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Appendix A 

National Asian American Poverty Statistics 
 
 
 
According to the 2006 American Community Survey (ACS), median household income for Asians nationwide was 
$63,642, higher than $52,375 for non-Hispanic whites and $48,451 for all Americans.  However, the poverty rate 
for Asian Americans across the country was 10.7 percent, less than the 13.3 percent poverty rate for the nation as a 
whole, but higher than the poverty rate for non-Hispanic whites (9.3 percent).  Asian seniors (age 65 and over) had 
a much higher poverty rates of 12.3 percent compared to seniors in general who had a poverty rate of 9.9 percent 
and non-Hispanic white seniors with a 7.8 percent poverty rate. 
 
Geographically, poverty among Asian Americans varies from state to state, as shown in Table A.1.  With the 
exceptions of New York, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin, Asians had equal or lower 
poverty rates in 2006 than the general population in the states with more than 65,000 Asians.11  Poverty rates 
between the general population and the Asian population were statistically tied in Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Indiana, Missouri, Ohio, and Oregon. 
 
In New York State, Asian Americans were more likely to live in poverty than their fellow residents.  In 2006, 
Asian poverty rates were 15.5 percent compared to 14.2 percent for the entire state of New York.  For Census 
2000, Asian poverty for New York State was 17.4 percent with the general poverty rate at 14.6 percent. 
 
Among the states analyzed, only Hawaii had Asian poverty rates lower than the poverty rates for non-Hispanic 
whites for both the Census 2000 and the 2006 ACS.  In 2006, several more states with 65,000 or more Asians had 
Asian poverty rates statistically tied or lower than non-Hispanic white poverty rates: Florida, Georgia, Kansas, 
Maryland, Nevada, New Jersey, Tennessee, Virginia, and Washington. 

11 For some states (Idaho, North and South Dakota, Montana, Vermont and Wyoming) and the District of Columbia, the 2006 
ACS has too few samples to accurately estimate a poverty rate for Asians in those areas.  In addition, while the 2006 ACS 
reports data for some states with fewer than 65,000 Asians, the single-year ACS estimates for population groups smaller than 
65,000 have a wide margin of error and data for those states will not be discussed here.  When three-year and five-year period 
estimates are released in future years, a full evaluation of all states will be possible.  
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Appendix A 
 
Table A.2 presents poverty rates for the metropolitan areas with 150,000 or more Asians.  Asians in the Boston, 
Philadelphia, Sacramento, and Minneapolis-St. Paul metro areas had poverty rates higher than that of the general 
metro area population.  With the exception of the Honolulu metro area where the poverty rates were a statistical 
tie, Asian poverty rates were higher than the non-Hispanic white poverty rates. 
 
Table A.2: Poverty Rates for Metro Areas with More than 150,000 Asians Ranked by Total Asian 
Population, 2006 

Source: 2006 American Community Survey 
 
 
In Table A.3, the poverty rates for various Asian ethnic groups across the country range from 5.3 percent for 
Filipinos to 26.6 percent for Hmong in 2006.  All the reported Asian ethnicities showed either no statistical change 
or a drop in poverty rates from Census 2000 to the 2006 ACS, while the general population and the non-Hispanic 
white population show an increase in poverty rates over the same time period.  Large decreases in poverty rates 
were reported for Cambodian, Hmong, Indonesian, and Laotian communities. 
 
 
 

Metro Area 
Total 
Population 

Asian 
Population 

Metro 
Area 
Poverty 
Rate 

Non-
Hispanic 
White 
Poverty 
Rate 

Asian 
Poverty 
Rate 

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA  12,950,129 1,770,479 14.1% 7.3% 10.3% 

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, 
NY-NJ-PA  18,818,536 1,729,513 12.8% 6.8% 12.1% 

San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA  4,180,027 909,454 9.7% 6.4% 8.6% 

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA  1,784,826 515,314 9.0% 6.3% 7.8% 

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI  9,506,859 492,663 11.9% 5.8% 8.2% 

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-
MD-WV  5,288,670 450,392 7.0% 3.6% 5.8% 

Honolulu, HI  909,863 402,365 8.4% 7.0% 7.2% 

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA  3,263,497 338,177 9.6% 7.4% 8.9% 

Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX  5,542,048 311,303 14.9% 7.1% 9.5% 

San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA  2,941,454 302,392 11.7% 6.9% 10.7% 

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX  6,006,094 284,084 12.9% 6.7% 11.2% 

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH  4,455,217 258,046 9.2% 6.4% 14.4% 

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE-MD 5,826,742 247,366 11.8% 6.1% 14.8% 

Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA  2,067,117 238,425 11.1% 8.2% 13.1% 

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA  4,026,135 222,686 13.0% 9.0% 10.5% 

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA  5,134,871 208,881 11.9% 6.6% 8.9% 

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI  3,175,041 158,492 8.9% 5.7% 15.0% 
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Table A.3: Nationwide Poverty Rates by Asian American Ethnicity for 2000 and 2006 

 
Source: Census 2000 and 2006 American Community Survey 
N/A indicates sample size too small for data to be reported. 
* indicates that the difference from Census 2000 poverty rate is not statistically significant. 
 
 
The map in Figure A.1 identifies states where Asians have a higher poverty rate than the general state population.  
Because 2006 poverty statistics for Asians were not available for all states, Figure A.1 uses Census 2000 poverty 
data.  Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Rhode Island all had Asian poverty rates exceeding the state poverty rates by 10 
percent or more.  In states where Asians had lower poverty rates, the rates were only a few percentage points lower 
than the general poverty rates, the largest difference being 4.9 percent. 

Ethnicity 
Census 2000 
Poverty Rate 

2006 ACS 
Poverty Rate 

2006 ACS 
Margin of Error 

Nation 12.4% 13.3% ±0.1% 

Non-Hispanic White 8.1% 9.3% ±0.1% 

Asian 12.6% 10.7% ±0.3% 

    

Bangladeshi 21.3% 22.5%* ±5.5% 

Cambodian 29.3% 18.5% ±2.7% 

Chinese 13.5% 12.1% ±0.6% 

Chinese excluding Taiwanese 13.4% 12.0% ±0.6% 

Filipino 6.3% 5.3% ±0.4% 

Hmong 37.8% 26.6% ±3.6% 

Indian 9.8% 8.2% ±0.5% 

Indonesian 20.9% 11.8% ±2.9% 

Japanese 9.7% 9.1%* ±0.8% 

Korean 14.8% 13.7%* ±0.9% 

Laotian 18.5% 11.7% ±2.1% 

Malaysian 25.0% N/A  

Pakistani 16.5% 17.2%* ±2.8% 

Sri Lankan 10.4% N/A  

Taiwanese 14.7% 12.8%* ±2.4% 

Thai 14.4% 13.3%* ±2.0% 

Vietnamese 16.0% 13.6% ±0.9% 
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About the Asian American Federation 
 
 
 
The Asian American Federation is a non-profit organization that works to advance the civic voice and well-being 
of Asian Americans.  We raise funds to meet community needs, undertake research to inform policies that affect 
the Asian American community, and provide capacity-building support to strengthen community organizations. 
 
Established in 1990, the Federation is a pan-Asian membership organization.  We fund, serve and advocate on 
behalf of 42 member agencies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Related Publications 
 
Asian American Federation (February 2003).  Asian American Elders in New York City:  A Study of Health, Social 
Needs, Quality of Life and Quality of Care.  New York, NY. 
 
Asian American Federation (June 2008).  Revitalizing Chinatown Businesses:  Challenges and Opportunities.  
New York, NY. 
 
Asian American Federation (November 2005).  Economic Characteristics of Asian Americans in the New York 
Metropolitan Area.  New York, NY. 
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