARO DEVIATION INDEX 

{C~pared with Notional Averaqt) 

Less than snare 

L-.J 0 TO .. , .so 
:=J B£1.0'1'1 -1 $0 

Mort tnon $flare 

m 0 ro .. &0 

Q Urban Plac .. a1 100,000 or moro PllfiOOa 
0 Urban P!oces of 50,000 or more outs14e 

New York City urbanized orto 
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Figure 3 shows intensity of poverty by county in 19 60. Note that 
those counties tha.t have rnore than their share (from 0 to tl standard 
deviation) exhibit rurality; they can clahn no sizeable urban centers and 
in gene~tal, are some distance from larger cities. On the other hand, 
counties with low intensity ra s contain the large urban agglomera
tions. As Table 1 indicates, urban counties in the 0 to -1 standard 
deviation group, Erie {Buffalo city), Oneida (Utica and Rome cities), 
Albany (Albany city), and Schenectady (Schenectady city) also rank low 
:i.n poverty intensity. This suggests a negative relationship between 
poverty intensity and popv.lation; counties with high population concentra~ 
tions -- the urban counties -"· exhibit low poverty intensity. Conversely_, 
counties with low population leveLs -- the rural counties -- show com
paratively high levels of poverty intensity. 

As shown by the scatter cliagTarn in Figure 4a., the counties which 
rank high in poverty intens (Table l), Schoharie, Franklin, Lewis, 
Allegany, Deleware; Ots t'>; and Yates., also rank relatively high in pt·o
portion of farrn families. The county rank correlation between high 
poverty intensity and high proportions of rural farm fam.ilies was deter·
nlined at!.:::. 76. In general, poverty <:cnwng farrn.ers is not due to the 
lack of employment but to underernployrnent and the low earning capacity 
of m.any s1nall farnr units, often clustered in areas that are no longer 
agriculturally competitive. 

In a 1960 study, .~~or~_§tatus. of Upstate New York at Mid
~~ it was noted that 

••• possibly the best single index of economic well
beinf:;: is the proportion of the population in the 20-49 year 
aQe brac}(et. Alrnost invariably counties and communities 
which have a low fraction of the population in the 20-49 
year age group tend to be low incorne, stagnant or static. 14 
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By adopting the 20~49 year age group criterion as a measure of 
the economically most procluctiveJ it follows that counties with a large 
percentage o:£ the population not in this age group are less productive 
and tend to have higher pove;ty- intensity levels. It would also suggest 
that the poorer counties have a larger fraction of the dependent popula
'dono 

The percent of the population not in the 20-49 year age group was 
exam.ined for its relationship >Nith poverty intensity. The relationship 
arnong New York counties is shown by a scatter diagram in Figure 4b. 
Note that counties which rank high _in poverty· intensity (Table 1) also 
rank high :in population not in the 20-49 year age group. The county 
correlation between thiscriterion and the $3,000 index was measured 
at r:::. 80. 

Physical factors combine with a number of related cultura1 factors 
to inhibit econornic growtb. and increase the intensity of poverty in rnany 
rural counties of New Yorke Spatial relationships between hilly or 
rugged terrain and high intensity poverty in Ne-w York State are shown 
in Figure 5. The Tug Hill Upland, a sparsely inhabited and largely for
ested area covering the western half of Lewis county is a high poverty 
intensity area •. On the east, the Adiroridack Mountains limit the agri
cultural production and potential in much of Han1ilton, Franklin, Essex, 
rmd Clinton Counties. With the exception of Harnil.ton, these cou.nties 
are located in the extreme northeastern. portion of the state, a consider
able distance away Lrmn the main axes of transportation and centers of 
economic a.ctivity. Sirnilarly3 because of its location east of the .Hudson 
H.iver and Lake George, ·Washington County is sornewhat isolated and 
removed fron1. state and regional economic growth areas. The cluster 
of counties (Schoharie, Delaware, and Otsego), centering on the rugged 
Catskills, also rates as a high poverty intensity area. Allegany County 
is relatively disfavored by terrain for agricultural or industrial develop·· 
ment as m~ch q£ the county is covered by steeply sloping ridges and 
narrow valleys of the unglaciated Allegheny Hills. Like Allegany County, 
most of the high poverty intensity co<.L."lties are heavily wooded 1 support 
a sparse perrnanf:mt population and have little industry or agriculture. 
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~nti.atinji _!'o:::_~ Magnitude .~nd ~~~Patterns 
~ Program !3trategi~ 

Poverty appears to be a paradoxical condition in a nur:nber of New 
York counties. Two very different patterns are apparent in comparing 
the magnitude and intensity maps shown in Figures 1 and 3. 

Poverty magnitude may hnpact directly on only a small portion of 
a county or city population and> although large in total numbers of poor, 
may be confined within a relatively small areao New York City provides 
a striking example of this condition. In other situations, such as 
Schoharie County, although magnitude levels are low, intensity levels 
are relatively high. Here pove1·ty intensity measures the broad areal 
impact of poverty as a social and economic force throughout much of the 
county and may in fact be evidenced by depressed area conditions. How
ever, individual situations may be misleading. Joseph A. Kershaw, 
former Assistant Director for Research> Plans, Programs and Evalua
tion, Office of Econornic Opportunity, cautioned that when using the 
intensity dimension alone as a rneasure of poverty 

... a county with a few poor comprising the bulk of 
the population will be identified as poor, but a county wi.th 
hundreds of thousands of poor comprising a rninor fraction 
of its population will be shown as prosperous. 15 

These important differentiations between the magnitude and inten
sity dimensions of poverty should be recognized by officials responsible 
for antipoverty progran1s being developed to meet the needs of areas or 
of individuals. , In rural .counties where the intensity of poverty is high, 
program strategies rnigh,t include broad areal economic develop1nent 
aimed at the in.:.m.igration of new industries and the revival and expansion 
of existing older industries •• Out-migration of labor froxn depressed 
rural areas to areas of greater economic opportunity would be encouraged. 
In urban counties where the magnitude of poverty is high, urban clustering 
oi large numbers of poor suggests program strategies to improve indivi·· 
dual job skill levels, thereby increasing employment potential within an 
expanding.·and more complex urban econonlic structure. In either case, 
long range programs in education and technical training are necessary 
adjuncts to short range plans designed primarily to ameliorate .existing 
poverty conditions. 

15 Letter from Mr .. Joseph A, Kershaw, Assistant Director for 
Research, Plans, Progran1.s and Evaluation, Office of Econ01nic 
Opportunity, Washington, D. C., July 1, 1965. 
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l. Intensity and magnitude are dual aspects of the poverty 
problem, each of which is a significant dirnension in different areal 
circumstances. 

2. In general, New York counties which exhibit a high magni-
tude of poverty show a low intensity; those with a high intensity of 
poverty exhibit a low magnitude. 

3. At the county scaley xnagnitude of poverty is an urban pro-
blern. There is a strong positive correlation between the size of urban: 
populations and the magnitude o£ poverty; the larger the population, the 
greater the aggregate poverty. M.agnitude of poverty is least significant 
in rural areas. 

4. At the county scale, intensity of poverty is prirnarily a rural 
problexn. However, intensity of poverty rnay bec01ne an. urban problem. 
when concentrated in enclaves within the central city. 

5. By mapping the spatial variation of poverty intensity.~ a 
nmnber of areal associations with other relevant phenomena can be 
identified. High positive relationships are found between high poverty 
intensity counties and ( l) farm fam.ilie.s, ( 2} popuhttion ~in the pro
ductive age group 1 and (3) terrain conditiomJ. 

Findings .developed in this study at present apply only to the 
county level in New York. It is anticipated that the :methods used herein 
to rneasure poverty ~nagnitude and intensity will prove useful for examip.
ing poverty_ and establishing program strategies among other areal units 
of New York State, such as cities, towns, or even city wards and blocks, 
as statistical data become available for these units. 

The identification and mapping of: poverty by these methods can 
substantially aid the geographer in interpreting the spatial variation of 
poverty, tr;ereby increasing our understanding o£ the poverty problem 
in general and of the geography of poverty in New York in particular. 


