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What does it mean

to be poor in America?

An examination of a variety of measures
of material well-being shows those individuals
living in poor families, in single-parent families,

and in families receiving welfare
to be significantly worse off

than those living in nonpoor families

o understand the relationship between

I poverty and living conditions, a multifac-

eted understanding of what it means to be
poor is required. In one sense, the answer 1o the
question “What does it mean to be poor?” is
straightforward—having cash income below the
official poverty line for a given family size. Ina
broader sense, the living conditions of the poor
are difficult to measure, both bhecause annual
cash income is only one factor related to living
conditions, and because the poor are quite het-
erogeneous,

This article represents an effort to get closer to
the answer by surnmarizing findings from nine na-
tional surveys that shed light on the living condi-
tions of individuals living in poor and nonpoor
families. It differs from earlier examinations of liv-
ing conditions and the material well-being of
American families in that it draws upon a broader
set of household surveys and atiempts to maximize
uniformity in the definition of family types and
poverty. This work represents a coordinated effort
of representatives of various Federal agencies that
produce and analyze data from nationally repre-
sentative surveys.! The aim in this process has been
to produce measurements of material well-being
for an expanded set of dimensions, following a
methodology that would promote comparability
across surveys as much as possible.

Related research?

Although the official poverty measure in the
United States is defined in terms of current be-
fore-tax cash income, some aspects of economic
welfare can be more accurately gauged by mea-
suring consumption or other dimensions of liv-
ing conditions. Income measures ignore home-
ownership and other assets that can be impor-
tant sources of consumption. Thus, some people,
such as those who are retired or those whose in-
comes are only temporarily low, may be classi-
fied as poor based on income but do not have
low consumption. Furthermore, the official pov-
erty rate does not account for taxes or in-kind
transfers such as food stamps or government-
provided medical insurance, which improve liv-
ing conditions without affecting a family's offi-
cial poverty status.’

To address some of the limitations of basing
the measure of poverty solely on cash income,
David M. Cutler and Lawrence F. Katz compare
poverty rates constructed using consumption ex-
penditure data from the Consumer Expenditure
Survey with the oificial poverty rates based on
income from the Current Population Survey.*
They find that, while the poverty rate is lower
when measured using expenditures, trends in
poverty rates based on both income and expen-
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ditures are similar, and both rates rose during the 1980’s, par-
ticularly for the nonelderly.

Daniel T. Slesnick also finds that consumption expenditure-
based poverty rates are lower than income-based measures.”
He notes that the reported postwar trend poverty is sensitive
to the equivalence scale used and, for the late 1970°s and the
1980’s, to the price indexes used for the analysis.

Other researchers have analyzed measures of specific dimen-
sions of material and economic well-being such as housing,
neighborhood quality, consumer durables, income sources,
spending patterns, and health to study the living conditions of
low-income children and families. For example, Robert Rector
analyzes the 1989 American Housing Survey and finds that
nearty 40 percent of all households with incomes below the of-
ficial poverty line own their own homes, but that only 18 per-
cent of poor, single-parent families are homeowners.® The me-
dian value of homes owned by the poor is 58 percent of the
median value of all homes owned in the United States. In addi-
tion, he reports that only 8 percent of poor households are over-
crowded (defined as more than one person per room), and 53
percent of poor households have some type of air conditioning.

A recent Children’s Defense Fund report summarizes find-
ings along a large number of dimensions of disparities in re-
sources and outcomes between poor and nonpoor children.”
The evidence ranges from analysis of national data sources to
studies limited 10 a specific State or community. According to
the report, poor children have higher rates of various health
problems, inferior housing, inferior schools, less access to
computers and educational materials at home, inferior child
care, higher rates of child abuse, higher rates of parental sub-
stance abuse, more frequent moves, more exposure to toxic
chemicals and pollution, higher rates of lead poisoning, and
other disadvantages.

Using data from the American Housing Survey, the de-
cennial census, the Consumer Expenditure Survey, and
the National Health Interview Survey, Susan Mayer and Chris-
topher Jencks examine trends in various measures of the ma-
terial well-being of children from 1969 to 1989.% They find
that children in families in the lowest quintile of income have
made both absolute and relative gains over time across a vari-
ety of measures of housing quality. Low-income children are
now less likely to live in crowded housing and more likely to
live in homes with indoor plumbing, central heat, and major
appliances such as air conditioners and dishwashers. In addi-
tion, they are now more likely to have seen a doctor in the
preceding year. At the same time, low-income children are
now less likely to live in households that own their own homes
or have access to an automobile, and are more likely to live in
neighborhoods identified by their parents as having a crime
problem.

Mayer and Jencks suggest that some of the improvement in
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housing conditions may have resulted because newer housing
for low-income families became available as their more afflu-
ent counterparts moved to the suburbs. Government programs
may also have played a role in improving living conditions in
some dimensions. For example, these researchers report that
the proportion of low-income children having access to a tele-
phone grew during the 1970's, when universal access was a
government policy, but ceased growing during the 1980’s
when universal access declined as a policy priority. In sum-
mary, Mayer and Jencks note that, despite the gains experi-
enced by low-income children, their measured living condi-
tions remain significantly lower relative to other children’s.

Using data from the 1992-94 Consumer Expenditure Sur-
vey, William D. Passero® examines selected characteris-
tics and spending patterns of working poor and nonworking
poor consumer units. A consumer unit is defined as poor if it
received welfare income'? at any time during the preceding
12 months, and as working poor if the unit had at least one
member who worked outside the home for at least 27 weeks
over the preceding 12 months."

Passero reports that consumer units in the working poor
group are larger; these units have an average of more than 4
persons, compared with 3.5 persons in the nonworking poor
group. Consumer units in the working group report average
total expenditures that are 85 percent higher than those of the
nonworking group. Not surprisingly, the nonworking poor
apportion a greater share of expenditures to commodities such
as food, shelter, and utilities. About 40 percent of spending is
for shelter and utilities and 30 percent is for food among the
nonworking group, while only 30 percent of the total is for
shelter and utilities and 20 percent is for food among the con-
sumer units with at least one working member. The spending
share on transportation for the working poor is almost twice
(18 percent) that of the nonworking poor. Ownership of vari-
ous durable items, or access to them in the home, is signifi-
cantly lower for the nonworking poor. However, home com-
puters are scarce among both groups; about 10 percent of the
working poor report home access to or ownership of comput-
ers, while 4 percent of the nonworking poor do so.

Mark Lino examines income sources, spending patterns, and
characteristics of poor households with at least one child, using
the 1990-92 Consumer Expenditure Survey.'? Lino applies a
stricter definition of poverty than has generally been used by
others: a household is poor if its before-tax income is below
the official poverty thresholdand its total expenditures are below
the official poverty threshold.'* He reports that a majority of
these poor households have reference persons who are single
parents (51 percent) and that 97 percent of these single parents
are mothers. Food stamps is the most commonly reporied source
of income for poor households with children. (Sixty-nine
percent of these households reported income from food stamps




during the survey period.) Fifty-four percent of the poor
households report receiving wages or salaries, and 54 percent
report receiving some type of public assistance. In addition,
Lino finds that, of those households with reference persons
who are unemployed, 65 percent report not working because
they were taking care of family members and 18 percent
report not working because of illness.

Scope and method

Nine nationally representative surveys were analyzed to cre-
ate a comprehensive picture of the living situations of
families: the 1993 American Housing Survey, the 1992-93
Consumer Expenditure Survey, the 1993-94 Current Popula-
tion Survey (October 1993 Education Supplement and March
1994 Annual Demographic Supplement), the 1992 High
School and Beyond Survey, the 1992-93 National Crime Vic-
timization Survey, the 1993 National Health Interview Sur-
vey, the 1993 National Household Education Survey (School
Readiness Compoenent and School Safety and Discipline Com-
ponent), the 198990 National Maternal and Infant Health
Survey, and the 1992 Survey of Income and Program Partici-
pation—Extended Measures of Well-Being topical module.
Here, the year of the survey refers to the interview or collec-
tion period. Reference periods are noted in the table footnotes
and in the survey descriptions presented in appendix A.

In general, results are shown for individuals living in both
poor and nonpoor families. Families are defined as including
a household head, or reference person, and household mem-
bers related to the head by blood, marriage, or other legal
arrangement, Thus, individuals living alone and unrelated in-
dividuals living in the household are not included. An excep-
tion is the analysis of the National Crime Victimization Sur-
vey; for this survey, results of all households are presented
because data on families were not available.

For all surveys bui one, the poor are defined as those
individuals living in families whose before-cash incomes fall
below the official poverty thresholds for their family type.' For
the Consumer Expenditure Survey, total family expenditures,
tather than incomes, are compared to the official thresholds. In
each of the other surveys, the definition of family before-tax
income is designed to be as close as possible to the definition of
income used by the Census Bureau in calculating official
poverty rates. The definition of family expenditures is the same
as that used in official Bureau of Labor Statistics publications.
(See appendix A.) Because of differences in the questions asked
and in the definition of income used, it is not possible to match
income levels exactly across surveys. However, because poverty
rates for individuals in each family type are similar across most
of the surveys, any differences are likely to be minimal.'*

All of the estimates presented in this article were tabulated
on a person-weighted, rather than family-weighted, basis.'s

This is in contrast to the procedure followed in most of the
previous research cited above. In those other studies, aver-
ages across families rather than across individuals are pro-
duced when results by family characteristics of the poor and
nonpoor are tabulated. With the approach used here, one can
make statements about the living conditions of individuals.
For example, in 1993, 40.8 percent of all poor individuals
living in families lived in homes that their families owned. In
most cases, the use of person-weights has little impact on the
findings. For example, results from the American Housing
Survey and those from the Survey of Income and Program
Participation differ only marginally when estimated with per-
son-weights versus family-weights (results not shown). For
the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Current Popula-
tion Survey, the use of person-weights leads to slightly higher
mean total family expenditures and incomes than when fam-
ily-weights are used; however, the percent distributions of
expenditures and income change little."”

rson-weights, rather than family-weights, were used here
for two reasons. First, person-weighted results for sur-
veys in which the unit of data collection is the family (the
American Housing Survey; the Consumer Expenditure Sur-
vey; data on income sources, taxes, and benefits in the Cur-
rent Population Survey; and the Survey of Income and Pro-
gram Participation) are more directly comparable to results
from the surveys in which the unit of data collection is the
individual (the remaining five surveys, and the educational
attainment and health insurance receipts components of the
Current Population Survey). Second, the material living con-
ditions of family members are the focus of this article and
weighting each family’s characteristics by the number of
people in the family gives the best approximation of that con-
cept. There is, however, no adjustment for differences in
economies of scale in the household, nor is account taken of
differences between adults and children in terms of their
needs; this is most relevant for understanding the income and
expenditure results. One can say, for example, that the aver-
age family income of individuals living in poor families is
$8,501; however, this does not mean that each person has full
access to this income, but only that the average individual
lives in a household with this income. With greater family
size, individuals would Jikely be worse off in a welfare sense
than members of smaller families with the same income.

In addition to estimates for individuals living in poor and
nonpoor families, results also are produced for two sub-
populations: individuals in poor, single-parent families and
individuals in families receiving welfare. Poor, single-par-
ent farnilies are defined as families that have incomes below
the official poverty threshold and that have an unmarried
head of household and at least one child under age 18.'8
Families receiving welfare are defined as families with chil-
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dren' that report receiving welfare assistance sometime dur-
ing the reference period. To allow for maximum compara-
bility of results, the following discussion usually focuses on
poor, single-parent families because the definition of fami-
lies receiving welfare varies across some surveys and is ab-
sent in others.”® The accompanying tables present data for all
individuals living in families receiving welfare assistance,
rather than for persons in poor families that receive assis-
tance. It is not uncommon for families who receive welfare at
some point over the reference period to have income above
the poverty line measured over the entire interval. For ex-
ample, job loss or divorce could make a family eligible for
welfare assistance at some peint in the period, even if the
average income over the whole period is above the poverty
line. In addition, some programs have eligibility thresholds
above the poverty line. Because results are similar for both
groups, we present tabulations for only one. In those cases in
which results are substantially different, results for poor fami-
lies receiving welfare also are noted.

Percent distributions of persons and of mean income and
expenditures of famnilies are presented for four family types:
nonpoor families; poor families; poor, single-parent families;
and families receiving welfare.

-A porirait of the poor

The results for individuals living in poor and nonpoor fami-
lies are divided into seven categories: income sources,
spending patterns, housing, consumer durables and utilities,
crime and neighborhood, health and nutrition, and educa-
tion. In the first four categories, the unit of data collection is
the family; thus, results are presented by family chracteristic.
For example, the mean total expenditures of poor families is
$11,596. The unit of data collection for the last two catego-
ries is the individual in general; thus, resuits are for the aver-
age individual of the relevant population. For example, 27
percent of poor children aged 5 to 7 years have fewer than
10 books. The crime and neighborhood category has mea-
sures of both family {or household) and individual charac-
teristics. The final table presents an “index of deprivation”
for individuals that reflects several family characteristics.

Summary tables of all variables discussed in the text are
provided for each category. The source survey for each vari-
able is noted in each table. All differences discussed below
are statistically significant at the I-percent level.

Income sources. Poor families differ from nonpoor fami-
lies both in the levels and sources of their incomes. (See table
1.) The average poor person lives in a family whose income
is about a sixth as much as the family income of the average
nonpoor person ($8,501 versus $55,394). For the single-par-
ent poor and those in families receiving welfare, average
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I=NN income and selected taxes and transfers
of families In 1993
" Poot Sl‘l:“glo- Families
em parent poor | receiving
families | families tamilies wollcre
Current Population
Survey
Total before-tax
family incoms ............| $55,394 $8,501 $6,704 $12,678
Parcent of income
from:
Wages and salaries .. 78.9 50.0 35.8 46.0
Self-employment
[aIINGs .....ceeevenen 6.2 1.7 6 1.3
Public assistance/
walfare ..........ocoveenes 2 20.3 39.8 M6
Selected taxes and
transfers:
Federal income tax ...| $6,878 $15 $7 $268
State income tax ....... 1,805 19 7 a5
FICA payrolt 1ax .......... 3,003 370 187 446
Eamed income tax
credit........cooooeeveenene. 116 484 356 321
Public assistance/
welfare .......... 115 1,727 2,701 4,381
Food stamps .. 65 1,392 1,871 2,241
Note: Family-level data, person-weighted. Data collected in March 1994,
with 1893 as the reference period.

family incomes are $6,794 and $12,678.2

The average nonpoor person lives in a family that receives
85.1 percent of its income from wages, salaries, and self-em-
ployment earnings, compared to 52 percent for the poor and
only 36 percent for those in poor, single-parent families. A
larger proportion of the income of poor families comes from
public assistance and welfare: 20 percent, compared with
only 0.2 percent for the nonpoor. For those in poor, singie-
parent families, 40 percent of family income comes from pub-
lic assistance and welfare,

Not surprisingly, poor families pay less in taxes and re-
ceive more in government transfers than do the nonpoor. On
average, the Earned Income Tax Credit fully offsets the Fed-
eral and State income and FICA payroll taxes for the family of
the average poor person. Additional taxes, such as sales taxes,
are not included in these calculations. The family of the aver-
age nonpoor person pays an estimated $11,660 in Federal and
State income and FiCA taxes (less the Earned Income TFax
Credit). The average poor person lives in a family that re-
ceives $1,727 in public assistance and welfare and $1,392 in
food stamps. For those in poor, single-parent families, wel-
fare and food stamp transfers are $2,701 and $1.871 ($4,381
and $2,241 for families receiving welfare),

Spending patterns.  In this section, expenditure data from
the Consumer Expenditure Survey, in conjunction with the
official poverty thresholds, are used to determine if an indi-
vidual lives in a poor family. Individuals defined as poor us-
ing expenditure data may not have the same famnily charac-




teristics as individuals identified as income-poor in other sec-
tions of this article.”? Poverty rates, measured using expen-
diture data, are generally lower than in the other surveys,
although trends across family types are similar.

Differences between the poor and the nonpoor in aver-
age family expenditures are smaller than differences in
average family incomes. (See table 2.) While average fam-
ily incomes of the non-income-poor are over 6 times as
large as those for the income-poor ($55,394 versus $8,501),
average family expenditures of the non-expenditure-poor
are only about 3 times as large as those for the expenditure-
poor ($36,926 versus $11,596). For the single-parent poor
and those in families receiving welfare, average family
expenditures are $9,172 and $16,280.2

According to the data presented in tables 1 and 2, total fam-
ily expenditures exceed total before-tax family income for all
but the nonpoor. Transfer benefits, such as food stamps, are
not reflected in the income figures, nor are taxes paid by fami-
lies. When these are accounted for in income, the spending
power of poor families increases, For example, if the value of
food stamps and the Earned Income Tax Credit are added to
before-tax income, and taxes paid are subtracted, the ratio of
expenditures to income becomes smaller, falling from 1.36 1o
1.16 for poor families, from 1.35 10 1.04 for single-parent
poor families, and from 1.28 10 1.13 for welfare families. The
fact that expenditures still exceed income is likely related to
how expenditures are defined (appendix A), possible under-
reporting of income compared to expenditures, differences in
the types of families that are considered poor on the basis of
income versus expenditures, and differences in income and
expenditure distributions.?*

[[=IsI=0 8  Expenditures by families in 1992-93
Single- Famities
Nonpoor Poor
Expenditures parent poor | receiving
families | familles tamilies wellare
Cousumer
Expenditure
Interview Survey
Total family
expenditures .......| $36,926 $11,598 $9,172 $16,280
Percent of
expanditures for:
Food ..., 15.6 298 343 25.5
Sheiter ... 18.6 223 255 24.0
Utilities ..... 6.9 14.0 13.7 10.8
Apparel ................ 49 5.1 6.7 6.0
Transportation ....., 201 10.3 6.4 13.3
Health care .......... 54 29 1.2 2.2
Entertainment ...... 5.4 28 28 3.9
Personal
insurance and
pensions ............, 109 5.4 2.1 4.8
Note: Famity-level data, person-weighted. Quartlerly data coliected from
January 1992 to December 1993, with reference period from Oclober 1991
fo November 1993, Results are presented for expenditure nonpoor and
poor families.

The composition of spending also varies by family type.
Not surprisingly, a greater share of poor people’s total expen-
ditures is allocated to purchasing items frequently considered
necessities: food, shelter, utilities, and apparel. Seventy-one
percent of poor persons’ family expenditures are spent on
these necessities, compared to 46 percent for the nonpoor.
For those in expenditure-poor, single-parent families, an even
larger share of total family expenditures, 80 percent, is spent
on necessities. Spending a larger share of total expenditures
on necessities leaves a smaller portion for other items such as
transportation, health care, personal insurance and pensions,
and entertainment (including admissions to events, television,
toys, and pets).

Housing.  Rates of homeownership vary dramatically across
both income levels and family types. (See table 3.) Seventy-
eight percent of the nonpoor live in homes that their families
own, compared with only 41 percent of the poor. For those in
poor, single-parent families and those in families receiving
welfare, the homeownership rate is even lower, 24 percent.
Thus, the nonpoor are 3 times more likely to live in homes
they own than are those in poor, single-parent families.

The main reason for the difference in ownership rates be-
tween all individuals in poor families and individuals in poor,
single-parent families is the high rate of ownership among in-
dividuals in poor, elderly families, 63 percent of whom live in -
homes they own (results not shown). In addition, 51 percent
of people in poor two-parent families live in homes they own.

The poor are at greater risk of being evicted from their
home or apartment, with eviction rates 5 times as high as those
of the nonpoor. While only 0.4 percent of the nonpoor were
evicted in the previous 12 months, 2.1 percent of the poor,
2.4 percent of the single-parent poor, and 2.6 percent of those
in welfare-recipient families lost their homes, Twenty-six per-
cent of the poor and 29 percent of those receiving welfare
were in families that did not pay the full rent or mortgage at
some point in the survey year. The rate for the nonpoor was
much lower, only 7.5 percent.

Those in poor and nonpoor families differ according to the
characteristics and condition of their housing as well. For
example, poor individuals are more than twice as likely to
live in crowded housing; 19 percent of those in poor families
live in housing with more than one person per room, com-
pared to only 4 percent of the nonpoor. Similarly, those in
poor families are about twice as likely to live in housing with
upkeep problems as are the nonpoor. Eleven percent of the
poor have housing with moderate upkeep problems and 4
percent have severe upkeep problems. Among persons living
in nonpoor families, 4 percent have housing with moderate
problems and 2 percent have severe problems.

Consumer durables and utilities.  For some major consumer
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cos |

[Percent of persons)

Housing characteristics in 1992 and 1993

- Famiiies
Nonpoor Poor Sing
H characteristic parent poor | recelving
ousing famiiles tamitles fomilies welf
American Housing Survey
OWned NOMB .....ooooeerecrreenererrsasranes 776 408 24.3 249
More than one parson per room
(Crowding} .......cccrververreremrerasesmsrrsmnaras 42 19.2 16.7 236
Moderate upkeep problams 33 13 125 1.9
Severe upkeap problems ... veeeee. 1.7 a8 44 4.3
Survey of Income and
Program Participation
Conditions in home unsatisfactory
enough that one would like to move . 9.5 266 335 345
In the past 12 months, there was a
fime when the household:
Did not pay the full amcunt of the
rent or MOMGgage ......ocemverrerneernensans 75 259 26.0 291
Was evicted from home/apartment
for not paying rent/mortgage ......... 4 2.1 24 26

period.

Note: Family-level data, person-weighted. American Housing Survey data were collected from July
through December 1993, with 1983 as the referance period. Survey of income and Program Participation
data were collected from September through December of 1992, with these same months as the reference

{Percent of persons]

Durable Herns and utilities1992 and 1993

Single- Familles
Nonpoor Poor
Burable or utility hem farniies fomilies W':mﬂ'“l:'wf fﬁwe:m
Survey of Income and
Program Participation
Items currently in the home or building
that are in working condition:
Washing machine ....... 927 71.7 67.5 66.3
Ciothes dryer. ..... 873 50.2 439 448
Refrigerator......... 59.5 are 98.1 58.2
Color television ... 58.5 25 821 922
StOVe e 99.5 97.7 87.3 98.0
Air conditioning ... 71.8 486 46.0 40.7
Telephona ........ccccevevverecrneeceeereeenees 97.2 78.7 69.9 875
In the past 12 months, there was a
time when the household:
Did not pay the full amcunt of the
gas, oil, or electricity bill ................. 9.8 324 37.0 40.7
Had service tumed off by the gas,
electric, or oil company .................. 1.8 85 10.1 105
Had telephone service disconnected
because payment was not made .. 3.2 16.0 18.0 20.3
American Housing Survey
Car or truck OWNBT .........cconvrerrricrien 987.2 76.8 B4.1 65.3

Norte: Family-level data, person-weighted. Survey of Income and Program Participation data collection
and reference pericds are September through December 1932. American Housing Survey data were
collected betwsen July and December 1993, with 1993 as the reference period.
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durables, the poor and nonpoor differ
little in access. (See table 4.) Almost
all of the poor, like the nonpoor, have
access to refrigerators and stoves:
98 percent versus 99.5 percent. Also,
92 percent of people in poor and in
single-parent poor families and 98
percent of people living in non-
poor families have access to a color
television.?

For several other consumer dura-
bles, the poor have considerably lower
rates of access, although for most of
the iterns measured, their access rates
are still above 50 percent. For ex-
ample, 77 percent of the poor and 70
percent of the single-parent poor have
access to a telephone, compared with
97 percent of the nonpoor. Similarly,
72 percent of the nonpoor live in fami-
lies that have air conditioning (central
or room), while 50 percent of those in
poor families and 46 percent of those
in poor, single-parent families do.
People in poor families also are con-
siderably less likely to have access to
washing machines and apparel dryers.
(Because the Survey of Income and
Program Participation asks whether
the family has these items in either the
home or the building, actual owner-
ship rates of some items are likely
lower.} About 77 percent of the poor
and 64 percent of those in poor, single-
parent families have a household car
or truck available, compared to 97 per-
cent of the nonpoor.

Finally, the poor are more likely to
have problems paying utility bills and
to have services cut off. The poor and
the single-parent poor are more than 3
times as likely as the nonpoor to have
not paid their utility bill at some time
during a 12-month period. The poor
are more than 4 times as likely to have
their utilities cut off, while the single-
parent poor are more than 5 times as
likely. Finally, the poor are 5 times as
likely as the nonpoor to have their tele-
phone service disconnected because
payments were not made, while the
single-parent poor are 6 times as likely.




Crime and neighborhood.  Individuals who live in poor house-
holds,” especially those in poor, single-parent households, are
much more likely to be victims of crime than are those who
live in other households. (See table 5.) Those living in poor
households are twice as likely as the nonpoor to be victims of
violent crimes (rape, assault, and robbery); those in poor,
single-parent households are more than 3 times as likely.
The difference in the incidence of personal theft between
the poor and the nonpoor is not statistically significant, but
those in poor, single-parent households again suffer crimes at
a higher rate. Rates of theft for the nonpoor are 60 per 1,000
people per year, compared to 66 for the poor and 85 for those
in poor, single-parent households. The rates of incidence for
household crimes (burglary, household theft, or motor vehicle
theft) are high for both the poor and the poor in single-parent
families. Poor households are almost one and a half (imes as
likely and poor, single-parent households are more than twice
as likely as nonpoor households to suffer these crimes.
Consistent with the statistics on crime victimization, the
poor are less likely to report living in safe neighborhoods.
Ninety-three percent of the nonpoor live in families whose
family head reports that the neighborhood is safe from crime,
compared to only 78 percent of the poor, 72 percent of those
in poor, single-parent families, and 67 percent of those in
families receiving welfare. Similarly, the poor are more likely
to live in families whose head reports being afraid to go
out®: this was the case for only 9 percent of the nonpoor,
compared with 19.5 percent of the poor, 21 percent of those

in poor, single-parent families, and 25 percent of those in
families receiving welfare.

Overall, the poor are more likely to express dissatisfaction
with the communities in which they live: 18 percent of the
poor and 25 percent of those in poor, single-parent families
are in households that report that their neighborhood is bad
enough that they would like to move, compared with only 7
percent of the nonpoor. Similarly, 15 percent of the poor and
20 percent of persons in poor, single-parent families are in
families that report that community services in their neigh-
borhoods are bad enough that they would like to move, com-
pared with only 6 percent of the nonpoor.

Given that these measures of safety and neighborhood qual-
ity are subjective, it is plausible that differences would be
greater if measured on an absolute scaie, because people tend
to adjust their expectations according to their experiences.”

Health and nutrition.  Poor mothers are much more likely than
are nonpoor mothers to experience problems in birth and
pregnancy. (See table 6.) The number of infant deaths within the
first year is higher:  13.5 per 1,000 live births for poor mothers
and 14.6 for poor, single mothers, compared to 8.3 for nonpocr
mothers. Similarly, the percentage of live births with low weight
and the rate of preterm births is about twice as high for poor and

for single, poor mothers as for nonpoor mothers.®
Poor and nonpoor mothers also differ in quality of prenatal
care. The Centers for Disease Controt defines inadequate pre-
natal care as lack of prenatal doctor visits in the first trimester,
a strong predictor of birth outcomes.

" -three percent of poor m
Characteristics of crime and neighborhood conditions in 1992 Forty-three p ot poor others
and 49 percent of poor, single mothers
. reported no prenatal doctor visits in the
Charactersh Nohpoor . Poll‘" ws"'dm ,.c: '."wmm' g' first trimester, compared with only 16
fomiiles omilies famitles weare percent of nonpoor mothers.
Poor children are more likely to
Naﬂoil:‘leCrimes"himmﬂon have had a disability or heaith impair-
rview Surve .
Volent o y 000’ | ment lasting more than 6 months:
Tl paop| N
pe?yearmespee 26.16 53.68 87.50 24 percent of poor children (aged 3
mi_&e; 1,000 peopu: 83{) year ...... 59.69 66.01 84.66 through 7) suffered such problems,
crmes, per 1,
hQUSENOKIS PEE YEAI ... | 14320 207.10 317.58 compared o 18 percent of nonpoor
S o | children. Similarly, 25 percent of poor
Al TCO] . . . .y
Program Participation children in single-parent families have
{percent of persons) had a disability.
:feiqrbomood safe from crime .......... 83.0 78.1 72.4 67.4 Poor children also are less likely to
m@ggbmgrggo%moaﬁaﬁi'éﬁ'ﬁéa"éh"c'aﬂﬁt'\"' 8.7 8.5 207 24.6 have a particular clinic, health center,
ct::al ona "\;Jould like Lo :mve 65 18.4 24.5 27.5 or doctor’s office that they usually visit
mmunity services bad enough that : :
0ne would like 10 MOV ... 55 15.1 19.7 205 when sick, and are more likely to use an
Nore: For the National Crime Viciimization Interview Survey, results are presented for househalds or | CTRCTECTCY r00m as their usual clinic, if
persons iving n househalds, rather than for famiiss. Family-and householc-leveldata ere person-weighied, |  they have one. Twenty-three percent of
axcept for data from the National Crime Victimization Interview Survey. Person-level data are presented for i
crimes and thefts. National Crime Victimization Interview Survey data were collected bemllen January poor children usually use,a'?l emergePCy
1992 and June 1993, with 1992 as the reference period. Survey of income and Program Participation data room or have no usual clinic when sick,
collection and reference periods are September through Decermber 1992. compared to only 8 percent of nonpoor

Monthly Labor Review May 1996 ¢




Poor in America

children. Poor and nonpoor children do not differ as to whether
they have a usual place to which they go for routine care.

Poor and nonpoor children under age 18 do not differ sig-
nificantly in terms of whether they had visited a doctor in the
past year, perhaps because medicaid is available to poor chil-
dren. However, poor children are less likely to see a dentist
regularly. Sixty-two percent of nonpoor children have seen a
dentist within the last year, compared with only 41 percent of
the poor.

Differences also exist in the presence and source of health
insurance coverage. Thirteen percent of those in nonpoor
families, compared with 29 percent of those in poor families,
are not covered by health insurance at any time during the year.
Those in poor, single-parent families actually have a lower rate,
19 percent, than do all poor families. The higher coverage of the
single-parent poor most likely resuits from their access to medi-
caid. The poor are less likely to be covered by private health in-
surance and are more likely to be covered by medicaid for all or
part of the year. Only 24 percent of the poor (17 percent of those

in poor, single-parent families) have private health insurance,
while 46 percent are covered by medicaid (68 percent of the
single-parent poor), In contrast, 78 percent of the nonpoor have
private health insurance and only 6 percent are covered by
medicaid.

Finally, the poor are more likely to live in families that
report sometimes or often not having enough food to eat.
Ninety-nine percent of the nonpoor live in families where
the head reports having enough food to eat, compared to 89
percent of persons in poor families and 87 percent of per-
sons in poor, single-parent families.

Education.  Poor students are more likely to have repeated
a grade and to have been expelled from school. (See table 7.)
Thirty-one percent of poor youth (grades 3 through 12) are
reported by their parents to have repeated a grade, which is
twice the rate for nonpoor students, 15 percent. Poor students
are more than 3 times as likely as are nonpoor students to be
expelled from school, 3.4 percent versus 1.0 percent. Also,

UslsICH-M  Hedqlth charactevistics of persons in 1988, 1992, and 1993

Nonpoor Poor Single- Fariies
Characteristic parent poor recelving
famllies families familios weolfore
National Maternal and Infant Health Survey
Number per 1,000 live binths:
INfant deaths in firSt YBAK ..o vt s e s s e 8.3 13.5 14.6 14.3
Percent of live births:
Low birth weight (less than 2,500 Qrams) .........eccccii e veeessssnssssens 55 10.2 12.8 1.6
Preterm (gostation under 37 WBEKS) ........riiiriree oo e veessesreesenesmerenen 7.3 13.0 152 15.1
Percent of mothers:
Inadequate prenatal care .................. 156 43.1 48.8 421
National Houschold Education Survey
Percent of children aged 3 to 7 years:
Is there a particular clinic, health centar, doctor's office, or
other place the child is usuaJIy taken when sick?
Yes, an emergency room . . .. 5.3 14.7 172 | .
No ... 3.1 8.3 61 | ..
Child has a usual plaoe 'whers thay are taken for routin care 41.8 40.1 402 | ..
Child ever had one or more disabling conditions .. . 17.5 23.8 247 | ...
National Health Interview Survey
Peresnt of children under age 18 who:
Visited the doctor in the Past YBAN ... e eeeere 84.0 80.0
Visited the dentist in the Past YBar ... e s e s 62.0 410 | L
Current Population Survey
Percent of persons:
Covered by private health insurance for all or part of the YOAr .. 80.0 21.1 %0 | L.
Covered by medicaid for all or par of the year . . 8.1 54.5 1 | .
Not covered by health insurance at any llme clunng the year 121 26.8 18.0
Survey of Income and Program Participation
Percent of parsons Ilvmg in famllles that had enough food in
the past 4 months .. 98.6 89.0 86.9 85.8

Note:  Data are for individuals, except that the Survey of income and Pro-
gram Participation results are based on family-level data, person-waighted
National Matemai and Infant Health Survey data were collected in 1989 and
1890, with 1988 as the reference period. Current Population Survey dala were
collected in March 1994, with 1993 as the reference period. National House-
hold Education Survey data were coliected from January through April 1993;

the reference period is the period since the beginning of the 1992-93 school
year, or the curmrent period. Survey of Income and Program Particpation data
collection and reference periods are September through December 1992.
National Health Interview Survey data were collected from January through
Decemnber 1593, with the 12 months prior 1o the interview as the reference
period.
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[CIERE Educational characteristics of persons in 1992-93
[in percent of persons]

Nonpoor Poor Single-parent
Characteristic families fomiNes fomilies
Current Population Survey—Education Supplement
Percent of chikdren under age 15:
Children (in school) who use a computer al SChOO! ........c..oveee e eressesrerenrsreneens 63.3 54.8 51.9
Children: who use a computEr at hOME ..o e e s s 23.0 3.2 25
National Household Education Survey
Sehool Safety and Di
Percent of students grades 3 to 12:
Student has repeated a grade since starting school .. 154 313 e
Student has been expelled from scheol (at some pomt) 1.0 3.4 as
Parcent of students grades 6 to 12:
Student thinks he/she will attend school after high school .. 96.1 80.1 80.2
Student thinks he/she wili graduate from a 4- year collage 89.7 82.7 82,3
School has security guasds .. 288 43.3 48.2
School has metal detectors .. 41 11.5 12.8
School Readiness Componant
Percent of prekindegarten children:
Child not enrolled in preschacl or Head Start .. 58 8.6 71
Child enrolled in public (not private) preschool/Head Start program . no 75.5 78.2
Child attends Head Start program ... 1.1 48.2 545
Child attends a preschool program (o!her than Head Star!) 86.2 52.9 49.3
Percent of children aged 5 to 7:
Child has fewer than 10 books .. 54 27.2 285
Chils walches more than 3 hours of IB'IGVISIUH per day 329 49.4 52.3
Child watches more than 4 hours of television per day ... 151 29.2 30.8
Child moved three or mors times between birth and 5th bmhday .................... 18.5 28.0 27.9
High School and Beyond Survey
Percent of persons in 1980 sophomore cohornt who:
Aftendad either a 2- or a 4-year collega ... 626 48.3 476
Completed requirernants for a bachelor's degree 326 16.9 13.2

Note: Data are for individuals. Current Population Survey—Education
Supplement dala collection and reference periods are October 1983, Na-
tional Household Education Survey data were collected from January through
Aprit 1993; the reference period is the period sinca tha beginning of the 1992-

93 school year or the current pericd. High School and Beyond Survey data
were collectad in 1892 and early 1983, with reference periods ot fall o 1980
through spring of 1992 for edcuation questions and 1981 for tolal household
income before taxes.

poor students are considerably more likely to attend schools
with security guards and metal detectors.

Both poor and nonpoor students have high expectations
that they will attend and graduate from college. Ninety per-
cent of poor students expect to attend school after high school
and 83 percent anticipate graduating. Ninety-six percent of
nonpoor students expect to continue their education, and 90
percent expect to graduate college. On the other hand, actual
attendance and graduation rates exhibit differences. Forty-
eight percent of poor students and 70 percent of nonpoor stu-
dents aitend either a 2- or 4-year college; 17 percent of poor
students and 33 percent of nonpoor students complete a
bachelor’s degree.”!

Home computer use by children (aged 14 and younger)
varies dramatically by income, although it was not prevelant
for either the poor or the nonpoor. Twenty-three percent of
children in nonpoor families use 2 computer at home, com-
pared with only 3 percent of children in poor families and 2.5
percent of children in poor, single-parent families. Children

have more equitable use of computers at school: 63 percent
of nonpoor students compared with 55 percent of poor stu-
dents and 52 percent of students in poor, single-parent farm-
lies use a computer at school.

Most poor and nonpoor prekindergarten children are en-
rolled in a nursery or preschool program; only 9 percent of
poor and 6 percent of nonpoor children did not attend such a
program. The poor are much more likely to attend a Head
Start program or other public preschool.

Young children (aged 5 to 7) in poor families waich more
television than do those in nonpoor households and have
fewer books. Almost one-third of them watch more than 4
hours of television per day, compared 10 only 15 percent of
nonpoor children, Twenty-seven percent of poor children and
29 percent of poor children in single-parent families have
fewer than 10 books, compared to only 5 percent of nonpoor
children.

Finally, poor children change residence more often.
Twenty-eight percent of poor children aged 510 7 move 3 or

Monthly Labor Review May 1996 11




Poor in America

mmmaﬂonh 1992

Nurnber single- | Families
of Nonpoor| Poor | parent poor|receiving
deprivations’ families |families | familles | weliore
Survey of Income and
Program Participation
Percent of persons in
families with:
No deprivations .............. 87.0 443 43.2 34.6
One deprivation
or more ...... 13.0 55.1 56.6 65.4
Two deprival
or mora . 32 26.9 298 336
Three depnvat ns
or more .. 1.0 1.8 129 146
3 4.0 4.5 4.9
A 11 1.1 1.7
0 A 1 1
0 0 0 0
Average number
of deprivations........... 19 .99 1.06 .21
Deprivation = Evicted in past year;
Utilities disconnected in past year;
Telephone disconnected in past year,
Housing with upkeep problems;
Not enough food in past 4 months;
Crowded housing (more than 1 person per room);
No refrigerator;
No stove;
No telephone.
Note: Family-level data, person-weighted. Survey of Income and Pro-
gram Participation data collection and reference periods are September
through December 1992.

more times before their fifth birthday, compared to 20 per-
cent of nonpoor children, The pattern is similar for older chil-
dren as well.

Overall deprivation. 'The previous discussion provides in-
formation on the distribution of various assets, consumption
commodities, and income. However, correlations across mea-
sures are not apparent. Families with limited resources may
choose different allocations of commodities in order to make
ends meet. Examining one dimension of living conditions at
a time probably understates the extent to which families
forego important other elements of material well-being.

To address this issue, an index of deprivation was created
using data from the Survey of Income and Program Participa-
tion. (See table 8.) Deprivations were defined on nine family
characteristics: evicted in the past year, gas or electricity
turned off in the past year, phone disconnected in the past year,
did not have enough food in the past 4 months, lives in crowded
housing (more than one person per room), lives in housing
with moderate or severe upkeep problems,* lives without a
refrigerator, lives without a stove, and lives without a tele-
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phone. For each individual, the number of deprivations re-
ported is the total number of these characteristics reported by
the individual’s family. The number of deprivations is between
0 and 9 for each individual. Each of these hardships was cho-
sen because it is relatively rare in the overall U.S. population
and represents an element of material well-being important in
day-to-day life in this country that has been forgone.®

The majority of the poor live with at least one of these
deprivations: 55 percent of the poor, compared with 13 per-
cent of the nonpoor. Similarly, 27 percent of the poor face
two or more deprivations compared with only 3 percent of
the nonpoor. Fifty-seven percent of those in poor, single-par-
ent families suffer at least one deprivation and 30 percent live
with two or more; 65 percent of those in families receiving
welfare suffer at least one deprivation and 34 percent live with
two or more. Overall, the average number of deprivations for
the poor, the poor in single-parent families, and those in fami-
lies receiving welfare is 5 to 6 times higher than for the
nonpoot.

Some caveats

There are several factors that may lead to over- or underesti-
mates of the differences in living conditions between the poor
and nonpoor. For example, the measures presented here may
overstate the actual deprivation of the poor because differ-
ences in possessions may reflect differences in preferences
rather than differences in resources. These data do not permit
one to distinguish, for each difference in living conditions
identified here, the relative importance of choice versus lim-
ited resources. Moreover, an individual’s lack of interest in
material goods would be reflected in lower expenditures and
fewer possessions. This lack of interest might also translate
into lower income.

The use of short-term measures of poverty, such as those
employed in this study, probably understates the relationship
between persistent poverty and various outcomes. Roughly
half of those who are poor in one year will remain poor for
some years to come.* Some past studies have found that
differences are more pronounced for the persistently poor than
for those who are poor in only one year. For example, pov-
erty is associated with deficits in children’s cognitive devel-
opment; the correlation is roughly twice as great for children
who are in poor families 3 years in a row as for those poor
a single year.®* Jane E. Miller and Sanders Korenman find
that differentials in children having low height for their age
(stunting) and low weight for their height (wasting) also are
greater for those living in long-term rather than short-term
poverty.*

An understatement of the difference between poor. fami-
lies and the general population is likely to result because,
in accordance with standard procedure, negative and zero




income and expenditure values were considered to be valid
responses and were included in the calculation for the be-
low-poverty populations. Negative incomes often are due to
business losses or capital losses, and thus are a poor indicator
that a family is poor. Calculations from the American Hous-
ing Survey suggest that excluding families that report nega-
tive or zero annual incomes from the poverty population in-
creases the gap between the poor and the nonpoor for most
variables. For example, homeownership among persons in
poor families falls from 41 percent to 36 percent when such
persons are excluded. Persons in famnilies with negative or
zero income have relatively high homeownership rates, 64
percent.

The difference in living conditions also may be under-
stated due to a lack of adjustment for quality. If, for example,
the durables owned by the poor were older or of lower qual-
ity, the differences between poor and nonpoor families would
be understated.

Finally, certain populations, such as the homeless or per-
sons who are institutionalized, are rarely included in the
sample design of Federal household surveys such as these. It
is likely that the most severe deprivation is concentrated
among some of these unrepresented groups. If so, the re-
sults presented here understate the differences between
the poor and the nonpoor. To more accurately identify
the poor, changes in sample design and survey instruments
need to be developed to specifically get at these vulnerable
populations.

THE RESULTS PRESENTED IN THIS ARTICLE paint a broad picture of
the living conditions of individuals in American families
across a variety of measures of well-being, and allow com-
parisons across family types and income levels. Clear differ-

Footnotes

ences between the poor and nonpoor are evident. However,
the analysis makes it clear that generalizations across the en-
tire poverty population can be misleading. For example, home-
ownership rates for people in poor, single-parent families and
for people in families receiving welfare are only three-fifths
the rate for those in all poor families.

It is also important to note that the findings do not neces-
sarily reflect a causal relationship between income and living
conditions. By definition, raising a family's income will end
its poverty. At the same time, higher income may not remove
the differences in the living conditions or deprivations that
have been identified. For example, if low parental education
is highly related to both low income and a low probability
that a child will attend college, then raising family income
will not necessacily lead to an increase in the likelihood that
the child will attend college. Determining the causality of
these relationships is a subject for further study.

The current study can be extended along a number of di-
mensions, While data from a large number of surveys are
analyzed here, many important aspects of living conditions
remain unmeasured. For example, measures of assets, access
to credit, employment patterns, homelessness, environmen-
tal hazards, accumulation of “cultural capital” such as con-
nections to social networks, and more objective characteris-
tics of neighborhoods could be included in future reseasch.
Further separating the family categories along other dimen-
sions such as length of poverty spells, income to poverty
threshold ratios, race, ethnicity, and geographic region would
be useful. Similarly, different resource measures than before-
tax cash income or expenditures and different thresholds than
the official poverty threshold couid be used. For greater
progress to be made towards understanding the poar, these
and other dimensions also need to be examined. 0
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American Housing Survey

These data are from a sample of housing units interviewed between
July and December 1993, and were collected by the Bureau of the
census for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
teference period is 1993, The same basic sample of housing units is
interviewed every 2 years. The sample is updated by adding newly
constructed housing units and units discovered through coverage im-
provement efforts.

For the 1993 American Housing Survey-National, a sample of ap-
proxirately 56,700 housing units was selected for interview. About
3,300 of these units proved to be ineligible because they no longer
existed or becanse they did not meet the definition of a housing unit
(intended for occupancy as separate living quarters, not as group quar-
ters). About 2,300 of the remaining umits (both occupied and vacant
housing units) were classified as “type A™ noninterview because (a) no
one was at home after repeated visits, (b) the respondent refused to be
interviewed, or (¢) the interviewer was unable to find the unit.

Sampled units are followed up by telephone or personal visit until
an interview is obtained or they are classified as type A’s. There is no
oversampling. Biases that arise from nonsampling errors, which are
larger than those due to sampling errors, are corrected to the extent
possible through weighting changes.

Consumer Expendilure Interview Survey

The expenditure results presented in this article are based on data
collected from January 1992 throngh December 1993 in the quar-
terly interview portion of the Consumer Expenditure Survey. The
period to which the expenditures refer is October 1991 throngh No-
vember 1993. The survey is sponsored by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, with data collected by the Bureau of the Census under con-
{ract {0 BLS.

The sample is designed to represent the total civilian noninsti-
tutional population and persons iiving in group quarters such as hous-
ing facilities for workers and college students. Military personnel
living on base are not sampled. Approximately 5,000 consumer units,
similar to households, are interviewed e¢ach quarter.

Expenditures are defined as the transaction costs, including ex-
cise and sales taxes, of goods and services acquired during the inter-
view period. Expenditures include those for gifts, but exclude the
value purchases or portions of purchases directly attributable to busi-
ness purposes. Also excluded are periodic credit or installment pay-
ments on goods or services already acquired, although data on inter-
est payments are collecied, For each durable, the full purchase price
is included as the expenditure. Vehicle purchase expenditures include
the net outlays (purchase price minus trade-in value) on new and
used cars and trucks, and expenditures for other vehicles such as
metorcycles and private planes. For owned housing, neither the full
purchase price of the housing nor the mortgage principle payment is
included in expenditures; however, mortgage interest and related
charges are included. Each quarter is assumed to be an independent

sample and is treated as such when population weights are incorpo-
rated. Given this assumption, data from each quarterly interview
are aggregated and expenditures are annualized for the purposes of
this study.

Current Population Survey

Two supplements of the Current Population Survey are used for this
study: the 1994 March Supplement or Annual Demographic
Suppleinent, and the 1993 October Supplement on Education. The
income and health insurance questions were asked in the 1994
March Supplement, with 1993 as the reference period. The
collection and reference period for the education questions is
October 1993.

The Current Popuiation Survey is conducted by the Bureau of the
Census for the Burean of Labor Statistics. The population covered
includes the civilian noninstitutional population of the United States
and members of the Armed Forces in the United States living off post
or with their families on post, but excludes all other members of the
Armed Forces. The sample is about 60,000 households, including
families and unrelated individuals, data are reported for more than
150,000 people. Coverage does not include residents of U.S. territories
or other areas outside the 50 States and the District of Columbia.

High School and Beyond Survey

The data used here are drawn from the 1992 follow-up survey of the
sophomores of 1980, conducted by the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics. Data were collected in 1992 and early 1993, with
reference periods of fall 1980 through spring 1992 for education
questions, and 1991 for total household income before taxes.

The High School and Beyond Survey was used to interview some
15,000 sampled members of the sophomore cohort. The survey is a
longitudinal study of students enrolled in public, private, and
parochial secondary schools in 1980 at the sophomore and senior
grades. Parents, teachers, and school officials also were surveyed.
The schools were selected as a stratified probability sampte.

National Crime Viclimization Survey

The data from this survey were collected by the Bureau of the
Census for the Department of Justice between January 1992 and
June 1993, and reflect incidents occuring from January 1 through
December 31, 1992, The survey collects information on vic-
timization events for a sample of 60,000 househelds (130,000
persons). Usually, residents of each address are interviewed seven
times over 3 years. Data are gathered from residents living through-
out the United States, including persons living in group quarters,
such as dormitories, rooming houses, and religious group dweli-
ings. Crew members of merchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel
living in military barracks, and institutionalized persons, such as
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correctional facility inmates, are not included in the scope of this
survey. Similarly, U.S. citizens residing abroad and foreign visitors
to this country are excluded. With these exceptions, individuals aged
12 or older living in units designated for the sample were eligible to
be interviewed.

National Health Interview Survey

The data for this survey are collected by the Bureau of the Census for
the National Center for Health Statistics, through a continuing
nationwide survey of the health and other characteristics of household
members. A different, probability-sampled set of households with
civilian, noninstitutionalized occupants is interviewed each week of
the year. The data used for this study were collected between January
and Decemnber 1993. The reference period is the 12 months prior to
the date of the interview. The 1993 survey includes a total of 44,978
households containing 109,671 persons.

Natfional Househotd Education Survey

Data used for this analysis were collected by Westat for the National
Center for Education Statistics in two components: School Readiness
and School Safety and Discipline. Data were collected from January
through April 1993, and the reference period was the period since the
beginning of the 1992-93 school year or “currently.” The education
survey is a telephone survey of the noninstitutional civilian population,
with households selected using random-digit-dialing methods.

For the 1993 survey, nearly 64,000 households were screened. Ap-
proximately 11,000 parents of 3- to 7-year-olds completed interviews
for the School Readiness component, and about 12,700 parents of chil-
dren in grades 3 through 12 and about 6,500 youth in grades 6 through
12 were interviewed for the School Safety and Discipline component.

National Maternal and Infant Health Interview Survey

Data for this survey were collected in 1989 and 1990 by the Bureau of
the Census for the National Center for Health Statistics. The reference
period is 1988 for data analyzed in this study.

Data were collected from stratified systematic samples drawn
from calendar-year 1988 vital records from 48 States, the District of
Columbia, and New York City. Mothers were mailed questionnaires
based on information from vital records. In order to ensure a represen-
tative sample with regard to such variables as age of mother and mari-
tal status, implicit stratification was employed. That is, after the live
birth records were stratified, further sorting of vital records was done
by age of mother and marital status within each of the live-birth strata.
Similar subsorting was done for fetal and infant death records.
Respondents included 9,953 women who had live births, 3,309 wo-
men who had late fetal deaths, and 5,332 wornen who had infant deaths.

Survey of Income and Program Pardicipation

The data presented in the accompanying article were compiled
from the Extended Measures of Well-Being topical module,
Module questions were asked in wave 6 of the 1991 panel and
wave 3 of the 1992 panel of the Survey of Income and Program
Participation, an ongoing program of the Bureau of the Census,
The collection and reference periods are September through
December of 1992, The combined panels comprise responses
on living conditions by reference persons representing house-
holds totaling almost 85,000 persons.
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These data were not imputed for nonresponse, and frequen-
cies thus are based only on the proportions of persons answer-
ing the questions. For the most part, nonresponse levels for these
questions were in the range of 1 or 2 percent.

Appendix B: Poverty rates across surveys

Most of the surveys used for this analysis include a variable that can
be used to determine whether a family or household’s income was
below the official Federal poverty threshold for its type during the
reference period of the survey. In most cases, annual before-tax in-
come is compared to the poverty thresholds. For example, when
data from the Current Population Survey are used, annua} before-
tax cash income for a family is compared to the relevant poverty
threshold for the corresponding year. However, when data from the
Survey of Income and Program Participation are used, before-tax
cash income over the 4-month reference period is compared 10 a
poverty threshold for the same 4 months. When data from the Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey are used, quarterly total expenditure data
are annualized and compared to the approptriate yearly poverty
threshold.

Some of the surveys do not collect actual income amounts, but
only information about whether the income falls in a particular
dollar range. These data do not lend themselves to analyses using
an exact poverty line. In the National Crime Victimization Survey,
a household is considered under the poverty threshold if it has:

Poverly rcies for persons by survey

Al Single- | Familles |Persons
Survey familles | Parent |receiving| under
fomilies | weifare | Oge 13
Rates for all persons:
American Housing Survey ..... 18.0 46.1 73.0 —
Consumer Expenditure
Survey ... “ 13.8 38.3 64.0 —
Current Populanon Survey - 14.0 48.3 77.0 —
National Crime Victimization
Survey ... 158 46.7 - -—
Survey of lnoorne and
Program Participation ......... 13.0 45.5 82.0 —
National Hsalth lnlannew
SUIVEY ..o rss s 13.0 - — —
Rates for persons in selected
subpapulations:
National Health Interview
SUMVEY e — — — 20.0

Nationad Household
Education Survey:

School Readiness
Component (rates for
children from prekinder-
garten age fo under
8 years} .. S 28.1 54.6 —— —

School Safety ‘and
Discipline Component
{rates for chidren in
grades 310 12) .....cc...... 21.4 38.7 — —

National Matemal and Infant
Health Survay (rates for
mothers who gave birth
in 1988 .. R 24.9 §5.1 74.2 —

Note:  All data are person-weighted.




1 person and annual income under $7,500, 2 or 3 persons and
aonual income under $10,000, 4 persons and annual income under
$15,000, 5 persons and annual income under $17,500, 6 or 7 per-
sons and annual income under $20,000, 8 persons and annual
income under $25,000, or 9 or more persons and annual income
under $30,000. In the National Household Education Survey, a
family is considered under the poverty threshold if it has: 2 or 3
persons and annual income under $10,000, 4 or 5 persons and
annual income under $15,000, 6 or 7 persons and annual income
under $20,000, 8 persons and annual income under $25,000, or 9
or more persons and anmual income under $30,000. For the High
School and Beyond Survey, children who report family incomes

below $8,000 are considered poor.

Poverty rates across surveys are fairly similar. From 13 to 16
percent of persons living in families in the United Siates are poor
based on data from the American Housing Survey, the Consumer
Expenditure Survey, the Current Population Survey, the National
Crime Victimization Survey, and the Survey of Income and Pro-
gram Participation. For the National Health Interview Survey (per-
sons under 18), the National Household Educaticn Survey, and the
National Maternal and Infant Health Survey, the poverty rates are
higher (20 percent or greater) because the samples consist of chil-
dren in the relevant age group in the former two surveys and of
mothers giving bitth in the reference period in the latter.

Appendix C: Family-weighted results for the cps and the Consumer Expenditure Survey

Income and selected taxes and fransfers of families In 1993
[Family-weighted]
and selecled faxes Single-parent Familles raceiving
Income taxes and fronsfers Nonpoor families Poor famiiles los weldre
Current Population Survey
Total before-tax family iNCOME ........oceeecovm o ncsensrerens $52,785 $7,370 $6,209 $10,972
Percent of total before-tax family income from:
Wages and Salanes ... 76.2 46.3 36.4 429
Self-employment eamings .. 6.2 13 T 13
Public assistance/weiiare 2 208 39.0 370
$6,639 $0 $4 $220
1,726 15 7 80
2,881 209 178 363
Eamead Income Tax Credit ... . 98 417 358 301
. Public assistance/Welfare ............c.c.cciieeeremmnimnnans 83 1,538 2,421 4,055
FOOd SEAMPS .......oocornercc i cer s ss et s s esmnes 48 1,204 1,628 2,043
NOTE: Family-level data, family-weighted. Data were collected in March 1984, with 1993 as the reference period.
IEESY Consumer expenditures by familles In 1992-93
[Family-weighted]
Single-parent Families
Expenditures Nonpoor families Poor familes poor iqp:ilos receiving weNare
Consumer Expenditure Interview Survey
Total family expanditures ............cccvvvmrirvecnesiesseesmesrens e s $35,006 $10,212 $8,636 $15,133
Parcent of total family expenditures for:
Food 15.4 29.8 333 252
Sr?e_l_ter.. 18.5 217 259 242
Utilities . 70 14.5 13.8 10.8
Apparel ..... - 4.8 48 6.6 6.1
TrANSPOIATON ...ccoeverirsiasiias e stsss e rne s es serssenssse v sreren 20.0 10.2 6.4 133
HEAN LMD ...t et sms s rerersasaains 58 35 1.3 22
Entertainment ........covcvuinnrinnnas 5.4 29 29 4.0
Personal insurance and pensions .. 10.9 5.0 2.4 4.5
Note:  Family-level data, family-weighted. Quarterly data were collected from January 1992 to December 1993, with a reference period from October 1991
to November 1993. Results are presented for expanditure nonpoor and poor families.
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