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Have the New Public
Assistance Laws Affected
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Recipients?

Introduction

The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(the Welfare Reform Act) replaced the
previous welfare program, Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children (AFDC),
with a new program, Temporary Assis-
tance for Needy Families (TANF). The
new program gives block grants to
States to design their own welfare pro-
grams—provided that they meet cer-
tain Federal guidelines. One of the main
requirements is to limit the amount of
time that a person can receive welfare
(hence, temporary assistance).

Since the implementation of the new
laws, numerous research projects have
investigated just how well TANF has
been doing. Some studies have looked
at how the welfare reform affects dif-
ferent groups of people, employment
and earnings, and family structure.

This study looks at how the welfare
reform has affected the spending pat-
terns of welfare recipients. Looking at
spending can give insights into wel-
fare recipients’ quality of life.

Using the Consumer Expenditure
Survey (CE), a comparison of data on
welfare recipients prior to TANF (1988-
89), during the transition to TANF
(1997-98), and post-TANF (2001-02) was
made. An analysis of the sample char-
acteristics of welfare recipients over the
three time periods was done, as well as
an analysis of expenditure patterns.

A brief overview of TANF

The welfare reform established block
grants for States to develop their own
welfare programs as long as certain re-
quirements were met. States were man-
dated to limit the amount of time that
recipients could receive funds, to re-
quire that recipients work when ready
or after 24 months of receiving assis-
tance, and to establish goals to reduce
out-of-wedlock pregnancies.

Prior to the Welfare Reform Act, as
far back as 1987, some States had al-
ready established welfare programs
similar to TANF.! The Welfare Reform
Actwas passed in 1996 and fully imple-
mented in all states by 1998. Data from
1997-98 were used to look at TANF’s
transition period, and data from 2001-
02 were used to look at the post-TANF
time period.

In 2003, TANF was due for reautho-
rization in Congress. Abill reauthoriz-
ing TANF was passed in the House of
Representatives, but not in the Senate.
Funding was extended by Congress
through March of 2005.

! This article assumes that these States
would not have a large effect on the welfare
population in the 2 years following the de-
velopment of their programs. Due to the
design of the CE, data from 1988-89 were
more accessible than earlier data (from 1986-
87), so these data were used to reflect the
welfare population prior to TANF.
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The sample

Data on welfare receipts are collected
in the income section (section 22) of
the Interview Survey in the CE. Estab-
lished survey participants are asked to
answer the income section of the ques-
tionnaire during the second and fifth
interviews. Respondents who replace
original CUs are also asked to report
their income for section 22 at the time
that they enter the survey. Income in-
formation from the second interview is
carried over to the third and fourth in-
terviews.

The screener question about wel-
fare has changed over the three time
periods of interest. For 1988 and 1989
(prior to TANF), each respondent was
asked the following question about
welfare receipts and other forms of in-
come:

“During the past 12 months, did you
(or any member of your CU) receive
income from...worker’s or unemploy-
ment compensation; veteran’s pay-
ments; public assistance or welfare
from Federal, State, or local welfare
offices?”

If the respondent replied that he or
she had received some form of assis-
tance, he or she was then asked for
each amount individually:

“How much was received from public
assistance or welfare, including money
received from job training grants, such
as Job Corps?”

If a respondent answered affirma-
tively to the screener question but did
not know or refused to say the amount,
then there was no way to know which
type of assistance was collected.

The question used during 1997 and
1998 (transition to TANF) asked the
respondent about welfare assistance
separately from other forms of assis-
tance and grouped the screener ques-
tion and the amount question together:

“During the past 12 months, did you
(or any member of your CU) receive
income from...public assistance or
welfare, including money received
from job training grants, such as Job

Corps?”

If the respondent answered affirma-
tively, the interviewer asked:

“What was the total amount received
by all CU members?”

For 2001 and 2002 (post TANF), the
questions about welfare were similar to
those used during 1997 and 1998, but
the wording specified the AFDC and
Job Corps programs?:

“During the last 12 months, did you
(or any member of your CU) receive
any income from...public assistance
or welfare, such as AFDC and grants
from Job Corps? Do not include non-
monetary assistance, such as food
stamps.”

If the respondent answered affirma-
tively, the interviewer asked:

“What was the total amount received
by all CU members?”

An additional difference in the 2001
and 2002 questionnaires was the intro-
duction of income ranges or brackets
in section 22. If the respondent did not
know or refused to say the amount of
the welfare payments received, he or
she would be shown a number of brack-
ets and asked to indicate which bracket
the amount fell in. The introduction of
brackets decreased the percentage of
overall refusals to the amount question.

The differences in the questions
between 1988 and 2002 led to the defi-
nition of the welfare sample used in this
study. Because the screener question
that was used in 1988 and 1989 did not
separate welfare payments from other
forms of income, it was not possible to
identify welfare recipients based on
that screener question. Instead, a wel-
fare recipient was defined as a person
who reported a positive amount for
welfare assistance (or indicated an in-
come bracket for 2001 or 2002) when
asked about specific amounts. Respon-
dents in CUs who refused to provide
an amount or did not know the amount
of welfare assistance and would not
provide a bracket (in 2001-02) were ex-
cluded from the sample. No other
sample restrictions were made.

The sample was weighted to match
the U.S. population; and, using the

2 Although AFDC was discontinued in
1996, the CE did not reflect this change until
2003.
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above definition of a welfare recipient,
the weighted welfare sample made up
3.2 percent of the population in the
1988-89 period, 2.3 percent in the 1997-
98 period, and 1.4 percent in the 2001-
02 period.® The decreasing percentage
of welfare recipients was expected be-
cause TANF was designed to give tem-
porary assistance. This is consistent
with data on welfare receipts published
in the 2003 Statistical Abstract, which
shows that the percent of families re-
ceiving welfare decreased from 4.1 per-
cent in 1988-89 to 3.34 percent in 1997-
98, and, then, to 1.91 percentin 2001-02.*

Sample characteristics

In the 1988-89 period, 83.1 percent of
consumer units (CUs) who received
welfare payments also received some
other form of assistance (food stamps,
housing assistance, unemployment
compensation, or worker’s compensa-
tion). (See table 1.) This percentage
didn’t change significantly in 1997-98
or 2001-02.5 The largest form of addi-
tional assistance among welfare recipi-
ents was food stamps. Seventy-eight
percent of welfare recipients also re-
ceived food stamps in 1988-89, but this
percentage decreased from 73.1in 1997-
980 66.8 percent in 2001-02.¢ The Wel-
fare Reform Act also imposed some
stricter eligibility requirements for re-
ceiving food stamps, which may explain
some of the decline in food stamp re-
cipients among welfare recipients.
Other studies have shown overall de-
clines in the numbers of both welfare
and non-welfare recipients receiving
food stamps. Percentages of welfare
recipients receiving other forms of as-
sistance either increased or trended
upwards over the same three time peri-
ods.

% Including the CUs who claimed welfare
receipts but did not know the amount or re-
fused to share the amount, welfare recipients
made up 3.1 percent of the population in
1997-98 and 1.6 percent in 2001-02. This
statistic is not available for 1988-89.

4 These statistics from the Statistical Ab-
stract differ slightly from the CE numbers
due to definitional differences and sample
error.

5 All significance tests are at the .05 sig-
nificance level.

& Whenever the words “increase or de-
crease” are used, the modifier “statistically
significant” should be understood.



The distribution of welfare recipi-
ents by race in the sample changed sig-
nificantly between 1988-89 and 2001-
02. The percentage of welfare recipients
who were White increased from 53.7
percent in 1988-89 to 58.1 percent in
1997-98 and, then, to 61.4 percent in
2001-02. The percentage of welfare re-
cipients who were Black decreased from
41.6 percent in 1988-89 to 36.4 percent
in 1997-98 and, then, to 31.3 percent in
2001-02. For the non-welfare popula-
tion, the percentage of Whites in the
sample decreased from 87.7 percent to
84.7 percent and, then, to 83.6 percent,
while the percentage of Blacks in-
creased from 9.6 percent to 11.3 per-
cent and, then, to 11.9 percent. The
percentage of welfare recipients who
were Hispanic rose from 16.0 percent
to 20.3 percent and, then, to 21.5 per-
cent over the three time periods, but
these changes weren’t statistically sig-
nificant.

Among welfare recipients, single
mothers were the largest portion of the
population for all three time periods with
no significant changes. Single moth-
ers composed 41.5 percent of the wel-
fare population in the 1988-89 period,
38.3 percent in the 1997-98 period, and
38.1 percent in the 2001-02 period.
There were not many fluctuations in
the distribution of family type among
welfare recipients over these time peri-
ods. The only significant change was
a 3 percent decrease in the population
of hushand and wife families with at
least one school-aged child.

The average size of CUs receiving
welfare did not change significantly
with the implementation of TANF. In
1988-89, the average CU size was 3.7
persons; in 1997-98 and 2001-02, it was
3.6 persons. The percentage of wel-
fare recipients that were two-person
CUsssignificantly increased from 16.9
percent in 1988-89 to 21.9 percent in
2001-02. The only other significant
change for welfare recipients was a
decrease in five-person CUs from 16.7
percentin 1997-98to 11.6 percent in
2001-02. For non-welfare CUs, the
percent distribution of CU sizes did
not vary much over the three time
periods.

Expenditures

To compare expenditure patterns over
time, data on relative shares (the per-
cent of total expenditures accounted
for by an expenditure item or compo-
nent), percent reporting (the percent of
the sample that reported an expendi-
ture greater than zero for the item or
component), and selected means were
tracked. Looking at all three types of
statistics gives a better idea of spend-
ing patterns over time than looking at
only one type.

Typically, relative shares do not fluc-
tuate much from year to year, so large
changes in shares indicate changes in
spending patterns. Shares also remain
pretty consistent if prices rise for ev-
erything at an equal rate and all else
remains constant.

When comparing the percent report-
ing, keep in mind that expenditures can
be affected by various factors, includ-
ing policy changes. For example, with
a policy change requiring welfare re-
cipients to work, an increase in people
with work-related expenditures would
be expected. Thus, spending on child
care services would be likely to increase
as well as expenditures on commuting
costs, and, possibly, work apparel.

In order to compare means over the
three time periods, it was necessary to
remove the effects of price changes
over those periods. For selected items,
which are described in the following
paragraphs, means were compared af-
ter they were adjusted to 2002 dollars
by the Consumer Price Index.” Means
can be affected by the price of a good
or service and the number of people
reporting it. When more CUs report an
expenditure, the mean will increase. If
there is a low percent reporting for a
particular item, then the mean can be
highly variable and can show large
jumps from year to year. The means
here were adjusted for change in price
and have a relatively large percent re-
porting, so they should not have as
much variability.

For welfare recipients, there were
significant changes in spending pat-

7 Not all expenditure items had an associ-
ated price index.

terns in a number of categories, based
on fluctuations in the expenditure
shares, percent reportings, and infla-
tion-adjusted means. For specifics, see
the text and tables that follow.

Food

There were a number of significant
changes in the food category. The per-
cent of welfare recipients who reported
an expense for eating away from home
increased from 56.5 in 1988-89 to 64.4
in 1997-98 and, then, to 69.6 in 2001-02.
(See table 2.) This is a contrast to the
non-welfare population, in which the
percentage of the group eating away
from home declined over the same time
period from 85.2 percent in 1988-89 to
85.3 percent in 1997-98 and, then, to
81.8in2001-02.

Expenditure shares for food away
from home did not change significantly
for the welfare population during the
time period before and after TANF;
however, the share for food at home
decreased. About 5 percentage points
less of the household budget was spent
on groceries in 2001-02 than in 1988-
89. (Seetable 3.) The non-welfare popu-
lation spent about 1.5 percentage
points less of their budget on grocer-
ies in 2001-02 than they did in 1988-89.

There were no significant changes
in the adjusted means for food expen-
ditures among welfare recipients, but
there was an upward trend of average
expenditures for food away from home,
which rose from $441 in 1988-89 to $485
in 1997-98 and, then, to $581 in 2001-
02. (Seetable 4.) The adjusted means
decreased significantly for expendi-
tures on food away from home in the
non-welfare population. The average
fell from $1,661 in 1988-89 to $1,526 in
1997-98 and, then, to $1,428 in 2001-
02.

Spending on food includes expen-
ditures made using all available sources
of income, including food stamps. As
noted previously, the overall percent
of the welfare sample and non-welfare
sample receiving food stamps de-
creased with the welfare reform over
the three time periods in this study.
This could have affected the food ex-
penditure results.
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Housing

After the welfare reform, there were a
larger number of home owners among
welfare recipients; the percent report-
ing expenditures on owned dwellings
nearly doubled from 13.1 percent in
1988-89t0 25.0 percent in 2001-02. The
relative share of total expenditures on
owned dwellings also increased, from
2.7 percent of the total in 1988-8910 5.2
percent in 2001-02. The non-welfare
sample showed similar increases in
both the percent reporting and the rela-
tive share spent on owned dwellings
over that time period. In the 1988-89
period, 55.3 percent of the non-welfare
population reported expenditures on
owned dwellings; in the 2001-02 period,
66.9 percent reported expenditures on
owned dwellings. The relative share
spent on owned dwellings by the non-
welfare population rose from 10.9 per-
centin 1988-89 to 13.6 percent in 2001-
02. Although the relative shares of
expenditures on rented dwellings did
not significantly change for either
group before and after the implementa-
tion of TANF, there was a significant
decrease in the percent of CUs report-
ing expenditures on rented dwellings
for both groups. For the welfare popu-
lation, reporting dropped from 82.7 per-
cent in 1988-89 to 82.0 percent in 1997-
98 and, then, to 72.2 percent in 2001-02;
and for non-welfare recipients, report-
ing dropped from 35.5 percent in 1988-
8910 33.4 percent in 1997-98 and, then,
to 31.6 percent in 2001-02.

Transportation

There were some significant changes
in the transportation category of the
survey. Transportation includes pur-
chases of vehicles; vehicle finance
charges; vehicle insurance; vehicle
rental, leases, and licenses; gas and
motor oil; maintenance and repairs; and
public transportation. For overall
transportation, there was an increase
in the share of total expenditures be-
tween 1988-89 and 2001-02; the share
rose from 13.3 percent of total expendi-
tures in 1988-89 t0 16.0 percent in 1997-
98 and, then, to 18.1 percent in 2001-02.
There was no significant change in
expenditure shares for non-welfare

recipients. Within the transportation
category, there was a significant de-
crease in percent reporting for used
cars and trucks for the welfare and non-
welfare populations; however, shares
of expenditures on used cars and trucks
trended upward for the welfare popu-
lation and increased for the non-wel-
fare population. The percent reporting
new cars and trucks trended upward
between 1988-89 and 2001-02 for wel-
fare recipients. The percent reporting
new cars and trucks decreased for non-
welfare recipients over the same time
period. Shares of expenditures on new
cars and trucks increased between
1988-89 and 2001-02 for welfare recipi-
ents from 0.4 percent of total expendi-
tures in 1988-89 to 2.1 percent in 2001-
02. Shares of expenditures on new cars
and trucks decreased for non-welfare
recipients over the same time period
from 5.3 percent to 4.5 percent.

Public transportation expenditures
remained constant between 1988-89
and 1997-98, but showed a significant
drop in expenditure shares and percent
reporting for both welfare and non-wel-
fare recipients between 1997-98 and
2001-02. Public transportation spend-
ing includes airfares as well as expen-
ditures on buses, trains, and other
forms of mass transit. The time period
after 9/11 caused a drop in overall ex-
penditures on airfares, most likely driv-
ing the decrease in overall public
transportation expenditures. A sub-
category for public transportation was
available only for 1997-98 and 2001-02,
which includes data on intracity mass
transit, taxis and limousines, and
school buses (excluding all public
transportation expenditures on trips).®
Data available between 1997-98 and
2001-02 indicate that the share of total
expenditures spent on intracity mass
transit, taxi fares and limousines, and
school buses by the welfare popula-
tion decreased from 0.2 percent to 0.1
percent between 1997-98 and 2001-02.
The percent reporting expenditures for
these items also declined from 4.4 per-
cent to 2.9 percent.

8 Trips are defined as any overnight trips
or day trips of 75 or more miles.
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With the work requirement for wel-
fare recipients that was instituted with
the 1996 legislation, welfare recipients
were expected to have more transpor-
tation expenditures due to the neces-
sity of commuting. Data indicate that
vehicle purchases and operating expen-
ditures increased for welfare recipients
from before to after the welfare reform,
even though public transportation ex-
penditures decreased.

Child care

With the new work requirements for re-
ceiving TANF benefits and the large
percentage of single parents receiving
benefits, expenditures on child care
were expected to increase. While there
were no significant changes for the
welfare population, the percent report-
ing an expenditure for child care
trended upward from 8.8 percent in
1988-891t0 10.6 percent in 2001-02. Al-
ternately, percent reporting for child
care by the non-welfare population de-
creased over the three time periods with
10.0 percent reporting in the 1988-89
period, 8.8 percent reporting in the
1997-98 period, and 8.1 percent report-
ing in the 2001-02 period. There were
no significant changes in expenditure
shares for child care in either group.

Entertainment

Before the welfare reform, 70.2 percent
of welfare recipients reported an expen-
diture on entertainment. The percent-
age rose to 82.1in 1997-98 and to 83.5
percent in 2001-02. For non-welfare
recipients, the percent reporting also
increased overall, rising from 86.7 per-
cent in 1988-89 to 90.0 percent in 1997-
98, but, then, remaining about the same
for 2001-02. Alarge part of the change
in the percent reporting appears to be
from the purchase of televisions, radios,
and sound equipment. The percent of
welfare recipients reporting an expen-
diture on that component rose from 49.8
percent to 72.3 percent between 1988-
89 and 2001-02. For non-welfare recipi-
ents, spending on that component rose
from 70 to 81.8 percent over the same
time period. There were no significant
changes in the expenditure shares of
overall entertainment expenditures for



either group during that time period,;
however, the non-welfare recipients’ ex-
penditure share on televisions, radios,
and sound equipment rose slightly.

Apparel

There were not many significant differ-
ences in percent reporting or in expen-
diture shares on apparel for the welfare
sample. Overall, the total share on ap-
parel decreased between 1988-89 and
2001-02 from 6.9 percent to 5.2 percent
of total expenditures, respectively. The
two significant differences in shares
among the subcomponents were for
footwear expenditures and for men’s
and boys’ apparel expenditures: both
had a significant decrease. Footwear
expenditures also showed the only de-
crease in percent reporting for the wel-
fare sample. Although there were not
many significant changes, the welfare
population showed similar trends to the
spending patterns of the non-welfare
population. For the non-welfare popu-
lation, the percentage of CUs report-
ing and the shares of expenditures de-

creased for most of the apparel sub-
components.

Other

A number of other categories showed
significant changes between the pre-
TANF and post-TANF welfare period.
The percent of CUs reporting spend-
ing on health insurance increased for
the welfare and non-welfare popula-
tions between 1988-89 and 2001-02. For
welfare recipients, the percent report-
ing health insurance rose from 14.9 per-
centin 1988-89t0 20.1 percent in 1997-
98 and, then, to 24.6 percent in 2001-02.
For the non-welfare group, these per-
centages were 57.0 percent, 63.8 per-
cent, and 63.0 percent, respectively.
The share of expenditures on health in-
surance also increased over that time
period for both groups. The welfare
group allocated 0.7 percent of their to-
tal expenditures to health insurance in
1988-89. This share went from 1.1 per-
cent in 1997-98 to 1.6 percent in 2001-
02. The non-welfare group allocated
2.0 percent of their total expenditures

to health insurance in 1988-89, 2.8 per-
centin 1997-98, and 3.0 percent in 2001-
02. For expenditures on life and other
personal insurance, the percent report-
ing decreased for both groups, and the
expenditure shares also decreased for
both groups.

Conclusion

Overall, there were some significant
changes in spending by welfare recipi-
ents from the pre-TANF to post-TANF
period. Many changes for the welfare
population, such as the change from
renting to owning, have followed the
trends of the non-welfare population.
Other changes in the spending pat-
terns of welfare recipients, such as ex-
penditures on food away from home,
have been different from the trends of
the non-welfare recipients. While it
may not be possible to definitely at-
tribute the reason for changes in spend-
ing to the introduction of TANF, CE
data show that there were some sig-
nificant changes from the pre-TANF to
the post-TANF period. |
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Table 1. Characteristics of welfare and non-welfare sample, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and 2001-02,
in percent

Characteristic 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Receiving public assistance:
Any type
A TAT LY | = U= T SO PPPUPPRRY 83.1 80.1 81.2
NON-WEIFATE ...eveeeeeeee ettt ettt ettt et ettt et et et et et et et et et et et et et et et et et ee e eeees 11.3 10.3 * 12.0*
Food stamps
WEIATE ..ottt e et e et e e nne 78.0 73.1 66.8 *
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 3.3 4.0%* 2.4 **
Housing
WEIFATE ..t e 28.2 34.2 38.3 *
NON-WEIFAIE ... 2.3 3.2* 7.0*"
Unemployment compensation
WEIFAIE .ottt ettt 3.7 4.6 6.5 *
NON-WEIFAIE ......ocviiie et 4.0 2.8* 29 *
Workers’ compensation
Welfare ........ 1.6 1.8 3.1
Non-welfare 3.0 1.8* 1.1 **
Race®:
White
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt sreeanee s 53.7 58.1 61.4 *
NON-WEIFAE ©....oveievieicee ettt 87.7 84.7 * 83.6 **
Black
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt et te et et ebeearee s 41.6 36.4 313 *
NON-WEIFAE ...t 9.6 11.3 * 119 **
Other
WEITAIE ittt et e e 4.7 5.5 7.4
Non-welfare 2.7 4.0* 45 **
Hispanic origin?:
Hispanic
WEITAIE ittt et e e 16.0 20.3 21.5
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt eeen 5.7 8.1* 8.8 **
Non-Hispanic
Welfare .......... 84.0 79.7 78.5
Non-welfare 94.3 91.9 * 912 **
Aged:
Under 25
ATAT LY | - U= TSP PSRRI 13.8 16.4 18.5
NON-WEITAIE ....eiieiiiiecie et enaeeenes 7.6 7.2 7.7
251to 34
WEITAIE ittt et e e 32.8 26.2 20.8
NON-WEIFAIE ....oviiiiiiiiie e e e 20.2 17.0 15.4
35to0 44
ATAT LY | - U= TSP PSRRI 20.2 24.5 23.6
Non-welfare 18.8 20.7 20.0
45 to 54
WEITAIE ittt et e e 11.4 11.8 16.4
NON-WEIFAIE ....oviiiiiiiiie e s e 13.0 16.4 17.9
55 to 64
ATAT LY | - U= TSP PSRRI 6.0 6.5 5.9
Non-welfare 12.0 10.6 11.8
65 to 74
WEITAIE ittt et e e 3.8 1.8 3.2
NON-WEIFAIE ....oviiiiiiiiie e e s 11.0 10.2 9.2
Over 75
ATAT LY | - U= TSP PSRRI 2.3 1.0 3.3
NON-WEITAIE ....eiie it enaeeenes 7.8 8.5 8.7
Family type:
Single*
ATAT LY | - U= TSP SEP 11.3 9.0 11.0
Non-welfare ... 28.5 29.1 29.8 **
Husband and wife, oldest child under 6 years
WEITAIE it e et et e e 3.9 3.2 4.3
NON-WEIFAIE .....uieiiiiiiciieeie et 6.4 5.2* 48 *
Husband and wife, oldest child 6 to 17 years
WEIFAIE ...eiciiiceic ettt ettt beeaeans 7.3 7.3 42 *
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 15.0 14.8 138 **
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Table 1. Characteristics of welfare and non-welfare sample, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and 2001-02,

in percent—Continued

Characteristic

Husband and wife, oldest child over 17

WEIFAIE oo
NON-WEIFAIE ..iieeiiiie e

Husband and wife, no children

JV = L - U= SRR
NON-WEIAre ..o

Single mom

WEIFAIE oo
NON-WEIFAIE ..iieeiiciie e e

Single dad

JV = L - U= SRR
NON-WEIAre ....eeeiiiicee e

Other family type

WEIFAIE oot
NON-WEIFAIE ..iieeiiciie e e

Family size:
Single

WEIFAIE oo
NON-WEIFAIE ..iieeiiciie e e

2 persons

F V= L - U= SRR
NON-WEIAre ...

3 persons
Welfare ..........
Non-welfare

4 persons

J V= L - U= SRS
NON-WEIAre ...

5 persons

WEIFAIE oot
NON-WEIAIE ..iieeiiiiii e e

More than 6 persons

J V= L - U= SRS

Non-welfare ...

1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
....... 2.5 2.8 2.6
....... 8.7 7.4%* 7.2%*
....... 1.3 1.9 3.2
....... 22.2 22.0 21.0**
....... 415 38.3 38.5
....... 4.0 46* 48 *
....... 2.0 8 2.45
....... 7 .8 8
....... 235 29.1 26.3
....... 10.8 12.3 * 138 **
....... 11.3 9.0 11.0
....... 28.5 29.1 29.8 **
....... 16.6 17.1 219 *
....... 30.8 31.2 31.0
24.1 24.8 23.0
16.4 15.7 15.2 *
....... 20.0 20.8 19.2
....... 14.3 14.2 14.0
....... 14.1 16.7 116 *
....... 6.4 6.3 6.3
....... 13.9 11.6 13.3
35 35 3.6

* Indicates statistical difference from 1988-89 at the 0.05 sig-
nificance level

+ Indicates statistical difference from 1997-98 at the 0.05 sig-
nificance level

! Race refers to race of the reference person.

2 Hispanic origin refers to Hispanic origin of the reference
person.

3 Age refers to the age of the reference person.

4 Even though AFDC and TANF are both intended for families
with children, the question asks for income from public assis-

tance for the past 12 months. This question is also only asked
during the second and fifth interview. If the person is in the fourth
interview, then data from the second interview will be used. In this
case, the CU could have received income from welfare up to 19
months prior. The family type of the CU will be current to the quarter.

If the CU, now listed as single, previously was listed with chil-
dren, then the CU could have received AFDC or TANF. Further-
more, the welfare question also asks whether respondents re-
ceived any income from Job Corp grants in 1997-98 and 2001-02.
These are possible examples of singles with welfare.

Consumer Expenditure Survey Anthology, 2005 37



Table 2. Percent reporting expenditures for selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and 2001-02,
in percent

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Food total:
AT | = U= TSRS 99.1 99.4 98.8
Non-welfare 99.2 99.4 995 **
Food at home
WEBITAIE ..ottt e e et e et e e ae e enee s 98.4 98.6 98.6
NON-WEIFAIE ....eoeeeevee ettt nannen 99.2 99.4 * 989 **
Food away
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt e e ettt eneas 56.5 64.4 * 69.6 *
NON-WEIFATE ...t 85.2 85.3 818 **
Alcoholic beverages
WEIFAIE ..ottt ae e ebeeae e 30.1 22.8 * 22.8
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt 50.9 458 * 42,1 *
Housing:
Welfare ......... . 47.0 52.2 * 48.8
Non-welfare 65.4 61.3 * 55.2 *
Shelter
WEIFATE ... 95.5 99.3 * 96.9 *
NON-WEIFAIE ....eoeeeeee ettt nennen 91.7 98.2 * 976 **
Owned dwellings:
WEIFATE ..ot 13.1 17.4 250 **
Non-welfare 55.3 65.4 * 66.9 *~*
Mortgage interest
WEIFAIE ..ottt 8.3 9.0 13.7 *
NON-WEIFAE «.....ovocveceeeeeeceeeee et et es oo 38.2 39.8 * 413 **
Property tax
WEIFAIE ..ottt et enaas 4.2 16.7 * 23.9 *
NON-WEIFAIE ... 18.8 64.8 * 656 **
Maintenance, repairs, insurance, and other expenses
WEIFAIE ..ottt 8.9 9.6 142 *
NON-WEIFAIE ......ooviiiicieeie et 36.8 39.3 * 39.0 *
Rented dwellings
Welfare ....... 82.7 82.0 722 **
Non-welfare 35.5 334 * 316 *7
Other lodging
WEBITAIE .ottt e et e et e e snae e e nraeeannes 4.9 5.0 4.5
Non-welfare 26.8 23.0 * 214 **
Utilities, fuels, and public services:
AT LY | = U= TS UT PSRRI 94.9 96.9 96.8
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 98.1 98.3 979 *
Natural gas
WEBITAIE .ottt e et e et e e snae e e nraeeannes 50.1 48.2 47.2
NON-WEIFAIE ....oviiiiiiiiiie e st 48.6 49.6 50.1
Electricity
ATAT LY | - U= T SO PRPPURPRRY 78.2 81.5 85.0
NON-WEIFAIE ...ccvveiiiiiccieeee e 90.5 91.7 * 919 *
All other fuels
WEBITAIE <ottt e e e e e e snae e e nraeeennes 4.8 6.7 5.0
NON-WEIFAIE ....ceoeeeeeee et eeee et eneenans 14.0 11.6 * 9.9 **
Telephone
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt te et et ebeeaaae s 79.8 89.2 * 875 *
Non-welfare ) 95.3 96.3 * 957 *
Water and publiC SEIVICES .......ccciiiiiiiiiiieeiie et
WEBITAIE <ottt e e e e e e snae e e nraeeennes 31.6 31.8 31.9
NON-WEIFAIE ....ceoeeeeeee et eeee et eneenans 57.9 59.2 * 62.7 **
Household operations:
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt e e ettt eneas 29.3 29.2 374 *
Non-welfare 41.8 43.6 543 * 7
Domestic services
WEBITAIE <ottt e e e e e e snae e e nraeeennes 24.2 24.2 26.4
Non-welfare 35.0 335 311 *
Babysitting and daycare services
A TAT LY | = U= T PSR UPPRRY 8.8 10.0 10.6
NON-WEIFAIE ...ccvveiieiicciieee e 10.0 8.8 * 8.1 *
Other household expenditures
WEIFATE ..o 6.7 7.0 17.3 **
NON-WEIFAIE ....ceoeeeeeee et eeee et eneenans 12.1 18.7 * 393 **

38 Consumer Expenditure Survey Anthology, 2005



Table 2. Percent reporting expenditures for selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and 2001-02,
in percent—Continued

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Household furnishings and equipment:
Welfare....... 100.0 99.9 298 *
NON-WEIFAIE ....oooooeoriececeeeec e 99.8 99.8 99.6 **
Household textiles
20.3 21.3 16.4 *
26.6 222 * 19.4 **
10.9 131 * 12.9
15.5 13.9 * 122 *°
Floor coverings
WEIFAIE et 2.4 3.2 3.2
NON-WEIFAIE ....cviiiiiciice e 4.0 3.8 33 *
Major appliances
LAV Z= L U= SO PUR 6.6 8.0 8.7
NON-WEIFAIE ...ociiiiieieee e 9.7 8.8 * 8.7 *
Small appliances
WEIFAIE et 19.6 18.8 16.4
NON-WEIFAIE ... 22.8 19.7 * 17.4 **
Miscellaneous household equipment
LAV =L U= RSP 26.6 31.7 30.2
NON-WEIFAIE ....vecvevecveieceieteeee et 48.2 455 * 40.4 **
Apparel and services:
Welfare ... 87.5 86.3 85.5
NON-WEITAIE ...ttt ennen 89.4 86.1 * 80.1 **
Men’s and boys’ apparel:
ATV = L - U= SRS 39.0 42.4 36.2
Non-welfare 52.3 47.9 * 431 **
Men, 16 and over
WEIFATE e et 16.4 19.5 16.8
NON-WEIFAIE ... 46.2 40.8 * 366 **
Boys, 2 to 15
Welfare ............ 23.4 29.3 24.3
Non-welfare 16.1 15.4 * 132 *°
Women'’s and girls’ apparel:
WEBIFAIE .. e 60.3 54.9 54.4
NON-WEIFAIE ..o ees 64.6 59.2 * 528 **
Women, 16 and over
47.9 42.3 44.3
61.1 54,5 * 481 **
31.1 28.7 27.0
16.9 16.4 14.0 **
28.2 30.6 31.2
17.4 17.6 149 *°*
44.6 40.6 38.4 *
Non-welfare ... 47.0 403 * 329 **
Other apparel products and services
ATV = L - U= TS 56.5 52.6 50.6
NON-WEIFAE ...oovevecviecvieetcee ettt 63.4 55.8 * 46.2 **
Transportation:
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt ettt eae e saeeabeens 77.9 83.4 * 78.7
NON-WEIFAIE ...t ennen 94.8 94.7 940 **
Cars and trucks, new (net outlay)
ATV = L - U= SRS 2 3 5
NON-WEIFAIE ..ottt 2.6 1.7 * 48 *
Cars and trucks, used (net outlay)
Welfare ...... 7.2 6.5 53 *
NON-WEIFAIE ....ccvieiiiiciice et 5.9 51 * 48 *
Other vehicles
ATV = L - U= SRR 3 n.a. n.a.
NON-WEIFAIE ..ottt 3 2 * 2 *
Vehicle finance charges
WEBIFAIE .. 11.6 14.2 14.4
NON-WEIFAIE ....coviiiiiicicce et 37.2 32.0 * 32.7 *
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Table 2. Percent reporting expenditures for selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and 2001-02,
in percent—Continued

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Gas and motor oil
WEIFAIE vttt ettt ettt ettt teeeneas 53.8 58.4 62.1 *
NON-WEITAIE ..ioeiiiiii et e e e snaeas 90.1 89.9 89.4
Maintenance and repairs
WEBITAIE ..ot e et e e et e e e e enee s 28.6 35.1 29.9
NON-WEIFAIE <...eoeee ettt et neenen 60.7 61.2 56.6 **
Vehicle insurance
WEIFAIE ittt ettt et ettt eteeeaeas 19.8 30.0 * 332 *
NON-WEIFATE ... 47.4 52.3 * 556 **
Public transportation
WEIFATE ... 33.4 32.3 250 **
Non-welfare 23.2 22.2 19.8 **
Intracity mass transit, taxis and limousines, and school buses?
Welfare ........ . - 4.4 2.9
Non-welfare - 13.9 122 %
Health care:
WEBITAIE ..ttt e e e e et e e s e e sneeeennaeesrneee e 38.1 38.6 39.8
Non-welfare 80.9 81.3 79.7 *
Health insurance
WEIFATE ...ttt et et e et aaeeneas 14.9 20.1 * 24.6 *
NON-WEIFAIE .....eiiiiiiiicie et 57.0 63.8 * 63.0 *
Medical services
WEBITATE ..ottt e e et e et e e e e e s 19.5 17.8 15.4
NON-WEIFAIE ....eoeeeeveeee ettt nennen 54.7 48.7 * 455 **
Prescription drugs
AT LY | = U= TS UT PSRRI 25.5 21.1 24.2
NON-WEIFATE ...t 52.9 46.4 * 493 **
Entertainment:
WEIFAIE ..ottt ae e ebeeae e 70.2 82.1 * 835 *
Non-welfare 86.7 90.0 * 89.6 *
Fees and admissions
AT LY | = U= TS UT PSRRI 28.2 27.3 32.2
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 57.9 56.9 51.0 **
TVs, radios, and sound equipment
WEIFAIE ..ottt 49.8 67.8 * 723 *
Non-welfare 70.0 81.6 * 81.8 *
Personal care products and services
AT LY | = U= T USSP 47.2 49.4 48.4
Non-welfare .. 79.3 753 * 74.4 *
Reading
WEIFATE ..eoeoeeeeeee et 48.8 41.6 * 331 *7
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt 76.5 65.1 * 54
Education
WEIFAIE ..ttt ettt e et te e ae e eteeebeataaas 12.6 17.7 * 14.8
NON-WEIFATE ... 16.7 18.3 169 *
Tobacco
WEIFATE ..e.eoeecee et 55.5 44.9 * 373 *7
NON-WEIFAE ..ottt enaeneenens 37.9 28.8 * 243 **
Miscellaneous
WEIFAIE ..ttt ettt e te et e te e te e eae e ebeateaas 20.7 25.3 313 *
NON-WEIFAIE .....cuviiivieii e 48.9 46.4 * 47.3
Personal insurance and pensions:
Welfare ......... . 54.1 53.0 64.6 **
Non-welfare 80.7 765 * 771 *
Life and other personal insurance
WEIFATE ..ttt e ettt eaaas 221 16.6 141 *
NON-WEIFATE ...t 455 41.6 395 **
Retirement, pensions, and Social Security
WEIFATE ... 41.1 47.4 59.3 * 7
Non-welfare ... 70.6 64.7 * 66.4 *
* |Indicates statistical difference from 1988-89 at the 0.05 significance level
significance level 1 Data on intracity mass transit, taxis and limousines, and
+ Indicates statistical difference from 1997-98 at the 0.05 school buses are only available for 1997-98 and 2001-02.
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Table 3. Shares of total expenditures spent on selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and
2001-02, in percent

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Food total:
WEIFATE ..ottt ebe e 27.4 234 * 221 *
NON-WEIFAIE ... 16.3 15.0 * 14.1%7
Food at home
WEITATE ...ttt et et eneas 24.7 20.9 * 19.3 *
NON-WEIFAIE ..ot 11.7 10.9 * 103**
Food away
ATV = L - U= S 2.7 2.5 2.9
Non-welfare 4.6 4.2 3.8**
Alcoholic beverages
WEIFATE ..ttt ettt et et et ae e ete e ebe et .9 5* 5*
Non-welfare ... 1.0 9* 9*
Housing:
ATAV7= L - U= USSR 36.7 38.5 48.8
NON-WEIFAIE ....eeeiiiie ettt 31.4 328 * 33.0*
Shelter
WEBIFAIE ... et e e 21.9 23.8 22.3
NON-WEIFAIE ...iciiiiiiiecie e 18.6 19.9 * 20.7 *
Owned dwellings:
WEIFATE ...ttt sreeaae e 2.7 3.9 52*
NON-WEIFAIE ....ooooeeeeeceeeen e 10.9 126 * 136*7
Mortgage interest
WEIFATE ..ottt et eneas 1.6 2.2 3.0*
NON-WEIFAIE ..ot 6.7 7.3% 78%*
Property tax
WEIFATE ..o een 6 7 1.3**
Non-welfare 2.2 3.1* 3.3**
Maintenance, repairs, insurance, and other expenses
WEIFAIE .ot .6 9 9
Non-welfare .... 2.1 23* 25%*
Rented dwellings
LAV =L U= USSR 18.8 19.6 16.8
NON-WEIFAIE ... e 5.8 5.9 5.7
Other lodging
WEIFAIE ..ot e e a e 4 3 2
NON-WEIFAIE ...ocviiiie it 1.9 1.4* 1.4*
Utilities, fuels, and public services:
A= L - U= TR 10.4 10.9 10.5
NON-WEIFAIE ..ottt ettt 7.1 7.4%* 7.3
Natural gas
Welfare ........... 2.0 15* 1.8
Non-welfare 9 9 10"
Electricity
LAV =L U= USSR 4.0 4.2 4.0
NON-WEIFAIE ..o 2.9 2.8 2.7+
All other fuels
WEIFAIE .. e a e e 3 2 2
NON-WEIFAIE ...oceiieiiciece e 4 3* 3*
Telephone
WEIFATE ...ttt sraeaaee s 3.3 41%* 3.7
Non-welfare ... 2.2 25* 25*
Water and public services
WEIFAIE .. e a e e .8 9 9
NON-WEIFAIE ...oceiieiiciece e 7 9* 9*
Household operations:
KAV = L U= SRR SRSTSRN 1.2 1.2 1.5
NON-WEIFAIE ..o 1.7 1.7 19**
Domestic services
WEIFAIE .. e a e e 9 1.0 1.2
NON-WEITAIE ..iieeiiiiii et 1.4 1.4 1.4
Babysitting and daycare services
Welfare ........... 2 2 3
Non-welfare 2 2 2
Other household expenditures
WEIFAIE ... 3 2 47
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 3 3 5xt
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Table 3. Shares of total expenditures spent on selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and

2001-02, in percent—Continued

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Household furnishings and equipment:
A TAT LY | = U= T USRI 3.1 2.7 25
NON-WEIFAIE ....ceviiiieiecie ettt 4.0 3.8* 3.2
Household textiles
Welfare ............. .3 2 2
Non-welfare 4 2% 2%*
Furniture
ATAT LY | - U= S RSP PUSRPPRIN 1.1 1.0 .9
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 1.3 1.2* 1.0**
Floor coverings
WEITAIE ..ot e e e et e e et e e nnbeeeneeennes n.a. 1 n.a.
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt r et enenaeen 2 2% 1**
Major appliances
WEIFATE ..ttt et te s 7 4% 4%
Non-welfare 6 5* 5**
Small appliances
WEIFATE ..ottt 2 2 a*
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt s et en s 2 2% 1**
Miscellaneous household equipment
ATAT LY | - U= T OO PUSRPPRIN 7 .8 .8
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 1.3 1.5* 127
Apparel and services:
WEIFAIE .ottt 6.9 5.5 5.2*
NON-WEIFATE ...t e e en e 5.2 4.2% 36*7
Men’s and boys’ apparel:
WEITAIE .ottt ettt 1.3 1.0 1.0*
Non-welfare 1.3 1.1* 1.0**
Men, 16 and over
A TAT LY | - U= SO PUSORPPRIN 5 3 4
NON-WEIFAE ...t 11 9 * T**
Boys, 2 to 15
WEITAIE ..ottt e et e e et e e nnteeenaeeenes .9 7 .6*
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt eeen 2 2 2%
Women’s and girls’ apparel:
ATAT LY | - U= S U PUSPRPPRIN 2.4 1.9 1.8
NON-WEIFAE ...t 21 1.6 * 1.4**
Women, 16 and over
ALY = U= T U PP PSRRI 1.5 1.1 1.1
Non-welfare 1.8 1.3* 1.2**
Girls, 2 to 15
WEITATE ittt e et e et eenaeennes .9 .8 7
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt 3 3 3*7
Children under 2
ATAT LY | - U= S RSP PUSRPPRIN 1.1 .9 1.0
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 2 2 2%*
Footwear
WEIFAIE ...ttt .8 7 6*
NON-WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt 5 5* 3*7
Other apparel products and services
WEIFAIE ...ttt ettt 1.3 11 8%
NON-WEIFAIE ...t 1.1 8* T**
Transportation:
WEIFAIE .ottt 13.3 16.0 18.1 *
NON-WEITAIE ..ot 20.5 20.0 20.4
Cars and trucks, new (net outlay)
WEIFATE ...ttt ettt et ettt re e veenas A4 11 2.1*
NON-WEIFATE ... 5.3 4.1%* 45*7
Cars and trucks, used (net outlay)
WEBITAIE ...ttt et e et e e e e nnneas 4.5 5.9 6.8
NON-WEIFATE ...ttt ee e en e enae 4.0 46* 49*7
Other vehicles
ALY LY | = U= T USSP EP .3 n.a. n.a.
NON-WEIFAIE ....ceviiiiieieeie ettt A a* 2%
Vehicle finance charges
WEIFAIE .ottt ettt A4 .6 TF
NON-WEIFATE ...ttt en e enae 1.2 9* 1.0**
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Table 3. Shares of total expenditures spent on selected items, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89, 1997-98, and
2001-02, in percent—Continued

Item 1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
Gas and motor oil
WEBIFATE ... e e e 3.4 3.2 3.4
NON-WEIFAIE ....ooviiiiiici et 3.9 3.3* 3.4%*
Maintenance and repairs
A= L - U= SRS 1.5 1.5 1.8
NON-WEITATE ..ot ee e e ee s eneeeees 2.1 1.9* 1.7**
Vehicle insurance
1.3 1.7 1.8*
2.2 23* 23*
Public transportation:
WEIFATE ..ot 1.0 1.3 Tt
Non-welfare 1.1 1.3* 11*
Intracity mass transit, taxis and limousines, and school buses ........
WEIFATE ..ottt ee e ee e en e en e - 2 a1t
NON-WEIFAIE ...eeeeeeeeeeee e ees - .0 0r
Health care:
ATAVZ= L - U= USRS 2.3 2.7 2.7
Non-welfare 5.1 5.4 % 57*"
Health insurance
WWEITATE ...ttt et eaeas 7 1.1* 15*
NON-WEIFAIE ...eeeeeeeeeeee e ees 2.0 2.8* 3.0*7
Medical services
AV = L - U= SRS 1.0 1.0 5
NON-WEIFAIE ...oviiiiiiie ettt 2.2 1.7* 1.6*
Prescription drugs
WEBIFAIE ... et e e raaaae e 7 4 5
NON-WEIFAIE ...eee e ees 9 T* 97
Entertainment:
ATAVZ= L - U= USRS 3.9 4.1 4.4
NON-WEIFAIE ..o 5.2 5.3 5.1
Fees and admission
WEBIFAIE ... e et e e 4 4 5
NON-WEITAIE ...eiiiieeiie e e et e e e 1.5 1.5 1.5
TVs, radios, and sound equipment
AV = L - U= SRS 2.1 2.3 2.4
Non-welfare 1.7 1.8* 1.8 *
Personal care products and services
WEIFAIE ..ottt ee e ee s een e en s 9 9 6 *7
NON-WEITAE ...ttt eeennen 9 9 77
Reading
WEIFATE ..ottt ae e ebeene e 4 3* 2 *
NON-WEITATE ...ttt ee et ee e ee e e een s eee s s e eeennen 6 5* 4 x*
Education
WEIFAIE .. e e e 4 .6 .9
NON-WEIFAIE .. .eeciiiiie et 1.3 1.7* 1.7 *
Tobacco
LAV Z= L - U= USRS 2.6 2.1 2.0
NON-WEIFAIE ....oeciiiiii ettt 1.0 8* 8 *
Miscellaneous
WEIFAIE ... .8 1.3 1.1
NON-WEIFAIE .. .eeciiicii ettt 1.2 15* 15 *
Personal insurance and pensions:
WEIFAIE ..ooceoeeeeeeet e 3.3 3.8 46 **
NON-WEIFAIE ....eeciiiiie ettt 9.5 10.2 * 10.2 *
Life and other personal insurance
WEBIFAIE ... e e e .8 5 .6
Non-welfare 1.3 1.2 11 **
Retirement, pensions, and Social Security
WEIFATE ..ot 2.5 3.2 40 *
NON-WEIFAIE ..iiiiiiiiiiee et 8.2 9.0* 9.1 *
* Indicates statistical difference from 1988-89 at the 0.05 + Indicates statistical difference from 1997-98 at the 0.05
significance level significance level

n.a. Not applicable.
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Table 4. Mean expenditures for selected items (adjusted to 2002 dollars), Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1988-89,

1997-98, and 2001-02

Item

Food total:

WEIFAIE .o
NON-WEIFAIE ...eeeeiiie et s

Food at home

WEIFAIE ..
NON-WEIAIE ..oiveiiiie e

Food away

JEV = L - U= RSP URRRR:
NON-WEIAre ...

Alcoholic beverages

WEIFAIE .o
NON-WEIFAIE ...eeeciie et

Rented dwellings*

LAV = - U= SRR
NON-WEIFAIE ...eee i e

Reading

WEIFAIE .o
NON-WEIFAIE ...eeeciie et

Tobacco

LAV = - U= USRS
NON-WEIFAIE ..oeeeceeie e

1988-89 1997-98 2001-02
..... $4,553 $ 4,443 $ 4,465
..... 5,995 5,440 * 5,284 **
..... 4,118 3,852 3,875
..... 4,318 3,826 * 3,849 *
..... 441 485 581
..... 1,661 1,526 * 1,428 * *
..... 157 89 * 98 *
..... 394 316 * 331 *
..... 3,297 3,965 * 3,434
..... 2,240 2,273 2,162 *
..... 239 178 * 143 **
..... 76 52 * 47 *
..... 871 640 * 426 % *+
..... 724 465 * 323+

1 Mean expenditures for rent are based on all CUs (home-
owners and renters).

* Indicates statistical difference from 1988-89 at the 0.05 sig-
nificance level
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+ Indicates statistical difference from 1997-98 at the 0.05
significance level



