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Abstract

We study the correspondence between a household’s income and its vulnerability
to income shocks in two developed countries: the U.S. and Spain. Vulnerability is
measured by the availability of wealth to smooth consumption in a multidimensional
approach to poverty, which allows us to identify three groups of households: the
twice-poor group which includes income-poor households who lack of an adequate
stock of wealth; the group of protected-poor households, which are all those income-
poor families with a buffer stock of wealth they can rely on; lastly, the vulnerable-
non-poor group, including households above the income-poverty line that do not
hold any stock of wealth. Interestingly, the risk of belonging to these groups changes
over the life-cycle in both countries while the size of the groups differs significantly
between Spain and the U.S.; although this result is quite sensitive to whether the
housing wealth component is included in the wealth measure or not.
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1 Introduction

The definition of poverty and the identification of the poor is a complex issue. To date
the main focus of poverty measurement has been on income flows. Indeed, most official
statistics in industrialized countries use data on monthly or yearly household income to
determine the incidence of the poor. However, income-poverty indicators may provide
limited information on household economic welfare. An important result derived from
income based poverty studies is that there exists a large low income turnover, with a
significant number of households falling below the income threshold and experiencing low
income spells (Jarvis and Jenkins, 1998). If this is the case, it is clear that income flows
are not fully informative about families’ vulnerability to income shocks as they do not
provide information on the capacity households have for sustaining a minimum standard
of living during low income periods. Consequently, if one believes household vulnerability
is relevant to identify those individuals with low economic welfare, then standard income
measures should be supplemented with information on other households’ attributes.

Among the many determinants of welfare, wealth is central to the vulnerability of
households in times of economic crisis. Wealth holdings constitute the main instrument
households have to insure themselves against risk as they importantly determine the
extent to which families can smooth consumption in periods of low income. In fact, assets
contribute to the economic security of families as they can be converted directly into cash
or can be used as collateral in order to provide liquidity. Therefore, the joint analysis of
income and wealth will clearly contribute to improve our knowledge about households’
well-being, allowing us to study the correspondence between households’ current income
and their vulnerability to income shocks, measured by the availability of wealth type
resources for maintaining consumption during an income-poverty spell.

The main aim of this paper is to measure and characterize poverty using both in-
come and wealth, and to compare these results with those derived from the standard
income-poverty approach. To this purpose, we quantify and identify poor households in
two industrialized countries: the U.S. and Spain.! We argue the comparison of these
two countries is relevant for several reasons. First, the U.S. and Spain are both charac-
terized by a welfare model typically catalogued as rather weak compared to that found

in Nordic countries (Esping-Andersen, 2002). The measurement of vulnerability using

1To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first attempt to perform a comparative poverty analysis
of these two countries using both income and wealth. The contribution of assets to families’ welfare has
received less attention in Spain than in the case of the U.S., mainly due to the fact that until 2002, there

was an absolute lack of adequate data for undertaking this type of research.



wealth holdings is especially interesting in this context given the greater importance of
assets as insurance mechanism in a low social protection situation. Also, given the ex-
isting evidence showing a higher incidence of relative income-poverty in the U.S. than in
Spain (OECD, 2008), we argue it is interesting to know whether this poverty ordering
still holds when income and wealth are analyzed together. Further, Spain and the U.S.
exhibit important differences in the demographic structure and the household formation
process (Bover 2010, Reher 2008), with Spain showing a larger share of young people
living with their parents, which might have important consequences on saving behavior
and the relationship between income and wealth over the life cycle.

Differently to recent attempts in the literature, we propose a multidimensional ap-
proach where a poverty line is specified for each dimension, so that the levels of depriva-
tion in income and wealth can be determined separately.? This allows us to distinguish
three groups of poor households. Within the twice-poor group, we would include those
households in poverty who also lack an adequate stock of wealth, and therefore may be
trapped in a low-welfare situation where they are unable to build-up financial assets given
their current income flows. Secondly, the group of protected-poor would refer to all those
families whose income is below the income-poverty threshold, but who have some capacity
to cope with related liquidity problems, since they hold a buffer stock of wealth resources
they can rely on. Lastly, the vulnerable-non poor group would include every household
above the income-poverty line who, even if out of poverty, does not have a stock of eco-
nomic resources that enables its members to smooth consumption in the absence of income
flows, and this may push them into economic deprivation in times of economic crisis.?

Interestingly, we find that poor groups are very heterogeneous among them, so that the
poverty profile derived from the multidimensional analysis is, in general, quite different
to the income-poverty profile. Also, similarly to the case of income, the poverty rate
in the U.S. is greater than in Spain when poverty is measured using both income and

wealth. In fact, there exists a large gap between the two countries, especially in the

2Previous literature aimed to measure poverty using income and wealth mostly apply the annuity
method proposed by Weisbrod and Hansen (1968) to summarize the information on both dimensions
into a single index of welfare (Brandolini et al., 2010, Zagorsky, 2006, Short and Ruggles, 2006, Van
den Bosch, 1998). However, due to the aggregation of information, this approach does not allow us to
study the vulnerability of households independently of their current income situation, which is part of

the motivation of this paper.
3This is precisely the approach used by Wolff (1990) and Radner and Vaughan (1987) to measure

poverty in the U.S. Our paper differentiates from these works as we quantify and characterize the different
groups of poor households, while these authors applied this methodology only to measure the proportion

of twice-poor households.



case of the twice-poor and vulnerable-non poor, whose presence in the U.S. more than
doubles that in Spain. We ask whether this differential may be attributed to differences
in the household structure. As Bover (2010) recently shows, household demographics
account, for a large share of the differences at the bottom of the wealth distributions in
the U.S. and Spain. Azpitarte (2011) compares the extent of asset-poverty in the U.K.
and Spain using different poverty definitions and wealth thresholds. Using counterfactual
distribution analysis, this author finds that differences in the distribution of households
explains little of the wealth-poverty gap between these two countries no matter where one
draws the poverty line. Drawing on the methods adopted in these articles, the present
paper contributes to the existing literature by comparing the characteristics of poverty
in the U.S. and Spain using information on both income and wealth. Differently to
early contributions, this allows us to study the relationship between income flows and
wealth holdings and how it influences the incidence of vulnerable households in these
two countries. Furthermore, we use a multidimensional variant of the counterfactual
approach proposed by Bover (2010) to assess the contribution of household demographics
to explain the difference in the number of vulnerable households in the U.S. and Spain.
Our results suggest that variations in the household structure contribute to explain the
larger incidence of poor groups in the U.S., particularly in the case of the vulnerable-
non poor, where this factor accounts for more than three quarters of the gap. Note,
however, that there remains an important part of the difference that is not explained by
the demographic structure.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the data sources we use
in the analysis. Section 3 describes the income sources and the portfolio composition,
as well as, the relationship between income and wealth in Spain and the U.S. Section 4
includes the main results of the paper on income and income-and-wealth poverty. First,
we report the incidence and characterization of poor households in Spain and the U.S. Also
in this section, we summarize the main differences between the household structures of
these two countries. We complete this section presenting the results of the counterfactual

decomposition analysis. Finally, in Section 5 we detail our main conclusions.

2 Data Sources and Methods

In this paper we rely on data from two highly comparable wealth surveys in the Spain and

the U.S. In particular, the data for the U.S. is from the 2001 Survey of Consumer Finances



(SCF),* whereas for Spain we use the information in the first wave of the Spanish Survey
of Household Finances (Encuesta Financiera de las Familias, EFF) conducted in 2002.°
Both the SCF and the EFF are aimed at providing detailed information about the assets
and liabilities held by households, as well as data on employment, income, and other
demographic characteristics of the households in the U.S. and Spain, respectively. Thus,
the 2001 SCF provides all this information for a sample with more than 4,000 households,
while the first wave of the EFF includes a sample with more than 5,000 households.
Importantly, the information provided in the SCF and the EFF is rather homogeneous,
which allows a high degree of comparability between the U.S. and Spain. With regard
to the data on income, both the EFF and the SCF contain information on the different
sources of income. In particular, in this paper we will use the annual household gross
income (before taxes and contributions to the Social Security System).® This variable is
the sum of wages and salaries, self-employment earnings, capital income, unemployment
benefits, private and public retirement pensions, and other transfers received by any
household member.” In the case of wealth, in both the EFF and the SCF, households
are asked to report the value of a wide range of tangible and financial assets as well as
the household’s outstanding debts at the moment of the interview.® In particular, the
two surveys contain information about the ownership status and the value of the main

residence and other real estate properties, as well as the amount pending repayment of the

4We use the data from the 2001 SCF included in the Luxembourg Wealth Study (LWS) database. The
LWS is an international project launched in 2003, whose primary goal is to harmonize existing micro-
data on wealth. At present, Austria, Canada, Cyprus, Finland, Germany, Italy, Norway, Sweden, United
States and United Kingdom are contributing with their national data sets. A complete description of the

LWS database can be found in http://www.lisproject.org.
SFor a detailed description of the methodology used in the first wave of the EFF, see Bover (2004).
6In both surveys households are asked to report the income perceived during the year previous to

the survey. Thus, income data for Spain correspond to 2001, while for the U.S. it measures the income
households received in 2000. We decided to use a gross measure of income because the Spanish survey

does not include any income measure net of taxes and contributions to the Social Security System.
"Notice that the use of gross income is consistent with the U.S. official poverty definition of poverty.

As one of the referees rightly pointed out, the use of this measure may be inconsistent with the treatment
of wealth, as it is gross of interests paid on debts, and also because it does not include the imputed rent on
owner-occupied dwellings. Note, however, that this is the standard measure of income commonly applied
in income-poverty analysis. Given our interest in assessing the effect of departing from the traditional

income-poverty definition, we argue it is reasonable to use the standard measure of income.
8 A complete description of the information on wealth holdings in the SCF 2001 and the EFF 2002 is

included in the appendix. In particular, the interviews for the Spanish survey were performed between
October 2002 and May 2003, whereas in the case of the SCF, the information was collected during the
second half of 2001.



loans related to the purchase of these assets. The EFF and the SCF also provide us with
the value of the businesses owned by any household member, as well as, the value of the
means of transport, jewelry, works of art, antiques and other non-financial assets held by
the household.” Regarding the financial portfolio, both surveys include information on the
value of all deposits and accounts in financial institutions, stocks, mutual and investment
funds, bonds, pension plans,'® life insurance and other financial assets (such as loans to
third parties) owned by household members. Finally, the EFF and the SCF also contain
information on debts not related to the purchase of real estate properties, including its
type, motive and amount pending repayment of the loans held by the household. All
this information allows us to construct a broad net worth measure for Spanish and U.S.
households, which is defined as the total value of real and financial assets minus the
current value of debts. Real assets are defined as the sum of the gross value of owner-
occupied housing, other real estate, business equities related to self-employment, vehicles,
jewelry, works of art and other non-financial assets.!! Financial assets include the current
value of transaction and saving accounts, total bonds, stocks, mutual and investment
funds, private pension schemes, life insurance, and other financial assets. Finally, the
value of total debt is the sum of principal residence debt, other real estate debt, vehicle
and educational loans, and other debts.'?

Additionally, the EFF and the SCF share relevant methodology features that make
them especially suitable for comparative analysis.'® Indeed, an important characteristic of
these two samples is the over-sampling of wealthy households.!* As Davies and Shorrocks
(2000) suggest, this is a necessary condition in order to obtain an accurate picture of
aggregate wealth, given that an important share of total assets belongs to the richest
households. Notice that, despite the over-sampling of the rich, the representativeness of

the two samples is guaranteed by the use of appropriate sample weights. Another common

9The value of all real assets corresponds to a self-assessed value reported by the head of the household

at the moment of the interview.
10The entitlements to Social Security pensions are not included in this category, given that households

are asked to report only the present value of the private pension plans.
' This category includes the value of gold, silver, antiques, stamp collections, and other collectibles in

the household.
12This category includes the value of installment debt, other loans from financial institutions, and

informal debt.
3Indeed, the EFF was constructed following the model of the SCF (Bover, 2004).
1 Over-sampling in the EFF is based on the individual information of the Spanish wealth tax (Impuesto

sobre el Patrimonio), while in the SCF it is based on a supplementary high-income sample drawn from
income tax records. For more information on these two procedures, see Bover (2004) and Kennickell
(2008).



feature in the EFF and in the SCF is that both surveys use the same imputation method
to provide complete information on households’ income and wealth holdings even if a
household fails to respond to the complete questionnaire.'®

The unit of analysis we use in this paper is the household. In both surveys, a household
is defined as including all individuals living together in the same dwelling, but additional
requirements are considered in each survey. In the case of Spain, sharing expenses is
a condition to form a household, while in the U.S., financial interdependence with the
economically dominant person or couple is required. Lastly, as it is usual in regular
income poverty analysis, we convert income to equivalent income taking into account the
differences in needs across households due to the economies of scale in consumption.'® In
the case of wealth, since we are interested in the ability of families to overcome times of
economic crisis using accumulated wealth holdings, we also consider differences in needs
across households when measuring wealth.!” Thus, we compute the equivalent values
of both income and wealth variables using a consistent single parameter scale with a
square-root-of-household-size scale factor. In particular, adjusted variables are equal to
unadjusted variables divided by household size raised to an exponential value equal to
0.5.18

3 Income and Wealth in the U.S. and Spain

3.1 Income Sources and the Wealth Portfolio

Before undertaking the poverty analysis, in this section we study separately the income
and wealth dimensions of welfare. For this purpose, we look first at the income sources
and the asset portfolio composition of households in the U.S. and Spain. As Table 1
shows, there exist important differences regarding the income sources of Spanish and U.S.

households. Labour earnings have a greater importance in the U.S. than in Spain. Indeed,

15The imputation method is the Federal Reserve Imputation Technique Zeta (Fritz). This is a stochastic

method with a sequential and iterative structure. For more details, see Kennickell (1998 and 2000).
6For a comparative survey of income poverty and equivalence scales see Jantti and Danziger (2000).
17In contrast with income distribution analysis, in the case of wealth there is no standard approach to

account for different needs across households. In a recent discussion on the use of equivalence scales in
wealth distribution analysis, Sierminska and Smeeding (2005) show that measures of wealth inequality

are sensitive to equivalence scales, decreasing when higher economics of scale are assumed.
18This is a particular case of the family of equivalence scales proposed by Buhmann et al.(1988) widely

used in regular inequality and poverty analysis, where household needs are equal to S, where S is the

size of the household and @ is the elasticity of the scale rate, which in our case is set equal to 0.5.



the proportion of households where none of the members is an active earner in the U.S.
is nine points lower than in Spain, where this type of households represents about 29
percent of the population'”. Instead, Spanish households have a larger dependence on the
income from pensions and transfers than their U.S. counterparts: more than 48 percent
of Spanish households perceived some income from transfers or pension plans, while in
the U.S. this percentage was below 40 percent, which explains the larger importance of

this income source in total income in Spain compared with the U.S. (19 and 9 percent).

[Place Table 1 here]

In the case of wealth, the results in Table 2 highlight important differences in the
portfolio composition of Spain and the U.S. Thus, as it has been already documented
in the literature, Spain exhibits a large preference for less-liquid assets, especially for
housing wealth, while the U.S. households show a significantly higher share of financial
wealth (Bover et al,, 2005). Almost 82 percent of Spanish households own their main
residence, and more than 30 percent own some other real estate, whereas in the U.S.
these figures are around 68 and 16 percent, respectively. In fact, Spain presents the
largest proportion of homeowners among OECD countries, where this proportion ranges
from the 40 percent observed for Germany to the 80 percent observed for Spain, Greece,
and Italy (Christensen et al. 2005). Consequently, real assets have a significantly larger

importance in Spain, accounting for almost 87 percent of total assets, while in the U.S.

[Place Table 2 here]

they represent 58 percent. Clearly, the other side of the coin is that U.S. households
reveal a larger preference for more liquid assets in comparison with Spanish households.
Indeed, for every financial asset except for deposit accounts, the rate of ownership in the
U.S. is larger than in Spain. For instance, only 12 percent of the Spanish households hold
some type of share, while in the U.S., this proportion is about 21 percent. If compared
with other countries included in the LWS, the figure for Spain is similar to that of another

Mediterranean country like Italy, where the number of shareholders is around 11 percent.

19 Differences in the demographic structure of the two countries contribute to explain this result. Thus,
as we show in Section 4, the proportion of households headed by individuals above 65 in Spain is signifi-

cantly greater than in the U.S.



Meanwhile, the rate of ownership in the U.S. is more similar to that observed for the
United Kingdom, and Nordic countries like Norway and Sweden, where the number of
owners is about 30 percent. The low presence of financial assets in the Spanish households’
portfolio explains the lower weight of financial assets have within total wealth compared
with the U.S. (about 12 versus 42 percent). Finally, regarding the debt component, more
than 75 percent of households in the U.S. hold some type of debt, compared with only 43
percent in Spain. Interestingly, despite the larger proportion of homeowners observed in
Spain , the share of households that accumulate debt for this motive in the U.S. is more

than twice the level in Spain (43 versus 21 percent).

3.2 The Relationship between Income and Wealth Holdings

Income and wealth are both essential in determining the economic well-being and ill-being
of individuals (Headey and Wooden 2005, 2004). Therefore, the analysis of the correspon-
dence between income and wealth is central in order to understand the distribution of
economic resources and welfare in any society. Indeed, a high correlation between income
and wealth indicates a close association between an individual’s current and past economic
position in society, which may be interpreted as a signal of unequal opportunities and large
permanent inequality. In the case of Spain and the U.S., the figures shown in Table 3
suggest a positive correlation between income and wealth in both countries. However, the
association between these two variables in the U.S. is markedly larger than in Spain, as
suggested by the difference in the values of the correlation coefficient (0.5 versus 0.18).
This difference is mainly attributable to the non-housing component of wealth, since the
correlation between this component and income in the U.S. is more than three times that
in Spain, whereas the association between income and housing wealth is similar in the two
countries. Furthermore, the larger correlation found in the U.S. for the entire population
is also observed within race groups, which means that factors other than the race need
to be considered in order to explain the large association between income and wealth in

20 Moreover, the results for housing wealth suggest that the association of

this country.
this wealth component with other assets is significantly lower in Spain than in the U.S.
Indeed, the correlation of the housing component with total net worth and non-housing
wealth in Spain is about 0.2 and 0.11, whereas in the U.S. these figures are around 0.5

and 0.4, respectively.

20This result for the U.S. is similar to that found for this country by Budria et al. (2002). These
authors report that the correlation coefficient between income and wealth in the U.S. in 1998 was equal
to 0.6.



The results regarding the correlation between income and wealth are confirmed by the
lower re-ranking between the two distributions in the U.S. compared with Spain, as shown
by the transition matrices based on the quartile distributions of income and net worth
presented in Table 9. Information in each matrix is synthesized with the diagonal index
M (P) proposed by Shorrocks (1978) (0.9 for Spain, 0.83 for the U.S.). The figures indicate
a larger upward mobility in Spain, where about 33 and 32 percent of the households in
the bottom quartile of income and wealth, respectively, are in the third or fourth quartile
of the other dimension when there is re-ranking, compared with 24 and 17 percent in the
U.S. Consistent with this result, we find that the U.S. presents a greater correspondence
at the bottom and the top of the distributions: 52 and 55 percent of U.S. households in
the bottom and top quartile of income, respectively, remain in the same quartile of net
worth after re-ranking, compared with 39 and 47 percent in Spain.?! Jintti et al. (2008)
described the quartile distribution of income and wealth in the U.S., Canada, Italy, and
Sweden using information in the LWS database, and they found that within this group
of countries, the U.S. has the highest concentration of population in the bottom and the
top income-wealth quartile groups. Our figures for Spain are similar to those reported
by these authors for Italy and Canada, while their results for Sweden show that the
correspondence at the bottom of the distributions in this country is lower than in Spain,
given that less than 30 percent of Swedish households at the bottom quartile of income are
also in the same quartile of wealth. Lastly, the different association between income and
wealth found for Spain and the U.S. already indicates that we should expect the financial
situation of income-poor households will be quite different in these two countries.?? In
particular, the results at the bottom of Table 3 show that the difference in wealth holdings
between the households below and above the income-poverty line in Spain is significantly
smaller than in the U.S. In fact, the average value of non-housing and housing wealth
of the income-poor in Spain accounts for about 26 and 62 percent of those above the
income-poverty threshold, while in the U.S. they represent 13 and less than 32 percent,

respectively.

[Place Table 3 here]

210ur results for the U.S. are similar to those found by Radner and Vaughan (1987). These authors
computed a transition matrix for U.S. using data for 1979, and they reported a value of the mobility

index equal to 0.85.
22Income-poor households are defined as those whose income is below 50 percent of the median equiv-

alent household income. A detailed discussion on poverty thresholds is presented in the next section.
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4 Poverty Analysis

4.1 The Poverty Approach

The main goal of this section is to characterize poverty in Spain and the U.S. looking at
income and wealth, and to compare the results with those obtained from the standard
income-poverty approach. In the case of income-poverty, the official methods used to
identify income-poor households in these two countries differ regarding various method-
ological issues.? In particular, income-poverty measurement in the U.S. is based on a
set of absolute income-poverty thresholds aimed to reflect the basic cost of living in this
country, which vary according to the size and composition of the family. However, in
Spain, as in other E.U. countries, a relative notion of income-poverty is adopted in the so
called "Laeken" indicators of poverty, which are computed using an income-poverty line
equal to 60 percent of the median income. For the sake of comparability, in this paper
we will follow a relative approach to measuring income-poverty in Spain and the U.S. In
order to check for the sensitivity of results to a particular choice of threshold, we use three
different income thresholds that correspond to the 40, 50, and 60 percent of the median
income.?*

A relevant issue that needs to be faced when taking a multidimensional approach
to poverty is how to integrate the different dimensions (Silber, 2007). In the case of
income and wealth, two alternative approaches have been proposed in the literature. In
the first approach, the annuity method is used to aggregate the two variables into a
single indicator of welfare, converting household net worth into a flow of resources, such
that, every household whose annuity from wealth is not enough to compensate the income
poverty gap is considered as poor (Zagorsky 2006, Short and Ruggles 2006, Van den Bosch
1998, Wolff 1990, Weisbrod and Hansen 1968). Alternatively, in the second approach
a poverty line is specified for each dimension, identifying as poor all those households
that have an insufficiency in either income or wealth (Wolff 1990, Radner and Vaughan
1987). We argue that this method implies a more efficient use of the information on
income and wealth than the annuity method, as it allows us to measure the vulnerability
of households to negative income shocks independently of their current position in the

income distribution, which enables a better description of the different poverty status.

Z3For an excellent discussion of the official methods used to measure income-poverty in the U.S. and

in E.U. countries, see Notten and Neubourg (2007).
24 Jesuit and Smeeding (2002) show that the U.S. absolute poverty line is close to the 40 percent

threshold.
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Indeed, this methodology, in contrast with the annuity approach, permits to characterize
vulnerable-non poor households, that is, households whose incomes are above the poverty
line but that hold few assets, which makes them vulnerable if current income were to be
reduced or to cease entirely. In addition, it also allows us to identify protected-poor, as
well as, twice-poor households, where the former refers to households with incomes below
the income threshold but with sufficient wealth holdings to maintain a minimum standard
of living, whereas the second category includes all the households that are deprived in
both dimensions.

In order to characterize the different groups of poor households a definition of wealth-
poverty is required. Following Caner and Wolff (2004), we identify asset-poverty with
the lack of enough asset holdings to overcome periods of economic crisis with low income
flows. Thus, to determine the asset-poverty status we will compare households’ wealth
with some threshold value reflecting a minimum welfare level required to be maintained by
means of wealth holdings (Caner and Wolff 2004, Hubbard et al. 1995). In particular, we
define the wealth-poverty threshold as a function of the relative annual income poverty
line used to measure income poverty. This option slightly differs from that used by
Caner and Wolff (2004) to quantify asset-poverty in the U.S., as they use a family-size
conditioned minimum consumption threshold aimed to reflect the cost of satisfying basic
needs. However, given the difficulty for constructing a comparable measure of basic needs
for Spain, and given our interest in measuring the capacity of Spanish and U.S. households
to overcome periods of income-poverty, we argue that the use of the income threshold as
wealth-poverty line is especially suitable for comparing the incidence of asset-poverty in
these two countries.?” Furthermore, in order to check the robustness of the results, we
propose three wealth-poverty lines that result from dividing the income threshold by 12,
4, or 2, where the idea is to check if the household could support itself with wealth
holdings at the income-poverty line for one, three, or six months, respectively. Lastly,
the variable we use to measure the incidence of asset-poverty is the equivalent net worth

defined in Section 2. In addition, we compute the poverty rates considering only the

Z5Qur option also differs from that adopted by Hubbard et al. (1995) to analyze the relationship
between asset-based, means-tested social welfare programs and the number of low-wealth households in
the U.S. In particular, these authors use a household-specific wealth threshold that depends on household
income, such that, every household with net-worth less than their annual current income is identified as
asset-poor. An important drawback of this methodology is that it is possible that households with low
wealth holdings may not be considered as asset-poor if they also have low income, while households with
a large amount of wealth may be identified as wealth-poor simply because their wealth is relatively low

compared with their income.
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non-housing wealth component, which is equal to net worth minus the net value of the

principal residence.

4.2 Results
4.2.1 Incidence

Table 4 shows the figures on the extent of income-poverty and the relative size of the three
groups of multidimensional poor households in Spain and the U.S. Income-poverty is larger
in the U.S. than in Spain regardless of the income threshold considered. For instance,
results in the table show that about 23 percent of Spanish households are identified
as income-poor with the 60 percent income threshold, while in the U.S. the incidence is
around 29 percent. The larger incidence of income-poverty observed in the U.S. relative to
other rich countries has been already documented in the literature (Notten and Neubourg
2007, Smeeding 2006, Jéntti and Danziger 2000). This differential in income-poverty rates
is larger for lower income-poverty lines. In fact, the number of U.S. households identified
as income-poor with the 40 percent income threshold is more than twice that in Spain
(17 and 8 percent), while in the cases of the 50 and 60 percent thresholds this proportion
is around 1.5 and 1.2 times larger in the U.S. than in Spain, respectively.

Interestingly, we find that the number of households identified as poor when looking
at both income and wealth in the U.S. is larger than in Spain whatever the combination
of poverty lines. In particular, the most striking difference between these two countries
is found for the twice-poor and the vulnerable non-poor groups. Thus, the proportion of
households that are identified as poor in both dimensions is significantly greater in the
case of the U.S. (between 6 and 14 percent depending on the thresholds considered).?
Similarly, the number of vulnerable-non poor households in the U.S. is greater than in
Spain for every poverty line. For example, using the 50 percent income-poverty line, we
find that the proportion of households that do not hold a minimum amount of wealth even
if they are above the income threshold in Spain is between 2 and 7 percent, meanwhile
in the U.S. this proportion lies between 4 and 11 percent. In contrast with the other two
groups, the proportion of protected-poor households is rather similar in the two countries,
even when the housing component is removed. However, the exclusion of this component

significantly affects the number of twice-poor and vulnerable-non poor households, espe-

20Wolff (1990) computed this poverty rate for the U.S. using the official income-poverty line and
different wealth percentiles as wealth-poverty thresholds, and he found that between 7 and 11 percent of

U.S. households were poor in both dimensions in 1983.
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cially in Spain. Indeed, the number of twice-poor households in this country more than
doubles when housing is not included and, unlike the case of the net worth, the size of

the vulnerable-non poor group becomes larger in Spain than in the U.S.

[Place Table 4 here]

4.2.2 Identification

To the purpose of identifying the different groups of poor households, Table 5 presents the
incidence of both income and multidimensional poverty by households groups. In addition,
to study the effect that different socioeconomic characteristics have on poverty, Table 6
reports the estimates of two alternative probabilistic models for the risk of being identified
as poor.?” In the case of income-poverty, we use a logit model in which the dependent
variable is an income-poverty indicator variable that assigns a value 1 if the household
is identified as income-poor, and zero otherwise. For the multidimensional definition of
poverty, we propose a multinomial model for the probability of belonging to each of the
different groups of poor households. In particular, we estimate a multinomial logit model
in which the dependent variable is a discrete variable y; that takes value 1, 2, 3, or 4
depending on which of the four groups- twice-poor, protected-poor, vulnerable- non poor,
and never-poor- the household belongs to.?® Thus, the probability of the household i

being included in group j is equal to

pz] = —Z?_l e(w;ﬁz) )

4
j=1,.,4, with Y py=1 (1)

J=1

where 2’ is the set of covariates, and 3. includes the parameters associated to state
i ) j p

J to be estimated. We decide to set the never-poor group as base category so that the

2TNotice that this exercise does not constitute an attempt to provide a casual model for income and
asset poverty. Instead, the models are thought to serve simply as a statistical description of the association
between the poverty status and households’ characteristics, such as the sex, age, educational level, and

labour status of the head, as well as other variables regarding living arrangements.
28To check the robustness of the results we estimated alternative models that consider different func-

tional forms for the probabilities, such as the multinomial probit, as well as, models that consider two
discrete indicator variables (y;1,y;2) for income and wealth poverty, such as the bivariate probit or bi-
variate logit model. The results of these models, available upon request, are essentially the same that

those presented here.
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restriction (3, = 0 is imposed in order to ensure model identification (Cameron and Trivedi
2005, pp. 500-502). Thus, the parameter 3, can be interpreted in terms of the relative

risk of being in state j rather than in the base group given that

@ _ Pr[yi = ]} _ em;Bj (2)

pia Prly; = 4]

Income-poverty rates reported in Table 5 show that the incidence in the U.S. is around
twice that of Spain for every age group but those above 65, for which the difference is
smaller.?? However, the income-poverty profile appears to be rather similar in the two
countries. Households at the beginning and at the end of the life cycle are clearly the most
over-represented among the income-poor. Also, female headed, single, and lone-parent
households are especially vulnerable to income-poverty in both countries. The estimates
in Table 6 confirm most of the descriptive results. Young households with heads under
25 years face a greater relative risk of income-poverty, and this effect is larger in the
U.S. than in Spain. Instead, old households, particularly those whose head is above 75
years of age, are more exposed to income-poverty only in Spain. Education and inactivity
are factors that condition the possibility of income-poverty, especially in the U.S., where
the difference in the risk of income-poverty between low and high educated households is
particularly large, whereas unemployment implies a greater risk in the case of Spain.

A relevant question is whether a multidimensional poverty approach using income and
wealth provides a characterization of poverty different to that based solely on income.
Results in Tables 5 indicate that this is precisely the case. In fact, the characteristics
of the poor differ importantly across the three groups of poor households defined in
terms of income and wealth and, in general, the multidimensional poverty profile is quite
different to that derived from income-poverty analysis. Thus, the proportion of twice-
poor households is greater among those at early stages of the life-cycle, with households
under 35 being clearly over-represented in this group. Moreover, the share of twice-poor
households declines with the age of the head, even though the incidence slightly increases

among the elderly, especially in the case of Spain. By household type, elder females living

29We identify the age of the household with the age of the household head. In the EFF the reference
person is defined as the person responsible for the accommodation and household finances. In the SCF,
for single-person households or households with only one economically dominant person, the head is
identified with that person. In households where the economically dominant unit is a couple, the head is

taken to be the male in a mixed-sex couple, or the older individual in the case of a same-sex couple.
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alone, middle-age singles, especially lone-mother households, as well as, single females
under 35 are more likely to be simultaneously income and wealth poor. The estimation
results in Table 6 confirm the age profile of the twice-poor group, with households under 35
facing the largest relative risk of being included in this group, while this risk decreases for
households who are above 50, even though this reduction is only statistically significant
in the case of the U.S. Furthermore, the type of living arrangement highly conditions
the chances of being in the twice-poor group: single and lone parent households are the
most exposed to this type of poverty in both countries, although people living alone are
significantly more vulnerable in the case of the U.S.

Regarding the protected-poor group, the incidence of this group increases with the
age of the head, so that households above 65 years of age, who despite of being currently
income constrained have accumulated a significant amount of wealth over the life cycle,
are clearly the most over-represented in this group. However, the larger relative risk faced
by the elderly is only confirmed by the regression results in the case of Spain, as suggested
by the value and significance of the dummy variable obtained for this country. Further,
we find that two types of households generally identified as vulnerable to income-poverty,
such as elder females in single households, usually widows, as well as lone-mother families,
have a larger presence in this group: about 40 percent of elder females living alone in Spain
and the U.S. are in this situation, whereas the incidence among middle-age lone-mothers
is slightly larger in Spain than in the U.S.

On the other hand, both descriptive and estimation results indicate that young house-
holds at early stages of the life cycle have the greatest presence in the vulnerable-non
poor group. Thus, households under 35 years of age that have not started their wealth
accumulation process are the most vulnerable to negative income shocks among those
that are above the income threshold. In addition, the incidence of this group clearly
declines with the age of the head in both countries, although the share of elderly in this
situation is slightly larger in Spain than in the U.S. In fact, similarly to the twice-poor
group, the value of the dummies for households above 50 suggests that middle-age and
old households have a lower relative risk of belonging to the vulnerable-non poor group in
the U.S. than in Spain. Among people under 35, those who are living alone are the most
over-represented in the vulnerable-non poor group in both countries, which highlights the
financial constraints these type of households may face to accumulate wealth holdings
even if they have income levels above the income-poverty line.

Finally, the characterization of the poor groups is slightly modified when only non-

housing wealth is considered. In fact, the figures reported in Tables A.2 and A.3 in
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the appendix, suggest that the number of twice-poor and vulnerable non-poor households
increases in all the age groups, especially among middle-age and old households. Moreover,
the impact is more significant in the case of Spain, where the proportion of twice-poor
and vulnerable-non poor among households above 50 is more than three times larger after
eliminating housing wealth. Indeed, the age-profile of these two groups of poor in this
country now displays a clear U-shaped pattern, although this pattern is not confirmed by
the estimation results. Additionally, the results for Spain show that households headed
by elder females are the most affected by the elimination of the home-equity. Thus,
the presence of elder females living alone in the twice-poor and the vulnerable non-poor
groups increases by a factor of four when the home-equity is removed, which indicates the

importance of housing wealth for this type of households.

[Place Table 5 here]

[Place Table 6 here]

4.3 Accounting for Poverty Differences between Spain and the
U.S.

Results from the previous section suggest that the poverty relevant characteristics are very
similar in Spain and the U.S. Indeed, the profile of those households identified as poor
when measuring poverty using income and wealth is very similar in these two countries.
However, despite this similarity, the incidence of some poor groups in the U.S. is signifi-
cantly larger than that of Spain, especially in the case of twice-poor and vulnerable-non
poor households. This differential may be caused by the different demographic structure
in these two countries or by a genuinely larger vulnerability of U.S. households to income
and wealth poverty. In order to shed some more light on this issue, our purpose in this
section is to quantify the contribution of each of these factors to building this difference.

As suggested by Biewen and Jenkins (2005), to understand differences in poverty rates
across countries, it is necessary to separate the influence of the distribution of poverty-
relevant characteristics from the influence of the conditional poverty functions. In our
case, the comparison of the distribution of poverty-relevant characteristics reveals that

most of these characteristics show a similar distribution in the two countries.?® However,

30A detailed comparison of the distribution of households by different characteristics in these two

countries is presented in the appendix.

17



as shown in Table 7, important differences exist between Spain and the U.S. regarding
age and living arrangements.>® Thus, the proportion of households whose head is either
under 25 or between 25 and 35 years old is significantly larger in the U.S. than in Spain,
whereas the opposite is true for households above 65. Moreover, for all of the age groups
considered, the proportion of single and lone-parent households in the U.S. is larger than
in Spain. This differential is particularly important for middle-age groups between 25 and
50 years old, where the incidence of singles among U.S. households is more than twice
that in Spain.??

Importantly, differences in the household structure may clearly contribute to explain
the large number of income and wealth poor households found in the U.S. In fact, from
the previous section we know that young households at early stages of life cycle, as well
as, single and lone parent households are particularly likely to be identified as poor in
terms of income and wealth. Consequently, the larger presence of this type of households
in the U.S. makes, other things being equal, the household structure of this country more

vulnerable than the Spanish one.

[Place Table 7 here]

Can the household structure explain the difference in the incidence of multidimen-
sional poor groups in Spain and the U.S.? In a recent article, Bover (2010) shows that
household demographics account for a large share of the differences in the bottom part of
the distribution of wealth observed between Spain and the U.S. We propose a multidimen-
sional version of the approach used by this author in order to estimate the counterfactual
poverty rates for the U.S. assuming the characteristics of the Spanish household structure.
According to this methodology, the join distribution of income and wealth in the U.S. can

be expressed as follows

31 Besides the differences by age and living arrangements, there are important differences regarding
educational levels between Spain and the U.S. In fact, the proportion of households headed by a person
with low educational attainment is significantly larger in Spain than in the U.S., whereas the proportion
of households with a highly educated head in the U.S. is twice that in Spain. However, results not
presented here show that controlling for education does not alter the main conclusions on the role of the

household structure for explaining the poverty differential between the two countries.
32Differences in the household structure between Mediterranean and Anglo-Saxon countries have been

already documented. Previous literature points out the existence of two main family models: one with
strong family ties, observed in Spain and other Mediterranean countries; and a second with weak family
ties, observed mainly in Northern Furope and in the United States. For a discussion on this issue see
Reher (1998) and references therein.
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Fys (r,t) = Eys[L(Y <r,W <t)] = Eys{ Eus[1(Y <r,W < t)| J]|} (3)

where F'(.), E(.) and 1(.) denote the distribution, expectation and indicator functions,
respectively, and J represents the particular set of household types considered for the
analysis. Using this notation, the counterfactual U.S. distribution can be easily derived

as

FSs (rt) = Esp{BEys[l(Y <r,W <t)] J]} =

psp(J = j)
= Eys[l(Y <r,W <t)—F—< 4
s{H )pUS(J:]) @
where the random variable z—i’; 8; is the Radon-Nikodym derivative defined as the ratio

of the probabilities of a given household type in Spain and the U.S. To our purpose, this
methodology allows us to estimate the U.S. counterfactual poverty rates assuming the
Spanish household structure. Thus, for instance, in the case of the twice-poor group,

the size of this group in the U.S. is equal to

Pus(20°,247) = Fus (3¢, 237) = Eus{Eus[L(Y < 20°, W < 23%)| J]}, (5)

where z, and z, denote the income and wealth poverty thresholds. The U.S. counterfac-

tual poverty incidence is then given by

PEo(2y5,207) = Ffg (2y5,2°) =
o
_ Busll(y < 208w < wus)Pseld =), (6)

pus(J =j)"
To measure the impact of the household structure on the poverty rate, we can decom-

pose the difference in poverty rates between the U.S. and Spain in the following way

Pys(zy®,z5°) = Psp(y", 2y ) = [Pus(zy”,20°) — Pis(ay™, 2] +
+[P§S<Z}gs> zI[/]VS) - PSP(Z)€P7 Zlﬁlp)] (7)

33The results for the other groups of poor households can be easily derived by simply modifying the

argument of the indicator function.
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where the terms in the first square brackets represent the share of the poverty gap
explained by cross-national differences in household characteristics, while the terms in
the second square brackets indicate the contribution due to differences in the conditional
poverty function. Table 8 shows the results of the decomposition analysis. The first set of
results corresponds to the classification of households used in Table 7, which differentiates
19 types of households according to the sex and age of the head and the type of living
arrangement. Furthermore, in order to check the robustness of the results, we replicate
the analysis using an alternative classification that defines 12 groups using these same
variables. In addition, to assess the effect of each particular household type, Table 9
presents the difference between the U.S. actual and counterfactual poverty rates, when
the later is computed considering only the variation in one household type at a time.
Notice this is just a particular case of the decomposition method discussed above in
which the set J includes only two groups of households: the group of interest and the
rest.

Differences in the household structure between Spain and the U.S. contribute to explain
the differences in the incidence of poverty observed in these two countries. Interestingly,
we find that poverty rates in the U.S. always reduce when the Spanish household structure
is assumed. This effect is particularly striking for those groups whose incidence differs the
most between the two countries, namely, the twice-poor and vulnerable-non poor groups.
In fact, the incidence of these groups in the U.S. reduces by about one third (one quarter
in the case of non-housing wealth) when the U.S. household structure is replaced by
the Spanish one, whatever the classification of households considered. Thus, controlling
for the age distribution and living arrangements accounts for a significant share of the
poverty gap between Spain and the U.S. For the twice-poor group this factor accounts
for about 45 or 58 percent of the gap depending on the wealth variable used. In the
case of the vulnerable-non poor, household demographics explain more than 80 percent
of the difference between countries in the case of housing wealth, whereas in the case of
non-housing wealth switching the household structure leads to an increase in the poverty

gap between Spain and the U.S.3*

[Place Table 8 here]

34Notice that the incidence of this group when the housing equity is removed is larger in Spain than
in the U.S.
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Regarding the effect by household types, we find important differences among the three
poverty groups. In the case of the twice-poor, the larger share of single households under
35 in the U.S. is a key factor to understand the effect of the household structure. Indeed,
it is the group of single women and lone-mother households which causes the largest
change in the U.S. counterfactual poverty rate. Thus, in the case of income and net
worth, the incidence of twice-poor in the U.S. reduces by about 10 percent when either
the proportion of women under 25 living alone or the rate of single mothers between
25 and 35 in the U.S. is set equal to that in Spain. This result points out to cross-
country differences in the formation of this type of households. Although the female
labor participation rate has steadily increased in Spain since the opening of the economy
in the 60’s, there still exists a substantial difference in participation rates between Spain
and other rich countries, especially in the case of married mothers (Mumford and Parera
2001, Costa 2000). Moreover, despite the general increase in the number of lone-mothers
due to divorce and teenage pregnancy observed in most developed countries (Reher, 1998),
there exist important cross-country differences in the living arrangements of female headed
households. Indeed, in Spain, about 30 percent of lone-mothers co-reside with their own
family, while in the U.S. this percentage is about 15 percent (Reher 1998 and London
1998), which would contribute to explain the lower incidence of this households observed
in Spain.

For the protected-poor group, differences in the incidence of non-single households at
the end of the life-cycle have the largest impact on the counterfactual poverty estimates.
Households headed by retired people are especially likely to be in a low-income and high-
wealth situation, as they count with the value of savings accumulated over the working
life. Consequently, the large incidence of couple households above 65 years old in Spain
relative to the U.S. (19 versus 11 percent, see Table 7) rises the number of protected-poor
households in the U.S. by more than 12 percent. Lastly, single males under 25 and single
females between 35 and 50 cause the greatest changes in the number of vulnerable-non
poor. In fact, the low incidence of young people living alone in Spain significantly reduces
the incidence of vulnerable-non poor in the U.S. For instance, in the case of income and
net worth, switching the proportion of single males under 25 in the U.S. by that in Spain,

would reduce the U.S. poverty rate more than 7 percent.

[Place Table 9 here]
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5 Conclusions

In this paper we have used two highly comparable surveys such as the SCF 2001 and the
EFF 2002 to quantify and to characterize households that are poor in income and wealth
in the U.S. and Spain. We complement the standard income-poverty approach in which
poverty is identified with the lack of adequate income, using information on households’
wealth holdings in order to identify those households that are more vulnerable in periods
of economic crisis where households income falls. For doing so, we depart from the annuity
approach that combines information on income and wealth into a single welfare index, and
we specify a poverty line for each dimension, so that households that hold an insufficient
level of either income or wealth are identified. Thus, this methodology, in contrast with
the annuity method, allows us to characterize vulnerable-non poor households, that is,
households whose incomes are above the poverty line but hold few assets, which makes
them vulnerable if current income were to be reduced or disappeared entirely. Moreover,
it also allows us to identify protected-poor, as well as, twice-poor households. The former
refers to households with incomes below the income threshold but with sufficient wealth
holdings to maintain a minimum standard of living, while the latter category includes all
the households that are deprived in both dimensions.

We quantify and characterize these groups of poor households in the U.S. and in
Spain, two countries whose social protection systems are usually catalogued as rather
weak, which makes the consideration of wealth holdings in poverty measurement in these
countries even more relevant, given the importance that private insurance mechanisms
have for households in order to protect themselves against income shocks in a context
with low social protection. Importantly, we find that the poverty profile based on income
and wealth is quite different to that derived from income-poverty analysis. In fact, the
characteristics of the poor differ importantly across the three groups of poor households
defined in terms of income and wealth. Thus, the risk of belonging to one of these groups
changes over the life-cycle. Among those situated above the income poverty line, it is
households at early stages of the life cycle which are particularly more vulnerable to
negative income shocks, as they are less likely to hold some assets that allow them to
overcome low-income periods. Further, the probability that an income-poor household
will have enough wealth holdings to smooth consumption increases with the age of head,
so that, households with heads above 65 years of age are clearly over-represented in the
protected-poor group. In contrast, among those that are income constrained, households
headed by young individuals are more likely to be also wealth-poor, so that, the incidence

of twice-poor households is greater among those under 35.
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Despite the similar poverty profile in the U.S. and Spain, the proportion of house-
holds that are either affected by income or wealth poverty is larger in the U.S. than in
Spain. In particular, we find that the proportion of twice-poor and vulnerable-non poor
is significantly larger among U.S. households, whereas the rate of protected-poor is quite
similar in the two countries. We use multidimensional counterfactual distribution analy-
sis to determine the extent to which the difference in the relative size of poor groups in
the U.S. is explained by a larger vulnerability of U.S. households or by the distribution
of poverty-relevant characteristics. Our results indicate that differences in the house-
hold structure in Spain and the U.S. account for a significant share of the poverty gap
in the case of twice-poor and vulnerable-non poor households, which suggests that the
household formation process is a factor that must be taken into account when performing
cross-national comparisons on income and asset-poverty. However, there is a significant
share of the poverty gap that cannot be explained by this factor and, therefore, other ele-
ments must be brought into consideration to explain this feature. In particular, a relevant
one might be linked to the differences in the degree of generosity of the Social Protection
System which will imply differences in incentives for households in order to work and
save for unprotected risks. For instance, as a recent comparison of social security systems
across OECD countries by Alonso (2009) suggests, the gross replacement rate of social
security benefits, measured as the ratio of those benefits to average net earnings, is more
than twice larger in Spain than in the U.S. Furthermore, these two countries also differ
regarding the extent of coverage of their unemployment insurance systems. Thus, while
in Spain the average replacement rate is above 67 percent and the benefit duration is
21 months, in the U.S. these figures are about 54 percent and 6 months (OECD, 2006).
However, the net effect of these differences in public programs on the income and wealth
poverty gap is not a priori clear: while they help to reduce income-poverty by providing
liquidity during low-income periods, they could induce households to save less affecting
the incidence of asset-poor households. The contribution that this and other factors, such
as the differences in attitude toward risk, or income volatility, make in explaining the

poverty gap is left for further research.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Information in the EFF and the SCF

[Place Table A.1 here]

(1) This category includes gold, silver, works of art, jewelry, antiques, stamps collec-

tions, and other miscellaneous assets in the household.

6.2 Education Coding

To group households according the educational level of the head we follow the Interna-
tional Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) provided by the UNESCO:

- LOW includes no education, pre-primary, primary, lower secondary, compulsory
and initial vocational education.

- MEDIUM includes upper secondary general education, basic vocational educa-
tion, and post-secondary education.

- HIGH includes specialized vocational education, university/college education

and (post)-doctorate and equivalent degrees.

6.3 Income and Non-Housing Wealth Poverty

[Place Table A.2 here]

[Place Table A.3 here]

6.4 Household Structure in Spain and the U.S.

The distribution of poverty-relevant characteristics is a factor that contributes to explain
differences in the incidence of poverty across countries (Biewen and Jenkins, 2005). Thus,
a poverty gap may be explained simply because of a larger presence of more vulnerable
groups. Table A.4 shows the distribution by socioeconomic characteristics of U.S. and
Spanish households. As the figures in the table show, despite the large number of working
household heads in the U.S., the distribution of households regarding the labour status
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is very similar in the two countries. This result is also obtained when we look at the
presence of children: in both countries around 70 percent of households lack of children. As
noted already in the text, the main differences between the two populations are observed
regarding the age distribution and the type of living arrangement. In particular, young
households under 35 have a large presence in the U.S. population. Also, the number of
single households in the U.S. is more than twice that of Spain (30 versus 15 percent),
whereas the presence of households with three or four members in Spain is about twice
that in the United Kingdom (24 versus 12 and 14 percent, respectively). Moreover, the
larger presence of single households among U.S. households is related to the civil status
of the head. Indeed, the proportion of households whose head is divorced or has never
married is larger among U.S. households which clearly contributes to explain the larger
presence of single households observed in this country. Finally, information on education
reveals a significant difference between Spain and the U.S. In fact, the proportion of
households headed by a person with low educational attainment is significantly larger in
Spain than in the U.S. (59 and 12 percent), whereas the proportion of households with a
highly educated head in the U.S. is twice that in Spain. However, results available upon
request, show that the main conclusions on the role of the household structure to explain
differences in the incidence of multidimensional poor groups still hold when we control

for differences in education.

[Place Table A.4 here]
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Tablell1
IncomelsourcesliniSpainiandthelU.S.
(allivariableslinipercentage)

Spain U.S.
Numberiofiactivelearnersi’) %households %[households
0 28.8 19.4
1 38.4 48.3
2lorimore 32.8 323
100 100
%lhouseholds  %lof total %lhouseholds  %lof total
Income sources perceiving income perceiving income
Wagelandisalaries 66.0 62.3 77.3 744
Selflemployment 16.5 14.7 8.0 9.7
Propertylincome 253 35 35.6 6.2
Occupationallpensionsiand transfers @) 48.6 19.0 39.9 9.6
Otherlincome 1.3 0.5 0.9 0.1
100 100

Source:lAuthor'sicalculationsiusinglEFF12002land datalfromithelSCFI2001 included inithelLWSidatabase.
(1) Everythouseholdimember wholreceived incomelfromiwages,Isalariesloriselflemploymentiactivitieslis

consideredianlactivelearner.

(2) Transferslincludelsociallsecuritylpensions, sociallinsuranceltransfers,landlotheriprivateltransfers.
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Tablen2
Thelwealthiportfolio compositionliniSpainiandithelU.S.
(allivariableslinipercentage)

Spain u.S.
% of households %lofftotal % ofihouseholds Y%lofttotal
owning assets owning assets
Reallassets 87.5 58.0
Principaliresidence 81.9 56.2 67.7 27.0
Other real estate 30.1 20.1 16.4 10.0
Businesslequities 11.5 71 11.9 16.5
Vehicles 73.7 3.6 84.8 34
Otherinonfinanciallassets 18.2 0.5 75 1.1
Financial assets 12.5 42.0
Depositlaccounts 97.7 49 911 6.2
Bonds 1.9 0.3 18.8 2.2
Stocks 12.5 34 21.3 9.0
Mutuallandiinvestmentifunds 72 1.2 17.7 5.1
Lifelinsurance 1.1 0.2 28.0 22
Pensionlassets 23.1 1.9 54.0 16.4
Otherffinanciallassets 45 0.6 10.1 0.9
Debts 43.6 8.3 75.3 12.8
Principaliresidencelmortgage 21.6 47 434 8.8
Otheripropertyimortgage 6.5 2.0 10.1 1.8
Vehicleslloans 11.6 0.5 34.9 0.9
Educationallloans 0.5 0.0 116 04
Otherldebts 14.9 1.1 52.0 1.0

Source:lAuthor’slicalculationsiusinglEFF12002landidatalfromithelSCF12001 included inlthelLWSidatabase.
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Tablel3
Correlationlandlrelrankinglin(the distributionloflincomeland wealthliniSpainiandithelU.S. (

Correlationicoefficientlbetweenlincomelandiwealth (2)

Spain us.
All All Whites  Noniwhites
Income [ Netiworth 0.18 0.50 0.52 0.48
Income 1 Nonthousing 0.15 048 0.52 0.46
Income [ Housingiwealth 0.32 0.36 0.35 0.40
Netiworth 1 Nonlhousing 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
Networth [ Housingiwealth 0.20 0.51 0.52 0.46
Nonthousing [ Housingiwealth 0.11 0.44 0.46 0.37

Relrankinglinithe quartile distributionioflincomeland wealth

Spain us.
Netiworth Netiworth

Income 1 2 3 4 Income 1 2 3 4
1 39 29 21 12 1 52 24 17 7
2 29 29 25 18 2 30 32 23 15
3 21 26 28 24 3 13 33 30 23
4 11 16 26 47 4 4 11 29 55

MobilitylindexiM(P) =109 MobilitylindexiM(P):=10.83

Meanivalueslofithelincomelpooriexpressediasipercentageliof
thoselofithelnonlincomelpoor ¢4

Spain us.
Income 25.7 12.8
Netiworth 46.3 16.9
Nonlhousingiwealth 26.5 13.0
Housingiwealth 62.0 31.9

Source:lAuthor’sicalculationsiusinglEFF12002landidatalfromithelSCF12001 included inithelLWS database.

(1) Incomelandiwealthivariables areladjustediusingithelsquarelrootlequivalencelscalelaccordinglto
whichieachivariablelisidividedibyithelsquarelrootiofithelhouseholdisize.

(2) InithelcaselofiSpainithelinformationiaboutithelethnicitylofithelheadlisinotireportediinithelEFF.

(3) Theldiagonallindex M(P) islequaltol((nitr(P))/(ni1),iwherelnlisithelnumberiofipercentiles
anditr(P)lisitheltracelofitheltransitionimatrix.INoticelthatiwhenitherelisinoimobilityithelindex
islequalitoizero,iwhilelinithelcaselofimaximalimobilitylitlisiequalttol(n/(ni1)).

(4) Incomelpoorihouseholdslareldefinediasithoseiwhoselgrosslincomelisliessloriequalithani50
percentiofithelmedianiequivalentihouseholdiincome.
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Tablel4

Incomelwealthipovertyirates iniSpainjandithelU.S.
(allivariableslinipercentage)

Povertylheadcountiratio
(Zw =lwealthipoverty linelexpressedasialproportionlofithelincomelpovertylline Zy(")

Spain u.s.
Income 1 Twicel  Protected  Vulnerable Nonl Income 1 Twicel  Protected  Vulnerable ~ Nonl
poor poor poor nonipoor poor poor poor poor nonlpoor  poor
Incomel&Netiworth 2
Z,=60%
Zw= 2,112 236 2.5 211 2.3 741 29.2 9.2 20.1 45 66.3
Zw=00Z, /4 236 3.9 19.7 3.8 726 29.2 11.7 17.6 6.9 63.8
Zw=00Z, /2 236 47 18.9 54 71.0 29.2 14.0 15.3 9.7 61.0
Z,=50%
Zw= 2,112 15.7 1.6 14.1 2.6 81.7 233 7.6 15.7 5.5 712
Zw=00Z, /4 15.7 2.5 13.2 47 79.6 233 9.9 134 7.7 69.0
Zw=00Z, /2 15.7 31 12.6 6.2 78.1 233 11.5 11.8 10.9 65.8
Z,=40%
Zw= Z,/12 8.8 0.9 7.9 2.9 88.3 17.5 6.1 1.4 6.4 76.1
Zw=00Z, /4 8.8 12 7.6 55 85.7 175 7.8 9.7 8.8 73.8
Zw=00Z, /2 8.8 15 7.3 71 84.1 17.5 8.9 8.6 1.5 71.0
Incomel&
Nonlhousing wealth
Z,=60%
Zw= 2,112 236 6.5 171 8.0 68.4 29.2 10.9 18.3 6.5 64.3
Zw=00Z, /4 23.6 10.3 13.3 13.8 62.6 29.2 15.1 141 10.0 60.8
Zw=00Z, /2 236 13.7 9.9 216 54.8 29.2 18.9 104 144 56.4
Z,=50%
Zw= 72,112 15.7 4.1 11.6 8.9 754 233 9.2 141 7.5 69.2
Zw=00Z, /4 15.7 6.8 8.9 15.3 68.9 233 12.5 10.8 10.7 66.0
Zw=00Z, /2 15.7 9.1 6.7 232 61.1 233 15.3 8.0 15.7 61.0
Z,=40%
Zw= Z,/12 8.8 2.3 6.5 94 81.8 175 7.2 10.2 8.6 74.0
Zw=00Zy 14 8.8 3.6 5.2 16.6 746 175 9.7 7.8 11.9 70.7
Zw=1Z, 2 8.8 4.8 4.1 234 67.8 11.5 6.0 16.8 65.7

Source:lAuthor'sicalculationsiusinglEFF12002land datalfromithelSCF12001lincludediinithelLWSldatabase.
(1) Thelincomelpovertyiline, Zy lisldefinediasii%[ofithelmedian equivalentihouseholdiincome.
(2) ThelcomponentslincludediinithelnetiworthimeasurelareldescribedliniSectioni2.iNonlhousingiwealthlislequalitolnetiworthiminusithelnetivaluelofithe

principaliresidence.lInibothicases,thelvalueslarelequivalisedidividingibyithelsquarelrootiofithelhouseholdisize.
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Table 6
Regressionlonithelprobabilityloflincomeland netiworthipovertyliniSpainiandithelU.S. (1
(standardierrorsliniparenthesis)

Spain us
Income Twicel Protected Vulnerable Incomel Twicel Protected Vulnerable
Ipoor poor poor nonipoor poor poor poor nonipoor
Constant 12.1* 13.80* 11.60% 11.80** 03.80* 13.90%* 12.60* 011.70*
(0.5) (0.6) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
Age, sex, and'race
of thelhead
<=25 0.9* 1.7 0.9 1.4 1.30* 1.7+ 1.00* 1.40%
(0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
(25035] 0.2 1.0 10.04 0.2 0.2r* 0.50%* 0.2r* 0.90*
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.9) (0.1)
(50065] 0.2 0.3 00.1 10.2 0.04 10.40* 0.2 10.40*
(0.2) (0.3) (02) (0.2) (0.2) (02) (0.9) (0.2)
(65075] 0.2 10.2 0.3 00.50* 0.3 10.40* 0.3 11.00*
0.2) (0.3 (0.2) 0.3 0.3 (0.3) 0.2) (0.3
>75 0.50* 0.2 0.50* 00.50* 10.1 10.60** 0.1 10.90+*
(0.3) (04) (02) (0.3) (0.3) (03) (0.2) (0.3)
Female 10.50* 10.3 10.30+ 0.1 10.01 10.1 0.1 0.1
0.1) (0.2) (0.1 0.1 0.1 (0.1) (0.1) (0.1
Nonlwhite () 0.70** 0.90* 0.20* 0.40**
(0.1) (0.1) (0.9) (0.9)
Householdtype
Size 00.81** 0.3 10.60* 10.50* 0.2 0.2 10.1 0.4
0.2) (0.3) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2
Sizel"2 0.10** 0.10* 0.10** 0.10** 0.02 0.003 0.03r 0.04*
(0.0) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Single 0.2 0.90* 0.2 0.50* 1.40% 1.50* 0.70** 0.50+*
(0.3) (0.4) 0.2) (0.3) 0.2) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2)
Lone parent 2.60* 2.2 1.80* 0.3 2.0* 2.0 1.4+ 140+
(04) (04) (03) (0.6) (0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2)
Couplewithichildren @ 1.0 0.50* 0.80** 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.3 0.2
(0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Educationiand
Labourstatus )
Low educatedihead 1.00 0.60** 0.70** 0.40** 1.3 1.3 0.80** 0.40+
(0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2)
High educatedihead 10.70% 10.3 10.60* 00.70% 1140 00.80* 10.80* 00.50*
(0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.3) 0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1
Unemployed 1.9 1.50* 1.50* 1.00** 1.20%* 1.20* 0.80* 0.50*
(0.2) (0.3) (02) (0.2) (0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2)
Retired 0.90** 1.00* 0.50** 0.1 1.50%* 1.00* 140 0.2
(0.2) (0.3) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2)
Otherilinactive 1.9 2.00 1.20* 0.50 2.41** 2.0 1.7 0.60*
(0.2) (03) (02) (0.2) (0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2)

Source:lAuthor’sicalculationsiusinglEFF12002(andidatalfromithelSCF2001lincludediinithelL WSidatabase.
(1) Thelincomelpovertyllinelisisetlequalitol500percentiofithelmedianiequivalentihouseholdigrosslincome,iwhilelthelassetipovertyithresholdlisliequalito one
fourthlof incomelpovertylline. The mainiresultsidolnotichangelwhen(alternativelthresholdslarelused. Thelreferencelhouseholdlisialhouseholdiwithlalwhitelmale
headlbetweeni361andi500yearsiwhollivesiwithi hisi spouselandiwithoutl children,landiwherel thel headlisworking,Iwithial mediumieducationalllevel. (2) This
informationlisinotl availablel inlthel Spanishisurvey.l (3)l0Wel considerichildrenl everyl householdl memberibelowl 151 years oflage.l(4)]Educationalllevelsiare
definedlaccordingitolthelInternationall Standardi ClassificationiofiEducationidesignedibylUNESCO describedlinithelappendix.i(5)il* andi**ilindicate thatithe
estimateslarelsignificantlati51%Candi1%,lrespectively.
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Table 7
Distributionloflhouseholdsibylsex,lage,landilivinglarrangementsliniSpainlandithelU.S.

Spain us.

% N % N
All 100 5,143 100 4,442
Householditype
Age <=25 20 103 74 315
Nonlsingle 1.5 77 31 137
Single, male 0.2 10 19 83
Single, female 0.3 16 22 96
Agel)(25,35] 14.2 730 17.4 773
Nonisingle, notkids () 51 264 36 159
Nonisingle, kids 71 364 74 329
Single, male 1.0 50 2.3 104
Single, female, nolkids 0.7 38 1.7 74
Single, female, kids 0.3 15 24 107
Agel1(35,50] 32.5 1,673 34.0 1,511
Nonilsingle, nolkids 111 571 9.7 429
Nonisingle, kids 17.6 905 13.9 619
Single, male 1.8 92 39 175
Single, female, nolkids 12 63 3.7 165
Single, female, kids 0.8 41 2.8 122
Age (50,65) 23.7 1,218 20.4 905
Nonisingle 216 1,111 14.0 623
Single, male 1.1 55 25 112
Single, female 1.0 52 38 170
Age >=65 27.6 1,419 2141 938
Nonisingle 19.3 990 11.3 502
Single, male 1.7 88 28 123
Single, female 6.6 340 7.0 313

Source:lAuthor’sicalculationsiusinglEFFI20020and dataifromithelSCF12001(includedinithelL WSidatabase.
(1) Welconsiderichildrenleveryihouseholdimemberibelowll15lyearsiofiage.
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Table 8

Decompositioniofithelpovertyirate differencelbetween Spainiand thelU.S.t"

(allvariablesiinipercentage)

u.s. Decomposition

Pus PSs A@®) (Pus- PCus) (PCus-Ps) Total
Classification(1:119lsubigroups
IncomelandiNetiworth
Twicelpoor 9.9 6.5 134.2 459 54.1 100
Protectedipoor 13.4 13.7 10.9 55.7 443 100
Vulnerablel nonipoor 7.7 5.1 1334 86.5 13.5 100
IncomelandiNonlhousingiwealth
Twicelpoor 125 9.2 126.5 58.1 419 100
Protectedipoor 10.8 10.6 1.8 10.4 89.6 100
Vulnerablel nonlpoor 10.7 8.1 124.8 157.9 157.9 100
Classification(i2:112isubigroups
IncomelandiNetiworth 100
Twicelpoor 9.9 6.5 134.5 46.4 53.6 100
Protectedipoor 13.4 13.2 1.2 71.9 28.1 100
Vulnerablel nonipoor 7.7 5.2 132.3 83.6 16.4 100
IncomelandNonlhousingiwealth
Twicelpoor 12.5 9.1 126.8 58.7 413 100
Protectedipoor 10.8 10.5 2.1 12.2 87.8 100
Vulnerablel nonipoor 10.7 8.2 123.3 154.3 154.3 100

Source:lAuthor’sicalculationslusing EFF[2002landdatalfromithelSCF12001lincludedinithelL WSIdatabase.

(1) Povertylratesicomputediassuming anlincomelpovertyllinelequalitol500percentiofithelmedianiequivalentihouseholdigrosslincome,iwhilelthe
assetlpovertylthresholdlislequalitolonelfourthioflincomelpovertylline.[Thelmain conclusionsthold whenlalternativethresholdslarelused.

(2) Classificationi1lcorrespondsitolthelonelpresented iniTable 7.[Alternatively, for thelsecondiclassification welconsider five agelgroups:iunder 25,
25035,135050, 50065 andloveri65./Thelhouseholditypes weluseltoldividelthelpopulationare single,inonisingle forithoselbelowi25landithose
abovel65;landinonlsingle,lsingle withichildren, andisinglelwithoutichildreniforimiddlelagelgroups.

37



Table 9
Thelrolelof thelhouseholdistructurelvaryingionelhouseholditypelatiaitime (')
(allivariableslinipercentage)

A= (P s-Pus) Pus

IncomelandiNetiworth IncomelandiNonlhousingiwealth
Twicel Protected Vulnerable Twicel Protected Vulnerable
poor poor nonlpoor poor poor nonipoor

Pus 9.9 134 7.7 12.5 10.8 10.7
A\ bythousehold:type
Age <=25
Nonilsingle 2.3 10.9 4.4 1.8 111 13.7
Single, male 13.2 1.8 7.1 12.8 11.9 15.1
Single, female 110.2 11.5 14.3 18.1 1.9 13.1
Agell(25,35]
Nonlsingle, nolkids ) 0.7 0.2 25 0.6 0.3 2.3
Nonisingle, kids 00.4 10.3 10.6 10.4 10.2 10.8
Single, male 0.5 0.8 13.4 00.5 00.8 12.3
Single, female, nolkids 1.0 00.3 14.0 00.8 00.3 13.3
Single, female, kids 19.8 134 13.6 18.3 13.7 13.2
Agel)(35,50]
Nonlsingle, nolkids 1.0 0.6 0.9 1.0 0.4 1.0
Nonlsingle, kids 2.1 2.8 1.2 25 25 2.3
Single, male 12.2 0.8 12.5 1.8 10.9 13.0
Single, female, nolkids 1.7 12.4 15.9 12.3 11.9 4.7
Single, female, kids 15.2 124 0131 4.7 12.3 2.7
Age (50,65)
Nonlsingle 2.0 5.6 3.2 3.0 53 4.0
Single, male 1.9 1.8 10.8 1.8 1.8 11.0
Single, female 13.2 13.9 1.9 12.8 14.5 1.8
Age >=65
Nonlsingle 26 12.6 1.1 3.8 13.6 0.8
Single, male 00.9 1.6 0.2 1.0 1.6 00.7
Single, female 00.7 1.2 0.01 00.9 1.2 00.1

Source:IAuthor'sicalculationsiusinglEFF120020andidatalfromithelSCFI2001lincludedlinithelLWSldatabase.

(1) Thelincomelpovertyllinelisisetlequalitol50]percentlofithelmedianiequivalentlhouseholdigrosslincome,whilelthelassetlpovertylthreshold
islequalito one fourthiof incomelpovertyiline. The mainiconclusionsidoinotichangeiwhenlalternativelthresholdsliarelused.

(2) Welconsiderichildrenleverylhouseholdimemberibelowl15lyearsiofiage.
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TablellA. 1
InformationlincludediinithelEFFI2002landthelinithelLWS(databaselfrom(thelSCFi2001
(A=available)

EFF2002 SCF12001

Ownership ~ Value Ownership ~ Value
Reallassets
Principaliresidence A A A A
Otherireal estate A A A A
Vehicles A A A A
Businesslequities A A A A
DurablestandiCollectibles () A A A A
Financiallassets
Savinglandideposits A A A A
Fixedlincomelsecurities A A A A
Mutualifunds A A A A
Shares A A A A
Privatelpensionischemes A A A A
Lifellnsurance A A A A
Othertfinanciallassets A A A A
Debts
Principaliresidence A A A A
Othertrealistatelproperties A A A A
Vehicleslandleducationallloans A A A A
Otheridebts A A A A

Source:[Author’slicalculationsiusinglEFF12002landidatalfromithelSCF1200 1lincludedlinithelL WS[database.
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TablelA.3
RegressionlonithelprobabilityloflincomelandinonihousingwealthipovertyliniSpainiandithelU.S. ()
(standardierrorsiiniparenthesis)

Spain us
Income Twicel Protected Vulnerable Incomel Twicel Protected Vulnerable
Ipoor poor poor nonipoor poor poor poor nonlpoor
Constant 12.1** 2.7 1.8 1.2 13.80** 03.50+ 2.5+ 1.2
(0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
Age, sex, andirace
of thelhead
<=95 0.9 1.30%* 0.7 0.7 1.30% 1.50%* 1.00%* 1.20%
(0.5) (04) (0.4) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
(25035] 0.2 0.6+ 00.1 00.1 0.2 0.40* 0.40* 0.8*
0.2) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2) (0.1 (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
(50065] 10.2 0.2 00.2 10.3 0.04 0.4+ 0.2 10.40*
0.2) 0.2) 0.2) (0.1) 0.2) 0.2) 0.1) 0.1)
(65075] 0.2 0.1 0.2 00.2r+ 0.3 00.3+ 0.3 10.7 *
(0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (02) (0.2) (0.3)
>75 0.50¢ 0.2 0.4¢ 10.1 10.1 00.70%* 0.2 10.60*
(0.3) (0.3) 0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) 0.2) (0.3)
Female 10.50%* 10.3r* 10.20%* 0.2r* 10.01 10.01 0.01 0.1
(0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Noniwhite @ 0.7 0.80** 0.3 0.40*
(0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Household type
Size 00.80** 10.60* 10.40* 00.30* 0.2 0.1 10.1 10.5
0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2)
Sizel"2 0.1 0.10* 0.02 0.04** 0.02 0.02 0.04r 0.10¢
(0.0) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Single 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.10* 1.4 1.4 0.70** 0.40*
0.3 (0.3) 0.2) (0.2) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2)
Lone parent 2.60* 2.0 1,70 0.3 2.0 2.0 1.30* 1.00*
(0.4) (0.4) 0.3) (0.4) (0.2)r 0.2) 0.2) 0.2)
Couplelwithichildren @ 1.00* 0.7 0.70%* 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3r 0.60**
(0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2)
Educationiand
Labourstatus ¢
Low educatedihead 1.00* 0.9 0.70%* 0.50** 1.30* 1.40* 0.60** 0.3r
(0.2) (02) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2)
High educatedihead 10.71* 0.4 00.50** 00.50** 1140 00.90* 00.80** 00.70**
(0.3) (03) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.9) (0.9) (0.9)
Unemployed 1.90* 1,70+ 1.40%* 0.8+ 1.20% 1.40* 0.70% 0.8
(0.2) (02) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Retired 0.9 0.9 0.4** 0.1 1.50% 1,10 1.00%* 0.1
0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2)
Otherlinactive 1.9 1.90* 1.00** 0.5+ 2.4 2.2 1.50%* 0.50*
0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2) 0.2)

Source:lAuthor’slicalculationsiusinglEFFi2002landidatafromithelSCFi2001lincludediinithelLWSidatabase.
(1) Thelincomelpovertyllinelisisetiequalitol50ipercentiofithelmedianiequivalentihouseholdigrosslincome,iwhilelthelassetipovertyithresholdiisiequalito one
fourthlof incomelpovertyiline. The main conclusions dolnotichangelwhenlalternativelthresholdslarelused. Thelreferencelhouseholdlisialhouseholdiwithialwhite
malelheadibetweeni36landi500yearsiwhollivesiwithihisispouselandiwithoutichildren,landiwherelthelheadlisiworking,iwithlalmediumleducationalilevel. (2) This
informationlisinotl availablelinithel Spanishi survey.[ (3)11Wel considerl children everylhouseholdimemberibelowl 150 years ofiage.l(4)IEducationalllevelsiare
definedlaccordingtolthel Internationall Standardi Classificationl ofl Educationi designedibylUNESCO describedlinithelappendix.i(5)1*landi** indicate thatithe
estimateslarelsignificantlati5l%andl1%,respectively.
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Table A.4
Socioleconomicicharacteristicslof householdsliniSpainiandithelU.S. "
(allivariables indicate percentage ofihouseholds)

Spain us.
All 100 100
Age, (sex, racel@andimarital
status(of the head
<=25 2.0 71
(25035] 14.2 174
(35050] 325 34.0
(50065] 25.7 21.4
(65075] 16.6 1.1
>75 9.0 9.0
Male 66.1 456
Female 33.9 54.5
White (0 53.5
Noniwhite 46.5
Married 71.2 53.1
Divorced 5.1 18.3
Widowed 12.6 94
Neverimarried 111 19.3
Householdtype
Single 15.5 30.6
Lonelparent 12 9.7
Couple,iwithichildren () 55.1 33.0
Couple,iwithoutichildren 28.2 26.7
Householdsize
1 15.2 28.6
2 25.7 35.6
3 24.3 14.2
4 24.3 12.9
5landimore 10.6 8.8
Numberofichildren
0 70.6 67.9
1 17.5 14.5
2 10.5 11.9
3lorimore 14 57
Labour(status(@and Education
ofithelhead 4
Working 571 .7
Unemployed 51 34
Retired 254 18.0
Otherlinactive 125 7.0
Low 59.2 121
Medium 25.7 57.9
High 15.1 30.0

Source:1Author’sicalculationsiusinglEFF12002land datalfromithelSCF12001lincludedinithelLWS
database.
(1) ThislinformationlisinotiavailablelinithelSpanishisurvey.
(2) Welconsiderichildrenleverylhouseholdimemberibelowl15lyearslofiage.
(3) Educational levelsiareldefinedlaccordingitolthellnternationallStandardiClassificationiof
EducationldesignedibylUNESCO.
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