Working and poor: Using the Supplemental Poverty Measure

Prepared for the 2019 Annual Meeting
of the Population Association of America

to evaluate the public safety net for workers -

April 12, 2019
Laryssa Mykyta, U.S. Census Bureau B o king Paper 2019-06

. . The SPM starts with cash income, then... official (OPM) and the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)’ SafEty net programs on prObabiIity of not net programs on probability of not being SPM poor
* Despite steady employment growth in recent Sa— o pp—— 2009-2017 being SPM poor conditional on being poor  conditional on being poor under the OPM, 2009-2017
years, earnings have not kept pace and many _ _ All workers FTFY workers? under the OPM
workers continue to live below povertyv. The SPM adds benefits from  The SPM subtracts necessary = e = S 5SS+ -
P Y the government that are not  expenses like taxes, health (N-1434 mI"IOH) (N-958 m|II|on) (A) All Workers = —
cash but help families meet  care, commuting costs for all -
. . ir basi - . | ——
 Understanding how the public safety net reduces tekbsleneeds. et i Poor using the OPM 6.4 (0.04) 2.6 (0.03) Average Marginal Effecs R =
’ Ty) —l—
overty may inform how policies are targeted to : g Ul =
POVETLY Tay 1hio P & » Poor using the SPM 8.7 (0.05) 5.0 (0.05) i e -
improve well-being among the most vulnerable & - 'g -
workers. e S "p<0.05 5 Schaol_Lunch - e
; - A Full-time, full year workers (FTFY) were employed 35 hours a week or more for 50 weeks or 2 e g o4, o = 1l
ObjECtiVES: 'E?;:s: more in the previous calendar year ;%L Il
ridator o Source: U.S. Census Bureau CPS ASEC 2010 - 2018 = Housing_Subsidy - -
work C 'ﬁ.:.'—_————.ﬁ._———.=.h.=.
: 7\ Figure 1. Change in Supplemental Poverty Rates for workers after N mnergy_Assist -
* To what extent does the public safety net i Y s$s 8 - 8 PP Y 8 e -
Low-income dJ J ° ° ° i -
alleviate poverty among workers? home energy Tases including public safety net programs, 2009-2017 ,1 | ,1 = . -
(LIHEAP) _ o ,
/\*~\\ Percentage point change 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 m Allworkers m ETEY workers
* Which public safety net programs reduce poverty Nationaschoal =Y .ol IO 40 3.0 20 10 0.0 M
G paid ' ' ' ' ' - recelvedcash assislance  —&—— recelved noncash assistance Models control for age, sex, race, educational attainment, disability status
among workers? () —e— received RTCs _ y 357, Take, EULE T _ ‘
) M:ﬁa. family type, number of children, housing tenure, region, metropolitan
. o e expenses residence, and year.
* Have the effects of public safety net policies on (B) FTFY Workers Source: U.S. Census Bureau CPS ASEC 2010 - 2018
poverty among workers changed over time? Methods SPM with cash benefits o (Lfa 1 E0
0 Findings:
&———'.——Fw
Data: . = .-—-—-—'.’_'—A—.L_“*-—ﬂ.—'_—'._f""f.‘_"‘—-——.-—-—-.
 Wald t-tests comparing Supplemental : 8 .
Paring Subp Cash assistance g * Public safety net programs reduced the number and
. . Poverty Rates (SPM) including and reduced SPM poverty % '
e Current Population Survey Annual Social and excluding cash assistance, noncash rates among all H percentage of workers in poverty.
Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC), 2010 — 2018 benefits and refundabl t' 4t workers 3.7 < * Cash assistance programs brought a higher proportion of
ENETILS and refundable tax credits percentage points . . . workers out of poverty than noncash benefits or refundable
SPM with noncash benefits 8 o a—o— . o —o— o o ¢ dit
* Sample: Any individual aged 16 and older L . . For FTFY workers, cash . ax Credits.

. " . 0 th : * Multivariate logit models predicting log assistance and RTCs o -  Multivariate models highlight the importance of noncash
reportlng Wor experlence In t e preVIOus : H : 2008 EEIIH] EHIH 2012 Eﬂl13 EI]IM 2015 EEII‘IE Eﬂlﬁ’ . . . qe .
calendar vear (N=1,434,228,000; unweighted = likelihood of not being SPM poor reduced poverty by L benefit programs such as housing subsidies and SNAP in

Y P e e TR 5 conditional on being poor using the 1.5 percentage points e received oash assistance  —@— received nonoash assistance alleviating poverty for all workers and the EITC in alleviating

—8— received RTCs

1,629,467)

poverty among vulnerable FTFY workers.
 Receiving assistance from public safety net programs

official poverty measure

Models control for age, sex, race, educational

- ™ PM with ref le t it . s : '
United States U.S. UEll:Jartment t:':tf l.:nmme.:rt:.‘e - SPM with refundable tax credits attainment, disability status, family type, number increased the chances a worker would not be poor by 2
n u Economics EII"'IEI Statistics A.dMInlstratan of Chi]dren’ housing tenure, region’ metropo“tan percent (SOCiaI SecuritY) to 23.4 percent (hOUSing SUbSidieS).
U.S. CENSUS BUREAU residence, and year.
Bureau census.gov This poster is intended to inform interested parties of ongoing research and to
The data are subject to error arising from a variety of sources, including sampling error and nonsampling error. For more information, please visit https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/cps/techdocs/cpsmarl18.pdf. All comparative [ A” WOrkerS [ FTFY WOrkerS encourage diSCUSSion Of WOrk in progress' The VieWS expressed are those Of

statements in this presentation have undergone statistical testing, and, unless otherwise noted, all comparisons are statistically significant at the 90 percent significance level. This paper meets all of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Disclosure Source: U.S. Census Bureau CPS ASEC 2010 - 2018 Source: U.S. Census Bureau CPS ASEC 2010 - 2018 the authors and are not necessari |y those of the U.S. Census Bureau
Review Board (DRB) standards and has been assigned DRB approval number CBDRB-FY19-ROSS-B0071. e ’


https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/cps/techdocs/cpsmar18.pdf

