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is an in-depth look at how residents of America’s 436 congressional districts

are faring in three fundamental areas of life: health, access to knowledge, and living standards. While metrics in
these three areas do not measure America’s natural bounty, the rich diversity of its population, or the vibrant web
of organizations and individuals engaged in making it a better place, they capture outcomes that are essential to
well-being and opportunity. This report makes the case that geography- and population-based approaches offer a
way to address the multiple and often interlocking disadvantages faced by families who are falling behind. Only by
building the capabilities of all residents to seize opportunities and live to their full potential will the United States
thrive.

The hallmark of this work is the American Human Development Index, a supplement to Gross Domestic Product
and other money metrics that tells the story of how ordinary Americans are faring. The American Human
Development Index brings together official government data on health, education, and earnings and allows for
well-being rankings not just of congressional districts but also of states, counties, census tracts, women and
men, and racial and ethnic groups. The Index can empower communities and organizations with a tool to identify
priorities and track progress over time.

The American Human Development Index combines fundamental health, education, and standard of living
indicators into a single number between 0 and 10. It is based on the Human Development Index of the United
Nations, the global gold standard for measuring the well-being of large population groups. This report is Measure
of America’s third exploration of well-being among congressional districts, building on over a dozen quantitative
studies of well-being at the national, state, and community levels.
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e The top ten congressional districts in terms of human development are all in the greater metropolitan areas
of Los Angeles, New York City, San Francisco, and Washington, DC. These global cities attract skilled workers,
world-class employers, diverse immigrants, and substantial investment of private and public resources.

e The bottom ten districts disproportionately comprise struggling rural and urban areas in the South. These
lagging areas face interlocking challenges in terms of residential segregation by income and race, poor
health, under-resourced educational infrastructure, and limited job prospects.

e Gaps in human development within states tend to be bigger than the gaps between states. While state
population differences make comparisons difficult, among large states, California is the most unequal; among
medium-sized states, Missouri has the largest gap between its highest- and lowest-scoring districts; and for
small states, New Mexico contains the biggest disparities.

* Inthe 22 congressional districts where almost all residents (98 percent or more) are native-born, American
Human Development Index scores are all below the national average.

0 Key Findings: A Long and Healthy Life

e Life expectancy, the primary indicator of health and survival, ranges from just under 84 years in California
District 19 (San Jose and part of Santa Clara County) to just under 73 years in Kentucky District 5 (rural
southeastern Kentucky). Put another way, residents of the San Jose area can expect to live longer than the
people of the longest-lived country, Japan (83.1 years]—while residents of southeastern Kentucky can expect
to live about as long as residents of Gaza and the West Bank (73.0 years). Long-lived districts tend to be
clustered in cities; districts with low life expectancies are mainly in the South.

e Disconcertingly, African Americans fare particularly poorly on health indicators. Whites outlive blacks by 3.6
years; African Americans have higher death rates from a variety of causes, chief among them heart disease,
cancer, homicide, diabetes, and infant death. Furthermore, African American women outlive their male
counterparts by over half a decade, the largest gender gap of any racial or ethnic group in life expectancy.

e The higher the proportion of foreign-born residents in a congressional district, the longer the district’s

average life expectancy. Nationally, about 13 percent of the country is foreign-born. However, in the ten
districts with the longest life expectancy, the share of immigrants ranges from roughly 25 to 50 percent.
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@ Key Findings: Access to Knowledge

e Topping the charts in education are districts from the San Francisco, Boston, New York, Los Angeles, and
Washington, DC, metro areas. They occupy this rarefied position for two primary reasons: these cities attract
highly educated workers from elsewhere and support (with some notable exceptions] their youth with robust
pathways to high school and college completion.

e Alarge body of research highlights the importance of preschool education in terms of future educational,
professional, and social outcomes. However, there are 23 districts where less than one-third of 3- and 4-year
olds are enrolled in preschool. These districts are found chiefly in Texas, California, Arizona, Washington,
Nevada, and West Virginia.

e There are over 5.5 million disconnected youth in the United States—young people between the ages of 16 and
24 who are out of work and out of school. In 32 districts, at least one in every five youth are disconnected.
These districts are concentrated in the South and Southwest.

e Median personal earnings by congressional district range from about $20,000 in the highly diverse Los
Angeles neighborhoods of California District 34 to more than triple that sum (nearly $61,000) in New York
District 12 (Manhattan’s East Side and parts of Brooklyn and Queens). However, the distribution of earnings
between these two extremes is heavily skewed toward the lower end; in over half of all districts (222 out
of 436), median personal earnings fall between $20,000 and $30,000. While certain areas are thriving
economically, most of the United States cannot claim the same.

e Pockets of high and low earnings are found in every part of the country. The greatest earnings inequality
is in the Middle Atlantic region—home to both the storied glamour of the top-earning Upper East Side of
Manhattan and, just five subway stops away, the entrenched poverty of the South Bronx neighborhoods that
make up District 15, which has the fourth-lowest earnings in the nation.

e Earnings are highly dependent on the nature of regional job markets and the skills of available workers.
Each year, management and business workers earn, on average, $35,000 more than service job workers.
Unfortunately, higher-paying jobs in management and business or skilled construction roles that require
technical skills are out of reach to Americans with little education—or simply in another place.
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Introduction

Ranking Well-Being by Congressional
District ranks the country’s 435 congressional districts and Washington,
DC, using the American Human Development Index. While Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and other money metrics tell us how the
economy is doing, the American Human Development Index measures
how people are doing, taking into account health, education, and
earnings.

To understand why this Index is an important supplement to GDP as a
measure of America, consider Connecticut and Wyoming, states with
similar GDPs per capita, in the $65,000 to $68,000 range. Does this mean
that the people living in these two states enjoy similar levels of health,
education, and living standards? It does not: Connecticut residents,

on average, can expect to outlive their western compatriots by nearly
two and a half years, are 40 percent more likely to have bachelor’s
degrees, and typically earn $6,000 more per year.' GDP tells us many
important things about economic development, but the American
Human Development Index and provide
policymakers, advocates, and the public a unique window into human
development, revealing challenges and opportunities on which to act.

What does it mean to live in a congressional district ranked near the top
of the Index? Compared to living in one of the country’s lowest-ranking
districts, living in one of the highest-ranking districts can mean eleven
more years of life expectancy, being about eight times as likely to have
a bachelor’s degree, and for the typical worker, earning three times as
much. Vast differences in fundamental aspects of human life are found
not just across the country but also within states. In fact, our nation’s
greatest extremes are found in a single state (see ).

The top-ranked district on the American Human Development Index is
California’s 18th District, the epicenter of Silicon Valley; the bottom-
ranked district is California’s 21st District, which includes part of
Bakersfield and the Central Valley—a leading agricultural producer that
feeds the country, but where many can barely afford to feed their families.
These stark gaps tell us a lot more about progress and quality of life in
America than do quarterly GDP reports and the minute-by-minute stock
ticker.

Both the top- and
bottom-ranked districts
in the nation can be
found in California.

DISTRICT 21

OUT OF 10

DISTRICT 18

OUT OF 10
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The Great Recession is now five years behind us, and many indicators
give reason for optimism that its lingering effects are finally fading.
Unemployment rates have dropped to 5.6 percent from a high of 10.0
percent in 2009. The foreclosure rate is down 61 percent from its 2010
peak.?2 GDP growth has rebounded,® and the stock market recently hit an
all-time high.*

Yet other indicators are troubling. Too many middle-class jobs lost during
the recession seem to have disappeared for good, replaced by low-wage
jobs with few benefits. Though the unemployment rate is down, millions
of Americans have stopped looking for work altogether, and wages have
remained flat despite the tightening labor market.® Equally concerning

is the uneven nature of the recovery; cities with strong tech and energy
sectors are thriving, while many Rust Belt metros continue to struggle.¢

These money metrics show a mixed picture. The news is good for some
parts of America, bad for others. But how are these national trends
playing out in everyday lives? Are things getting better or worse, and
for whom? answers these questions,
because if we want to know how different groups of people are doing,
we need to track indicators that focus directly on them.

PROGRESS
In America

Although the gerrymandering of districts can concentrate populations
with similar characteristics together in a way that distorts the diversity of
many locales, congressional districts nonetheless provide a fascinating
and revealing lens through which to view the U.S. population. They

are all roughly the same size in terms of population—about 725,000
people, allowing for apples-to-apples comparisons—and each sends a
representative to Congress, connecting the population to national priority
setting and policymaking.’

The pages that follow define the American Human Development Index;
rank our country’s 436 districts; explore what the rankings reveal about
different places in the United States; take a deeper look at differences in
health, education, and earnings; and offer recommendations for boosting
the scores of the districts that lag behind.
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What Is Human Development?

Human development is a hopeful, optimistic concept that values the real
freedom of women and men to decide for themselves what to do and

how to live. Human development is defined as the process of improving
people’s well-being and expanding their choices. It focuses on the
everyday experiences of ordinary people and the degree to which they are
able to seize opportunities, invest in themselves and their families, and
live to their full potential.

The human development concept is the brainchild of the late economist
Mahbub ul Haq, who, during the 1970s and 1980s, came to believe that
existing measures of progress failed to account for the true purpose

of development: making people’s lives better. He found particular

fault with reliance on the commonly used measure of GDP, which he
believed provided misleading information about the everyday conditions
of people’s lives. Haq argued that money and economic growth were
essential means to an end but were not ends in themselves. Healthier,
freer people were.

Working with Nobel laureate and Harvard professor Amartya Sen, Dr.
Haq developed an alternative to GDP: the Human Development Index,
which debuted in the first Human Development Report in 1990. Published
by the United Nations every year since then, the Human Development
Report and Index are now the global gold standard for measuring the
well-being of large population groups. In addition to the annual global
report, national reports have been produced in 135 countries. They boast
an impressive record of spurring public debate and political action and
shining a spotlight on both progress and setbacks.

The work of Measure of America (MOA), a nonpartisan project of the
nonprofit Social Science Research Council, is built upon the UN Human
Development Index and approach. MOA relies on the same conceptual
framework and areas of focus as the United Nations does, but uses

data more relevant to an affluent democracy. Since MOA introduced its
modified American Human Development Index in 2008, organizations and
communities across the country have used it to understand local needs
and shape evidence-based policies and people-centered investments
(see ).
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Measure of America’s Human Development Work in Action

A Portrait of Sonoma County has been music to my ears. It has been a new language
for writing a new narrative for how we can begin to talk about improving the human
condition in our community.

OSCAR CHAVEZ,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF HUMAN SERVICES, SONOMA COUNTY

This congressional district brief is Measure of America’s fourth national-level report. In addition,
portraits have been developed in collaboration with local partners in three states, and research
briefs have been published on economic opportunity, women’s well-being, and youth disconnection.

What impact has Measure of America’s work had on local policymaking?

e Following A Portrait of Sonoma County’s recommendation to “make
universal preschool a reality,” the county Board of Supervisors
requested a costing estimate for this program. Policymakers estimated
requiring $70 million for instruction and facilities and the Board is
exploring financing options for a universal preschool program.

e Shortly after publication of A Portrait of Sonoma County, the Sonoma
County (CA) Board of Supervisors voted to regulate e-cigarette use,
citing the Portrait’s findings on high teenage tobacco use in the county
as an important impetus for new limitations.

e MOA's 2013 report “One in Seven: Ranking Youth Disconnection in the 25
Largest Metro Areas” explored Phoenix’s last-place youth disconnection
ranking. Following its release, the city’'s mayor and a coalition of other
Phoenix leaders vowed to tackle the issue head-on. They've held town-
hall meetings, developed a Mayor’s Roundtable to partner with schools,
and mobilized considerable resources, including a $1.5 million U.S.
Department of Justice grant for prevention efforts.

e The Marin Community Foundation commissioned A Portrait of Marin in
2012, which reframed the debate about disparity and opportunity in this
California county and led to implementation of countywide universal
preschool education.
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How Is Human Development Measured?

The concept of human development is very broad. It encompasses all
of the human capabilities we need to chart our own course in life, from
good health, access to knowledge, and sufficient income to physical
safety, a sustainable environment, the respect of others, religious
freedom, political participation, and equality under the law. These and
other capabilities are the tools we have to live with dignity, care for our
families, and realize our dreams and ambitions (see ).

Measuring all the facets of such an expansive concept is an impossible
task. The UN’s Human Development Index, therefore, measures just
three fundamental human development dimensions: a long and healthy
life, access to knowledge, and (see

). There is broad consensus that these three capabilities are essential
building blocks for a life of value, freedom, and dignity. From a practical
perspective, reliable and regularly collected proxy indicators are available
for each dimension.

The American Human Development Index rests on these same three
capabilities but uses a different set of indicators to better reflect the
conditions in an affluent democracy. Each of the three dimensions is
weighted the same, on the premise that all are equally central to human
well-being.

The final American HD Index is expressed on a scale from 0 to 10, with

10 being the highest possible score. The Index score for the whole
country is 5.06 using the most recent available data. Alone, that number
is not especially meaningful, but it provides a helpful benchmark for
understanding the tremendous variation that exists among congressional
districts—from districts with scores over 8 to about fifty districts with
scores below 4, less than half the value of the top scores.

To calculate the Index, these indicators, which are presented in years,
percentages, and dollars, are put on a common 0- to 10-point scale.
Three subindexes, one each for health, education, and earnings, are
created; they are then added together and divided by 3 to yield the
American Human Development Index value. A more detailed technical
description is contained in the Methodological Notes at:
www.measureofamerica.org/congressional-districts-2015/
methodological-note/

Capabilities and Human
Development

The human development approach
rests on a robust conceptual
framework: Nobel laureate
economist Amartya Sen’s seminal
work on capabilities.® Simply put,
capabilities—what people can do
and what they can become—are a
person’s tool kit for living a fulfilling
life. Our capabilities are expanded
both by our own decisions and
actions and by the institutions and
conditions around us.

Capabilities shape the real
possibilities that are open to people.
Individuals with extensive, well-
developed capabilities have the tools
they need to make their vision of a
good life a reality. They have more
control over the conditions of their
daily lives, greater ability to direct
their life course, and a much better
shot at realizing their dreams than
people with fewer capabilities.
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FIGURE 1 Human Development: From Concept to Measurement
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Human Development
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A Long and Healthy Life is measured
using life expectancy at birth. It is
calculated using mortality data from
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s National Center for
Health Statistics and population data
from the U.S. Census Bureau, both
for 2011, the most recent year for
which data are available.

Access to Knowledge is measured
with two indicators: school
enrollment for the population ages
3 to 24 and educational degree
attainment for those age 25 and
older. A one-third weight is applied
to the enrollment indicator and a
two-thirds weight to the degree
attainment indicator. Data for both
come from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
2013 American Community Survey.

A Decent Standard of Living uses
median earnings of all full- and
part-time workers age 16 and older
from the 2013 American Community
Survey.
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What Sets the American Human Development Index Apart?

Recent years have seen a flurry of new indexes, scorecards, and

o dashboards that, like the American HD Index, measure well-
being. What sets the American HD Index apart from the pack?
Six features make the American HD Index particularly useful for
understanding and improving the human condition in the United
States.

An overreliance on economic metrics such as GDP per capita can provide
misleading information about the everyday conditions of people’s lives.

human metrics. Connecticut and Wyoming, for instance, have nearly the same GDP per
capita. Yet Connecticut residents, on average, can expect to outlive their
western compatriots by roughly two and a half years, are 40 percent
more likely to have bachelor’s degrees, and typically earn $6,000 more
per year.

The cross-sectoral American HD Index considers the interlocking factors
that create opportunities and fuel both advantage and disadvantage.
For example, research overwhelmingly points to the dominant role of
a people-centered education in increasing life span, yet this link is rarely discussed. In fact,
perspective. 25-year-olds with an education beyond high school have an average life
expectancy seven years longer than those whose education stops with
high school.’

Human development and the HD Index focus on the end result of efforts
to bring about change. Lots of data points help us quantify inputs to
address a problem (for example, funding for neighborhood health clinics,
or the number of participants in a wellness program). But we typically

outcomes.

stop short of measuring the outcome of these efforts to truly understand
if they are making a difference. Are people living longer, healthier lives?

The HD Index moves away from the binary us/them view of advantage
and disadvantage provided by today’s poverty measure to one in which

everyone. everyone can see him- or herself along the same continuum.

Because it includes a limited number of data points that are consistently
place to place collected in the same way in states across the country, and are updated
over time. annually, the Index allows for reliable “apples-to-apples” comparisons

over time and from place to place and population group to population
group.

American Human Development Index scores for different geographies,

measures . . . :
inequality in a way that is major racial and ethnic groups, and women and men make plain
easy to understand. the extent of fundamental disparities between different groups of

Americans.
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How Representative Are Our Representatives?

As members of the 114th Congress took their seats
on January 6, 2015, there were more women among
them than at any time in U.S. history. In addition, this
group of lawmakers is one of the most racially diverse
Congresses.

Yet despite this progress, today’s Congress is still a far
cry from representing the diversity of all Americans.
Members of the 114th Congress are significantly

more likely to be male, white, and over 65 than other
Americans.

Women make up more than half of the U.S. population,
but only 19.5 percent of Congress.

Whites make up 62.4 percent of the total U.S.
population, but 82.1 percent of the 114th Congress.
The Democratic delegation looks a bit more like the
U.S. population in terms of race and ethnicity than the
Republican side.

Members of the 114th
Congress score much better on the Human
Development Index than the United States as a
whole, thanks mainly to their very high incomes and
educational levels. But while they are far ahead of the
rest of the United States when it comes to education
and income, they lag in life expectancy.

HEALTH: The disproportionate number of men (women
live longer) and dearth of Asian Americans and Latinos
(groups that have relatively long life expectancies)
result in Congress having a lower life expectancy than
the U.S. average by 1.5 years.

EDUCATION: Over 95 percent of Congress has
completed a bachelor’s degree or higher; only 30
percent of the general population has. Everyone in
Congress has completed high school—27 million
Americans have not.

EARNINGS: Members of Congress earn a base salary
of $174,000 a year; they earn in nine weeks what the
typical American makes in a year, $30,454.

What would the U.S. look like if members of Congress
were to support earnings and education outcomes like
theirs for all Americans? Write your representative to

ask!

Measure of America, a nonpartisan project of the Social
Science Research Council, provides easy-to-use yet
methodologically sound tools for understanding the
distribution of well-being and opportunity in America
and seeks to foster greater awareness of our shared
challenges.

www.measureofamerica.org

A project of the Social Science Research Council

Data sources: http://www.measureofamerica.org/
congressional-districts-2015/methodological-note/
Designed by: www.dianatung.net



What Does the American Human
Development Index Reveal about U.S.
Congressional Districts?

It won't surprise many readers to know that well-being levels, as
measured by health, education, and earnings combined, reach their
highest levels on the country’s coasts. While every region has its
strengths, a reinforcing mix of thriving knowledge industries, financial
capital, research universities, attractive jobs for highly educated workers,
and well-developed infrastructure underpins the economic dominance

of cities on the East and West Coasts. The top twenty districts are all

on either the East or West Coast, except for Texas’ 3rd District, which
includes the northern Dallas suburbs, and seventeen of the top twenty
districts are in just four greater metro areas: Los Angeles, New York, San
Francisco, and Washington, DC (see ).

Twenty Highest-Scoring Congressional Districts

LIFE AT LEAST GRADUATE OR
Firomii | wonscHooL | | DEGREE . | DEGREE. | ENROLLMENT

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%)

United States 5.06 79.1 13.4 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454
1 California District 18 8.18 83.7 6.8 60.0 30.1 85.6 55,215
2 New York District 12 8.05 82.9 7.3 69.2 30.4 73.5 60,953
3 California District 33 7.82 81.7 4.5 61.6 26.6 88.3 51,271
4 California District 17 7.75 83.4 8.9 54.3 253 82.9 52,493
5 Virginia District 8 7.75 83.5 9.0 61.4 31.1 77.0 52,003
6 New York District 10 7.64 82.2 1.5 60.6 29.2 80.6 52,857
7 New York District 3 7.50 81.9 7.4 52.2 24.5 85.5 50,160
8 Virginia District 10 7.47 82.5 7.6 53.8 22.2 82.7 50,003
9 New Jersey District 7 7.46 81.9 6.5 50.3 21.0 85.2 51,168
10 Maryland District 8 7.43 83.3 8.9 52.2 28.6 82.6 45,845
" New Jersey District 11 7.39 80.9 5.9 51.6 20.8 86.0 51,436
12 Virginia District 11 7.36 83.6 8.5 53.5 241 79.8 46,158
13 California District 45 7.27 82.6 6.5 50.8 20.0 85.3 45,194
14 California District 12 7.25 82.6 13.1 54.1 22.2 77.6 50,055
15 Massachusetts District 5 7.07 81.6 7.4 54.5 27.0 83.3 42,335
16 Texas District 3 7.06 81.8 6.0 51.5 18.4 83.1 44,869
17 New Jersey District 5 7.03 82.0 6.5 45.8 17.4 83.5 45,352
18 California District 52 6.94 81.5 5.4 55.0 23.6 78.0 43,565
19 California District 14 6.90 83.6 11.0 43.7 16.5 84.0 40,726
20 Connecticut District 4 6.89 82.5 10.8 48.3 22.0 84.1 40,438

Sources: Measure of America calculations using data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011 and U.S.
Census Bureau Population Estimates 2011 and American Community Survey 2013.
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At the other end of the rankings are twenty districts that face
considerable well-being challenges (see ). They fall largely in the
South: Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia. Only six of the
twenty districts are outside these southern states: Three are in California
(two in the rural Central Valley, one in inner-city Los Angeles), one is in
New York (in the Bronx], one is in Michigan (Wayne County and parts of
Detroit), and one is in rural Missouri. These twenty struggling districts
disproportionately comprise inner-city, high-poverty neighborhoods (in
the North, South, and California) and rural areas in California and the

South.
Twenty Lowest-Scoring Congressional Districts
LIFE AT LEAST GRADUATE OR
ATeiRTH | WioWScHOOL | | DEGREE | | DEGREE | ENROLLMENT

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%)

United States 5.06 79.1 13.4 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454
417 South Carolina District 7 3.56 75.7 16.5 20.4 7.0 75.6 22,056
418 Kentucky District 1 3.55 75.5 18.8 15.5 6.5 73.5 24,070
419 Tennessee District 1 3.54 75.8 16.0 18.6 7.5 73.9 22,409
420 south Carolina District 6 3.54 76.9 18.0 18.0 6.6 73.2 21,593
421 Missouri District 8 3.52 75.4 18.6 15.0 5.8 74.9 23,584
422 Arkansas District 1 3.50 74.5 18.6 15.1 46 74.6 24,943
423 California District 16 3.48 79.2 33.6 12.4 4.3 75.0 20,820
424 New York District 15 3.46 79.4 34.1 13.1 3.7 75.8 20,316
425 Louisiana District 5 3.46 75.1 20.0 16.5 5.1 73.8 23,889
426 cCalifornia District 40 3.44 81.7 48.3 8.4 2.3 74.9 20,130
427 Alabama District 4 3.36 73.8 19.8 15.9 6.1 72.2 25,104
428 Alabama District 7 3.35 74.9 17.5 19.0 6.7 73.6 22,092
429 Texas District 29 3.35 79.4 411 9.0 2.3 73.1 21,760
430 Michigan District 13 3.34 75.8 19.2 14.3 5.5 73.6 21,987
431 Georgia District 2 3.34 75.2 20.5 16.7 6.6 75.0 22,019
432 Mississippi District 2 3.28 73.6 21.0 18.9 7.0 76.6 22,784
433 West Virginia District 3 3.28 73.0 20.2 15.1 5.9 72.2 25,625
434 Texas District 33 3.20 78.8 41.9 9.5 3.1 71.3 21,614
435 Kentucky District 5 3.11 72.9 25.5 13.4 6.1 74.8 24,255
436 California District 21 3.04 78.4 41.0 8.3 2.4 73.5 20,101

Sources: Measure of America calculations using data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011 and
U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates 2011 and American Community Survey 2013.

Well-Being in the Top Three Congressional Districts

Topping the chart with a score of 8.18 out of 10 is California District 18,
which includes the Silicon Valley cities of San Jose, Palo Alto, Mountain
View, and Los Gatos. Residents in these communities have an average
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life expectancy of 83.7 years, about four and a half years longer than the
average American. Three of ten residents hold graduate or professional
degrees (nearly triple the national average), and median personal
earnings in this high-tech stronghold are $55,215.

Close on its heels is New York District 12 (8.05), comprising much of New
York City’s East Side as well as several neighborhoods in Queens and
Brooklyn. Interestingly, compared to the top-ranked Silicon Valley district,
this district performs significantly better in terms of earnings, $60,953.

In addition, a slightly higher share of the New York district’s adults have
bachelor’s degrees. However, life expectancy and the school enrollment
rate are both lower.

The third-place finisher is California District 33 (7.82], which
encompasses the Los Angeles metro area’s Beach Cities, the Westside,
and the Palos Verdes Peninsula. California District 33 has the highest
rate of children and young adults ages 3 to 24 enrolled in school among
the 436 districts.

Well-Being in the Bottom Three Congressional Districts

The district with the lowest well-being score is, like the district with the
highest score, in California. California District 21 comprises Kings County
and parts of Fresno, Kern, and Tulare Counties (see ). Though
this agricultural powerhouse in California’s Central Valley soars when

it comes to dairy and crop production, it lags badly in terms of human
development, scoring just 3.04 on the 10-point scale. Putting this score in
historical perspective is sobering; 3.04 is roughly the score of the United
States as a whole more than thirty years ago (see ).

Historical Trends in Human Development, 1960-2013

LIFE AT LEAST GRADUATE OR
EXPECTANCY LESS THAN BACHELOR'S | PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL
AT BIRTH HIGH SCHOOL DEGREE DEGREE ENROLLMENT

YEAR (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Today |5.06 79.1 13.4 29.6 1.2 77.0 30,454
2010 5.03 78.9 14.4 28.2 10.4 77.6 30,876
2000 4.76 77.0 19.6 24.4 8.9 76.6 33,210
1990 3.77 75.4 24.8 20.3 7.2 73.4 26,680
1980 3.02 73.7 33.5 16.2 7.6 68.3 24,821
1970 2.36 70.8 47.7 10.7 4.6 71.5 24,675
1960 1.63 69.7 58.9 7.7 3.0 75.6 20,039

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from historical resources of the U.S. Census
Bureau and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Please see Methodological Note in
Lewis and Burd-Sharps, The Measure of America 2013-2014, for more details.

GEOGRAPHIES OF OPPORTUNITY | Ranking Well-Being by Congressional District

1"



In this Central Valley district, four in ten adults did not graduate high
school, and median personal earnings barely top $20,000, roughly the
poverty line for a family of three.

Kentucky District 5 is next-to-last. This rural Appalachia district has the

lowest life expectancy, 72.9 years, of any district in the country. Again, the

historical perspective is telling; 72.9 is the life expectancy that prevailed
in the United States in the mid-1970s.

Texas District 33, comprising parts of Dallas and Tarrant Counties, is
third from the bottom, with a score of 3.20. A Washington Post study
identified this district as one of the country’s ten most gerrymandered
districts, drawn such that it joins two noncontiguous, highly
disadvantaged areas. The district’s population is over 80 percent African
American and Latino combined.™

The peaks and valleys of human development are attention-grabbing—
but not always surprising. Equally important is what's happening in all
the districts in between. Although every region has highs and lows, even
a cursory glance at makes clear that some parts of the country
(represented with darker colors) are doing much better than others.

American Human Development Index by Congressional District
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The Human Development Index for the U.S. Census Bureau’s nine
regional divisions, which fall within the four main Census regions of the
Midwest, Northeast, South, and West, shows that the top-performing
part of the country, New England, scores 5.91; the bottom-performing
area, the East South Central United States (encompassing Alabama,
Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee), scores 4.09 (see ]. ANew
Englander lives, on average, 4.6 years longer, is about 60 percent more
likely to have a bachelor’s degree, and earns over $8,000 more than the
typical resident of the East South Central United States. The adjacent
New England (5.91) and Middle Atlantic (5.50) regions are doing the best,
and the adjacent West South Central (4.58) and East South Central (4.09)
areas are doing the worst (see ).

American Human Development Index by Regional Division

WESTNORTH CENTRAL
(IA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD)
EASTNORTH CENTRAL

(IL, IN, MI, OH, W1
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

' (NJ, NY, PA)
PAC'F'C .............................
(AK, CA, HI, OR, WA)
PR NEW ENGLAND
3 (CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT)
Ch | -
» SOUTH ATLANTIC
; (DE, DC, FL, GA, MD, NC, SC,
VA, WV)

MOUNTAIN
(AZ, CO, ID, MT, NV, NM, UT, WY]

EASTSOUTH CENTRAL

WESTSOUTH CENTRAL (AL, KY, MS, TN)

(AR, LA, OK, TX]

LIFE AT LEAST GRADUATE OR

EXPECTANCY LESS THAN BACHELOR'S | PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL
AT BIRTH HIGH SCHOOL DEGREE DEGREE ENROLLMENT

RANK  U.S.REGIONAL DIVISIONS (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%)

United States 5.06 79.1 13.4 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454
1 NEWENGLAND 5.91 80.4 9.9 37.1 15.8 80.2 35,059
2 MIDDLE ATLANTIC 5.50 79.9 12.7 32.9 13.5 78.6 32,958
3 PACIFIC 5.34 80.9 16.1 31.2 11.5 77.3 30,913
4 WESTNORTH CENTRAL 5.12 79.2 9.4 29.4 10.0 77.3 30,262
5 SOUTH ATLANTIC 4.99 78.8 13.2 29.7 11.5 76.5 30,017
6 EASTNORTH CENTRAL 4.96 78.4 11.2 27.8 10.4 77.8 30,024
7 MOUNTAIN 4.95 79.5 11.9 29.6 10.7 75.2 28,901
8 WESTSOUTH CENTRAL 4.58 77.9 17.2 26.0 8.7 75.7 28,843
9 EASTSOUTH CENTRAL 4.09 75.9 15.5 23.2 8.8 75.1 26,720

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011, U.S. Census
Bureau Population Estimates 2011 and U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2013.

Note: These nine divisions are defined by the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Interestingly, the range in congressional district scores in New

England is fairly compact compared to, for instance, the range in the
Middle Atlantic and Pacific regions (see ). The high in New
England is Massachusetts District 5 (7.07], which lies to the north and
west of Boston and includes the cities of Cambridge, Lexington, and
Framingham; the low is Maine District 2 (4.45), which encompasses the
majority of the state’s land area and is heavily rural. In addition, all the
districts in New England except for Maine District 2 score above the U.S.
average.

East South Central regional well-being scores are also very close
together. In this region, however, only one district, Alabama District 6,
scores above the national average, but not by much, with a 5.25; it is
made up almost entirely of suburban communities that ring the urban
core of Birmingham. All the other districts in the region fall below the
national average, with Kentucky District 5 in last place with a score of
3.1,

Although residents of New England districts have, on average, higher
earnings and a larger proportion of adults with a bachelor’s or graduate
degree, the Pacific region dominates in health, with an average life
expectancy of nearly 81 years. The West North Central region (districts in
lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, and the Dakotas) performs
the best in terms of adults who have at least a high school degree; only
9.4 percent lack one.

Gap in Well-Being Scores within Each Regional Division
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These regional differences are not new. Measure of America produced

a ranking of U.S. congressional districts in its Measure of America 2008-
2009. Although the redistricting that occurred following the 2010 Census
makes it impossible to compare today’s districts to the pre-2010 districts,
it is possible to group the previous districts into the Census divisions and

make comparisons that way. The 2005-vintage congressional district data LARGE STATES:

likewise show the East South Central and West South Central regions in
the last two places, and the New England and Middle Atlantic regions on

tOp. DISTRICT 18

The good news, however, is that parts of the South are making faster
progress on human development than the country as a whole. Between
2005 and 2013, the West South Central region (comprising Arkansas,

Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas) saw its score improve by 7.3 percent, MID-SIZED STATES:

the most of any region, compared to 2.9 percent for the entire nation.

This improvement resulted from modest increases in life expectancy and DISTRICT 2

impressive gains in adult educational attainment. Earnings, on the other
hand, fell in most regions between 2005 and 2013—but they remained
essentially unchanged in the West South Central region; nationally,
earnings fell 6.5 percent during this period, adusted for inflation.

Human development gaps within states tend to be bigger than the
gaps between states. As discussed above, the top- and bottom-ranking
districts are both in California. The range between these two districts is a
considerable 5.14 points on the 10-point index scale. In Virginia, another
state with large inequalities, the range between the top- and bottom-
scoring districts is also large, at 3.90 points. Yet the difference in scores
between Virginia (5.49) and California (5.36), using state-level Index data,
is very small. Eight states have districts in both the fifty top-scoring
districts and the fifty bottom-scoring districts: California, Georgia,
Michigan, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. For

a closer look at some factors that drive large intrastate disparities in
Virginia, see

Comparing states with tens of millions of people to those with fewer
than 1 million can be problematic; dividing the states into three roughly
equal groups by the number of congressional districts they have allows
for more defensible comparisons. Among large states (with at least nine
congressional districts), California is the most unequal in well-being
outcomes between its congressional districts; among medium-sized
states (between four and eight districts), Missouri is the most unequal;
and among small states (three or fewer districts], New Mexico has the
highest inequality in well-being and access to opportunity.
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The relationship between immigration and well-being is not
straightforward. Congressional districts with a high proportion of
immigrants have some of the highest HD Index scores—and some of the
lowest. This dichotomy is due to the tremendous range of capabilities
immigrants arrive with. Some come to the United States with high levels
of education, in-demand skills, and extensive social networks, while
others come from places where opportunities for higher education or the
development of skills for the knowledge economy are far more limited.
These differences have a major impact on education and earnings.

One clear trend emerges, however: The higher the proportion of foreign-
born residents in a congressional district, the longer the district’s
average life expectancy." Previous MOA research for a report on
well-being in California revealed a surprising 3.2-year life expectancy
gap in favor of foreign-born Latinos as compared to their U.S.-born
counterparts.'? This advantage, however, generally does not last.
Research suggests that the longer immigrants are in the United States,
the more acculturation tends to erode these health advantages. For
instance, as immigrants adopt fast-food-heavy diets typical of native-
born Americans, their risk of obesity-related health problems increases.
The health risks associated with acculturation are discussed below.

Interestingly, in the 22 congressional districts where almost all residents
(98 percent or more) are native-born, Human Development Index scores
are all below the national average; scores range from 3.11 to 4.77. Many
reasons can help explain this outcome. As discussed above, immigrants
tend to have better health than native-born Americans, so the near-total
absence of immigrants may be pulling down the life expectancy in this
group of districts. Another possible explanation is that areas with higher
levels of well-being are more attractive places for immigrants to settle
than areas with lower levels of well-being; new arrivals may be less likely
to move to places where low levels of income and education indicate
faltering economic opportunity.
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A Tale of Two Districts: Human Development in Virginia

Virginia Congressional Districts 8 and ¢ epitomize the increasingly sharp divide that separates
thriving America from struggling America. Virginia District 8, part of the Washington, DC, metro
area, is home to an ethnically diverse population of comparatively well-educated, well-paid
knowledge workers living and working in and around a vibrant urban hub. The largely rural
southwestern District 9 is home chiefly to U.S.-born whites, a large share of whom work in service
occupations and blue-collar jobs. They lie at different poles of the 10-point scale, 7.75 vs. 3.86.
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Virginia Congressional District 8 includes urban and suburban communities in Northern Virginia’s
Arlington County, parts of Fairfax County, and Alexandria and Falls Church. With a score of 7.75,

it is clearly thriving; it ranks fifth of all 436 districts, and first in Virginia. Life expectancy is 83.5
years, over four years longer than the national average. The share of adults age 25 and older with
bachelor’s degrees, 61.4 percent, is more than double the national average, and the share of adults
who have a graduate or professional degree (31.1 percent] is about triple the U.S. share.

The population is also highly diverse. Residents born overseas make up 27.8 percent of the district’s
population, double the national rate, and District 8 is home to proportionately fewer whites and more
African Americans and Asian Americans than the country as a whole. People over age 65 as well

as people with disabilities are underrepresented, however. Participation in the labor force—74.4
percent as compared to the U.S. average of 63.2 percent—is high.

The largest share of workers, 56.7 percent, is employed in the highest-paying job category:
management, business, sciences, and the arts; the share in the lowest-paying U.S. employment
sector, service occupations, is below the U.S. average. Government jobs account for a significant
share of the labor market. The three largest employers are Fairfax County Public Schools, the U.S.
Department of Defense, and the County of Fairfax. The fifty largest employers in the district are
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a mixture of public- and private-sector organizations, with many federal agencies and Fortune 500

companies among them.™

The southwestern Virginia Congressional District 9 borders West Virginia to the north, Kentucky to
the northwest, and Tennessee and North Carolina to the south. Close to six in ten residents live in
rural areas.' Its score of 3.86 places this district 405th in the United States, last in Virginia. Here,
residents can expect to live a striking eight years fewer than their fellow Virginians in District 8, close
to one in five adults never finished high school, and earnings are half those of their DC metro-area

counterparts.

Only about half (53.3 percent] of the working-age population is in the labor force, and the disability
rate is almost three times that of Virginia District 8 and about 50 percent higher than the national
rate. The shares of people living in poverty and elderly residents in poverty are both higher than the
national rates. The population is overwhelmingly white—nine in ten residents as compared with five in

ten in Virginia District 8.

Economic mainstays of the past, such as coal mining and tobacco farming, have long been in decline.
Today a larger share of workers in Virginia’'s 9th District are employed in service occupations,
construction and maintenance occupations, and production, transportation, and moving materials
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occupations than in the country as a whole, and fewer work in fields that tend to pay better—
management, business, science, and the arts. The largest employers in Virginia District 9 are
Virginia Tech, Walmart, Food City, Volvo, and the Roanoke and Montgomery County School Boards.™

Improving human development outcomes in southwestern Virginia requires greater investment in
people’s capabilities to thrive in the new economy. Research consistently finds that a high-quality
preschool experience helps all children enter kindergarten on an equal footing and also contributes
to better health, economic, social, and emotional outcomes ten, twenty, even forty years later.
Boosting the rate of 3- and 4-year olds who attend preschool—now a very low 36.6 percent—is

an intervention that would pay huge dividends down the road. Increasing the share of adults who
complete high school and go on to some form of postsecondary education as well as attracting
businesses that pay well are likewise important priorities for improving well-being in the “Fighting
Ninth.”
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A Long and Healthy Life

The increase in life expectancy in the United States, nearly a decade since
1960 and almost four years since 1990, represents meaningful human
progress. But some Americans, especially African Americans (see ]
and people living in the South, have not benefitted from this progress to
the same extent as others. In Mississippi District 2, West Virginia District
3, and Kentucky District 5, residents have an average life expectancies

A gap of 11 years
separates the nation’s top
and bottom congressional

today similar to those found in the country as a whole in the late 1970s. districts.

One-third of the American HD Index measures health. The metric used
to stand in for “a long and healthy life” is life expectancy at birth, the
number of years that a baby born today can expect to live if current
mortality patterns continue throughout his or her life.

This basic indicator of survival ranges from just under 84 years in
California District 19 (San Jose and parts of Santa Clara County] to just
under 73 years in Kentucky District 5 (rural southeastern Kentucky)—a
gap of more than a decade. Put another way, residents of the San Jose
area can expect to live longer than residents of the longest-lived country,
Japan (83.1 years), and residents of southeastern Kentucky can expect to
live about as long as residents of the West Bank and Gaza (73.0 years)."
Because life expectancy at birth is not regularly calculated and made
public in the United States at anything more specific than the level of
states—except by Measure of America, the Institute for Health Metrics
and Evaluation, and a few other organizations— these differences do not
get the attention they deserve.

Regional differences are hard to ignore when it comes to health (see

). Of the twenty-nine districts where life expectancy at birth is
less than 76 years (lighter colors on the map), twenty-five are in the
South. The remaining four are Michigan District 13 (which includes
Detroit), Pennsylvania Districts 1 and 2, both of which include parts of
Philadelphia, and Missouri District 8 (which includes rural southern
Missouri). Of the twenty-seven districts where the average life expectancy
is greater than 82 years, all but three are in the Los Angeles, New York,
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks, San Francisco, San Jose, or Washington, DC,
metro areas.
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A Tale of Two Districts: Life Expectancy in Pennsylvania
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Residents of Pennsylvania Congressional District 16, which stretches from the far western

suburbs of Philadelphia beyond to Lancaster County (Amish country) and Elizabethtown, have a life
expectancy of 80.5 years, about one and a half years longer than the U.S average. In Pennsylvania
District 2, made up predominantly of city neighborhoods in West, Northwest, and North Philly, the
average resident has a life expectancy of just 75.6 years. What are some of the factors that contribute
to this nearly half-decade gap in and around the City of Brotherly Love?

Looking at the numbers, these two districts are similar in many ways. Both have roughly 712,000
residents, with similar proportions of young people and elderly residents. Typical earnings are nearly
the same, about $30,000. Pennsylvania District 2 has a more educated adult population, with one in
three adults having at least a bachelor’s degree, compared to one in four in Pennsylvania District 16.
About 13 percent of residents in both districts lack health insurance.

In one demographic area that has important consequences for health, the data diverge significantly:
in District 2, African Americans make up 58 percent of the population, ten times the share in District
16. District 16 is 73 percent white, and District 2 is 30 percent white. In addition, much of District 2's
white population is concentrated in a few areas, such as the slice of the suburban Main Line that falls
within the district boundaries, and the majority of the African American population in District 2 lives
in predominantly African American neighborhoods in Philadelphia proper.

While the national black-white life expectancy gap has narrowed over time, it disconcertingly
persists;'” today whites outlive blacks, on average, by 3.5 years. African Americans have higher
death rates than whites from a range of causes, chiefly heart disease, cancer, homicide, diabetes,
and infant death related primarily to preterm birth and low birth weight.' High blood pressure is

N J
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a particular challenge for African Americans.'” Blood pressure is heavily affected by social class,
poverty, and the degree to which one has autonomy to shape one’s life course. African Americans are
disproportionately poor, which contributes to chronic stress that damages blood vessels and makes
health-harming behaviors like smoking more likely. Moreover, African Americans of all income levels
are more likely than other Americans to experience discrimination in ways large and small, likewise a
cause of health-harming stress.

African American men face an additional set of hurdles. In the United States, African American women
outlive their male counterparts by over half a decade, the largest gender gap of any racial or ethnic
group in life expectancy.?’ Tragically high premature death rates among young men due to homicide
contribute to this disparity. Homicide trends in Philadelphia confirm the heartbreakingly high incidence
of murder among African American males: In 2013, the police department reported 51 murders of
whites (21 percent of all murders) and 191 murders of African Americans (77 percent of all murders).
Over 90 percent of murder victims were male, and well over half were ages 18 to 34.2' Pennsylvania
District 2 does not encompass the entire city of Philadelphia, of course, but it includes many hard-hit
neighborhoods. These tragic deaths are the antithesis of human development and an urgent priority for
city leaders.
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Life Expectancy by Congressional District

Many of us think we know what causes poor health. Lack of health
insurance is generally high on the list. Low levels of wealth and income
are also assumed to contribute to poor health. Many people would
include bad diet and lack of regular exercise, too. Less discussed are the
roles of race, ethnicity, and immigration status in understanding health
disparities. How do these factors relate to congressional districts?

Health insurance. As would be expected, there is a positive correlation
between health insurance and life expectancy: holding constant
differences in demographics and education levels in congressional
districts, a one-percentage-point decrease in the proportion of
uninsured residents is associated with a gain of an additional month of
life expectancy at birth.22 But while having health insurance certainly
matters, it seems to matter less for predicting longevity than several
other important factors that will be discussed further below, including
social determinants of health such as educational attainment and the
demographic characteristics of communities.
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Income. Many Americans assume that earnings and health move in
tandem, with more money buying better health. An examination of the
relationship between life expectancy and median personal earnings by
congressional district shows only a moderate correlation (.50) between
these two factors. Income certainly matters for health, but the link
between them is not automatic. Across the nation, for example, Latinos
outlive whites by an average of nearly four years,?® yet their median
earnings are considerably less—about $21,000 for Latinos, compared
to roughly $32,000 for whites.?* Florida District 27, which is 75 percent
Latino, exemplifies this phenomenon: this coastal district has an
impressive 81.8-year life expectancy, nearly three years longer than the
U.S. average, yet earnings are only $25,592, about $5,000 less than those
of the typical U.S. worker.

-~

The Latino Health Paradox

The phenomenon of Latinos living longer than whites despite having lower educational levels and
incomes as well as being far less likely to have health insurance (29.9 percent of nonelderly Latinos
in the United States lack health insurance, compared to 12.3 percent of nonelderly whites®) is
referred to as the Latino Health Paradox.

Further research on the Latino Health Paradox is needed, but evidence points to a few possible
contributors to Latino longevity. Latinos binge drink at slightly lower rates than whites and smoke
less; 2 smoking and drinking to excess both contribute to premature death from heart disease,
stroke, and cancer. In addition, a growing body of research suggests that aspects of Latino culture,
such as strong social support and family cohesion, help bolster health outcomes for a population
that otherwise faces considerable challenges. Latino women have low rates of preterm birth and
low-birth-weight babies, for instance, and researchers have tied these positive outcomes to the
knowledge and support that Latino families and the larger community provide women when they are
pregnant.?

In his landmark study Heat Wave, Eric Klinenberg explores why during the period of extreme heat

in July 1995 in Chicago that killed 739 mostly elderly people, only 2 percent of the heat-related
deaths were among Latinos, although they then accounted for at least 23 percent of Chicago’s
population. Klinenberg also offers social support as a possible explanation. He argues that although
the city’s Latinos were disproportionately very poor, their “cultural practice of caring,” and the way
this practice was embedded in the “ecology and economy—including the clustered households of
multigenerational networks, the busy sidewalks, and the relative security of the neighborhoods”—
of chiefly Mexican immigrant communities prompted people to look in on and assist their elderly
neighbors and family members.?

N
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Top and Bottom Ten Congressional Districts by Life Expectancy

LIFE EXPECTANCY AFRICAN ASIAN NATIVE NATIVE- FOREIGN-

AT BIRTH AMERICAN AMERICAN LATINO AMERICAN BORN BORN

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
United States 79.1 12.3 5.0 17.1 0.7 62.4 86.9 13.1

1 California District 19 g3y 33 26.7 47 0.1 253 628 372
2 California District 18 [e37 15 200 17.0 0.1 56.7 72.4 27.6
3 Virginia District 11 o 2 17.9 185 0.1 47.4 69.1 309
4 California District 14 836 3.1 31.8 2.1 0.2 35.7 633 36.7
5 Virginia District 8 [EELE D A 1.1 18.8 0.1 52.6 72.2 278
6 California District 17 834 2.6 515 15.6 0.2 263 53.9 46.1
7 Maryland District 8 EFEEms e 9.3 14.4 0.1 619 76.2 238
8 New York District 6 30 2.8 387 18.6 0.2 37.6 483 51.7
9 New York District 12 s29 4.9 13.0 13.6 0.1 65.5 74.0 26.0
10 New York District 5 FEE s 13.2 19.1 0.4 11.5 57.5 425
427 Louisiana District 5 75.1 35.6 0.6 2.3 0.4 59.9 98.3 1.7
428  Mississippi District 3 75.1 35.1 0.8 2.2 0.9 60.1 97.7 2.3
429 Arkansas District 4 75.0 19.8 0.6 5.4 0.5 724 97.1 2.9
430 Alabama District 7 74.9 629 0.6 2.4 0.1 326 97.6 2.4
431 Oklahoma District 2 745 35 0.5 47 16.1 65.3 98.1 19
432 Arkansas District 1 745 18.0 0.4 3.2 0.4 765 98.0 2.0
433 Alabama District 4 738 7.3 0.6 6.2 0.7 83.8 95.9 4.1
434 Mississippi District 2 73.6 65.1 0.5 19 0.3 315 98.6 14
435 West Virginia District 3 73.0 3.9 0.3 1.0 0.1 933 99.2 0.8
436 Kentucky District 5 729 12 0.4 12 0.2 96.0 99.1 0.9

Sources: Measure of America calculations using data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011 and U.S.
Census Bureau Population Estimates 2011 and American Community Survey 2013.

Note: Percentages of the population by race and ethnicity do not sum to 100 because the category “some other race or
races” has been omitted for brevity.

Nativity. As discussed above, the more foreign-born in a district, the

longer the life expectancy. Nationally, about 13 percent of the country is U.S. Life Expectancy by
foreign-born. Yet in the ten districts with the longest life expectancies, Race and Ethnicity

that share is about one-fourth to one-half foreign-born. Conversely, in

the bottom-ten districts in terms of life expectancy, only about 1 to 4

percent of the population was born outside the United States. —>
[ ] [ ] @
Race and Ethnicity. One variable that is too often left out of the
conversation about health is race. Yet in the United States, race and
ethnicity are among the most important determinants of health, a reality AFRICAN  NATE o ASAN
. . . . . ) . AMERICAN  AMERICAN
that is strongly reflected in the district health rankings. Nationally, Asian 78.9 83.3 871

Americans live the longest (87.1 years), followed by Latinos (83.3 years), years years years
whites (78.9 years), Native Americans (76.9 years), and African Americans  Source: Calculated by Measure of

America using National Center for

Health Statistics mortality data and CDC
African Americans in the United States is an astonishing 11.7 years. WONDER population data.

(75.4 years). The life expectancy gap between Asian Americans and
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How do these racial and ethnic life expectancy differences nationwide
relate to district longevity patterns? All of the ten longest-lived districts
have a disproportionately large share of Asian Americans, from roughly
two to ten times as many as the share in the general U.S. population
(about 5 percent). Further, in six of the top ten districts with the longest
life expectancy, the share of Latinos in the population is larger than

the U.S. Latino share. Among the lowest-scoring districts in health,
African Americans, Native Americans, and whites are overrepresented
(see J. In the one top-ten district with a large share of African
Americans, New York District 5, a substantial portion of the African
American population is immigrants from the Caribbean.

-

The Social Determinants of Health

Health disparities are rooted much more in the circumstances in which different groups of
Americans are born, grow up, work, and age than they are in other areas that receive much more
attention, especially medical treatment. Though doctors and medicines are essential once we are
sick, medicine’s capacity to prevent chronic diseases, the leading causes of death in the United
States, pales in comparison to the power of our environments and the cumulative effect of the
thousands of small decisions we make each day.

Some people live in low-crime areas with parks and farmers’ markets and work in jobs that offer
respectful work cultures, good wages, regular hours, and comprehensive health insurance; their
environments protect their health and make good health decisions easy. But others, particularly
Americans of color and Americans with limited education, tend to live and work in environments that
expose them disproportionately to very real health risks, such as workplace injury, toxins in the air
and water, gun violence, and the unrelenting, health-sapping stress of economic insecurity.

The daily conditions in such environments not only directly harm health but also often make good
health choices difficult. Toxic stress and lack of control over the conditions of one’s daily life at home
and work can fuel health risk behaviors like the “fatal four"—smoking, poor diet, physical inactivity,
and drinking to excess—which are the most significant contributors to premature death in the United

States today.”

S P

N\
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While this brief paper does not delve into this topic, previous Measure of
America reports have undertaken research on the causes of racial and
ethnic health disparities nationally and in select states and counties.*®
Through this research, several patterns become clear.

The effect on health of both place and race tend to overlap because of
residential segregation. Residential segregation by race and ethnicity
as well as by income often leads to concentrations of poverty and
marginalization as well as islands of affluence and privilege. This
bifurcation affects local revenue streams, which in turn has an impact
on the quality of public services such as schools, amenities like parks,

and transportation options. Segregation also mediates access to the Residential
social networks and connections so vital to job opportunities and S€g regatlon by
for neighborhood safety and trust. Each of these sets of community race and ethnicity

conditions affects health (see ). mediates access

The dearth of health data broken down by race and ethnicity impedes to the connections

greater understanding. Measure of America is one of the only so vital to job
organizations calculating the basic survival indicator of life expectancy opportunities and for
for major racial and ethnic groups in states, congressional districts, neighborhood safety
and metro areas, yet this information is clearly vital to crafting effective
health policy. Another perennial data challenge stems from the fact that
the major racial and ethnic categories for which most health-related data
are currently available are extremely broad. For example, the Census
Bureau-defined racial category “Asian” encompasses a huge range

of both native- and foreign-born inhabitants; the category includes,
among others, third- and fourth-generation Americans who trace their
heritage to China, Japan, or Korea; immigrants from Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia who came to the United States as refugees from the mid-
1970s to the mid-1980s; South Asians who arrived in the country more
recently; and all their U.S.-born children and grandchildren.

and trust.

While a decade-long gap in life expectancy at birth from one place

or group to the next is not a health accomplishment to trumpet, the
good news is that the chief causes of premature death are largely
preventable. But progress can only be made by going beyond today’s
near-exclusive focus on health coverage and doctors to encompass the
economic, social, and political forces that shape people’s environments
and decisions.

Doing so requires more and better data, especially for racial and ethnic

subgroups; understanding the factors that contribute to longevity
among some groups is key to shaping effective policies for everyone.
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Access to Knowledge

The Education Index measures people’s access to knowledge and is
made up of two parts: the share of children and young adults ages 3 to
24 currently enrolled in school and the highest degree attained of all
adults age 25 and older. Taken together, these two components provide a
snapshot of education in a congressional district.

This snapshot reveals tremendous variation. For example, in Minnesota
District 3 and Colorado District 2, fewer than 5 percent of adults lack
high school diplomas; in California District 40, nearly half of the district’s
adults are without this basic credential.

Topping the charts

Topping the charts in education are two districts in California: District . ]
33 (Los Angeles’ Westside) and District 18 (Silicon Valley). Rounding in education are two
out the top ten are Massachusetts District 5, New York District 3, New districts in California:
York District 10, New Jersey District 11, New York District 12, Maryland District 33 [|_05

District 8, Virginia District 8, and California District 17 (see ). All
are in the Boston, Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, or Washington,

Angeles’ Westside)
and District 18
(Silicon Valley]).

DC, metro areas (see ).

Five California districts (51, 16, 44, 21, and in last place, 40) are in the
bottom ten in terms of educational outcomes. New York District 15,
Nevada District 1, Arizona District 7, and Texas Districts 29 and 33
complete the list.

In four districts, three in ten adults have graduate or professional
degrees (California District 18; Washington, DC, district-at-large; New
York District 12; and Virginia District 8). In twenty-four districts, between
half and two-thirds of all adults have at least a bachelor’s degree; these
districts fall within the Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Los
Angeles, New York, San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, DC, metro
areas.

Some of the districts at the top of the education list have earned the spot
by supporting their children and youth (at least a large segment of them)
in completing high school and continuing to higher education, whereas
others excel on the Education Index because they attract well-educated
adults from elsewhere.
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Education Index by Congressional District

EDUCATION INDEX

Bl 5.93-8.64
B 5.20-5.92
B 4.75-5.19

4.19-4.74
1.97-4.18

Those in the Boston and Minneapolis areas fall more in the first camp.
They do a good job of educating the young people who grow up there and
guiding their productive transition to adulthood; those two metro areas
have the lowest rates of young people ages 16 to 24 neither working

nor in school among the twenty-five most populous metro areas.®' Of
course, legions of college students also flock to Boston from elsewhere
for higher education. Washington, DC, falls in the second camp; it gains
its educational advantages chiefly by acting as a magnet, attracting large
numbers of highly educated knowledge workers to well-paying jobs in
government, research organizations, consulting, and other highly skilled
jobs that demand educational credentials and connections.

Enrollment includes everyone ages 3 to 24 who is enrolled in school; it
covers both the compulsory years of schooling and the preschool and
postsecondary school years on either end when schooling is voluntary.
States vary in the ages of required school attendance. Most states require
children to start school by age 5 or 6, but Pennsylvania and Washington
don’t require it until age 8; compulsory schooling ends by age 16, 17, or
18, depending upon the state.®? School enrollment rates range from 88.3
percent in California District 33 to 68.5 percent in North Carolina District
3, a difference of nearly 20 percentage points (see ).
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Top and Bottom Congressional Districts on the Education Index

AT LEAST AT LEAST GRADUATE OR
LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL BACHELOR’S PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL
EDUCATION HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA DEGREE DEGREE ENROLLMENT

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT INDEX (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

United States 5.06 134 86.6 29.6 1.2 77.0
1 California District 33 86k 45 95.5 616 26.6 88.3
2 California District 18 836 6.8 932 60.0 30.1 85.6
3 Massachusetts District 5 - 7.4 92.6 54.5 27.0 83.3
4 NewYork District 3 73 7.4 92.6 52.2 24.5 85.5
5 New York District 10 767 15 88.5 60.6 29.2 80.6
6 NewJerseyDistrict11 (A0 5.9 94.1 51.6 208 86.0
7 New York District 12 761 7.3 92.7 69.2 30.4 735
8  Maryland District 8 757 8.9 91.1 52.2 28.6 82.6
9 Virginia District 8 755 9.0 91.0 614 311 77.0
10 California District 17 755 8.9 91.1 54.3 25.3 82.9
427 New York District 15 2.96 34.1 65.9 13.1 3.7 75.8
428 California District 51 293 31.9 68.1 134 3.4 T4k
429 California District 16 2.90 33.6 66.4 124 43 75.0
430 Nevada District 1 2.79 2.6 75.4 145 43 68.6
431 California District 44 2.72 38.3 61.7 1.9 3.4 76.0
432 Arizona District 7 2.39 33.4 66.6 13.2 4.2 69.2
433 California District 21 2.1 41.0 59.0 8.3 24 735
434 Texas District 29 2.14 411 58.9 9.0 23 73.1
435 Texas District 33 1.99 419 58.1 95 3.1 713
436 California District 40 1.97 483 517 8.4 23 749

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey
2013.

Although areas with low enrollment tend to have a low overall HD Index
score, some anomalies exist. For instance, Virginia District 2 (the Virginia
Beach area) and Washington District 10 (directly south of Seattle] are
near the national average in terms of human development overall but at
the bottom in school enrollment. Part of the reason for low enrollment
in these two cases is the strong military presence in both areas; young
adults in the armed forces are typically not enrolled in school. Even
states that generally perform well in education have some areas that lag
behind on this fundamental indicator (see ).

An important part of the Education Index is the rate of 3- and 4-year-olds
in a center-based preschool. When it comes to our youngest children,
California District 33, the leader in enrollment overall, is also way out in
front, with more than eight in every ten 3- and 4-year-olds in preschool.
Washington, DC, proper is close on its heels with a 78.5 percent
preschool enrollment rate, the result of the district’'s universal preschool
program that began in 2008.
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Top and Bottom Five Districts by School Enrollment

F

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (%

United States 71.0 5.06
1 Ccalifornia District 33 83 7.82
2 NewJerseyDistrict 11 [JEC0NNIII 7.39
3 California District 18 856 8.18
4 NewYork District 3 855 7.50
5 Massachusetts District 4 _ 6.86
432 Virginia District 2 lm2 4.94
433 Washington District 10 [[0R0NINN 5.01
434 Arizona District 7 le92 3.57
435  Nevada District 1 [e8s 3.66
43¢ North Carolina District 3 [J6CBNMN 4.03

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention 2011, U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates 2011 and U.S. Census
Bureau American Community Survey 2013.

The Middle Atlantic region performs particularly well on this indicator;

of the twenty-five best districts in terms of preschool enrollment (with
rates of 64 percent and up), seven are in New York, five are in New Jersey,
five are in California, two each are in Connecticut and Illinois, and one
each is in Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Georgia, and Washington, DC. In
contrast, in the bottom twenty-five districts for this indicator, one-third

of preschoolers or less are enrolled in school. The five worst performers
are Idaho District 1, Washington District 4, Nevada District 1, Washington
District 10, and, in last place with just one in five 3- and 4-year-olds
enrolled in preschool, Arizona District 7 (see J.

Another critically important area that enrollment data highlight is youth
disconnection. In Arizona District 7, about one in four young people
between the ages of 16 and 24 are disconnected—neither working norin
school—and in thirty-one other districts, at least one in every five teens
and young adults in this age range are disconnected.

In contrast, in Wisconsin District 2, Nebraska District 2, Massachusetts
District 7, Colorado District 2, and California Districts 52 and 24, fewer
than one in sixteen young people are disconnected. Youth disconnection
has grave, costly consequences for the young people who experience

it, as well as for society as a whole. Emerging adulthood, the years that
stretch from the late teens to the mid-twenties, is a critical period for
forming one’s adult identity, gaining skills and credentials, building social
networks, and moving toward independence and self-sufficiency. Rather
than laying the foundation for a productive life, these disconnected youth

Districts Where Fewer
Than One-Third of 3-
and 4-Year-0Olds Are in
Preschool

TENNESSEEG  332%
CALIFORNIAZI | 331%
CALIFORNIAZ6 | 329%
CALIFORNIAS [ 326
WESTVIRGINA3 | 321%
ARZONAZ ek
NewaDas [ anew
INDIANAS 307
TeMS® Tk
TSm0k
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Tease [ mew)
ALABAMAL [ 297
INDINAT 293
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Kentuckys [ 29 |
WESTVIRGINA2 [ 287% |
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Newoar (]
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey 2013.
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find themselves adrift at society’s margins, unmoored from the systems
and structures that confer knowledge, skills, identity, and purpose—a
situation that benefits no one.®

Three areas require particular focus if education is to boost human
development in areas that lag behind.

1. The days when someone without a high school degree could find
regular, decently paying work are long gone, and, sadly, those
when a high school degree alone was a sufficient qualification
for a job that pays middle-class wages are similarly behind
us. States that perform poorly on this indicator—among them,
California, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas—should
give greater priority to ensuring that all adults have at least
the basic high school credential, and states that perform well
overall should prioritize those congressional districts that lag
behind.

2. School enrollment must move to the top of the list of priorities
in states where rates are low, such as Alaska, Hawaii,
Montana, Nevada, and North Dakota. Preschool enrollment

is a particularly crucial part of the puzzle; the evidence is
overwhelming that high-quality early childhood education is the
best educational investment the country can make.* Far too few
young children in districts in Arizona, California, Idaho, Indiana,
Kentucky, Nevada, Texas, Washington, and West Virginia

enjoy the lifelong boost that a high-quality, developmentally
appropriate preschool provides.

3. The plight of disconnected young people requires concerted .
For more on disconnected

youth in the United States,
check out the MOA report,
Halve the Gap.

attention. Fortunately, momentum is growing across the nation
to tackle the issue of youth disconnection. Policymakers,
business leaders, researchers, philanthropists, advocates for
social justice, community leaders, and young people themselves
have come together around the idea that the human and
financial cost of leaving behind large numbers of young people
is unacceptably high. An effort is ongoing in Arizona to address
the high rate of youth disconnection (see Box 1).
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A Tale of Two Districts: Garden State Neighbors Differ Sharply in Educational
Outcomes

New Jersey performs very well on the Education Index, ranking fourth among U.S. states, and even
better on the school enrollment indicator; in only Connecticut and Massachusetts are a higher share
of children and young adults ages 3 to 24 enrolled in school. Yet even New Jersey has areas that
struggle.
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Northern New Jersey Congressional Districts 8 and 11 are adjacent, meeting for a short stretch at
the border of Nutley and Belleville. District 11 includes parts of cities like Paterson, but primarily
comprises the affluent exurban and suburban areas of Morris, Essex, Sussex, and Passaic Counties,
locations that have easy commutes to New York City and are home to numerous Fortune 500
companies, particularly pharmaceutical firms. The district boasts high earnings, high levels of
educational attainment, and the second-highest rate of school enrollment, 86 percent, among the
436 congressional districts.

District 8 includes Kearney; parts of Jersey City, Bayonne, and Newark; and Elizabeth. Although
District 8 performs worse than its neighbor, it is nonetheless close to the national average when

it comes to the overall Human Development Index score, life expectancy, earnings, and college
attainment. However, it is badly behind District 11 on two key educational indicators; the share of
adults lacking high school diplomas in District 8—22.7 percent—is nearly four times as large as in
District 11; and school enrollment is 75.6 percent, compared to 86 percent in District 11.

District 8 encompasses a range of areas, from neighborhoods that are predominantly home to low-

income Latino immigrants and their families, to others, like Hoboken and parts of rapidly gentrifying
Jersey City, that are increasingly locales for well-educated young professionals in search of an urban
vibe and a quick commute. The numbers reflect what research generally shows—namely, that Latino

N
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immigrants tend to arrive in the United States with low levels of educational attainment and Latino
young people are more likely to leave school before graduating and to experience periods of youth
disconnection (being out of school and work) than young white people. Nine of the ten congressional
districts at the bottom of the educational rankings have a population that is over half Latino.

Two pieces of information give cause for optimism about the future. First, MOA research in California
shows that second-generation Latino adults are as likely as the average Californian to have
graduated high school, meaning that educational outcomes improve in second and third generations
(as is true for all immigrant groups in the United States).

Second, policy matters. Despite District 11's challenges relative to District 8's, which include a child
poverty rate four times as high, the two districts have nearly identical rates of preschool enrollment,
about 70 percent. New Jersey provides two years of pre-K, requires pre-K teachers to be certified in
early childhood education, and offers free pre-K in the state’s poorest school districts. Studies show
that this effort is succeeding on both quality and accessibility grounds.®® The state is investing in
arguably the most cost-effective educational intervention available by giving its youngest residents a
strong start.®
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Last but certainly not least is the third dimension of the HD Index:
standard of living. How are districts doing in terms of residents’ ability

to afford safe, adequate housing; cover essential living costs like child
care and transportation; and save for a rainy day, a child’s education, or a
secure, dignified retirement?

The metric in the American HD Index for a decent standard of living is
median personal earnings—the wages and salaries of all full- and part-
time workers age 16 and older. Much of the research on living standards
focuses on household earnings—the combined earnings of all adults in a
household. While this indicator is important, using it makes it impossible
to compare and analyze the relative earnings of women and men; for this
reason, the HD Index uses personal earnings. Another important aspect
of standard of living is wealth. Gaps in wealth, also called net worth or
assets, are far greater than gaps in earnings. However, wealth data are
officially collected only once every three years and are not available for
congressional districts; thus this indicator cannot be incorporated into
the American HD Index.

Earnings by congressional district range from about $20,000 in the highly
diverse Los Angeles neighborhoods of California’s District 34 to more
than triple that sum in New York’s City’s District 12—Manhattan’s

The Distribution of Earnings by Congressional District Are
Heavily Skewed toward the Low End

$70,000
1 district
$60,000
2 10 districts
g $50,000
E 34 districts
z $40,000
2 169 districts
= $30,000
222 districts
$20,000

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from the U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey 2013.

Does Cost of Living Figure
In?

The earnings figures used in the
Human Development Index are
not adjusted for cost-of-living
differences. Cost of living varies by
region, and even more so by town
or neighborhood within a metro
area.

These variations, however, are

not random; rather, they are

tied to the presence of desirable
characteristics like a thriving local
economy, community assets and
amenities, or even great weather.
Neighborhoods with higher
housing costs—the major portion
of cost of living—tend to be places
with sought-after features like top-
quality public schools, safe streets,
easy commutes, or proximity to
enviable amenities like beaches,
museums, and restaurants.

People don't live in expensive
parts of the country because they
are unaware that other places

are cheaper; they do so primarily
because these places have
something valuable and worth
paying for. Thus, to adjust for

cost of living would be to wrongly
assume that all places are equally
desirable and to explain away some
of the factors that the HD Index
measures.
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mAP 4 Median Personal Earnings by Congressional District

East Side and parts of Queens and Brooklyn (see 12 ¢ 4]. The distribution
of earnings between these two extremes is heavily skewed toward the
lower end. The typical worker earns above $40,000 in only forty-five of
the 436 congressional districts. Workers in the remaining 391 districts
have median earnings in the $20,000 to $40,000 range (see FIGURE 4).

Given that one-third of the HD Index is the earnings measure, the overall
HD Index generally tracks closely with earnings. But some districts are
doing far better in terms of well-being than their earnings would predict.
For example, Utah’s 3rd District, the southeastern part of the state
below Salt Lake City, has earnings under $25,000, placing it near the
bottom of the district earnings table. Yet educational achievements in the
district are impressive, with nearly 39 percent of adults having at least

a bachelor’s degree, as compared with the U.S. average of just under 30
percent. Similarly, Colorado District 2, encompassing greater Boulder
and the area’s tech start-up hubs and world-class ski destinations, ranks
thirty-eighth of the 436 districts in human development despite earnings
far below that ranking.
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Analysis of the distribution of median personal earnings across the
nation reveals several interesting patterns. Pockets of both high and
low earning are found in every regional division of the country. The
typical worker in New England earns $35,059, about $4,600 above the
national average. New England, which comprises Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont, has the
highest median earnings among the nine regional divisions. In the East
South Central states of Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee,
median earnings are $26,720, about $3,700 below the national average
and the lowest of the nine divisions. This $8,000 difference between
regions, however, is dwarfed by the highs and lows of congressional
districts within them.

Every one of the nine divisions [see FicURE 5) has districts with residents
in the highest earnings band. Similarly, each of the nine divisions has
districts with earnings in the lowest band—in the $20,000 to $25,600
range. The East South Central division has one district in the highest
fifth: Alabama’s District 6. This predominantly suburban Birmingham-
area district, with earnings of $35,871, is surrounded by Districts 2, 3, 4,
and 7, all with earnings below $26,500. This is the most extreme example
of a high-earnings district surrounded by low-earnings districts in the
fifty states (see siDEEAR].

FicurE 5 Median Personal Earnings Gaps by Regional Division

WEST NORTH CENTRAL
GAP: $17,817

HIGH: Minnesota 3: $41,401
LOW: Missouri 8: $23,584 ==

EAST NORTH CENTRAL
GAP: $20,767

HIGH: Illinois 6: $42,754
LOW: Michigan 13: $21,987

PACIFIC
GAP: $3 5 , 167 e

HIGH: California 18: $55,215 =
LOW: California 34: $20,054
MOUNTAIN
GAP: $15,402
HIGH: Arizona 6: $37,151
LOW: Arizona 7: $21,749 WEST SOUTH CENTRAL EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
GAP: $23,638 GAP: $13,779

HIGH: Texas 3: $44,869

HIGH: Alabama 6: $35,871
LOW: Texas 34: $21,231

LOW: Alabama 7: $22,092
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The most extreme
example of a high-
earnings district
surrounded by low-
earnings districts in
the fifty states can be
found in Alabama.

DISTRICT é:
$35,871
DISTRICT 4:
$25,104
S 1 "SR DISTRICT 3:
$26,406
D|ST|-:Q|CT 7:
$22,092
DISTRICT 2:

$26,240

Note: This conclusion is derived from
spatial autocorrelation analysis using
Anselin Local Moran’s | statistics.

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
GAP: $40,637

HIGH: New York 12: $60,953
LOW: New York 15: $20,316

NEW ENGLAND
GAP: $17,494

HIGH: Massachusetts 8: $42,829

LOW: Maine 2 $25,335

" SOUTH ATLANTIC
GAP: $30,410

HIGH: Virginia 8: $52,003
LOW: South Carolina 6: $21,593
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TABLE 7 Top and Bottom Ten Congressional Districts by Earnings

MANAGEMENT, PRODUCTION,
BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION,
MEDIAN EARNINGS *COCCUPATION |  0cOUPATIONS | MOVING OCCUPATIONS

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (2013 DOLLARS) (%) (%) (%)
United States 30,454 363 18.4 12.2

1 New York District 12 e0953 646 10.6 2.4

2 California District 18 s5215 59.3 12.2 41

3 New York District 10 52857 60.7 M4 A

4 California District 17 52493 57.9 1.6 8.1

E 5 Virginia District 8 52003 56.7 15.8 "
§ 6 NewJerseyDistrict 11 |51,436 51.2 12.3 5.7
7 California District 33 ls1om 60.2 104 43

8 New Jersey District 7 _ 49.6 12.4 b4

9 New York District 3 s0060 50.1 13.4 5.1

10 California District 12 50055 54.0 16.0 5.4

427 Texas District 15 21,758 27.4 223 12.0

428 Arizona District 7 21,749 20.3 25.3 15.9

429 Texas District 33 21614 15.3 23.2 208

z 430 South Carolina District 6 21,593 275 22.6 15.7
431 Texas District 34 21,231 28.2 23.1 12.6
E 432 california District 16 20,820 21.0 19.2 17.7
133 New York District 15 20316 17.2 385 13.1
434 California District 40 20,130 15.3 212 269

435 California District 21 20,101 16.8 17.0 16.1

436 California District 34 20,054 2.9 26.6 154

Source: Measure of America calculations using data from the U.S. Census Bureau American Community
Survey 2013.

Note: Percentages of the workforce employed by occupational group do not sum to 100 because three of
the categories have been omitted for brevity.

The greatest earnings inequality is in the Middle Atlantic region. The
typical worker in New York District 12, comprising Manhattan’s East
Side and part of Brooklyn and Queens, earns nearly $61,000. The typical
worker in New York District 15, comprising the South and West Bronx,
earns just over $20,000. These two districts are separated not just by a
river but also by the ability of families to seize opportunities, live to their
full potential, and invest in themselves and their children; they may as
well be on different continents.

The smallest earnings inequality is found in the four East South
Central states, Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi and Tennessee. Here,
the highest-earning district is Alabama District 6, mentioned above. But
earnings in this district are not that high, reducing the overall earnings
inequality. The lowest earnings in this region are also in Alabama, right
next door. Alabama District 7 includes Birmingham, Tuscaloosa, and
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areas to the west and south. The typical worker in District 6 outearns one
in District 7 by nearly $14,000.

California, Texas, Florida, and New York are the four most populous

U.S. states. In a demonstration of the influence of population size on
earnings inequality, three of these four are also at both ends of the
congressional district earnings spectrum. Looking at states in three
groups by population size, New York has the greatest income gaps among
its districts for large states (those with nine or more congressional
districts), Missouri has the greatest income gap among medium-sized
states (four to eight districts), and Hawaii the greatest among small
states (two to three districts]. For an in-depth look at the highest- and
lowest-earning Missouri districts, see B0 .

-~

50x ¢ ATale of Two Districts: Earnings in Missouri

........ 3.52
83.3%
79.4
years 754 74.9%
years
48.7%
$23,584
18.6% 15.0% 18.7%
5.2% 5.8% o
. 8
MO 2 VoS LESSTHAN  ATLEAST  GRADUATEOR  SCHOOL
HIGH SCHOOL ~ BACHELOR'S PROFESSIONAL ENROLLMENT
LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH ) DEGREE DEGREE MEDIAN EARNINGS
[YEARS) J L EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT J k J

Among Missouri’s eight districts, earnings range from over $40,000 in District 2, which is well above
the U.S. median of $30,454, to under $24,000 in District 8, roughly the poverty line for a family of four.
The largely white (87.2 percent) residents of the suburban areas south and west of St. Louis that make
up District 2 are a highly educated population. Nearly half of residents work in relatively higher-paying
management, business, science, or arts-related occupations, with only a small portion of the workforce
in predominantly manual-labor occupations related to production and transportation.

J
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The mostly rural District 8 in the southeastern and south central parts of the state is also largely white
(91.2 percent), and the proportions of children and older adults in both districts are virtually the same.
But education levels in District 8 are well below those of District 2 and also below the national average.

About half as many workers hold management-type positions as in District 2, twice as many are in
construction, extraction, maintenance, and repair, and two and a half times as many work in production-
related labor. These very different labor markets are related to other important differences.

While about one in ten of District 2 residents have a disability, the rate in District 8 is almost double that;
a strikingly high one in five residents face some sort of physical or cognitive disability. Health insurance
rates also vary wildly. Only 6.3 percent of District 2 residents lack health insurance, whereas in District 8,
13.8 percent, or more than one in seven residents, do.

ASIAN  AFRICAN
WHITE AMERICAN ~ AMERICAN LATINO  OTHER
87.2% 4.2% 4.0% 2.7% 1.8% ‘ °

|

MO 2 MO 8

POPULATION BY o

RACIAL/ETHNIC MO 2 MO 8 20.1%

GROUP N
C— 63%
|
I L I LACK INSURANCE PEOPLE WITH A DISABILITY

WHITE AFRICAN LATINO OTHER ASIAN

AMERICAN AMERICAN
91.2% 1.7% 1.9%
4.7% 0.4%
MO 2 POPULATION MO 8
BY OCCUPATION
CONSTRUCTION, CONSTRUCTION,
EXTRACTION, EXTRACTION,
FARMING, FISHING —— MAINTENANCE FARMING, FISHING MAINTENANCE &
& FORESTRY ® & REPAIR & FORESTRY ] REPAIR

0.1% ® 5.0% 1.8% @ ® 10.1%

PRODLSJCJION, PRODUCTION,
‘ —— TRANSPORT — —— TRANSPORT

& MATERIAL

MANAGEMENT, MOVING MANAGEMENT, & MATERIAL
BUSINESS, . BUSINESS, MOVING
SCIENCE & ARTS 7.6% SCIENCE & ARTS 19.1%
48.8% 1 26.5% 1

- sernee | ——
SALES AND OFFICE Sue SALESOAND OFFICE 19.4%
25.5% 23.2%

Earnings are highly dependent on the nature of the local or regional
labor market. All jobs are not created equal. The federal government
categorizes occupations into five broad categories. In the top ten
congressional districts, where the typical worker earns more than
$50,000 annually, about half or more of all workers have jobs in the
highest-paying categories of occupations: management and business
(see sinEEAR). Service occupations, such as food preparers and servers
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and home health care aides, are generally the lowest paid by far, and
comparatively few workers in these top-earning districts fall into this
category. All ten districts are in major metro areas on the East or West
Coasts. In these high-earnings districts, production, transportation,

and material moving occupations also account for comparatively little U.S. Median Earnings
employment, between 2 percent and 8 percent, compared to 12 percent by Occupational
for the country as a whole. Category

$52,478

In the lowest-earning districts, the situation is reversed. Fewer
occupations that tend to be well remunerated are options, a major
factor that has contributed to median personal earnings in the range of
$20,000 to $22,000 among the bottom ten districts. This group includes

. . . . . . MANAGEMENT, BUSINESS,
urban as well as rural districts mainly in California and Texas but also SCIENCE & ARTS

&)

in Arizona, New York, and South Carolina. But some overwhelming

characteristics they share in common are a workforce with relatively $33,084
low levels of educational attainment, disproportionate employment in

service occupations (except in California District 21 where agriculture is

an important occupational group), largely Latino communities (except for

South Carolina District 6), and poverty rates roughly double the national NATURAL RESOURCES,

CONSTRUCTION & MAINTENANCE
average.
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This analysis matters because one of the most important priorities for )
leaders in the public and private sectors alike is to create the conditions
for employment that offers stability and long-term prospects. The best
way to do so is to invest in education. While not everyone in Phoenix

or Los Angeles needs a graduate degree, the days when just a high PRZ%&;%TAJ%%?;SRT
school diploma paved the way to a secure future are long gone. In fact,

correlations between the various indicators in the American Human
Development Index tell a compelling story: The association between
earnings and both bachelor’s and graduate degrees are the strongest

of any correlation of variables within the Index. In other words, no two
variables of human development are more closely related than earnings
and higher education.
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SALES AND OFFICE

What is fueling these large gaps in living standards? The discussion
above has focused on two very important factors. The first is education:
in today’s knowledge economy, higher education is the single biggest
predictor of earnings. No other association between the various parts
of the index is stronger than the association between earnings and
both bachelor’s and graduate degrees. Expanding opportunities for

" is
-
~
N
N
(3]

SERVICE

education is key to helping people exit low-paying jobs for more secure, Source: U.S. Census Bureau,
better-paying livelihoods. American Community Survey 2013.
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The second factor relates to wages and opportunities in the labor
market. The decline in middle-wage jobs like construction and
manufacturing, coupled with the growth in jobs at the top and bottom

of the earnings scale, has created an hourglass-shaped labor market
with what economists have called a “hollowed-out middle.” For those
at the top, incomes have climbed—an Urban Institute analysis found a
70 percent increase in earnings and dividends from 1963 to 2013 for the
top-earning families (those at the 90th percentile). During this same
period, families at the bottom barely saw any income increase.*’

So while helping more people bypass or exit low-paying sectors by
getting more education is an obvious economic strategy in today’s
knowledge economy, not everyone has an interest in higher education,
or the wherewithal to enter higher-paying fields. Equally important

is to ensure that all jobs, including those that do not require a college
degree, pay wages that afford workers the dignity of self-sufficiency
and the peace of mind of economic security. The low-wage service
sector is the country’s fastest-growing job category. Improving the
pay and quality of such jobs, as well as reducing the variability of work
schedules, is central to improving well-being for millions of American
families.

GEOGRAPHIES OF OPPORTUNITY | Ranking Well-Being by Congressional District 42




What will it take to improve the American Human Development Index
scores for the country as a whole? And what can be done to boost the
scores of the congressional districts lagging behind in areas fundamental
for a secure and rewarding life in the twenty-first century?

People of goodwill can answer these questions in very different ways,
depending largely on what they think caused the startling inequality
between congressional districts in the first place. Some observers give
greater weight to the choices and behaviors of individuals; others think
that our political and economic systems create express lanes for some
groups of Americans and dead-ends for others. Some privilege economic
explanations like globalization and the decline in U.S. manufacturing,
while others point to the revolutionary social changes of the last decades,
such as the decline in marriage and the rise in single parenthood. These
contrasting understandings of why such divergent outcomes have come
to pass too often lead to shouting matches and stalemates. Yet in truth,
our individual choices and the institutions around us, as well as how they
interact, are important in determining how our lives unfold. In addition,
regardless of their position on the political spectrum, most Americans
would agree that the areas the American Human Development Index
measures are fundamental to people’s quality of life, opportunities, and
even happiness.

The criteria we used in developing the recommendations below was thus
straightforward: Which areas hold the greatest promise for increasing
American HD Index scores, both for the country as a whole and for the
districts at the bottom of the scale? For health, what are the chief issues
we must tackle for Americans to live longer lives? For education, what
will it take for more American young people not just to enroll in school
but also to complete, at a bare minimum, high school, and ideally a
postsecondary degree as well? And how can we boost earnings—not

for the 1 percent, who have captured the lion’s share of gains from the
postrecession recovery—but for those in the middle, whose wages have
gone nowhere for five decades, and those at the bottom, many of whom
lost their already tenuous grip on economic security during the Great
Recession.
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e A Long and Healthy Life

The proxy for a long and healthy life in the American Human
Development Index is life expectancy at birth. The surest route to
addressing critical health threats and improving longevity is expanding
our attention beyond a singular focus on health coverage and medical
solutions to encompass a broad range of factors that shape people’s
living environments and everyday decisions. One concrete action we
can take is to tackle the “fatal four” health risks that are the biggest
contributors to preventable death in the United States today—smoking,
poor diet, physical inactivity, and excessive drinking.

For the country as a whole to make life expectancy progress, smoking
must be our number-one target. Many readers may find this
recommendation surprising given the tremendous progress the country
as a whole has made over the last fifty years: the smoking rate today

is less than half what it was in 1965. Yet an astonishing one in five
Americans still smoke. Even among people in the 18- to 24-year-old
age bracket, who grew up knowing smoking’s risks, the smoking rate

is 19 percent.® Smoking causes 25 percent of all deaths among women Even among people

and men between the ages of 35 and 69 in the United States,* and an in the 18- to 24-yea r-

alarming one in five deaths overall.®? No other preventable cause of
premature death even comes close to the destructive power of cigarette
smoking. And smoking is a particular concern in the congressional

districts that fall to the bottom of the health scale. West Virginia, SmOkmg s risks, the
Kentucky, Arkansas, Mississippi, Tennessee, Oklahoma, and Louisiana Smokmg rate is 19
have the highest smoking rates in the country (24 percent to 27 percent), percent.

and these seven states are home to half the districts in the bottom twenty
in terms of life expectancy.”!

Nearly all smokers pick up the highly addictive habit in their teens, so
joined-up efforts by peers, parents, schools, and policymakers to stop
kids from ever starting should be our main focus. Schools and public
officials should look critically at what research evidence shows actually
works in changing teen behavior. Teens are very sensitive to price,

so increasing the cost of cigarettes through taxes has been shown to
be tremendously effective in reducing teen smoking rates, especially
when neighboring places have similar taxes. Prohibiting cigarette
advertising has likewise proven effective, and more vigorous regulation
and enforcement around e-cigarettes, which evidence suggests can

be a gateway to regular cigarettes for young people, offers promise. In
addition, helping people quit can pay huge dividends; quitting smoking by
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age 40 gives back nine years of life expectancy, and quitting between the
ages of 45 and 54 years, six years.*? Other proven strategies are banning
smoking in public places, public education efforts like the 2012 Tips from
Former Smokers campaign, and access to insurance coverage to help
smokers quit.*®

Poor diet and physical inactivity, which together contribute to obesity, Poor diet and

high blood pressure, diabetes, cardiovascular disease, cancer, and physical inactivity are

stroke, are two other very clear priorities for longer lives. These national
challenges are particularly pronounced in the districts with the lowest
life expectancies; a majority of the twenty bottom-ranking districts are

in the nine states with the highest overweight and obesity rates. These ~ PONOU nced in
challenges are also greater among people with low education levelsand ~ the districts with
people living in poverty, who tend to experience high levels of stress, to the lowest life

have less control over their time, and to live in environments that do not
support good health outcomes.

Society as a whole does little to help people trying to make better choices
in this area. Stigma toward the overweight has been called America’s
“last acceptable prejudice,”* and feeling stigmatized and judged simply
does not motivate people to exercise more or eat differently. In addition,
most Americans work in fairly sedentary jobs, live in car-centric
“obesogenic” environments where junk food and sugary drinks are
constantly available, and find themselves bombarded by food advertising
at every turn. Fortunately, a number of public health actions are proving
successful in helping make the healthier choice an easier choice. They
include greater regulation of food advertising, nutritional information,
and serving sizes; more effective public information campaigns; healthier
food choices in schools and workplaces; and greater investment by
municipalities in recreation facilities, walkable neighborhoods (with
sidewalks, safe street crossings, and streetlights), bike paths, and
farmers’ markets.

Drinking to excess also contributes to obesity, high blood pressure, some
cancers, and liver disease, and it is often an underlying factor in trauma
deaths: car crashes and other forms of unintentional injury, homicide,
and suicide. Helping people recognize and address problem drinking is
an important priority.

For some populations, death by firearm is a “fatal fifth,” and completely
preventable, contributor to premature death. Of the twenty bottom-
ranking health districts, thirteen are in the ten states with the highest
rates of gun deaths.® The problem is most serious for African Americans,
who die by firearms at twice the rate of whites in the country as a whole.*”’
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Only four districts outside the South have life expectancies of less than 76
years, and gun violence may play a role. All are located in the states with
the second (Michigan), third (Missouri], and ninth (Pennsylvania) highest
rates of firearm deaths for blacks.*

@ Access to Knowledge

The proxies for access to knowledge are school enrollment for all
children and young adults ages 3 to 24 years and the highest degree
attained for adults ages 25 years and older. Thus, increasing the
Index score requires boosting the share of young people in school and
increasing the level of educational attainment for adults.

Education’s payoff

Education matters for better jobs and bigger paychecks; the economic can be measured
returns to education are discussed below. But education’s payoff can iIn much more than
be measured in much more than dollars. People with higher levels of dollars.

education have better health and longer lives than people with less

education: they smoke less, exercise more, eat healthier diets, are better

informed about health topics, are more likely to comply with doctors’

instructions, and have a wider range of effective coping strategies for

dealing with stress.*” People with higher levels of education also have

more stable relationships and higher levels of positive civic engagement;

for instance, they are more likely to marry and less likely to divorce,® less

likely to have a child outside marriage,® more likely to vote,’? and less

likely to go to jail.%

Educational investments at every age level are important, but efforts

to boost school enrollment should start with our youngest children. By
helping very young children, particularly those from low-income families,
develop social and emotional skills and expand their vocabularies, high-
quality preschool programs build capacities for success in school and
life.> Fortunately, recent years have seen a growing consensus among
not just educational experts but also policymakers and the public that
investing in our youngest children makes sense, and the majority of
states now have some form of publicly financed preschool. Yet we as

a country still have far to go; only 46 percent of 3- and 4-year-olds are
enrolled in preschool. Particularly concerted efforts must be made in
the states and districts that fall behind. In Idaho and Nevada, fewer than
one-third of 3- and 4-year-olds are enrolled in preschool; in Arizona,
Indiana, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Washington, and West Virginia, fewer than four in ten young children are.

GEOGRAPHIES OF OPPORTUNITY | Ranking Well-Being by Congressional District



For states like California, which has a preschool enrollment rate slightly
higher than the national average but nonetheless has four districts where
only one-third of 3- and 4-year-olds are enrolled, targeted action at the
county level is called for. Texas, too, has four districts where fewer than
one-third of eligible children are enrolled; in addition, the state preschool

enrollment rate is an unimpressive 40.8 percent.

Keeping teens in high school until they complete their diploma is a
priority for both the school enrollment and educational attainment
metrics in the Index. A large and growing body of research has
identified why some high school students drop out of high school—
often for nonacademic reasons like familial instability or traumatic
experiences®—as well as the early-warning red flags that begin to go
up as early as middle school, such as grade repetition and frequent
absences. Schools, but also other institutions like municipal and county
social services agencies, need to act on these warning signs in concert
to identify vulnerable young people and help them complete high school
and navigate the transition to an independent, productive adulthood.
For populations at risk of dropping out, addressing out-of-school
challenges, improving early-warning systems and acting on problems
before they snowball, cultivating supportive relationships between
students and school staff, and making high school instruction better and
more obviously relevant—for instance, through high school courses and
apprenticeship programs tied more explicitly to workplace needs and
postsecondary certificate programs—all offer promise.%

Creating more robust pathways to higher education and, perhaps even

more importantly, supporting young people in completing their degrees,

are priorities. College is simply too expensive for many low-income young Creati ng more

people, especially when they have to direct a share of their available
. . ) robust pathways to

college funds to noncredit remedial courses to make up for inadequate ] )

high school educations. Community colleges, which offer a range hlgher education and

of applied technical certificate programs as well as opportunities to Supporting young

transfer to bachelor’'s degree programs, all at a comparatively low cost, people in completi ng

offer promise as a route to a stable adult career. Policymakers are paying their degrees are

renewed attention to community colleges, but much greater emphasis
human development

needs to be placed on helping students actually complete their degrees S
for this promise to be realized. Only four in ten students who start their pr‘IOI“ItIeS.
postsecondary educations at community colleges earn their associate or

bachelor’s degrees within six years.%’
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Improving the Income Index score requires that people’s wages rise
alongside economic growth. The last half-century has seen little
progress on that score: since 1967, U.S. GDP has gone up 261 percent,
but the income of the typical U.S. household has gone up only 19 percent
in inflation-adjusted dollars (see ).

Comparing GDP to Household Income since 1967

300
250
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150 From $4.65 trillion to $16.77 trillion
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau Historical Income Table H-10. Age of Householder: All Races by Median and Mean Income
1967 to 2013 and Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Accounts, Table 1.1.6. Real GDP Chained
Dollars. Figures are inflation-adjusted 2013 dollars.

The tried-and-true approach for increasing prosperity is for society

and people themselves to invest heavily in education. This route has
certainly paid handsome rewards for those at the top of the income scale,
who typically hold bachelor’'s and graduate degrees. For people living

in congressional districts that are part of economically thriving metro
areas where demand for skilled labor is high, more education continues
to be a sound strategy for bigger paychecks. In such areas, creating

new pathways to economic security for those without four-year degrees
requires partnerships between industry, high schools, community
colleges, and the government to provide in-demand skills training via
certificate and degree programs and expanded apprenticeship programs.

In many districts, however, such as those in the lagging East South
Central region and parts of the rural South Atlantic region, both the
supply of and demand for skilled workers for the knowledge economy
are low. A long-term strategy to invest in developing a skilled workforce
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while simultaneously seeking to attract employers with jobs that offer
secure livelihoods could change the economic landscape and thus have

a profound impact on human development for generations to come. In
the short term, however, the potential economic payoff to increased
education is smaller than in the more diverse and dynamic labor markets
of leading metro areas. Thus, education is only part of the solution to
higher earnings.

Another part is to directly tackle wages themselves. Minimum-wage
workers need a raise—and the good news is that the fast-food workers’
Fight for Fifteen campaign and other successful efforts are bringing

the issue of raising the wage floor forcefully to the top of the economic
agenda. They are also getting results, not just in the fast-food sector

but in retail more broadly; several large retail chains have recently
announced wage increases for their lowest-paid workers. But the story
does not end here. Only 4.3 percent of workers earn the federal minimum
wage;% addressing low wages more broadly is also critical. Median
salaries in six out of the ten most common occupational categories in the
United States are lower than the poverty threshold for a family of four.

Only one of these occupations—registered nurse—offers a median salary
considerably higher than the salary of the typical worker. Most of the
rest—retail salespeople, fast-food workers, laborers, cashiers, cleaners,
and people who wait tables—are at the bottom of the U.S. wage scale.
The pay of low-wage workers in these and other jobs is not a marginal
concern, affecting only a small number of Americans; in 222 U.S.
congressional districts, median personal earnings fall between $20,000
and $30,000 per year.

Ten Most Common Occupations

STANDARD OCCUPATIONAL TYPE

1 Retail Salesperson 4,485,180 3.4 21,140
2 Secretary and Administrative Assistant 3,647,870 2.8 35,660
3 Fast Food and Counter Worker 3,474,600 2.6 18,370
4 Hand Laborers and Material Mover 3,374,770 2.5 22,940
5 Cashier 3,363,530 2.5 18,970
6 Building Cleaning Worker 3,035,070 2.3 21,710
7  Office Clerk 2,832,010 2.1 28,050
8 Driver/Sales Worker and Truck Driver 2,758,700 2.1 34,770
9 Registered Nurse 2,661,890 2.0 66,220
10 Waiter/Waitress 2,403,960 1.8 18,590

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics, Broad
Occupational Categories, May 2013. This includes full- and part-time workers.
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One area the push for higher wages has bypassed is the agricultural
sector. Two of the lowest-earning U.S. districts are in California’s Central
Valley, the country’s leading agricultural region. The crop workers who
plant, cultivate, and harvest the region’s bounty of fruits and vegetables
are literally feeding America—yet they struggle to put food on the table
for their own families. The state’s crop workers, over 90 percent of whom
are Mexican immigrants, typically earn between $15,000 and $17,500 per
year.%’

So what are other actions necessary to build the capabilities of and
expand the opportunities of workers toward the bottom of the wage
scale? Helping people exit low-paying jobs for more secure livelihoods
is an important strategy for boosting wages. But, as discussed above,
not everyone will be able to choose this path. Plenty of people live in
areas where low-wage service-sector jobs predominate, and nationwide
the number of jobs at both ends of the pay spectrum is increasing, but
middle-class, middle-wage jobs are not. In fact, legions of such jobs
were lost in the Great Recession, and they haven’t returned to the labor
market. In addition, some people don’t have the aptitude for or interest
in higher education, or attended schools that did not prepare them to
succeed in higher education. Thus, as important as preparing people
for high-skills jobs is ensuring that all jobs, including those that don’t
require bachelor’s degrees, are good jobs. Good jobs pay living wages,
provide predictable and sufficient work hours, and offer fundamental
benefits like paid sick leave, paid parental leave, and health insurance.

When families earn too little to make ends meet, a host of well-being
outcomes suffer. The impact on children is particularly pronounced:
research shows that deep poverty in early childhood has both immediate
and lifelong adverse effects.®® Two pathways for greater economic
security for all American families are thus critical: helping more people
bypass or exit low-paying sectors by getting more education, and
ensuring that all jobs pay wages that afford workers the dignity of self-
sufficiency and the peace of mind of economic security.
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Congressional District Indicator Tables

AT LEAST
EXPECTANCY SCHOOL | BACHELOR'S | PROFESSIONAL |  scHooL | EARNINGS
AT BIRTH DIPLOMA DEGREE DEGREE ENROLLMENT (2013 HEALTH EDUCATION INCOME

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
1 California District 18 8.18 83.7 68 93.2 60.0 30.1 85.6 55215  7.38 8.36 8.80
2 New York District 12 8.05 82.9 7.3 92.7 69.2 30.4 73.5 60,953  7.04 7.61 9.49
3 California District 33 7.82 81.7 45 95.5 61.6 26.6 88.3 51271  6.54 8.64 8.29
4 California District 17 7.75 83.4 8.9 91.1 54.3 253 82.9 52493  7.26 7.55 8.45
5 Virginia District 8 7.75 83.5 9.0 91.0 61.4 31.1 77.0 52,003  7.31 7.55 8.39
6 New York District 10 7.64 82.2 115 88.5 60.6 29.2 80.6 52857  6.76 7.67 8.50
7 New York District 3 7.50 81.9 7.4 92.6 522 245 85.5 50,160  6.63 7.73 8.14
8 Virginia District 10 7.47 825 7.6 92.4 53.8 222 82.7 50,003  6.89 7.42 8.11
9 New Jersey District 7 7.46 81.9 65 93.5 503 21.0 85.2 51,168 6.61 7.50 8.27
10 Maryland District 8 7.43 83.3 8.9 91.1 522 28.6 82.6 45845  7.20 7.57 7.51
11 New Jersey District 11 7.39 80.9 5.9 94.1 51.6 208 86.0 51436 6.20 7.65 8.31
12 Virginia District 11 7.36 83.6 8.5 915 53.5 24.1 79.8 46,158 7.33 7.17 7.56
13 California District 45 7.27 82.6 65 93.5 50.8 20.0 85.3 45194 6.93 7.49 7.41
14 California District 12 7.25 82.6 13.1 86.9 54.1 222 77.6 50,055  6.91 6.71 8.12
15 Massachusetts District 5 7.07 81.6 7.4 92.6 54.5 27.0 83.3 42335 650 7.74 6.96
16 Texas District 3 7.06 81.8 6.0 94.0 515 18.4 83.1 L4869 656 7.26 7.36
17 New Jersey District 5 7.03 82.0 65 93.5 45.8 17.4 83.5 45352 6.66 6.98 7.4
18 California District 52 6.94 815 5.4 94.6 55.0 23.6 78.0 43,565  6.48 7.19 7.16
19 California District 14 6.90 83.6 11.0 89.0 43.7 16.5 84.0 40,726 7.31 6.70 6.69
20 Connecticut District 4 6.89 82.5 10.8 89.2 483 22.0 84.1 40,438 6.87 7.16 6.64
21 lIllinois District 6 6.88 81.1 5.8 94.2 50.1 19.9 83.8 42,754 6.28 7.34 7.03
22 Massachusetts District 4 6.86 80.6 7.3 92.7 48.4 235 85.3 42715 6.07 7.50 7.02
23 Washington District 7 6.77 81.8 53 94.7 57.4 23.0 74.5 41300 657 6.94 6.79
24 California District 48 6.73 82.6 10.7 89.3 43.7 15.1 82.3 41,196 6.93 6.48 6.77
25 New York District 17 6.70 82.6 12.9 87.1 44.9 21.6 83.0 38,983 6.92 6.80 6.39
26 Texas District 22 6.67 80.9 10.6 89.4 43.4 15.5 83.9 43,576 6.22 6.64 7.16
27 Minnesota District 3 6.67 81.4 L6 95.4 46.7 15.0 81.1 4,401 6.43 6.77 6.81
28 [Dis"i“ of Columbia 6.64 78.3 9.9 90.1 55.1 324 76.1 46401 513 7.20 7.60

at Large)
29 New York District 4 6.63 825 1.6 88.4 39.4 17.3 82.2 40,673 6.86 6.34 6.68
30 California District 15 6.60 82.0 1.6 88.4 404 14.7 82.1 L1846 6.65 6.26 6.88
31 Massachusetts District 8 6.58 80.9 8.1 91.9 43.3 17.8 80.1 42,829 6.21 6.49 7.04
32 Georgia District 6 6.56 79.1 7.3 92.7 57.0 21.6 82.1 40,901 5.47 7.50 6.72
33 Massachusetts District 6 6.52 81.1 7.1 92.9 42.2 16.6 81.7 40,624 631 6.58 6.67
34 New York District 16 6.49 81.6 14.2 85.8 38.8 19.2 83.0 40,299 651 6.36 6.62
35 Missouri District 2 6.46 79.4 5.2 94.8 48.7 18.7 83.3 40,176 557 7.21 6.60
36 Texas District 7 6.43 79.4 10.2 89.8 49.9 204 81.4 41342 556 6.92 6.80
37 Maryland District 3 6.39 79.1 8.7 91.3 45.9 21.2 80.5 42,165 547 6.77 6.93
38 Colorado District 2 6.37 82.3 47 95.3 51.4 21.6 81.7 31877 6.79 7.32 4.99
39 New York District 6 6.35 83.0 17.0 83.0 37.0 14.1 83.6 36,786 7.08 5.98 5.99
40 lllinois District 5 6.34 79.4 9.2 90.8 50.8 19.6 76.7 41913 559 6.53 6.89
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AT LEAST

LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
EX;'E:ET':icv IJSI(I:’}I‘.(OJ:)III;\ BAI?::I;‘?:S PRO[:EEg:IEOENAL EN;gEI(.JI?IIENT EA[RZ::';GS HEALTH EDUCATION

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
41 Washington District 1 6.33 81.1 7.8 92.2 40.3 14.1 78.1 40,843 6.27 6.02 6.71
42 ILlinois District 9 6.33 79.2 8.6 91.4 52.0 22.0 84.7 36,948 5.50 7.48 6.02
43 Maryland District 6 6.33 81.4 9.5 90.5 411 19.2 78.7 38,401 6.43 6.26 6.28
44 New York District 1 6.32 80.6 8.9 91.1 34.9 16.6 81.3 40,979 6.09 6.14 6.73
45 Michigan District 11 6.32 78.5 5.6 9.4 45.5 18.9 83.4 40,725 5.20 7.06 6.69
46 Pennsylvania District 7 6.29 79.5 7.9 92.1 40.5 17.1 81.4 41,245 5.62 6.47 6.78
47 North Carolina District 9~ 6.29 79.6 6.4 93.6 483 16.1 80.6 39,372 5.65 6.76 6.46
48 Iinois District 14 6.28 80.6 6.7 93.3 37.7 13.9 82.1 39,067 6.10 6.32 6.40
49 Texas District 26 6.26 80.3 8.3 91.7 40.5 12.8 83.4 38,797 5.97 6.45 6.36
50 New Jersey District 4 6.25 80.0 9.5 90.5 37.4 13.9 83.6 40,233 5.82 6.33 6.61
51 Pennsylvania District 8 6.25 80.2 6.3 93.7 37.1 14.5 81.2 40,215 5.90 6.25 6.60
52 Minnesota District 2 6.25 81.6 5.9 94.1 37.6 12.0 79.3 38,183 6.50 6.01 6.25
53 New Jersey District 12 6.24 80.9 11.5 88.5 43.1 18.8 80.2 37,609 6.20 6.38 6.14
54 Pennsylvania District 6 6.22 80.4 7.6 92.4 423 16.7 80.1 38,289 5.99 6.42 6.26
55 New York District 11 6.22 80.9 13.9 86.1 32.9 12.9 81.7 41,134 6.19 5.70 6.76
56 New Jersey District 6 6.21 81.0 125 87.5 38.0 15.0 81.4 38,449 6.27 6.06 6.29
57 California District 39 6.21 82.0 11.9 88.1 39.1 12.7 83.6 35,406 6.66 6.24 5.72
58  California District 11 6.19 81.6 125 87.5 41.0 14.7 79.5 37,336 6.48 6.01 6.09
59 california District 27 6.18 81.6 14.9 85.1 415 16.1 83.7 35,146 6.49 6.38 5.67
60 california District 30 6.17 81.7 12.3 87.7 39.9 13.3 81.9 36,006 6.54 6.12 5.84
61 California District 13 6.13 82.0 14.9 85.1 447 20.8 80.2 33,463 6.67 6.39 5.33
62 Connecticut District 1 6.11 80.1 1.4 88.6 35.8 15.4 82.3 38,622 5.88 6.11 6.32
63 Kansas District 3 6.09 80.4 8.5 91.5 447 16.5 80.8 35,501 5.99 6.54 5.74
64 Arizona District 6 6.05 80.4 6.8 93.2 41.6 15.4 77.3 37,151 5.99 6.10 6.06
65 Massachusetts District 3~ 6.03 81.2 11.9 88.1 36.1 15.1 80.2 36,167 6.33 5.89 5.87
66 Iinois District 10 6.01 80.9 11.9 88.1 429 17.7 78.6 35,034 6.22 6.16 5.65
67 Maryland District 5 6.01 78.8 9.0 91.0 32.9 13.3 77.6 43,386 5.34 5.55 7.13
68 Hawaii District 1 6.01 82.4 10.0 90.0 34.9 11.9 74.9 36,387 6.84 5.27 5.91
69 Washington District 8 6.01 80.9 9.0 91.0 32.1 10.9 77.9 38,784 6.22 5.44 6.35
70 New Jersey District 3 6.00 79.8 8.1 91.9 31.2 108 80.6 40,000 5.74 5.69 6.57
7 Connecticut District 5 5.97 80.8 11.6 88.4 34.1 15.1 80.1 36,462 6.18 5.81 5.93
72 California District 19 5.96 83.9 21.2 78.8 31.0 11.2 80.2 33,466 7.48 5.08 5.33
73 Wisconsin District 5 5.96 80.8 6.3 93.7 35.2 11.3 81.1 35,298 6.16 6.02 5.70
74 New York District 2 5.93 81.1 12.1 87.9 27.3 1.4 79.5 38,212 6.29 5.26 6.25
75 Colorado District 6 5.93 81.0 8.7 91.3 40.3 14.5 78.5 34,250 6.25 6.04 5.49
76 Arizona District 5 5.93 80.4 7.7 92.3 35.1 12.7 79.3 36,595 5.99 5.84 5.95
77 Connecticut District 3 5.92 80.4 9.7 90.3 35.0 15.7 79.7 35,909 6.02 5.92 5.82
78 New Jersey District ¢ 5.90 81.6 15.3 84.7 32.1 1.4 80.8 35,561 6.50 5.46 5.75
79 Minnesota District 6 5.89 81.2 6.0 94.0 27.9 8.0 81.0 35,642 6.34 5.56 5.77
80  Washington District 9 5.87 81.8 11.6 88.4 39.9 14.9 74.7 34,233 6.58 5.54 5.49
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AT LEAST

LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
E)E\PTESI-%’:ICY IJSI(I:’}I‘.gaI;\ BAI?::I;‘?:S PRO[::EE(?:IEOENAL EN;EEI(.JI?IIENT EA[RZ::';GS HEALTH EDUCATION INCOME

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
81 California District 4 5.85 80.9 7.2 92.8 31.8 1.1 78.3 35,736 6.22 5.55 5.79
82 Virginia District 1 5.84 80.2 8.5 915 35.7 13.8 76.3 36,967 5.90 5.60 6.02
83 California District 2 5.84 81.2 9.6 90.4 38.7 15.2 80.6 32,141 6.32 6.15 5.05
84 Texas District 21 5.84 79.9 7.3 92.7 448 16.3 78.4 33,520 5.80 6.36 5.34
85 Minnesota District 4 5.83 80.7 8.2 91.8 423 16.3 77.7 32,803 6.14 6.15 5.19
86  California District 28 5.82 81.7 14.1 85.9 446 14.5 77.2 32,236 6.54 5.86 5.07
87  New Hampshire District 1~ 5.82 80.2 6.8 93.2 35.4 12.5 79.4 35,059 5.92 5.89 5.65
88  Texas District 2 5.81 79.4 123 87.7 39.5 14.3 74.5 39,131 5.56 5.45 6.42
89 California District 25 5.80 81.8 15.5 84.5 27.2 9.5 79.8 35,769 6.57 5.05 5.79
90 Florida District 23 5.80 81.0 9.7 90.3 37.5 14.4 82.0 31,749 6.25 6.19 4.97
91 California District 49 5.80 81.8 10.6 89.4 40.4 15.7 70.2 34,813 6.58 5.21 5.60
92 Florida District 21 5.80 82.0 9.1 90.9 33.4 124 81.3 31,251 6.65 5.89 4.86
93 Connecticut District 2 5.79 80.6 8.3 91.7 33.0 14.7 79.9 33,910 6.09 5.86 5.42
94 Indiana District 5 5.78 78.4 7.4 92.6 423 16.0 80.1 35,784 5.16 6.40 5.80
95 New York District 18 5.77 80.5 9.6 90.4 33.9 14.8 81.0 33,446 6.03 5.96 5.33
96 Massachusetts District2  5.77 80.3 8.8 91.2 37.0 16.3 81.7 32,357 5.94 6.27 5.10
97 Texas District 24 5.75 79.1 10.2 89.8 43.0 14.5 75.9 36,654 5.44 5.84 5.96
98 Virginia District 7 5.74 79.3 9.2 90.8 38.4 14.4 77.6 35,978 5.54 5.84 5.83
99 Minnesota District 5 5.73 81.3 10.1 89.9 43.0 15.4 74.9 32,003 6.38 5.79 5.02
100 california District 53 5.72 81.5 10.9 89.1 34.6 13.0 78.3 32,340 6.48 5.60 5.09
101 Georgia District 7 5.72 81.1 12.2 87.8 37.1 11.9 81.3 31,754 6.31 5.88 4.97
102 North Carolina District 13 5.70 79.4 9.9 90.1 37.9 13.4 81.1 34,107 5.56 6.08 5.46
103 Wisconsin District 2 5.68 80.7 7.3 92.7 39.2 15.6 79.5 30,773 6.11 6.19 4.75
104 Florida District 22 5.68 81.9 11.7 88.3 35.7 13.0 79.1 30,732 6.62 5.69 4.74
105 Texas District 10 5.68 79.9 13.0 87.0 36.6 12.1 78.2 35,423 5.78 5.54 5.72
106 New York District 20 5.68 79.8 8.1 91.9 36.0 16.0 79.0 33,381 5.73 5.98 5.31
107 Illinois District 11 5.67 80.9 14.8 85.2 35.4 12.6 78.9 33,380 6.20 5.49 5.31
108 Texas District 32 5.67 78.8 13.3 86.7 42.7 15.8 78.0 35,292 5.35 5.95 5.70
109 Oregon District 1 5.66 81.2 9.4 90.6 36.6 13.5 77.6 31,777 6.31 5.71 4.97
110 Massachusetts District 7 5.66 80.8 16.6 83.4 403 19.0 80.8 30,696 6.15 6.10 4.73
111 Arizona District 8 5.62 80.4 8.4 91.6 28.5 10.1 77.5 35,048 5.99 5.23 5.65
112 Michigan District 8 5.62 79.5 5.7 94.3 38.6 15.8 82.5 30,617 5.63 6.53 4.7
113 Ilinois District 7 5.62 79.2 15.1 84.9 38.9 18.8 75.2 35,743 5.50 5.56 5.79
114 Pennsylvania District 18 5.60 78.3 6.7 93.3 34.7 13.1 80.1 35,39 5.13 5.96 5.72
115 Ohio District 12 5.60 78.6 8.0 92.0 38.4 14.2 81.0 33,532 5.25 6.20 5.34
116 New York District 9 5.60 81.0 15.6 84.4 35.1 14.8 78.6 32,094 6.23 5.52 5.04
117 california District 7 5.59 79.2 10.0 90.0 31.6 10.9 80.6 34,960 5.50 5.63 5.63
118 Massachusetts District 9 5.59 80.2 11.0 89.0 32.1 12.6 78.1 33,878 5.90 5.44 5.42
119 Rhode Island District 2 5.58 79.8 1.7 88.3 33.3 124 78.9 34,061 5.76 5.53 5.45
120 California District 42 5.57 80.4 14.0 86.0 24.3 8.0 80.7 35,349 5.99 5.01 5.71
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AT LEAST

LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN

EAToRTH oiptoma | “‘oEoRee | | becRee | enmoLMEnt | - (zois . | weaurn | evucamon | icome

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX
UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454  5.44 5.06 4.68

121 New York District 8 5.56 81.1 19.7 80.3 29.0 10.9 76.6 35,210 6.29 4.70 5.68
122 New Hampshire District 2 5.55 79.9 7.7 92.3 33.7 12.8 78.3 32,580  5.81 5.69 5.14
123 cCalifornia District 26 5.54 82.1 18.2 81.8 31.6 12.6 78.4 30,889  6.70 5.13 4.78
124 Colorado District 4 5.52 80.5 10.6 89.4 33.3 105 79.4 31,907  6.03 5.54 5.00
125 Ohio District 16 5.52 78.3 7.8 92.2 31.0 10.9 81.2 35078  5.14 5.75 5.66
126 Maryland District 2 5.50 78.9 12.0 88.0 29.4 12.0 76.0 37,238  5.37 5.05 6.07
127  Texas District 31 5.49 80.5 8.7 91.3 33.0 10.9 76.2 32303  6.06 5.33 5.09
128 Florida District 18 5.49 81.6 10.1 89.9 29.0 10.6 79.2 30,078 6.51 5.36 4.59
129 Florida District 7 5.48 80.2 7.8 92.2 35.1 11.0 82.0 29,750  5.92 6.02 4.51
130 New York District 5 5.47 82.9 18.4 81.6 23.7 8.3 77.9 31,250  7.04 4.53 4.86
131 California District 47 5.46 82.1 18.5 81.5 28.7 10.0 78.4 30,999  6.70 4.87 4.80
132 Minnesota District 1 5.45 81.9 8.5 91.5 26.3 8.6 77.9 30,380  6.61 5.09 4.66
133 Georgia District 11 5.45 79.2 10.3 89.7 37.4 12.2 79.1 32,231 5.50 5.79 5.07
134 Colorado District 1 5.45 79.2 12.4 87.6 43.9 16.7 72.9 33,102  5.50 5.59 5.26
135 New York District 25 5.45 79.8 9.7 90.3 36.0 16.1 79.0 30,400  5.76 5.91 4.66
136 Nevada District 3 5.42 78.4 7.8 92.2 30.7 10.4 76.4 35,856  5.17 5.27 5.81
137 Maine District 1 5.42 80.0 6.6 93.4 34.5 12.4 78.7 30,244 5.83 5.79 4.63
138 Maryland District 1 5.41 78.9 10.4 89.6 30.3 12.2 76.3 35072  5.38 5.20 5.66
139 california District 5 5.40 80.7 13.5 86.5 29.5 9.8 79.1 31,367 6.14 5.19 4.88
140 Nebraska District 2 5.40 79.1 10.3 89.7 36.9 13.1 80.5 30,956  5.45 5.94 4.79
141 Maryland District 4 5.39 78.6 14.8 85.2 30.4 12.6 73.9 37,514 5.6 4.80 6.12
142 North Carolina District4  5.39 79.8 11.8 88.2 42.3 17.1 78.2 28974  5.76 6.07 4.33
143 Pennsylvania District 12 5.38 78.1 7.2 92.8 31.8 12.3 80.4 33349  5.03 5.80 5.31
144 Maryland District 7 5.38 77.1 13.8 86.2 36.1 17.3 76.7 36,520  4.63 5.57 5.94
145 Texas District 25 5.38 78.9 11.2 88.8 35.6 13.0 78.4 32,477 5.37 5.64 5.12
146 |Uinois District 8 5.37 80.4 14.2 85.8 32.3 11.2 76.7 31,975 599 5.12 5.01
147 Ohio District 14 5.37 78.4 8.1 91.9 33.4 12.5 79.3 32,945 5.5 5.73 5.22
148 California District 37 5.36 81.7 20.5 79.5 36.9 14.8 78.3 28,427 6.54 5.35 4.20
149 Colorado District 7 5.36 79.8 11.6 88.4 314 10.6 76.9 32,500  5.77 5.18 5.13
150 South Carolina District 1~ 5.35 79.6 7.7 92.3 38.3 14.6 73.5 31,266 5.67 5.52 4.86
151 Jowa District 3 5.33 79.3 7.4 92.6 31.3 8.8 77.9 32,222 554 5.38 5.07
152 |llinois District 18 5.32 78.8 7.3 92.7 31.3 10.6 79.8 31,721 5.35 5.65 4.96
153 Arizona District 9 5.31 80.4 1.7 88.3 36.0 13.7 75.3 29,995 599 5.37 4.57
154 Washington District 2 5.30 80.9 8.0 92.0 29.8 9.3 71.9 31,742 6.9 4.73 4.96

155  Vermont District (at

Large) 5.29 79.9 8.5 91.5 35.7 14.3 76.5 29,528  5.78 5.64 446

156 New Jersey District 1 5.29 78.1 10.7 89.3 28.5 9.9 78.2 35110  5.03 5.19 5.66
157 Hawaii District 2 5.28 81.8 7.9 92.1 27.3 8.8 71.6 30,333 6.60 4.58 4.65
158 Georgia District 5 5.27 78.6 11.6 88.4 41.0 17.0 77.1 30,368  5.25 5.92 4.66
159 Texas District 12 5.26 78.6 11.2 88.8 31.2 10.3 74.8 34562 5.26 4.98 5.55
160 Qregon District 3 5.26 79.4 10.0 90.0 37.8 14.4 75.2 30317 557 5.55 4.65
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LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
EX/G'E:K?:ICY IJSI(I:’T.gaI;\ BAI?::I;‘?:S PRODFEEg:IEOENAL EN;gEI(.JI?IIENT EA[RZ::';GS HEALTH EDUCATION INCOME

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
161 Alabama District 6 5.25 76.0 10.7 89.3 34.8 13.4 79.9 35,871 4.7 5.78 5.81
162 Pennsylvania District 13 5.24 77.9 11.8 88.2 32.0 12.6 77.5 33,774 4.97 5.35 5.39
163 New York District 27 5.23 78.7 8.5 91.5 28.8 12.5 78.1 31,964 5.29 5.40 5.01
164 Massachusetts District 1~ 5.23 79.7 13.1 86.9 27.8 11.8 77.4 31,701 5.69 5.05 4.96
165 New York District 24 5.23 79.6 9.9 90.1 29.0 12.7 78.0 30,475 5.67 5.35 4.68
166 Alaska District (at Large) ~ 5.22 78.7 8.4 91.6 28.0 9.8 70.6 36,106 5.27 4.54 5.86
167  Texas District 8 5.22 78.3 14.8 85.2 27.1 8.2 77.8 35,238 5.13 4.83 5.69
168 Texas District 6 5.21 78.5 12.1 87.9 29.4 8.4 79.0 33,120 5.19 5.17 5.26
169 Wisconsin District 1 5.21 78.9 8.7 91.3 26.2 9.0 79.5 31,912 5.36 5.26 5.00
170 Colorado District 5 5.20 79.9 7.3 92.7 33.8 13.1 74.5 29,568 5.78 5.36 447
171 Pennsylvania District 15 5.20 79.6 11.9 88.1 27.9 11.0 77.2 31,316 5.68 5.06 4.87
172 New Jersey District 10 5.20 79.5 14.2 85.8 27.5 9.5 80.1 31,076 5.63 5.15 4.82
173 California District 24 5.18 81.8 17.1 82.9 32.0 12.2 79.8 26,285 6.57 5.32 3.66
174 California District 38 5.18 81.7 22.0 78.0 215 6.5 80.0 30,114 6.55 4.39 4.60
175 Illinois District 1 5.18 79.4 11.9 88.1 25.8 10.0 80.5 30,667 5.56 5.24 4.73
176 Florida District 26 5.17 81.6 17.0 83.0 28.0 8.8 81.4 27,141 6.48 5.14 3.88
177 Rhode Island District 1 5.16 80.0 16.5 83.5 31.5 12.8 75.7 30,525 5.83 4.95 4.69
178 Wisconsin District 6 5.14 80.0 9.2 90.8 2.4 7.5 77.6 30,367 5.85 491 4.66
179 lowa District 1 5.14 80.1 8.4 91.6 23.8 7.9 77.6 30,202 5.87 4.93 4.62
180 |owa District 2 5.13 79.2 8.5 91.5 27.9 10.0 78.3 30,073 5.52 5.28 4.59
181 Louisiana District 6 5.12 76.9 125 87.5 28.5 9.2 79.6 34,745 4.55 5.21 5.59
182 California District 50 5.11 81.4 17.1 82.9 24.3 8.1 75.8 29,689 6.42 4.41 4.50
183 Illinois District 3 5.11 79.3 16.6 83.4 25.3 9.8 79.9 31,140 5.56 4.94 4.83
184 Nebraska District 1 5.10 80.2 8.0 92.0 30.1 9.9 77.1 28,163 5.90 5.27 413
185 Wisconsin District 8 5.10 79.7 8.4 91.6 25.3 7.2 77.2 30,440 5.69 4.93 4.67
186 Utah District 4 5.10 79.9 10.6 89.4 26.9 8.1 77.2 29,963 5.77 4.95 4.56
187 New York District 19 5.09 79.4 10.7 89.3 26.8 12.2 76.2 30,298 5.59 5.03 4.64
188 Florida District 16 5.08 81.2 9.8 90.2 30.8 12.2 75.4 26,618 6.33 5.17 3.74
189 [Delaware District 5.07 78.5 117 883 29.8 126 76.0 31422 521 5.11 4.89

at Large)
190 Florida District 10 5.07 79.9 11.1 88.9 30.3 8.8 76.2 29,285 5.80 5.01 4.41
191 New Jersey District 8 5.06 80.2 22.7 77.3 28.7 1.4 75.6 31,019 5.92 447 4.80
192 Michigan District 9 5.06 78.8 11.8 88.2 28.8 11.0 75.7 31,389 5.32 4.96 4.89
193 Florida District 12 5.05 78.2 9.7 90.3 28.3 9.8 78.8 31,009 5.08 5.27 4.80
194 Michigan District 12 5.05 77.5 10.9 89.1 32.7 15.5 81.5 29,349 4.79 5.93 442
195 Pennsylvania District 4 5.04 79.4 11.0 89.0 24.6 9.0 75.9 31,083 5.58 4.74 4.82
196 Ohio District 1 5.04 77.7 11.6 88.4 31.8 12.6 78.6 30,994 4.88 5.45 4.80
197 E?TZFSZT"“' District 5.04 79.9 85 915 27.1 7.2 71.6 31286 5.9 447 4.86
198 Utah District 3 5.03 80.1 6.3 93.7 38.5 13.3 78.4 24,682 5.87 6.00 3.22
199 New York District 7 5.03 81.6 31.2 68.8 29.9 1.4 75.1 29,590 6.50 4.11 4.48
200 Utah District 2 5.01 80.2 8.8 91.2 31.9 12.0 76.2 26,849 5.91 5.33 3.80
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LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
CreRTH oivtoma | “'oeoree - | | becee | enroLment | - fzots . | weacrw | ebucamon | income

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
201 Washington District 10 5.01 79.4 9.6 90.4 26.2 9.4 70.0 32,365 5.60 4.33 5.10
202 Florida District 27 5.01 81.8 20.8 79.2 29.0 11.6 79.6 25,592 6.58 4.97 3.47
203 Florida District 19 5.01 81.9 12.3 87.7 30.7 11.6 74.5 25,566 6.63 4.93 3.46
204 Washington District 6 5.00 79.4 8.6 91.4 28.4 10.3 70.9 31,104 5.57 4.59 4.82
205  Pennsylvania District 16 5.00 80.5 16.8 83.2 25.9 9.0 74.7 29,804 6.03 4.43 453
206 Michigan District 3 4.99 79.2 10.0 90.0 29.9 11.2 77.6 28,490 5.49 5.28 421
207  New York District 14 4.99 81.8 25.1 74.9 25.4 9.1 74.0 29,293 6.60 3.97 4.41
208 Virginia District 4 4.99 78.1 12.4 87.6 24.8 9.5 77.0 32,416 5.03 4.82 5.11
209 New York District 26 4.98 78.3 11.0 89.0 29.5 13.2 77.2 29,897 5.13 5.27 4.55
210 ‘[Nyc’mi"g District 4.95 78.6 65 935 26.6 8.8 74.2 30833 5.3 486 476

at Large)
211 Washington District 3 4.95 79.2 9.2 90.8 22.5 7.8 75.2 30,694 5.51 4.61 4.73
212 Virginia District 2 4.94 78.6 7.6 92.4 32.4 11.9 70.2 30,809 5.24 4.82 4.76
213 Colorado District 3 4.94 79.6 10.6 89.4 29.8 10.3 78.0 27,173 5.67 5.25 3.89
214 Florida District 13 4.93 78.9 105 89.5 27.8 9.8 73.7 30,464 5.37 4.73 4.68
215 |llinois District 16 4.91 78.5 9.3 90.7 21.6 7.6 79.5 29,997 5.21 4.96 4.57
216 Georgia District 4 4.91 79.2 14.0 86.0 29.4 10.6 76.7 28,731 5.50 4.97 4.27
217 Florida District 15 4.90 79.1 13.1 86.9 27.0 10.0 78.4 28,487 5.46 5.04 4.21
218 california District 20 4.90 82.2 23.4 76.6 25.8 10.3 77.5 25,696 6.74 4.46 3.50
219 New York District 13 4.90 82.2 27.0 73.0 29.7 11.5 75.0 26,324 6.74 4.28 3.67
220 Florida District 25 4.90 82.4 19.2 80.8 23.7 8.8 77.7 25,111 6.85 4.50 3.34
221 Michigan District 10 4.90 78.2 10.0 90.0 22.1 7.8 78.7 30,588 5.09 4.89 4.71
222 South Carolina District 2 4.89 77.5 115 88.5 32.3 12.0 75.9 30,513 4.80 5.19 4.69
223 North Carolina District2  4.89 78.4 13.2 86.8 29.2 10.6 74.0 30,855 5.17 4.74 4.77
224 Qhio District 15 4.89 77.2 9.6 90.4 28.9 10.6 76.8 31,200 4.67 5.15 4.84
225  Georgia District 13 4.89 78.3 12.3 87.7 25.3 9.5 77.9 30,141 5.13 4.93 4.61
226 lowa District 4 4.88 80.0 9.3 90.7 22.5 6.7 79.7 27,026 5.82 4.98 3.85
227 Minnesota District 7 4.88 80.1 9.4 90.6 20.9 5.8 76.2 28,581 5.87 4.53 4.24
228 North Carolina District 6 4.87 77.8 13.2 86.8 29.8 10.7 76.3 30,509 4.93 4.99 4.69
229 Pennsylvania District 14 4.87 78.4 7.9 92.1 32.1 13.4 77.4 27,136 5.17 5.55 3.88
230 Ohio District 5 4.85 78.5 7.8 92.2 24.6 9.9 78.8 28,167 5.23 5.20 44
231 Missouri District 6 4.85 78.1 9.3 90.7 25.7 8.9 77.0 29,910 5.05 4.96 4.55
232 New Mexico District 1 4.85 79.0 12.8 87.2 32.3 14.1 75.1 27,497 5.43 5.15 3.97
233 Missouri District 3 4.85 78.3 103 89.7 23.5 7.2 77.8 30,201 5.11 4.82 4.62
234 Florida District 4 4.85 76.7 8.4 91.6 30.4 9.8 74.5 32,185 447 5.02 5.06
235  Utah District 1 4.84 79.8 7.8 92.2 28.8 8.8 74.1 27,130 5.76 4.89 3.88
236 Louisiana District 1 4.83 76.9 14.6 85.4 27.5 10.1 78.2 31,648 4.55 4.98 4.94
237 Oregon District 5 4.83 79.9 11.4 88.6 28.4 10.2 74.0 27,260 5.80 4.77 3.91
238 Kansas District 4 4.82 77.9 103 89.7 27.9 8.7 77.9 29,318 4.94 5.10 441
239 Virginia District 5 4.81 78.1 15.5 84.5 26.9 1.4 78.3 29,241 5.03 4.99 4.40
240 Kentucky District 3 4.80 76.8 11.7 88.3 30.3 12.8 76.8 30,466 4.51 5.21 4.68
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AT LEAST

LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
EAToRTH Diptoma | ° DeGREE - | - DEoREE | enmoLoent | - izoi3 | weaurs | Eoucarion | income

RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
241 Florida District 6 4.80 79.1 9.6 90.4 27.1 10.0 78.2 26,766 5.44 5.17 3.78
242 |Uinois District 13 4.79 78.6 8.4 91.6 29.7 11.7 81.4 25357  5.24 5.73 3.41
243 Washington District 5 4.79 79.2 8.4 91.6 26.9 9.8 78.8 25,971 5.52 5.27 3.57
244 california District 43 4.78 81.7 24.3 75.7 23.9 7.0 78.1 25928  6.54 4.24 3.56
245 California District 32 4.77 81.7 25.3 74.7 19.8 5.2 80.7 26,092 6.54 4.18 3.61
246 cCalifornia District 6 4.77 79.3 16.6 83.4 25.4 8.8 76.0 28,576 556 4.53 4.24
247 Wisconsin District 3 4.77 80.0 8.1 91.9 23.4 7.7 78.1 25,781 5.82 4.97 3.52
248 [50“”‘ Dakota District 4.76 79.4 8.4 91.6 26.6 7.6 75.7 26887 559 4.86 3.81

at Large)
249 Kentucky District 4 4.76 77.1 11.3 88.7 26.3 9.6 76.4 30,772 4.64 4.88 4.75
250 |Ulinois District 2 4.76 79.1 125 87.5 21.8 8.1 78.7 27,794 5.4k 4.78 4.04
251 New York District 22 4.75 79.3 1.4 88.6 23.3 9.9 77.5 27,177 5.52 4.85 3.89
252 Ohio District 2 4.75 76.7 11.8 88.2 30.1 1.1 74.2 31,575 4.4k 4.88 4.93
253 Minnesota District 8 474 79.5 7.9 92.1 22.4 7.2 77.1 26,775  5.62 4.81 3.78
254 Florida District 8 474 79.1 9.9 90.1 26.3 9.8 76.8 26,754 5.4k 4.98 3.78
255 Pennsylvania District 11 4.73 78.0 10.8 89.2 23.1 8.7 74.6 30,356 4.99 4.55 4.65
256 Tennessee District 5 4.73 77.1 12.8 87.2 35.0 13.1 74.9 29,080  4.61 5.21 4.36
257 Michigan District 7 4.72 78.7 9.1 90.9 23.2 8.3 76.3 28,093 5.29 4.76 4.12
258 Arizona District 2 4.71 79.4 10.4 89.6 32.6 14.0 71.5 26,1648 558 4.93 3.63
259 Florida District 14 4.71 79.2 14.6 85.4 27.7 9.6 73.8 28,003  5.49 4.55 4.10
260 Tennessee District 7 4.71 77.3 12.6 87.4 27.8 9.4 75.5 30,289  4.69 4.80 4.64
261 Georgia District 3 4.70 77.1 135 86.5 244 9.1 77.3 30,713 4.6 4.76 4.74
262 Wisconsin District 7 4.70 79.4 9.1 90.9 21.2 7.1 75.3 27,519 5.60 4.53 3.97
263 Indiana District 4 4.70 78.5 10.8 89.2 23.7 8.7 76.1 28,384 5.20 4.72 419
264 Nebraska District 3 4.69 79.7 10.9 89.1 211 6.3 77.7 26,496  5.73 4.64 3.71
265  Texas District 14 4.69 77.8 14.8 85.2 22.2 6.8 76.6 30,534 492 bbb 4.70
266 Kansas District 2 4.68 77.8 9.2 90.8 27.0 10.8 78.2 27,260 4.90 5.23 3.91
267 Nevada District 2 4.66 77.8 12.9 87.1 24.9 8.5 73.7 30,214 492 bk 4.62
268 California District 3 4.66 79.2 16.5 83.5 23.8 8.9 77.7 26,952 552 4.63 3.83
269 Tennessee District 8 4.66 75.7 12.9 87.1 28.4 111 79.3 30,456  4.05 5.25 4.68
270 Pennsylvania District 2 4.65 75.6 15.1 84.9 32.6 16.2 76.5 30,374 4.01 5.29 4.66
271 New Jersey District 2 4.65 77.6 14.2 85.8 24.1 7.7 75.8 30,165  4.83 4.51 4.61
272 Michigan District 6 4.64 78.8 10.2 89.8 25.7 9.8 77.5 26,093 532 5.01 3.61
273 New Mexico District 3 4.64 78.6 14.0 86.0 26.2 11.6 76.1 27,146 524 4.81 3.88
274 Indiana District 1 4.64 77.4 11.7 88.3 20.5 7.2 75.9 30,744 473 4.45 4.74
275 New York District 21 464 79.3 12.4 87.6 20.9 9.1 73.4 28,046 5.53 4.29 411
276 Indiana District 9 4.63 77.4 11.0 89.0 24.5 9.2 79.3 27,956 475 5.07 4.08
277 Ohio District 10 4.63 77.3 105 89.5 27.4 11.6 80.0 26,738 471 5.39 3.77
278 Michigan District 2 4.60 79.5 10.7 89.3 24.0 7.2 75.8 25913 5.1 4.64 3.56
279 Oklahoma District 1 4.60 76.7 11.1 88.9 28.6 8.9 74.7 29,959 4.4k 4.80 4.56
280  Texas District 17 4.60 79.1 15.0 85.0 27.9 103 77.4 25384  5.47 4.92 3.41
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LIFE HIGH AT LEAST GRADUATE OR MEDIAN
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RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
281 New York District 23 4.60 78.8 10.9 89.1 24.2 12.0 77.5 25,426 5.35 5.01 3.43
282 California District 23 4.60 78.0 18.5 81.5 18.2 6.0 76.4 30,684  5.02 4.04 4.73
283 Ohio District 8 4.58 77.3 11.2 88.8 22.9 7.9 77.4 28,830  4.69 4.75 4.30
284 Florida District 9 4.56 79.9 15.9 84.1 23.7 6.8 77.7 25,048 581 4.56 3.32
285 Pennsylvania District 3 4.56 78.2 10.5 89.5 24.2 8.5 75.5 27,142 5.10 4.69 3.88
286 |daho District 1 4.55 79.2 9.8 90.2 24.7 7.7 73.8 26,103 551 4.54 3.61
287  Alabama District 5 4.55 76.9 14.2 85.8 29.6 105 75.5 28,554  4.55 4.86 4.23
288 |llinois District 12 454 76.9 10.9 89.1 22.0 8.5 76.4 29,469 4.53 4.65 4.45
289 South Carolina District 4 4.54 77.3 14.3 85.7 29.9 10.7 75.7 27,774 470 4.89 4.04
290 Pennsylvania District 17 4.54 78.0 11.7 88.3 20.7 7.2 76.3 28,137 5.00 4.50 413
291 Missouri District 5 4.53 77.4 11.1 88.9 25.3 9.3 73.1 29,058  4.73 4.52 4.35
292 Texas District 36 4.53 77.0 16.5 83.5 18.7 5.8 74.9 31,925 459 3.99 5.00
293 California District 31 4.52 78.8 20.3 79.7 23.9 9.1 75.7 27,403 533 4.28 3.95
294 Missouri District 1 4.52 77.3 12.9 87.1 29.8 12.4 74.8 27,331 4.69 4.93 3.93
295 cCalifornia District 9 4.51 79.4 20.6 79.4 19.0 5.3 78.3 26,929 558 413 3.82
296 Kentucky District 6 4.50 77.3 13.9 86.1 30.1 12.4 77.1 26315 473 5.12 3.66
297 Indiana District 3 4.50 78.2 13.5 86.5 211 7.6 73.9 28344 5.10 4.22 418
298 Florida District 24 4.50 81.6 20.6 79.4 21.2 7.1 75.7 23,699 650 4.06 2.94
299 Tennessee District 2 4.49 76.9 11.8 88.2 28.6 1.4 75.6 27,467 4.54 4.96 3.96
300 Kansas District 1 4.49 78.6 11.9 88.1 23.9 7.9 75.3 26274 5.24 4.56 3.65
301 Illinois District 15 4.48 77.6 11.9 88.1 18.0 6.0 77.3 28,479  4.82 4.41 4.21
302 Arkansas District 2 4.48 77.1 11.9 88.1 27.0 10.0 73.1 28,523  4.64 4.58 4.22
303 Georgia District 10 4.48 77.6 15.5 84.5 23.3 9.1 80.4 26,372 4.84 4.92 3.68
304 Montana District (at Large)  4.48 78.5 7.3 92.7 29.0 9.3 73.3 25105 523 4.87 3.34
305  Pennsylvania District 10 4.47 78.8 1.7 88.3 20.3 7.7 73.1 27,182 5.34 419 3.89
306 california District 22 4.46 78.7 213 78.7 23.6 8.6 77.3 26,534 529 4.36 3.72
307 Maine District 2 4.45 78.3 9.7 90.3 21.7 7.8 78.2 25335  5.12 4.84 3.40
308  North Carolina District 5 4.45 77.8 14.2 85.8 26.8 9.5 76.2 26,437 490 4.76 3.70
309 Ohio District 11 A 77.5 14.6 85.4 27.3 12.2 74.9 26,676 4.80 4.75 3.76
310 california District 8 443 79.0 16.9 83.1 14.4 5.8 73.6 28,461 5.42 3.66 421
311 Arizona District 1 443 78.2 14.9 85.1 22.8 8.9 74.0 27,206 5.08 4.31 3.89
312 Pennsylvania District 5 442 78.5 10.4 89.6 22.3 8.6 77.5 24814 521 4.79 3.26
313 Michigan District 14 4.42 77.6 14.6 85.4 28.5 12.8 73.6 26577 482 4.71 3.73
314 Ohio District 7 442 78.2 12.6 87.4 20.0 7.0 75.6 26,964 507 4.35 3.83
315 Virginia District 6 4.40 78.1 15.0 85.0 25.4 9.1 77.6 25252  5.05 4.76 3.38
316 Idaho District 2 4.39 79.3 1.4 88.6 27.9 8.7 73.6 23,907 554 4.63 3.00
317 Ohio District 3 4.38 77.3 13.9 86.1 26.6 9.1 75.5 26,603 4.73 4.67 3.74
318 Arkansas District 3 4.38 78.0 16.3 83.7 25.1 9.3 75.2 26,338 498 4.48 3.67
319 Nevada District 4 4.37 77.8 15.1 84.9 18.9 6.2 72.8 28,801 4.93 3.88 4.29
320 Ohio District 4 4.35 78.2 10.4 89.6 17.2 6.5 73.5 27,107 5.09 4.10 3.87
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RANK  CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT (YEARS) (%) (%) (%) (%) DOLLARS) INDEX INDEX INDEX

UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
321 cCalifornia District 1 4.35 78.3 11.9 88.1 22.6 7.9 75.1 25,462 5.14 4.49 3.44
322 Texas District 20 4.35 79.0 19.1 80.9 24.0 8.7 75.4 25,071 5.44 4.29 3.33
323 Florida District 17 4.34 80.3 17.2 82.8 18.2 6.3 72.2 25,230 5.94 3.70 3.37
324 Ilinois District 17 4.34 78.2 13.6 86.4 18.3 5.6 76.3 26,438 5.09 4.23 3.70
325 Texas District 9 4.34 80.0 23.1 76.9 26.7 8.6 73.1 24,548 5.81 4.01 3.18
326 Indiana District 8 4.33 77.2 11.7 88.3 20.3 6.9 74.9 27,628  4.65 433 4.00
327  Florida District 3 4.32 77.5 12.8 87.2 23.8 9.5 77.1 25436 4.77 4.77 3.43
328 Wisconsin District 4 432 77.6 16.2 83.8 26.8 9.6 76.9 25,312 4.83 4.73 3.39
329 california District 41 4.31 80.4 25.9 74.1 17.0 6.2 75.2 25,270 5.99 3.55 3.38
330 Pennsylvania District 9 4.31 77.9 11.9 88.1 17.4 5.9 73.7 27,328 4.95 4.04 3.93
331 Georgia District 1 4.30 77.3 12.3 87.7 25.3 9.5 74.0 26,254 4.71 4.55 3.65
332 Florida District 20 4.29 81.4 19.4 80.6 18.8 5.8 75.4 22,362 6.43 3.92 2.54
333 Oklahoma District 3 4.29 76.3 12.7 87.3 22.1 6.9 76.4 27,979 427 4.50 4.09
334 Florida District 2 4.29 77.6 14.7 85.3 26.2 10.8 75.1 25,235  4.84 4.65 3.37
335 West Virginia District 2 4.28 76.4 14.0 86.0 20.6 8.0 72.9 29,319 4.33 410 441
336 Oregon District 4 4.28 78.7 8.7 91.3 26.2 10.4 75.9 22,395 5.31 4.97 2.55
337 california District 36 4.27 80.4 21.2 78.8 20.5 7.9 74.5 23,596 5.99 3.92 2.91
338 Pennsylvania District 1 4.27 76.0 18.4 81.6 25.8 9.8 71.2 30,096 417 4.05 4.60
339 cCalifornia District 10 4.26 78.4 20.9 79.1 16.5 5.3 76.0 26,903 5.17 3.78 3.82
340 North Carolina District 7 4.26 77.6 16.1 83.9 23.6 7.6 74.9 26,102 4.85 4.3 3.61
341 South Carolina District5  4.25 76.0 16.1 83.9 22.1 7.8 76.2 28565  4.15 4.38 4.23
342 Georgia District 9 4.25 78.3 19.2 80.8 20.4 7.4 76.0 25,736 5.11 412 3.51
343 Ohio District 9 4.24 77.5 14.3 85.7 21.4 7.2 75.9 25802  4.81 4.38 3.53
344 Texas District 18 4.24 79.4 23.8 76.2 20.3 7.4 73.2 25,673 5.56 3.66 3.49
345 Qregon District 2 4.23 78.9 11.8 88.2 24.2 8.7 73.5 23,475 5.39 A 2.87
346 Florida District 1 4.23 77.3 11.5 88.5 25.3 9.0 71.6 26,265  4.70 4.34 3.65
347 Indiana District 6 4.23 76.9 135 86.5 19.9 7.4 75.5 27,002 452 4.32 3.84
348 Texas District 30 4.22 78.6 2.4 75.6 20.0 7.1 73.1 26,896 5.26 3.59 3.82
349 Louisiana District 3 4.22 76.1 19.3 80.7 20.0 6.5 74.5 29,835  4.20 3.92 4.53
350 Kentucky District 2 4.22 77.2 14.3 85.7 19.8 8.3 75.3 26,438 4.68 4.29 3.70
351 Texas District 16 4.22 79.9 23.4 76.6 22.8 7.1 75.9 23,354 5.79 4.02 2.84
352 Michigan District 1 4.22 78.9 9.0 91.0 23.0 8.3 75.6 22,478 5.38 4.70 2.57
353 Texas District 11 4.21 77.2 20.0 80.0 20.1 5.7 71.3 29,285  4.66 3.56 441
354 North Carolina District 10 4.21 77.0 15.8 84.2 24.2 7.7 74.2 26,651 4.57 4.29 3.75
355 Oklahoma District 4 4.20 76.3 1.4 88.6 23.4 8.0 73.2 27,332 4.30 4.37 3.93
356 Ohio District 13 419 77.4 11.1 88.9 21.6 7.0 76.0 25014 4.73 4.52 3.31
357 Missouri District 4 418 77.9 12.1 87.9 23.3 9.0 74.5 24,101 4.97 4.50 3.05
358 North Carolina District 11 4.17 77.8 16.0 84.0 225 8.4 75.7 24,670 4.93 4.38 3.22
359 Indiana District 2 417 77.5 15.4 84.6 20.3 7.2 76.5 25300  4.78 4.33 3.39
360 Oklahoma District 5 417 75.5 15.4 84.6 28.6 9.6 74.1 27515 3.95 4.58 3.97
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UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454 5.44 5.06 4.68
361 Michigan District 4 416 78.3 10.4 89.6 20.3 7.2 79.4 22,369 5.12 4.83 2.54
362 California District 46 416 82.6 35.3 64.7 16.7 4.6 74.5 22,457 6.93 2.99 2.57
363 West Virginia District 1 4.16 76.6 12.0 88.0 21.1 8.9 76.2 25,652 4.42 4.57 3.49
364 Arizona District 4 4.16 78.5 13.6 86.4 17.3 6.5 73.3 25,079 5.19 3.94 3.33
365 Texas District 23 4.16 79.2 24.7 75.3 20.0 7.0 75.2 24,561 5.51 3.77 3.19
366 Texas District 27 413 78.0 19.1 80.9 17.1 5.4 73.3 26,705 5.00 3.63 3.77
367  Tennessee District 4 413 76.5 14.5 85.5 21.1 7.0 73.8 27,207 4.37 414 3.90
368  Florida District 11 413 77.8 12.6 87.4 19.8 6.9 75.5 24,457 4.90 4.33 3.16
369 Mississippi District 3 412 75.1 15.7 84.3 24.9 9.5 77.7 26,965 3.78 4.74 3.83
370 Texas District 4 411 76.5 14.9 85.1 19.3 6.3 73.9 27,362 4.38 4.02 3.93
371 Washington District 4 411 79.3 225 77.5 19.1 6.7 71.1 25,189 5.55 3.42 3.36
372 Missouri District 7 411 77.6 11.3 88.7 22.8 8.1 74.3 24,083 4.82 446 3.05
373 North Carolina District 12 4.11 79.1 18.8 81.2 23.3 7.0 75.6 22,778 5.44 4.22 2.66
374 Ilinois District 4 4.08 79.2 32.4 67.6 19.7 6.8 75.3 24,992 5.50 3.42 3.31
375 California District 29 4.07 81.7 34.3 65.7 18.3 4t 75.9 22,074 6.54 3.22 2.45
376 South Carolina District 3  4.07 76.8 17.3 82.7 20.2 7.4 77.2 25,325 4.49 4.32 3.40
377 Georgia District 8 4.06 76.4 16.9 83.1 18.2 7.1 76.6 26,340 4.34 418 3.67
378 Texas District 13 4.06 77.0 16.9 83.1 20.0 5.9 72.6 26,668 4.60 3.82 3.76
379 North Carolina District8  4.05 76.8 18.5 81.5 17.8 5.3 75.4 26,730 4.49 3.89 3.77
380  Texas District 5 4.04 77.1 20.6 79.4 19.4 6.5 73.5 26,704 4.62 3.74 3.77
381 Alabama District 2 4.03 76.2 16.2 83.8 20.4 7.9 75.1 26,240 4.26 4.20 3.64
382 Texas District 15 4.03 81.2 32.0 68.0 17.7 4.7 77.1 21,758 6.33 3.42 2.35
383 North Carolina District 3 4.03 77.9 12.5 87.5 21.3 7.5 68.5 25,245 4.97 3.75 3.38
384 Tennessee District 6 4.03 76.3 15.6 84.4 19.5 6.9 73.8 26,819 4.28 4.02 3.80
385 Ohio District 6 4.01 76.3 12.7 87.3 15.2 5.6 77.7 25,692 4.27 4.27 3.50
386  Tennessee District 3 4.00 75.9 16.3 83.7 20.7 7.8 74.1 26,677 414 411 3.76
387 Texas District 28 3.99 79.9 31.1 68.9 16.5 5.1 77.3 23,014 5.79 3.45 2.73
388 California District 51 3.99 81.6 31.9 68.1 13.4 3.6 Th4 22,455 6.48 2.93 2.56
389 Texas District 35 3.99 80.0 23.9 76.1 18.6 5.0 72.3 23,109 5.83 3.38 2.76
390 Arizona District 3 3.98 80.3 24.9 75.1 15.2 5.4 73.3 22,865 5.96 3.29 2.69
391 Louisiana District 2 3.96 76.7 19.0 81.0 21.9 8.1 71.2 26,230 4.45 3.78 3.64
392 Georgia District 14 3.95 76.4 21.5 78.5 16.8 6.4 74.8 26,847 4.33 3.71 3.80
393 california District 35 3.94 79.4 31.0 69.0 14.9 4.0 76.4 23,862 5.59 3.25 2.99
394 Virginia District 3 3.94 76.6 16.5 83.5 22.0 7.6 71.1 25,767 4.43 3.87 3.52
395 Alabama District 1 3.93 75.6 13.3 86.7 22.8 7.2 72.8 26,075 4.01 4.18 3.60
396 Mississippi District 1 3.92 75.8 19.0 81.0 18.0 6.2 77.3 25,970 4.08 4.10 3.57
397 Texas District 19 3.90 77.1 19.6 80.4 21.2 7.3 744 24,238 4.62 3.99 3.09
398 Alabama District 3 3.89 75.1 16.8 83.2 21.0 8.9 74.6 26,406 3.80 4.20 3.69
399 Louisiana District 4 3.89 75.8 16.4 83.6 20.4 6.5 70.8 27,120 4.09 3.72 3.87
400 Tennessee District 9 3.89 76.4 17.4 82.6 23.1 8.2 71.2 25,520 4.32 3.91 3.45
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UNITED STATES 5.06 79.1 13.4 86.6 29.6 11.2 77.0 30,454  5.44 5.06 4.68
401 cCalifornia District 44 3.88 81.7 38.3 61.7 11.9 3.4 76.0 21,910 6.54 2.72 2.39
402 california District 34 3.88 81.7 38.3 61.7 22.4 5.9 76.3 20,054  6.54 3.33 1.78
403 Michigan District 5 3.87 76.7 12.0 88.0 18.6 7.2 75.7 23,233 447 4.33 2.80
404 Georgia District 12 3.86 75.7 17.2 82.8 20.9 8.3 74.1 25353  4.06 4.10 3.41
405 Virginia District 9 3.86 75.6 18.7 81.3 19.0 8.1 76.1 25497  4.00 4.12 3.45
406 Texas District 1 3.85 76.3 17.3 82.7 19.7 6.1 75.4 24,638 4.29 4.07 3.21
407 Indiana District 7 3.82 76.5 17.2 82.8 21.0 7.0 71.5 24,871 4.39 3.79 3.27
408  Mississippi District 4 3.77 75.4 15.1 84.9 19.6 7.3 72.3 25,694 3.91 3.91 3.50
409 New Mexico District 2 3.77 77.8 20.6 79.4 20.3 8.3 73.9 22,197 491 3.91 2.48
410 Florida District 5 3.71 78.4 18.4 81.6 16.9 5.2 72.1 22,083  5.15 3.55 2.45
411 North Carolina District 1~ 3.70 77.3 20.2 79.8 20.0 7.7 71.3 23,094 471 3.63 2.76
412 Texas District 34 3.69 80.0 35.2 64.8 14.6 4.5 76.4 21,231 5.83 3.07 2.18
413 Nevada District 1 3.66 78.4 24.6 75.4 14.5 4.3 68.6 23937 517 2.79 3.01
414 Arkansas District 4 3.61 75.0 15.6 84.4 15.2 4.8 75.7 24,618 3.77 3.92 3.15
415 Oklahoma District 2 3.59 74.5 15.7 84.3 16.1 5.1 74.0 25344 3.56 3.80 3.40
416 Arizona District 7 357 80.4 33.4 66.6 13.2 4.2 69.2 21,749 5.99 2.39 2.34
417 South Carolina District 7 3.56 75.7 16.5 83.5 20.4 7.0 75.6 22,056  4.06 419 2.44
418 Kentucky District 1 3.55 75.5 18.8 81.2 15.5 6.5 73.5 24,070 3.95 3.65 3.05
419 Tennessee District 1 3.54 75.8 16.0 84.0 18.6 7.5 73.9 22,409 4.09 4.00 2.55
420 South Carolina District 6 3.54 76.9 18.0 82.0 18.0 6.6 73.2 21593 454 3.77 2.29
421 Missouri District 8 3.52 75.4 18.6 81.4 15.0 5.8 74.9 23,584 391 3.74 2.90
422 Arkansas District 1 3.50 74.5 18.6 81.4 15.1 4.6 74.6 24,943 355 3.66 3.29
423 California District 16 3.48 79.2 33.6 66.4 12.4 43 75.0 20,820 551 2.90 2.04
424 New York District 15 3.46 79.4 34.1 65.9 131 3.7 75.8 20,316 557 2.96 1.87
425 Louisiana District 5 3.46 75.1 20.0 80.0 16.5 5.1 73.8 23,889 3.78 3.61 2.99
426 cCalifornia District 40 3.44 81.7 483 51.7 8.4 2.3 74.9 20,130  6.54 1.97 1.81
427 Alabama District 4 3.36 73.8 19.8 80.2 15.9 6.1 72.2 25104 3.27 3.49 3.34
428 Alabama District 7 3.35 74.9 17.5 82.5 19.0 6.7 73.6 22,092 373 3.88 2.45
429 Texas District 29 3.35 79.4 411 58.9 9.0 2.3 73.1 21,760 556 2.14 2.35
430 Michigan District 13 3.34 75.8 19.2 80.8 14.3 5.5 73.6 21,987  4.06 3.55 2.42
431 Georgia District 2 3.34 75.2 20.5 79.5 16.7 6.6 75.0 22,019 3.82 3.77 2.43
432 Mississippi District 2 3.28 73.6 21.0 79.0 18.9 7.0 76.6 22,784 3.15 4.02 2.67
433 West Virginia District 3 3.28 73.0 20.2 79.8 15.1 5.9 72.2 25,625  2.93 3.42 3.48
434 Texas District 33 3.20 78.8 41.9 58.1 9.5 3.1 71.3 21,614 531 1.99 2.30
435 Kentucky District 5 3.11 72.9 25.5 74.5 13.4 6.1 74.8 24,255  2.87 3.36 3.10
436 California District 21 3.04 78.4 41.0 59.0 8.3 2.4 73.5 20,101 5.16 2.16 1.80

Sources: Measure of America life expectancy calculations use mortality data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s
National Center for Health Statistics, 2011 and population data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011. Education and earnings indicators come
from the U.S. Census Bureau’'s American Community Survey 2013.
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