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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is an extension of earlier research performed by MPR on

the topic of turnover of households that participate in the Food Stamp

Program. Like the earlier analyses, this report is based on data for

calendar year 1979 from the Income Survey Development Program (ISDP) data

base. The prlmary objective of the research reported here Is to determine

the extent to which household transitions (i.e., entry into the program and

exiting from the program) are related to changes in the household's

socioeconomic circumstances. These changes in circumstances, which _e

refer to generically as "trigger events, include changes in income levels,

asset levels, labor force status of household members, and entering and

exiting from the Unemployment Insurance program.

The methodology that is employed for the purpose of this report ts

as follows. First, a tabular investigat_on of the relation between trigger

events and transitions is presented. Households in the ISDP sample are

"tracked" through the course of calendar year 1979 on a month-to-month

basis. When a comparison of a household's circumstances In $uccesstve

months indicates that a trigger event has occurred, the household is

further tracked until a transition (entrance or exit) occurs. The

probability that a household experiences a transition after a trigger

event, and the elapsed time between the two events, is tabulated and

analyzed.

In addition, a multivariate analys_s of the effect of trigger

events on entry and exit rates is presented. This analysis is based on

Tuma's RATE model, which estimates transition probabilities as functions of
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explanatory variables, in a manner similar to more familiar regression

models. The emphasis in this application is on isolating the separate

effects of the several trigger events on transition rates.

Our principal findings are as follows:

o Trigger events, as _ have defined them, are strongly

correlated with the probability that a household

experiences a transition (entry or exit). A household

that experiences a trigger event is far more likely to

experience a transition within six months than a
household selected at random.

o Most instances of entering and exiting from the program

in response to trigger events occur in the same month as

the trigger event, or shortly thereafter.

o The event that is most likely to precipitate entry into
the program is a decrease in the number of earners

present Jn the household. Declines tn pre-transfer
income that result in a household's becoming eligible to

participate tn the program, household splitting, and
exhaustion of UI benefits are also significant trigger
even t s.

o The events that are most likely to precipitate exit from
the program are an increase in pretransfer income and an
increase in the number of earners present in a house-

hold. Beginning to receive UI and becoming a couple

(i.e., moving from one-head to two-head status) are also

significant trigger events.

o Changes in pretransfer income and in the number of

earners are experienced by a large proportion of all

households In the course of the year. lo this extent,

these phenomena are more Important tn explaining turn-

over than more esoteric phenomena such as changes in

household composition.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Turnover, in the context of the Food Stamp Program, means the

movement of households on and off the program. In contrast to analyses of

program participation in a static framework, analyses of turnover focus on

the dynamic aspects of eligibility for and participation in the Food Stamp

Program. Relatively few studies have been made of food stamp turnover, and

most have had to rely on data that are not nationally-representative (see,

for example, Springs, 1977; Merck, 1980; Kirlin and Merrill, 1983). Recent

work with the 1979 Income Survey Development Program panel (Carr et al.,

1984) has taken advantage of a nationally-representative data base well-

suited to the analysis of households' behavioral response to the Food Stamp

Program. That study, by the authors of the present paper, confirmed

others' findings of a relatively high rate of turnover in the Food Stamp

Program. The ratio of annual to monthlylparticipation was estimated at

1.7, indicating that the number of households who participate in the

program over the course of a year is about 70 percent greater than the

number who benefit in a given month. This estimate is consistent (although

in the high range) with those obtained in earlier studies. !

Moreover, the ISDP analysis found large differences in turnover

behavior (as measured by, for example, monthly exit probabilities) among

groups with different socioeconomic characteristics. Households with less

education, weaker labor force attachment, elderly or disabled members, or

lsprings (1977) and Merck (1980), using data from the Seattle and

Denver Income Maintenance Studies, estimated annual to monthly participa-

tion ratios ranging from 1.4 to _.7. K/rlin and Merrill (1983), using data

from a Chicago food stamp office, eBtlmated a ratio of 1.4.



who receive other welfare benefits, have lower estimated turnover rates

than other households. From this analysis of variations in transition

rates associated with differences in static characteristics of households,

we are led to investigate more closely the actual transition processes

involved. Rather than simply identifying a given household characteristic

that is, ceteris ?aribus, associated with a higher than average probability

of entering the Food Stamp Program, we now seek to identify the event or

events, insofar as they may be observed, that seem to precipitate a transi-

tion from nonparticipation to participation. To this end, we hypothesize

the occurence of "trigger events" that may result in entry into, or exit

from, the Food Stamp Program.

For instance, in our earlier research we determined that households

headed by a single person had a higher probability of entering the program

in any given month than did two-head households; conversely, one-head

households had relatively lower probability of leaving the program in any

given month. In the present paper, we are interested in knowing how a

chan_e (from a single head to two heads or vice versa) is related to change

in program participation status, and whether the hou.sahold makes a

transition into or out of the program shortly after a change in household
&

status or only after a lag. In this context, the change in household

composition is the trigger event.



We have focused on a number of potential trigger events of

interest. They are as follows:

o Large changes In monthly pre-transfer income I between

one month and the next. We have further distinguished

between those cases in which the income change resulted

in a change in eligibility status, and those in which it
did not.

o A change in the number of employed household members

from one month to the next. We further distinguished
between multiple-earner and single-earner households.

o A change in asset holdings, specifically a decline in

assets as a possible trigger of program entrance.

o Changes in receipt of Unemployment Insurance, either

exhaustion of UI benefits (as an entry trigger) or

beginning to receive benefits (as an exit trigger).

o Household composition change, defined here as a change

from having one head to two heads, or vice versa.

The general approach to the analysis of trigger events is described

in detail in Chapter II. Chapter III prevides our empirical results;

flrst, a descriptive overview of the relationship of transitions (entrances

and exits) to the several triggering events discussed above, and second,

the results of a multivariate analysis of the relatiQnship of entrance and

exit probabilities to triggering events using the RATE statistical model.

As our earlier research has shown (Carr et al., 1984), this is a very

useful methodology for isolating the effects of different variables on

transition rates.

lwe also analyzed the effect of changes in total income on

transitions into and out of the program; however, we found that these

changes confounded exogenous changes in the household's economic status,
such as the loss of a Job, with changes in transfer income brought on by
that event.



II. ANALYTIC APPROACH

As was discussed tn the previous chapter, our principal objective

is to analyze how the movements of households into and out of the Food

Stamp Program are related to specific changes in household circumstances

relating to need, or trigger events. These trigger events relate to

changes in income, employment status, assets, and household composition. In

this chapter we discuss in greater detail how trigger events are deflned

operationally, as well as how the relation of entrances and exlts to these

trigger events is analyzed in both a tabular and a multivariate framework.

Defining Trigger Events

The concept of a "trigger event" as used in this paper refers to an

identifiable change in household circumstances that precedes, and may be

assumed to have had an influence on, a change in program participation
g

status. From earlier work we know that the characteristics of participants

and non-participants differ in certain identifiable ways. Moreover,

know that, for at least a portion of the relevant population, transitions

between the states of participation and non-participation are relatively

frequent. These observations lead to an interest _,n defining more

specifically the changes in program status and the events associated with

them.

We have chosen to restrict our designation of trigger events to

phenomena that may reasonably be expected to "cause" or precipitate a given

result. The model of participation behavior embodied in our selection of

these events is that participation decisions depend on the relative costs

and benefits associated with participating in the Food Stamp Program as



opposed to not participating. These costs and benefits are tn turn deter-

mined in general by program characteristics, (expected benefit), other

household income, and the possible "stigma" associated with participating.

In defining a framework for selecting trigger events we assume that

program characteristics do not change and are the same for all households.

The "stigma" effect cannot be observed directly although in static analyses

of participat_on behavior it is often represented by a vector of household

characteristics such as age, race, sex and education. In the tabular

I
analysis stigma is not accounted for in this way.

Income, more broadly defined as relative "need," is the variable of

most interest here. Changes in participation status are assumed to be

associated with changes in need as measured in various ways. Income may

change as a result of changes in household composition, since income is

generally received by specific individuals within the household. Without

char_es in family status, income may chamge as a result of job loss or

gain, a change in the level of earnings, or changes in receipt of nonlabor

income. Our final choice of trigger events w-as somewhat restricted by the

available sample size, with the result that not all l_ossible variants of

income and household change were considered. We have attempted to define

changes in a way that captures as many of the observable "events" as

possible.

Our general approach consists of defining trigger events separately

for the analyses of entrances and exits, respectively. For instance, we

hypothesize that the probability of entering the program is positively

1The sample size is not large enough in most cases to support
additional stratification of the tables.



correlated with a decline in income, whereas the probability of leaving the

program is expected to be positively related to an increase in income.

Accordingly, we have defined a pair of variables for most phenomena of

interest, one of which is used as an explanatory variable in both the

tabular and multivariate analyses of entry into the program, the other of

which is used in the analyses of exiting from the program (an exception to

this is asset holdings.) In order to facilitate the exposition, we first

discuss how each triggering event is defined with respect to the analysis

of program entrance, and then note how the definition of the variable is

altered to make it appropriate for the exit analysis.

Income Chan_e. We have defined the variants of the income change

trigger event in terms of a variable measuring the ratio of pre-transfer

income to the official poverty threshold. Such a specification has two

distinct advantages. First, we use pre-transfer Income, which Includes
P

income from such sources as w_ges and salaries, interest, dividends, rent,

and self-employment income, but excludes payments received from the Aid to

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Social Security, Unemployment

Insurance (UI), and other income maintenance programs. The reason for

excluding income from these sources is that changes in such incomes are not

truly exogenous. That is to say, a decline in pre-transfer income may

induce households both to apply for and receive transfer income from these

other sources, and to enter the Food Stamp Program. Hence, the direction

of causality between total income and transitions is unclear. By contrast,

our variable reflects truly exogenous income changes (e.g., those caused by

Job loss), without being confounded by gains in certain types of income

6



(e.g., AFDC) that result from economic hardship. 1 Second, the use of the

ratiomeasure, as opposed to absolute income levels, helps to control for

the effect of household size, since the poverty tb_reshold accounts for

differences in household size.

For the analysis of entry into the program, we have defined an

income trigger event to have occurred if there has been a "large" (more

than fifty percentage points) decrease in the ratio of pre-transfer income

to the poverty line from one month to the next. We have further subdivided

households who experienced such a drop in income according to their

eligibility for food stamps before and after the income change. The reason

for making this distinction is that those households whose incomes are very

low after the income loss are presumably those with the greatest need and

2
the greatest incentives to begin participation In the program.

For the exit analysis, we have defined the trigger events in terms

of the reverse phenomena. That is to sa_, households for whom the ratio of

pre-transfer income to the poverty line increases by more than .5 between

successive months are considered to have experienced an income trigger

event. These households are further subdivided into._hose who are

ineligible both before and after the change, those _,_hoas a result of this

lin conducting this research, we made a preliminary investigation
of the relation of total income to entrances and exits; no clear patterns

emerge, presumably because of the confounding factors discussed here.

2It m/ght be asked why households that are still (apparently)

ineligible after the income loss are considered at all. First, some

ineligible households do receive food stamps through administrative error

and so forth. Second, there are undoubtedly errors in the reported income

and expenses on the ISDP data base as well as incorrect classifications

resulting from the simplifications in our method for simulating program

eligibility.
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increase in income become Ineligible for food stamps, and those who are

still eligible despite an increase in income.

Chan_es in Employment Status of Household Members. A concept that

is closely related to that of income change is the concept of change in the

labor market status of household members. Specifically, we are interested

in knowing whether the number of employed persons (or earners, for short)

changes from month to month. A change in the number of earners can result

from two events. In some cases, a household members gains or loses a job;

in other cases, the household gains or loses a member who holds a job.

For our entrance analysis, we have defined the job change trigger

event as a decrease in the number of earners present in a household between

two successive months. We have further subdivided these households into

those who lose all earners, and those in which the number of earners

decreases, but there is still at least one earner. The reason for this

P

distinction ts that there are a large number of households with multiple

earners, and hence varying degrees of presumed need and incentives to apply

for food stamp benefits, depending on whether or not the household has lost

its only source of employment income.

For the exit analysis, we have defined the trigger event as the

converse of the trigger event used for the entry analysis. That Is to say,

a household is considered to have experienced a trigger event if the number

of earners increased between two successive months. These households are

further subdivided into those who went from having no earner to having some

earners in two successive months, and those who already had one or more

earners, but gained one or more additional earners.

S



Household Composition. The makeup of a household can be a very

important determinant of patterns of entry into, and exit from, the Food

Stamp Program, as our previous research has shown. Whether the household

has one or two heads, the number and age distribution of children, and the

presence or absence of an elderly or disabled person can all influence

transition rates. However, it is quite difficult to analyze the effect of

household composition changes using the one-year longitudinal data set

employed here. Household composition tends to appear relatively stable

over the course of a twelve-month period. 1 While this may seem

counterintuitive at first, it is important to remember that what can be

observed in a finite sample period will not resemble "lifetime" rates of

household change. If the probability of divorce or separation, for

example, is fifty percent over a thirty-year period the probability that

such a change will be observed in a one year period is roughly 1.5 percent.

P

In other words, relatively iow incidence, of household change in a

restricted time frame can be consistent with relatively high "lifetime"

incidence of household change.

For the purpose of the entry analysis, we defined the trigger event
.o

in terms of whether the household changes from two-head to one-head status

&

1By contrast, Bane and Ellwood (1983) successfully analyzed the
dynamics of movements into and out of the Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) program, including the role of changes in household

composition, using a framework similar to ours. However, their analysis is

not strictly comparable to ours for two reasons. First, they used data on

households over a period of ten years, and hence were able to observe more

cases of changes in composition. Second, the nature of the AFDC program

produces a closer relationship between household composition and program

participation than is the case with the Food Stamp Program. Specifically,

in nearly half the states, being'a single parent is a requirement for AFDC

eligibili ry.

9



between two successive months. We hypothesize that one-head households

would be more likely to enter the program than other households because

such households tend to have lower income and greater need than other

households. Furthermore, Bane and Ellwood (]983) found that household

status had an effect on program participation (in their case AFDC) over and

above income per se. For the purpose of the exit analysis, we have defined

the trigger event conversely; that is, as a movement from one-head to two-

head status between two successive months, l

Changes in Asset Levels. Changes in asset levels would be expected

to be associated with transitions out of the Food Stamp Program, for two

reasons. First, eligibility for the program is partly based on assets.

Second, it has been hypothesized that households would initially respond to

economic hardship by drawing down assets, perhaps in part because of the

presumed stigma associated with income maintenance programs, and thus enter

the program only after their assets have, reached a relatively low level.

For the purpose of the entry analysis, we have defined the trigger

event as a movement from asset-ineligible status to asset-eligible status.

We consider this measure to be preferable to a variable measuring asset

levels as such because most month-to-month variations in asset levels take

place at levels that are far higher than levels that would indicate need,

incentive, or even eligibility to enter the program. For the exit

analysis, we have not included an analogous trigger event. There is no

IWe also defined more complicated trigger events Involving changes

in household status combined with other trigger events such as changes in
pre-transfer income; however, the tables based on that variant of our

approach suffered from severe sample size problems, and are not reported
here.
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intuitive behavioral explanation for increases in assets during the period

that a household is receiving food stamps that would lead to exit from the

program; increases In asset levels could only come from gifts or other

windfalls. Preliminary tabulations revealed very few participating

households with significant increases in assets.

Exhaustion of Unemployment Insurance Benefits. As was noted above,

it has been conjectured that needy households resort to applying for food

stamp benefits only after depleting other sources of funds, such as

assets. In particular, it has been suggested that the exhaustion of UI

benefits may result in the entry of many households into the Food Stamp

Program.

We have defined an unemployment insurance trigger event for the

purpose of the entry analysis as follows: a household is considered to

have experienced a trigger event if it reports the receipt of UI benefits

in one month but not the succeeding month, and has no earners in the

succeeding month. For the purpose of the exit analysis, a comparable

trigger event is defined if a household reports receipt of UI benefits in

one month but not in the preceding month.

Tabular Analysis ,

Our approach to the tabular analysis is as follows. As the

discussion above has indicated, all of the triggering events that have been

defined are based on comparisons of a some aspect of a sample household's

economic status (e.g., pre-transfer income) in two consecutive months. We

analyze each of the five types of trigger events in turn. The data on each

household are analyzed to determine whether a trigger event occurred at any

time within the sample period. For those households that did experience a

11



trigger event, the number of months until the household experienced a

transition into or out of the Food Stamp Program is ascertained. 1 If the

household did not experience a transition, the number of months that

elapsed until the household is no larger observed (either because the

household attrited or because the sample period ended) is ascertained.

Households are followed for at most six months after a trigger event to

detemine whether or not a transition occurred. This constraint was imposed

because the longer the elapsed time between a trigger event and a

transition, the less plausible it becomes to argue that there is a causal

relation between the two phemonena. (In fact, as we shall see in Chapter

III, when both trigger events and transitions are observed, they tend to be

very closely related In time.)

Tabulation of these elapsed times yields the numbers presented in

the first two columns of Table II.l, a prototype for the tables presented

t
in Chapter III. The numbers x0, x],...x 6 in the "Result" column represent

the (weighted) number of households that experience a transition

concurrently w_th the trigger event, one month later, and so forth. The

"No Result" column presents analogous counts of hous_rholds that do not

experience a transition. From these two columns of numbers we can derive

the values of three functions, using methods described in detail in

Appendix A. The first of these functions is the transition probability,

which we denote by H(m) and whose values are displayed in the "H(m)" column

of the table. This is the probability that a household will experience a

]The analysis of entrance into the program is based on data on

households that were not participating in the program at the time of the
trigger event; the analysis of exits is based on the subsample of

households that were participating.

12



TABLE II. 1

TRIGGER EVENTS: TYPE

(Households in thousands)

TriggerEvent Month Result No Result H(m) f(m) F(m)

(TypeofEvent) 0 xO yO H(O) f(0) F(0)

1 xl yl H(1) f(I) F(1)

2 x2 y2 H(2) f(2) F(2)

3 x3 y3 H(3) f(3) F(3)

4 x4 y4 H(4) f(4) F(4)

5 x5 y5 H(5) f(5) F(5)
6+ x6 y6 H(6) f(6) F(6)

Total Households T Sum x(m) Sum y(m)

.i

13



transition m months after a trigger event, given that it has not already

experienced a transition. The "f(m)' column contains the values of the

probability function, f(m). ! This is the probability that a transition

occurs exactly m months after a trigger event. Finally, the "F(m)" column

displays the values of the cumulative probability function, F(m). This is

the probability that a transition occurs within m months after a trigger

eve nt.

Multivariate Analysis

The tabular analysis described above yields many useful insights

into the phenomena in which we are interested. However, given that in many

cases several trigger events are experienced by a single household, it is

important that we be able to isolate the effects of the several trigger

events. In addition, w_ w/sh to know wbether trigger events have an effect

on entry and exit rates over and above the effect of levels of income,

which our earlier research have established as an important determinant of

turnover in the program. This requires a multivariate analysis of

transition probabilities. Specifically, the RATE model developed by Tuna

has proved to be useful in previous research on turnover in the Food Stamp

Program (Carr et al., 1983), and we employ it again here.

The RATE model relates transition rates to explanatory variables

using the following functional relationship:

in rtj t _ Sbtj k Xkt, (1)

1The difference between H(m) and f(m) is that f(m) refers to the

universe of all households, whereas H(m) refers only to households that

have not experienced a transition or attrited by m-1 months after the

trigger event. Hence, H(m) is always greater than or equal to f(m).

14





within the past three months and the second household has had such an

experience. Then the first household will have a predicted transition rate

from state i to state j given by the equation

Inrljt ,,Z1, (2)

where Z, is the shorthand for the summation on the right-hand side of

equation (1); for the second household, this rate is

Inrijt = Z2 --Z1 + b, (3)

where b is the coefficient of the trigger event variable. If the

coefficient is positive, a higher transition rate associated with the

trigger event is implied, and conversely.

16



III. EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Tabular Presentation of Trl_er Events

A set of five different trigger events are defined for the analysis

of entrance into the Food Stamp Program, and four events for program exits,

as discussed in chapter two. For each of the resulting nine types of

events a separate table has been constructed, showing how many households

are observed to experience a particular trigger event, and how many

subsequently were observed to enter or leave the Food Stamp Program. These

entrances or exits are disaggregated by the number of months intervening

between the trigger event and a "result' (i.e., entrance or exit). In

order to calculate cumulative transition probabilities, the number of

households who experience an event but do not enter or leave the program is

broken down by the number of months they are present in the sample after

experiencing a trigger event. The trans_tton rates and cumulative

transition rates shown (discussed in detail in Appendix A) are a means of

comparing various trigger events and of summarizing the observed frequen-

cies of events and results. For example, in the entrance trigger tables,

the transition rate as of 2 months after a trigger event, H(2), is the

probability that a household will enter the program in exactly 2 months

after the event, given that it has not already entered the program or left

the sample. The cumulative probability that a household w-Ill enter the

program within 2 months, F(2), is the sum of the probability that it enters

in the same month as the event, the probability that it enters in the first

month after the event, and the probability that it enters tn the second

month after the event. For many of the events considered, the transition

17



rate, H(m), is highest in the early months following an event, indicating

that when a result occurs it occurs quickly. As long as any results are

observed with longer lags (up to six months) the cumulative transition

rate, F(m), continues to rise.

Although a household may experience more than one trigger event our

analysis identifies only one event. In tabulations of a particular klnd of

event, for example, household composition change, only that type of event

will be recognized, and all other cases are classified as "no event." Some

households may contribute observations of events to more than one table

(for example, to tabulations of changes in the number of earners and to

tabulations of change in households beadship), so that the frequencies of

different trigger events may overlap to a degree and should not be

considered strictly additive.

We choose to consider each type of event separately because of the

difficulties associated with analyzing mtltiple trigger events. While we

recognize that multiple trigger events may occur, trying to consider all

possible combinations of events would quickly become unwieldy, and is

problematic given the relatively small sample available. Most of the

independent events tabulated below result in fairly small numbers of cases,

implying that further dlsaggregation of the events is not likely to provide

much additional information.

The problem of missing data is especially serious in this analysis,

since the identification of trigger events and results depends on month-to-

month comparisons of several different variables. Data are missing for at

least some months for many households in the ISDP, and only limited imputa-

18



tions have been done to correct for this problem. 1 In the present

analysis, we have allowed for single isolated months of missing data, by

assigning the previous month's value to the missing month. With longer

gaps in the data, however, we lack sufficient information to assign values,

and have elected to exclude households w_th two or more consecutive months

of missing data for variables required to identify events or results. One

result of this decision is a substantial reduction in the size of the

sample -- from about 77 million households (weighted) to about 60 million

households. A direct consequence of this is that the total number of food

stamp exits and entrances reported here is somewhat lower than estimates

presented in our earlier work using the same database.

The effective reduction in sample size is about twenty percent.

While this is a substantial reduction, it cannot reasonably be avoided

because the identification of both events and results requires consecutive

months' data on transfers, other income,, household composition, and food

stamp recipiency. Unfortunately, it is not possible to assess directly the

comparability of the excluded households to those included in the

analysis. The Incom_ distribution of such households is not known, for

example, because the reason for their exclusion is usually absent or

incomplete income information.

In restricting the analysis to the "complete" cases, we make an

implicit assumption that there is no systematic difference tn the behavior

of interest between households with complete data and those with incomplete

]Food stamp recipiency d_ta were edited extensively in the initial

preparation of the longitudinal file, in order to maximize the use of

available participation information.
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data. If, for example, households who experience trigger events are less

likely to have complete data reported in the survey, our estimates of the

relative frequency of trigger events w/il be biased downward. In the

discussion that follows, which pertains to the "complete" cases only, this

assumption should be kept in mind.

Entrance Triggers

As described in Chapter II, the events considered as possible

triggers of program entrance are as follows: "significant" declines In

pre-transfer income and associated income-eligibility changes, declines in

the number of earners present, drawing down of assets as reflected in

changes Jn asset-eligibility, exhaustion of Unemployment Insurance

benefits, and changes in family status.

The common element in these sets of events is a presumed increase

in "need," which would be expected, other things equal, to make a household

more likely to enter the Food Stamp Program. The absolute and relative

frequencies of the five different events identified vary widely, from about

l.l million nonparticipating households changing from two head to single-

head status (about 2 percent of all nonparticipants), to about 10 million

nonparticipants (19 percent) experiencing a signif_cant decrease in income

and becoming (or remaining) eligible for food stamps. The estimated

probabilities of entering the program within six months following

particular events range from about one percent for drawing down assets to

about 10 percent for reductions income from already low levels.

Pretransfer income. The income event hypothesized as a likely

trigger for food stamp participation was specified as a significant

decrease in income in the range relevant to eligibility for food stamps.
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Because decreases in earnings or other non-transfer income may be

simultaneous with increases in transfer income, we use pre-transfer income

as the basis for identifying this event. Specifically, a reduction in the

poverty ratio (pretransfer income divided by the poverty line) of more than

50 percentage points is considered a significant decrease in _ncome. To

differentiate between such events experienced by households near the

poverty line and those still well above poverty despite a reduction in

income, the trigger event is defined with respect to food stamp eligibility

as well as income change. Thus, the trigger events considered are a

significant decrease in income associated with becom/n_ eligible for food

stamps, and a significant decrease associated with remainin_ eligible for

food stamps. Significant declines in income among households remaining

ineligible are included for completeness but this event is not expected to

be a true trigger for food stamp participation. Households experiencing

r

this event may, however, experience further declines in income later on,

becoming eligible for and participating in the Food Stamp Program.

One feature of the sample used for this study is a surprising

degree of volatility in monthly income. Although hQ_seholds with two or

more sequential months with missing income data have been excluded from the

analysis of trigger events, most of the remaining nonparticipant households

are observed to experience significant changes in pretransfer income as

defined above. As Table III.1 shows, more than three-quarters of the

sample of nonparticipants experienced this income event. Inspection of

individual sample records shows that large, frequent changes in total

income are not unusual, with amounts going to zero for some months, as well

as positive income amounts changing by hundreds of dollars. It is the
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Table ]1].1

ENTRANCE TRIGGERS: PRETRANBFER INCOME
( Ho_se_,s. 1 _ S In t_c, usanOs _

Trigger Ever, t Month Entr No Er,tr H(m> f(m> Ffm)

No event · 7G 11,993 .8063 0063 0063
1 0 · 0000 0000 0063

2 0 0 0000 0000 0063
3 0 · 0000 000_ 00£_

0 · 0000 0000 006i

5 0 0 0000 0000 0¢_E_

6' 0 0 0000 0000 0063

Total r,onoart ici par,t s

_i_n r,oevent 12,069 76 11,993

Percer_t of al 1
nc,n_ar_ lclpant s 23. 3%

Decrease in 0 119 216 .0149 .0149 .01_9

pretrar,sfer income; 1 11 131 .0014 .0014 .0164

newly-eligible 2 1 303 .0001 .0001 .0165
3 19 329 .0026 .0026 .0191
4 110 _56 .0161 .0158 .0549

5 14 1,078 .0022 .0022 .0370

6- 1 5,178 .0002 .0002 .0372
Total nor_paMt lclpants

w_t_ even_ 7,966 275 7,691

Percent of ali

nonparticipants 15.4%

Decrease in 0 93 , 44 .0481 .0481 .0481

pretrar,sfer income; 1 48 18 .0267 .0254 .0736

s_lll eligible 2 37 83 .0214 .0198 .0934
2 3 215 .0019 .0017 .0951

1 55 .0007 .0007 .0957
5 _ 68 .0030 .0027 .0984

6* 0 1,_64 .0000 .0000 .0984
Total nonpar_ icl pant s

with event 1, 933 186 1,747 .-

Percent of ail

nonpa_'ticlpant s 3. 7%

( C,:,r,_ I r, uea )

22



Table z zi. 1 (Cor*t lr_ueO)

L,,_,_i.'_ T_'JE_b: P_E] r-ANSWeR iNCOME

_,:,usen,:,,_c_ c_ ir, tbousar, os)

..........................................................................

TrigGer E..er_t Month Er_tt' No Er_tr H(In) f(rn) _r_)

Decrease :r_ 0 81 ,09 .0025 0025 .0025

pretrans*er ir_c:_e; 1 _:'= 1,044 .0008 0008 .003_

lr_e_lgi_e 2 39 687 .OO13 LaOl_ .0046
s 35 s, i 1--. . Oei _:' o_ 1i' . oesa
* 58 5_7 .0021 002i .007'3

5 27 1,634 .0010 0010 .0089

6+ _8 25,075 .0011 0011 .0100
Total nor,Dart 1c 1gant s

wlt_ event 31,80Z 293 31,509

Percent c,f all

nor,Dart 1c lQar,t s 61. _%

Total

Nc,npart lc 1 pant s 51, 837

Source: Calculatea Dy Matl_ematlca Policy Research, Inc.,
(rom 1979 ISDP Panel. (See ApDenaix A fop Oetallm. )

H(m_- Transltlor, rate as of m months after a triggering event

f(m): ProDaDll:ty of transitior, after exactly m months
F_m) : Cumulative pronaoillty of tr-ansltlo_ within m months
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opinion of the authors that the largely-unedited monthly income amounts on

the ISDP still pose significant problems for analysis. It seems likely

that some subset of the households w/th apparent large income changes have

in fact more stable incomes with a variety of data reporting inconsisten-

cies. In addition, households whose income really does fluctuate widely

from month to month may be expected to adjust to this in various ways if

these changes are expected. Thus a large drop in income in a given month

may not in fact be an "event" as considered here. It is impossible, of

course, to distinguish between anticipated and unanticipated income

fluctuations, from the sample data.

The income events as defined above do, however, appear to increase

the probability of entering the Food Stamp Program. While less than one

percent of the households who did not experience a significant drop in

income enter the program, about four percent of those households who do

experience a decline In income, and as a,consequence become eligible, enter

the program within six months of that event. About half enter the program

in the first two months. A smaller number of households who are already

eligible (but not parttcipat_ng) experience signific_t decreases in

income. While this is necessarily a more rare event (to be subject to this

event, a household would have to have income above half the poverty line

and below the food stamp income screen), It ls associated w_lth a higher

estimated probability of entering the program. About ten percent of the

households with this event enter the Food Stamp Program within six months,

with half of them doing so immediately and nearly all of the entrances

occuring within three months of the income drop. This is consistent with
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the expectation that already poor households will be more likely to begin

receiving food stamps if their income falls even further.

Among households whose Income remains above the food stamp

eligibility cutoff despite a significant decrease, the probability of

entering the program within slx months ls only one percent, and the

distribution of entrances is fairly uniform across months. While these

households are by definition not eliglbile for food stamp immediately

following the income decrease, they may experience further decreases in

income after the initial event and become eligible at that time. The small

number of households entering in month zero are apparent ineligible

]
participants, but may in fact have been eligible for food stamps.

Number of Earners. Over 30 percent of nonparticipant households

experienced a decline in the number of earners, indicating Job loss, other

job leaving or the departure of an earner from the household. As Table

III.2 shows, most of these events involved households with multlple

earners, while about seven percent of all nonparticipants lost their only

earnings. Among single earner households, job leaving (or departure of the

earner) is estimated to result in food stamp entranc.e within slx months

with a probability of nine percent, with the entrance probability highest

&

in the first two months. Among multiple-earner households the probability

of entering the Food Stamp Program within six months after losing one

source of earnings is about four percent, and the lag distribution is more

uniform with only about a fifth of these households entering the program in

1As detailed in Carr et al. 1984, the eligibility simulation

involves a number of simplifying assumptions and imputations (of deduc-
tions, for example) that may be expected to result in some misidentlflca-

tion of eligibility status.
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Table III.2

ENTRANCE TRIGGERS: NUMBER OF EARNERS
(Households in thousands)

Trigger Event Month Entr No Entr H(m) f(m) F(m>

No event 0 55 35,679 .0015 .0015 .0015
1 · 0 .0000 .0000 .0015
2 0 0 .0000 .0000 .0015
3 · · .0000 .0000 .0015
4 · · .0000 .0000 .0015
5 0 · .0000 .0000 .0015
6+ · · ._000 .0000 .0015

Total nonparticipants
with no event 35,734 55 35,679

Percent of all

nonparticipants 67.8%

Decline in · 198 214 .0552 .8552 .0552
number of earners 1 74 179 .0233 .0220 .0772
(no_ 0) 2 34 200 .0116 .0107 .0880

3 3 408 .8011 .0010 .0690
4 1 237 .0004 .0004 .0894
5 4 289 .0020 .0018 .0912
6+ 2 1,744 .Nll .0010 .0922

Total nonQarticipants
with event 3,587 316 3,271

Pepcent of all

nonparticipants 6.8%

Decline in 0 95 _ 758 .8071 ._071 .8071
number of earners I 91 ' 707 .0873 .0072 .0143

(now > 0) 2 184 1,048 .0157 .0155 .0298
3 43 1,237 .0041 .0040 .0338
4 53 926 ._58 .0056 .0393
5 26 1,374 .0032 .0030 .0424
6+ · 6,8_6 ._00 ._000 .0424

Total nonparticipants
with event 13,368 492 1_,876

Percent of all

nonparticipants 25.4_
&

Total

Nonparticipants 52,689

Source: Calculatea by Mathematica Policy Reseapch, Inc.,
from 1979 ISDP Panel. (See Ap_r_ix A for detazlu.)

H(m): Transition rate as of m months after a tpiogering event
f(m): Probability of transition after exactly m months

F(m): Cumulative probaDility of transition within m months
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the first month. 1 Based on this evidence, the probability of entering the

Food Stamp Program when only one of the earners loses a Job (or leaves the

household) is about half the probability of entering when the sole earner

loses a job or leaves. These households may be a subset of those with

income declines Identified in the previous table and, as in the case of the

pretransfer income event, the "zero-earners" event seems to operate

immediately or with a short lag. Over half of households who enter the

program within six months of losing the sole source of earnings do so in

the first month.

Asset Ell_ibilitv. Assets may represent resources on which

households can draw in periods of financial need. If a household has

accumulated savings, for instance, it may draw on them initially when

income is interrupted. When such savings are depleted or exhausted the

pressure to find other resources -- such as public assistance -- is

presumably heightened. Furthermore, eligibility for the Food Stamp Program

(as well as for other assistance programs) requires that asset holdings not

exceed a maximum amount ($1750, or $3000 for elderly households, for the

Food Stamp Program in 1979), reflecting a consensus that such use of assets

is an appropriate response to reduced economic circumstances.

While drawing down assets in this context may be expected to

precede food stamp entry income cases, this is different from the other

triggering events considered because It presumably was itself "triggered"

1As explained elsewhere, only one trigger event is recognized for

each household. Some of the multiple earner households who are observed to

lose part of their earnings may _ater lose all Jobs or earners, and that
later event may operate as an entrance trigger. We cannot identify them in
these tables.
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by some other event, such as job loss, for example. However, such complete

sequences of events would be expected to be fairly rare in a 12-month

analysis period, even if our analytic framework recognized multiple events.

Analysis of asset reduction is of interest tn itself, as well as in the

sense in which such reductions represent continued or combined events.

In defining this event, we use asset-eligibility status changes to

identify asset reductions in the relevant range. While the data include

large changes in asset values for many households, we are interested in

changes in the range relevant to food stamp participation decisions.

Over twenty percent of nonparticipant households are observed to

become asset-eligible 1 during 1979. (It should be noted that these

households may or may not be income-eligible for the Food Stamp Program.)

Of these, the probability of entering the Food Stamp Program within six

months is estimated at about one percent (Table III.3). Although there is

some evidence of households' drawing dow_ assets, it does not seem to be a

strong trigger event as here defined. Moreover, the number of cases of

households entering the program after becoming asset-eligible is too small

to support definite conclusions about the timing of participation

(unwetghted n - 9).

&

Changes in asset-eligibility status, in particular draw/ng down

assets, are observed fairly frequently and are in addition a natural

adjunct to changes in income-eligibility status as trigger events expected

to precede changes in food stamp participation status. Based on the

tabular analysis, the asset event is not a strong predictor of program

]Refer to Appendix B for' specifications for this event. A complete

discussion of the food stamp eligibility is included in Cart et al. (1984).
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Table III.5

EmTRA'_CE TRIGGER_: ASS_;S
(Mousen,:,ids in _nousan_s:

Trigger Event month Er,tr No Entr H(r,l) f(m> F(r,i_

N:. ever_t 0 127 41,732 .0030 0030 .003_
1 127 0 1.0000 9970 1.000V,
2 0 0 .0_00 000_ 1.000_
3 0 0 .0000 000_ 1.000_
4 0 0 .0000 0000 1.000_

5 0 0 .0000 0000 1.000_

6* 0 0 .0000 0000 1.000_
Total r,cr,Dartlc_ants

with r.:, event _1,986 25_ 41,732

Percerrt c,f all

nor,Dartlc2oants 79.9%

Becorne Asset- 0 79 1,097 .0075 .0075 .0075
Eligible 1 I 1,277 .0001 .0001 .0076

2 1 441 .0001 .000i .0077
3 1 410 .0001 .0001 .0078

1 287 .0001 .0001 .00_0

5 10 1,930 .0014 .0014 .0094

6+ 13 5,021 .0026 .002_ .0119
Total rBC,noartlclDarmts

w2tn ever, t 10,569 106 10,463

Percent of all

nor,participants 20.1%

Total

Nor,part lcipants 52,555

Source: CalculateC Dy Mathe_,_at ica Poi icy _esearc_, Inc. ,

from 1979 ISDP Par,el. (See Apper_lx A for aetails.)

H(rn) : Trar,slticr_ rate as of m mot,tbs after a triggering ever, t

f_rn) : ProDaOlllty of transltlor, after exactly m months
F(r,_>: Cumulative proDablllty of transitior_ withir, m months
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entrance. While we have included it here for completeness we have omitted

from the multivariate analysis below.

Unemployment Insurance Exhaustees. Unemployment Insurance benefits

have a fixed duration. Even when a job loser is covered by UI, benefits

are paid until a job is found or the payment period ends, whichever comes

first. Some households may, of course, receive UI and food stamps concur-

rently. Others, it is hypothesized, w-Ill receive UI initially and if

benefits are exhausted before another Job is found, turn to the Food Stamp

Program and other assistance programs at that time. An estimated six per-

cent of nonparticipants ended unemployment insurance without gaining a job

in 1979. We assume that these cases represent either exhaustion of UI

benefits (because unemployment lasted longer than the maximum period for

which benefits are paid) or ending of benefits for some other reason (such

as a ruling that the recipient is not entitled to benefits). Given such an

P

event and given that a household is not already receiving food stamps, the

probability that it w-ill begin receiving food stamps within six months is

about four percent (Table III.4). There is no marked skewing of the timing

of food stamp entry toward early months, although the number of cases

available for analysis is too small to support strong statements about the

households who enter within six months after UI exhaustion (unweighted

n - 15).

Family Status. A change in a household's economic circumstances

may result from changes in individual members' needs, through job status

changes for example, or as a result of changes in household composition.

In particular, if one of two household heads leaves the household (as in

the case of separation or divorce) the economic circumstances of the
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TaDie iii. 4

Ld_]R_I_C_ Tr<;GGrZ.r_5: LINEmPcwT_IENT II,,SURANCE
(rlouse,_,:,lr_s 1Fi tr, ousanns/

...............................................

Tri:::er -vent m,i,ntn JF,tr N,:, Entr HIr,1) fire, :(rn.'
.......................................................

3 L_ 0 0000 L__a_ _ 0_c
,_ 0 0000 0000 _3J,

5 _, 0 0000 000_ 0__ - v'
E+ 0 0 0000 0000 002.0

wltr, _,,:,ever, t _9, _9 1.6 _9, 093

_ercer, t c,f aii

nwF.,_a_,'t:Clpar, t s 9',.3%

Er,c ,dI _ltnc, ut · 37 132. .0124 .Ol&* .0124

a J,:: I 2.6 2.09 .0092 .009i .02i5
2 0 177 .0000 .0000 .0215

3 13 424 .0054 .005.7 .026_

19 199 .0097 .009_ .0362
5 ,:' 319 .0011 .0011 .0373

6+ 0 I, 42.7 . 0000 . 0000 . 0373
Tc, tal r,,:,r, oart IclDar,t
w_th event 2_ 98_ 97 *_,_87

Percent of ai 1

r,or,nart:cipar_ts 5. 7%

t,:,ta !

N,:,r,_rt iclpar, ts 5--,.-_R '

S3ur--ce---Ca_cu_atea l_v Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,

from i979 ._SDP Panel. <See Apper,_lx A for _etal!s. >

M_,_: _ar, eitlor, rate as c,t m months after a t_'lggerlng event
f/rn): P_oDaoilltY c,f trar, sltlor, after exactly m months

F_[,1): Cufn,Jlative _r'¢,Danility Of transition within m toonths
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remaining household members will often be altered, especially if the

primary earner leaves the household.

We define an entrance trigger event to be a change in household

headship from two heads to a single head (changes from one to two heads are

reported as weiI, but are of less interest in the context of program

entrance.) A small proportion of the households analyzed were observed to

experience a change in family status, as defined here, durlng the 1979

sample period. Slightly less than four percent had a change either from

single head to two heads (marriage) or from two heads to one (divorce or

separation), and the number of "marriages" approximately equalled the

number of separations. As might be expected, when a household changes from

a single head to a couple it does not seem to be associated with food s_amp

entry. Given a household split, however, the observed proportion of

households entering the program within six months is about five percent

P

(Table III.5). While the timing of entrance following such an event Is

slightly skewed toward the initial months tn the sample, the number of

cases of households entering the program following this event is extremely

small(unweightedn - 8). ..

Su---_ry of Entrance Events. A comparison of the five alternative

trigger events considered for program entry may be based on the associated

estimated probabilities of entry w_thin six months. On thls basis, a large

decrease in pretransfer income from an already-low level and loss of all

earnings seem to have the strongest effects, with 9.8 and 9.2 percent

probabilities, respectively, of entrance withtn six months. Both of these

events are associated with about a five percent probability of entrance

into the program in the same month as the event. To put this number into
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Table III.5

ENTRANCE TRIGGERS: FAMILY STATUS
(Households in thousands)

TriggerEvent Month Entr No Entr H(m) f(m) F(m)

No event · 135 50,183 .0027 .002? .002?
-- I · · .OOO0 .0000 .0027

2 · · .0000 ._O00 .0027
B · 0 .0000 .0000 .0027

- 4 · 0 .0000 .0000 .0027
5 0 · .8000 .0000 .0027
6* · 8 .0000 .0000 .0027

Total nonDarticlpants
mlth no event 50,318 135 50,183

Percent of all

nonDarticipants 96.1%

1Head:£ Hea0s · 7 2_ .0077 .0077 .0077
1 8 162 .0000 .8000 .0077
2 0 50 .0000 .0000 .0077
3 · 37 .0000 .8000 .0077
4 · 46 ._00 .0_00 .0077
5 · 77 .8000 .0000 .0877
6* 1 500 .00_0 .0020 .0097

Total nonparticipants
with event 904 8 096

Percent of all

. nonparticipants 1.7%

2 Heads: 1 Head 0 12 91 .8187 .8107 .8107
I I _ 79 .8010 .0010 .8117
2 16 ' 115 .0192 .0189 .0306
3 · 119 .0OOO .0000 .0306
4 · 151 .8000 .8000 .0306
5 10 86 .0187 .0181 .048?
6* · 440 .1_O0 .8000 ._487

Total nonparticipants
wxth event 1,122 41 1,081

..

Percent of all

nonparticipants 2.1%

Total ·

Nonparticipants 52,344

Source: Calculate_ by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
from 1979 ISDP Panel. (See Appendix A for _etails.)

H(m): Transition rate as of m months after a triggering event
f(m>: ProDaDlllty of transition after exactly m months
F(m): Cumulative pPoDaDllity of transition within m months
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perspective, it should be noted that our earlier research (Carr et al.,

1984) showed that a randomly selected household from the nonparticipant

population had about a one half percent probability of entering the Food

Stamp Program in any given month. Drawing down assets seems to have the

weakest effect, with only about a one percent chance of program entry

within six months, while declines in pretransfer income resulting in

eligibility for food stamps, partial loss of earnings, UI exhaustion, and

household splitting all are associated w-ich probabilities of entry within

six months of roughly four to five percent. Household splitting is

identified as an event the least frequently of all events, while declines

in earnings and in pretransfer income are identified most often.

Exit Triggers

We hypothesize that households leave the Food Stamp Program when

their economic circumstances improve. _his may come about because of

finding a job, receiving other transfer income, adding a person _rlth income

to the households, or perhaps other reasons. As discussed in Chapter II,

the events considered as possible triggers of exit from the Food Stamp

.

Program are as follows: increases in pretransfer income (w_th and without

eligibility), increases in the number of earners, _eginning to receive

Unemployment Insurance, and changes in family status. All of these events

are chosen to represent changes in circumstances which may result in a

participating household leaving the Food Stamp Program. In general there

are fewer of these exit events observed than were entrance triggers

discussed in the previous section, simply because the population of

interest is food stamp recipients, a smaller group than nonrecipients.
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TaOle III.6

EXIT TRIGGERS: PRETRANSFER INCOME
(Households in t_oulanas)

TrlQger Event Month Exit No Exit H(m) f(m) F(m)

No event · 28 2,188 .0126 .0126 .0126
1 · · .0000 .0000 .0126
2 · · .0000 .0000 .0126
3 · · .0000 .0000 .0126

0 · .0000 .0000 .0126
5 · · .0000 .0000 .0126
67 · · .8000 ._000 .0126

Total particiDants
Nlth no event 2,216 28 2,188

Percent of all

particlDants 61.9%

Increasein · 219 33 .2664 .2664 .2664

pretransfer income; 1 220 18 .4825 .2968 .56_4
newly-ineligible 2 00 27 .2484 .1087 .6711

2 54 2 .251_ .0826 .7527
4 15 12 .09_3 .0232 .7770
5 · 23 .0000 .0000 .7770
67 17 92 .1560 .03½8 .8118

Total DartlclDants
. wit_ event 822 615 207

Pepcent of all

· participants 23.0%

Increase in · 78 15 .2516 .2516 .2516

I 29 _ 3 .1797 .1245 .2861ppet ransfer income;
still ineligible 2 · · .0000 .8000 .3861

2 7 16 .0400 .02½6 .4107
4 · 24 .8000 .0000 .4107

5 · 24 .0000 .8000 ..4107
67 · 184 _m000 ._00 .½107

Total participants
_ithevent 310 124 106

Percent of all

participants 8.7%

(Continued) ·9

]6



TaBle III.6 (ContlnueU)

EXIT TRIGGERS: PRETRANSFER INCOME
(HouseholUs in thousands)

Trigger Event Month Exit No Exit H(m) f(m) F(m)

Increase in · 141 186 .2601 .2601 .2601

oretrar_sfer income; I 11 I ._373 .8276 ._877
eligible 2 63 1 .2226 .1586 .4463

3 7 3 .8320 .0177 ._640
4 1 17 .0048 .0026 .4666
5 97 35 .5079 .2709 .7375

6+ 12 47 .2034 .0534 .7909

Total participants
with event 542 332 210

Percent of all

participants 15.1%

Total

participants 3,580

Source: Calculate_ by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
from 1979 ISDP Panel. (See Appendix A for details.)

H(m): Transition rate as of m months after a tpiggerin§ event

f(m>: PpoDaDlllty of transition after exactly m months
F(m): Cumulative ppobaDlllty of transition Nithin m months
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While the variability in monthly income on the ISDP may be over-

stated due to uncorrected data problems, the incidence of income events for

participants is not inconsistent with other evidence. In an earlier paper

(Carr, et. al. 1984) the probability that a participant household will

leave the program within a year is estimated at over fifty percent. Thus

even this apparently high incidence of income events leaves a substantial

portion of exits unexplained.

Earners. About 40 percent of participants are estimated to add an

earner (at least temporarily) in 1979, and about 25 percent had no earner

present prior to that change. The effect of these events on exit rates is

strong. The probability of a household leaving the Food Stamp Program

within six months of beginning to receive some earnings is 58 percent, and

aobut half of these households leave in the same month (Table III.7). For

the smaller group of households adding an earner (who already had one or

more) the probability of exit is even higher (68 percent), but the lag

distribution appears more uniform, with less than half leaving in the first

two months. These high rates of exit are not surprising, since with

multiple earners the probability of being eligible for food stamps is

reduc ed.

Unemployment Insurance. Receipt of Unemployment Insurance benefits

following unemployment may be delayed for a variety of reasons. A substan-

tial number of unemployed persons postpone filing for benefits, and

benefits may be delayed under certain circumstances even when filing is

prompt. For example, persons who quit a Job, while they may be able to

receive benefits eventually, typically undergo a waiting period of several

weeks before receiving UI. Some households may participate in the Food
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Table III.?

EXIT TRIGGERS: NUMBER OF EARNERS
(Households in thousands)

Trigger Event Month Exit No Exit H(m) f(m) F(m)

No ever,t · 36 2,268 .0156 .0156 .015£
1 · · .0000 .0000 .0156
2 0 · .0000 .0000 .0158
3 0 · .0000 .0000 .0156
4 · · .0000 .0000 .0158
5 0 · .8080 .8800 .8156
6+ · · .8888 .8880 .8156

Total oartlclpants
with no event 2,384 36 2,268

Percent of all

participants 58.8%

Increasein · 243 19 .2477 .2477 .2477
number of earners 1 193 54 .2684 .2019 .4496
(from 0) 2 23 11 .8487 .0268 .4765

3 16 41 .8411 .0215 .4980
18 67 .0264 .0132 .5112

5 16 89 .8538 .8259 .5371
6+ 28 177 .1815 .8478 .5841

Total participants
mlth event 981 523 458

Percent of all

participants 25.0%

Increase in 8 51 ' 2 .8803 .8803 .0803
number of earners I 109 · .1873 .1722 .2526
(from) 8) 2 78 7 .1649 .1233 .3758

3 tl 46 .0541 .8338 .4896
4 46 13 .1433 ._846 .4942
5 94 19 .3588 .1815 .6757
6+ I 146 .N67 ._2 .6778

Total participants
Nlth event 635 400 e35 *

Percent of all

participants 16. L:_i ·

Total

participants 3,928

Source: Calculated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
from 1979 ISDP Panel. (See Appendix A for details.)

H(m): Tpansition rate as of m months after a trigoering event
f(m): Probablllty of tpansltion altec exactly m months
F(m): Cumulative probability of transition _lthin m months
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Stamp Program during this waiting period, and for such households,

beginning to receive UI can be a trigger event for exit from the program.

This appears to be a relatively rare event, occurtng for an estimated 11

percent of participants in 1979. For those participating households who do

begin receiving UI, the probability of leaving the Food Stamp Program

within six months is very high--nearly 80 percent--and about half leave in

the same month as beginning UI (Table III.8).

Family Status. A change in household status from a single head to

two heads has been hypothesized as an important event triggering exits from

the Food Stamp Program. In a study of transitions in the AFDC program

(Bane and Ellwood, 1983) such events were found to be very important exit

triggers for AFDC. Changes in household headship appear to be relatively

rare events among food stamp recipients, although occurtng somewhat more

frequently than among nonparticipants. About three percent of participants
P

became two-head households in 1979. For' this small group, the estimated

probability of program exit within six months for these households is

estimated at about 70 percent (Table III.9). 1

Summar_ of Exit Events. Both increasing pretransfer income and

gaining an earner seem to be important exit trigger events in the context

of the Food Stamp Program. Close to half of the participants analyzed

experience such events and for those that do the probability of leaving the

Food Stamp Program quickly is high. Although beginning to receive UI and

becoming a couple appear to operate as exit triggers, these events

1This should be tnterprezed with caution due to the very small

number of cases (unweighted n = 10) participating and changing from single
head to two heads in 1979.
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Table III.8

EXIT TRIGGERS: UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
(Households In thousands)

Trigger Event Month Exit No Exit H(m) f(m) F(m)

No event 0 92 3,183 .0281 .0281 0281
1 · · .0000 .0000 8281
2 · 0 .0800 .0000 0281
3 0 · .0800 .0080 0281
4 · 8 .O800 .O000 0281
5 · · .0000 .0000 0281
6+ · · .0800 .0000 0281

Total participants
wlth no event 3,275 92 3,183

Percent of all

participants 89.3%

Begin UI 0 138 17 .3503 .3503 .3503
I 90 I .3766 .2447 .5949
2 49 35 .3311 .1341 .7290
3 12 1 .1875 ._508 .7798
4 · · .8000 ._O00 .7798
5 · 23 .0800 .0000 .7798
6+ · 28 .OOOO .OOOO .7798

Total Dartlclpants
with event 394 289 185

Pepcent of all

part_cipants 18.7_

Total

participants 3,669

Soupce: Calculated by Mathematica Policy Reseapch, Inc.,
fpom 1979 ISDP Panel. (See AppendiK A foe _etalls.)

H(m): Transition cate as of m months aftep a tpiggeping event
f(m): Probability of tpansition aftep exactly m mont#s
F(m): Cumulative ppobabllity of tpansitlon within m months
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TaDle III.9

EXIT TRIGGERS: FAMILY STATUS
(Households in t_ousands)

Trigger Event Month Exit No Exit H(m> f(m) F(m)

No event · 103 3,298 .8303 .0303 .0303
1 · · .0000 .8000 .0303
2 · · .BO00 .0000 .0303
3 · 0 .8000 .8000 .0303
4 · · .0000 ._00 .O303
5 0 0 .0000 .8000 .0303
6+ · · .0000 .0000 .0303

Total participants
with no event 3,401 103 3,298

Percent of all

partlcioan_s 96.3%

1 Head:2Heads · 58 · .5524 .5524 .5524
1 15 · .3191 .1429 .6952
2 · 30 .8000 .8000 .6952
3 · 2 .0000 ._000 .6952
4 · · .OOO0 .0000 .6952
5 · 0 .0000 .0000 .6952
6+ · · .0000 .0000 .6952

Total participants
_lth event 105 73 32

_epcent of all

participants 3.0%

2 Heads: I Head · 2 ' I ._833 .0833 .0833
1 · ' 3 .0000 .0000 ,0833
2 · 0 .0000 .0000 ,8833
3 · · .8000 .8000 .8833
4 · · .0000 .0000 .0833
5 · 6 .8000 .0000 .0833
6* · 12 ._OO .OOOO .0833

Total participants
wzt_ event 24 2 _-_

Percent of all

participants .7%
&

Total

participants 3,530

Source: Calculated by Mat_ematica Policy Reseapch, Inc.,
from 1979 ISDP Panel. {See Appendix A fop details.)

H(m): Transition pate as of m months after a tpZggering event
f(m): PpobaDllity of transition after exactly m months
F(m_: Cumulative probability of transition within m months
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apparently occur Infrequently in the sample, with the result that the

number of cases available for analysis is extremely small. For this small

sample, however, the associated estimated exit rates are high.

Most of the events hypothesized as exit triggers are associated

with probabilit_es of exit within six months of 70 to 80 percent. The

probability of exit in the same month is about 25 percent for households

gaining a first earner and for those becoming _neligible due to increased

_ncome. This same-month probability is 35 percent for households starting

UI, and 55 percent for those changing from single to couple status. This

compares with our earlier finding (Cart et al. 1984) that a randomly

selected household from the participant population has only about a seven

percent chance of leaving the Food Stamp Program in any given month.

Multfvar_ate Analysis of Trigger Events

The multivariate analysis, using maximum likelihood estimation of
l

rates of program entry and exit, provides estimates of the independent

effects of explanatory variables, as well as quantifying these effects and

assessing their significance. These estimates confirm and extend the

descriptive analysis presented above, and provide several interesting

findings:

o Household pre-transfer income levels (as distinguished

from 'events") affect entry and exit rates, and in the

expected direct/on. That is to say, households with high

pre-transfer income tend to have both lower entry proba-

bilities and higher exit probabilities than other house-
holds, all other things equal.

o Furthermore, the occurrence of a trigger event, as we

have defined It here, has a measurable and usually sig-

nificant effect on entry and exit probabilities, even
when other factors are controlled. The probability of

entry into the Food Stamp Program ts increased by the
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occurance of a drop in pretransfer income, while the

probability of exit is increased with increases in
pretransfer income.

o Single-head households, households whose head has a low

level of formal education, nonwhite households, and

households wlth children and/or elderly or disabled

members have a higher probability of entering the program

in any given month, as well as a lower probability of

leaving the program, all other things equal.

The results of estimating the RATE model are presented in Tables

III.10 (entry) and III.Il (exit). 1 The results of estimating the basic

model are shown in the first columns of each table. The models shown in

the second column of Tables III.10 and III.Il, respectively, include a the

asset level variable as well.

In the entry models, both the level of pretransfer income and the

income trigger (a drop in pretransfer income) have positive significant

coefficients, and the effect of the level of pretransfer income is statis-

tically significant. In the exit models' (Table III.11) both the level of

pretransfer income and the income trigger (an increase in income) have a

significant impact on exit probabilities whether included together or not.

The level of assets does not have the expected effect on transition proba-

bilities; hence, we focus on the results presented in the first column. 2

IBecause certain types of trigger events (such as household status

changes) are relatively rare, severe econometric problems would result from

including dummy variables representing these events in our model. Hence,

we have chosen to focus on income and asset level changes. Similarly,

econometric problems would be caused by adding explanatory variables, such

as a variable representing a change in the number of earners, that is

highly correlated with another variable, such as the variable measuring a

change in pre-transfer income.

2Table B.2 and B.3 present the results of several alternative

specifications, which yield results that are quite similar to those of the
basic model.
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TABLE III. 10

ESTIMATED MODEL OF ENTRY

INTO THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Independentvariable Model 1 Model 2

Constant -4.592 -6.377

Highest grade completed -.008 (-2.91)** -.008 (-2.59)**
White head of household -1.400 (-10.46)** -1.248 (-9.31)**

One-headhousehold .871 (5.85)** .759 (5.09)**

Elderly/disabled person .298 (1.98)** .269 (1.78)*
Presenceof children .808 (5.14)** .787 (5.00)**

Pre-transferincome -.308 (-15.04)** -.331 (-13.95)**

Pre-transfer income trigger .175 (1.00) .066 (0.36)
Assets 1.985 (5.44)**

Numberof observations 5,295 5,295

×2 366.74 422.04

Source: Calculated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. from 1979 ISDP Panel.

Note: Asymptotic t statistics are in parentheses.

*Significant at .05 level (one-tailed test).

**Significant at .01 level (one-tailed test). ,
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TABLE III.11

ESTIMATED MODEL OF EXIT

FROM THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Independentvariable Model 1 Model 2

Constant -3.649 -3.386

Highest grade completed -.073 (2.55)** .074 (-2.59)**
White head of household -.309 (-1.84)* .301 (1.78)*

One-headhousehold -.510 (-2.71)** -.501 (-2.64)**

Elderly/disabled person -.752 (3.28)** -.746 (-3.25)**
Presenceof children -.383 (-1.71)* -.384 (-1.71)*

Pre-transferincome .272 (5.62)* .271 (5.56)**

Pre-transfer income trigger 1.202 (5.55)** 1.200 (5.54)**
Assets -.283 (-0.55)

Numberof observations 625 625

12 159.22 159.49

Source: Calculated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. from 1979 ISDP Panel.

Note: Asymptotic t statistics are in parentheses.

*Significant at .05 level (one-tailed test).

**Significant at .01 level (one-tailed test). ,
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Given the complex functional specification of the RATE model and

the resulting difficulty in interpreting the coefficients, we have calcu-

lated predicted entry and exit probabilities for a number of hypothetical

l
households in order to illustrate the effects of explanatory variables.

We have defined a "baseline" household that is white, has two heads, no

children or elderly or disabled persons, whose head is a high school

graduate, and whose pre-transfer income is double the poverty threshold.

We further assume that this houehold has not experienced any trigger event

in the past three months.

We have calculated monthly entry and exit probabilities for such a

household, as well as for hypothetical households that are just like the

2
baseline household with respect to all explanatory variables except one.

The difference between the entry and exit probabilities for these house-

holds and the baseline household thus reflects the effect of the explana-

tory variable _n question. Specifically', the following cases were

sfmula ted:

o A head with an eighth-grade education

o A nonwhitehousehold

o A household with one head

o A household with an elderly or disabled person present

o A household with children

1See Carr et al. (1984, Appendix C) for the details of how these

probabilities were calculated.

2These probabilities are conceptually analogous to the transition

rates labeled H(m) in Tables III.l through III.9 above.
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o A household with pre-transfer income equal to the poverty
threshold

o A household with pre-transfer income that bas dropped to

the poverty line within the past three months (i.e., an
entry trigger event has occurred)

o A household with pre-transfer income that has risen to

twice the poverty threshold within the past three months
(i.e., an exit trigger event has occurred)

It is instructive to trace the predictions of the model as they

apply to hypothetical households that experience specified income and asset

changes. First, consider a "baseline" nonparticipant household. As shown

in Table III.12, the probability of entering the Food Stamp Program in any

given month is 0.11 percent. 1 After its pre-transfer income drops to the

poverty line, the predicted entry probability doubles to 0.I6 percent for

the first three months, as the trigger event dummy variable takes a value

of one. Thereafter, the entry probability remains at about 0.16 percent.

A hypothetical participant household whose income is at the poverty

line and is otherwise Just like a baseline household will have a probabili-

ty of 10.53 percent of leaving the program in any given month. If its

income increases to twice the poverty level, its exit probability jumps

dramatically, to 38.47 percent, for the first three months, and then drops
&

back down to 13.59 percent thereafter.

To summarize, changes in pre-transfer income levels have their

effect on transition rates (both entry and exit probabilities) within a

relatively short time frame (three months or less) after the change takes

lThe predicted entry probabilities in the first column of Table

III.12 are extremely low because household is defined in such a way as to

make the entry rate quite low (a'two-head household without children,
etc.). For the sample as a whole, the average entry rate is 0.48 percent.
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TABLE III. 12

PREDICTED ENTRY AND EXIT PROBABILITIES

FOR HYPOTHETICAL HOUSEHOLDS

Entry Exit

probability probability

"Baseline"household 0.027% 18.92%

Headcompleted8thgrade 0.02 14.38
Nonwhite 0.07 14.39

One-headhousehold 0.05 11.97

Childrenpresent 0.03 9.98

Elderly/disabled person present 0.05 9.50

Low pre-transfer income 0.03 14.78

Incometriggerevent(entry) 0.04

Income trigger event (exit) -- 50.01

Asset-eligiblehousehold 0.16 13.39

Assettriggerevent(entry) 0.04

Assettriggerevent(exit) -- 13.89

Source: Calculated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. from the 1979 ISDP
Panel.
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place. This finding is consistent with the patterns shown in Tables III.1

(for entry) and III.3 (for exit).

The impact of changes in the control variables on entry and exit

probabilities is also illustrated by Table III.12. The most noteworthy

findings are that a nonwhite household has a probability of entering the

program that is four times that of a similarly situated white household,

and that a household containing an elderly or disabled person or a house-

hold with one head has a probability of leaving the program in any given

month somewhat more than half that of an otherwise similar household.

Expressed differently, households with elderly or disabled persons remain

in the Food Stamp Program nearly twice as long as other households, all

other things being equal.

Summary and Conclusions

We have conducted an investigation into the extent to which

turnover among households that participate in the Food Stamp Program is

precipitated by so-called trigger events, as we have defined them. Our

principal findings are as follows:

o Trigger events, as we have defined them, are strongly

correlated with the probability that a h_usehold

experiences a transition (entry or exit). A household

that experiences a trigger event is far more likely to

experience a transition within six months than a

household selected at random.

o Most instances of entering and exiting from the program

in response to trigger events occur in the same month as

the trigger event, or shortly thereafter.
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o The event that Is most likely to precipitate entry into

the program is a decrease In the number of earners
present in the household. Declines in pretransfer income

that result in a household 's becoming eligible to

participate in the program, household splitting, and

exhaustion of UI benefits are also significant trigger
events.

o The events that are most likely to precipitate exit from

the program are an increase in pretransfer income and an

increase in the number of earners present in a house-

hold. Beginning to receive UI and becoming a couple
(i.e., moving from one-head to two-head status) are also

significant trigger events.

o Changes in pretransfer income and in the number of

earners are experienced by a large proportion of all

households in the course of the year. To this extent,

these phenomena are more important in explaining turnover

than more esoteric phenomena such as changes in household

composition.
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APPENDIX A

CALCULATING TRANSITION PROBABILITIES

FROM TABULAR DATA

One of the products of our analysis that is of the most interest is

the timing of transitions to and from the Food Stamp Program; that is,

probability that a household will experience a transition (entrance or

exit) concurrently with a trigger event, one month later, two months later,

etc. Another way of looking at timing is in terms of cumulative

probabilities; that is, the probability that a transition will occur within

one month, two months, etc.

The process of estimating these probabilities is complicated by the

fact that we observe different households for different lengths of time.

For instance, one household may experience a triggering event in the first

month of the sample period, implying that we can "track" that household for

up to eleven months to a transition occurs, whereas another household may

experience a triggering event with only a few months to go in the sample

period. Furthermore, households can form during the sample period, and

existing households can dissolve or attrite, l The practical implications

of these facts can be illustrated by considering a, hypothettcal household

that does not experience a transition within three months after a

triggering event, and is not observed thereafter. This household provides

information relevant to the probability that a transition takes place

within zero, one, two, or three months. However, we have no way of knowing

]For a further discussion of the details of how these cases are

dealt with in our data base, see Carr et al. (]984, Appendix A).
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whether this household would have epxerienced a transition after four,

f_ve, six, ..., months, had they remained in the sample. Statistician

refer to this problem as one of progressive censoring.

We have dealt with these complications in the follow-lng manner. In

our tables, for each category defined in terms of the presence or absence

of a triggering event, we have distributed the households as follows:

Result occurs Result does not occur;
after m months observed for m months

m = 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 m.. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6+

a b c d e f g h t j k 1 m n

The letters a, b ..... n represent the (weighted) number of households in

each category. The total of households is T. From such a table, we can

directly estimate the transition rate as of m months after a triggering

event, which we denote by H(m). The transition rate is the ratio of the

number of households to whom a result occurred to the number of households

transition who were "candidates" for such a result, insofar as they were

still in the sample and the result had not yet occurred. Thus,

a

H(0)= 'T (A.I)

b

H(I)--T- (a+ h) (A.2)
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c

H(2)= T - (a+ h + b + l) (A.3)

1
and so forth.

From the series of numbers, H(O), H(1) .... , we can derive estimates

of the probability distribution of the number of months elapsing between a

triggering event and a transition for an uncensored population. More

formally, if the cumulative probability that a result had occurred within

t-1 months is F (t-l), and the probability that the result occurs after

exactly t months is f(t), then the transition rate as of t is

H(T) = f(t)/(l-F(t-] )). (A.4)

Given a series of numbers H(0), H(1),..., we can deduce f(0), f(1),.., and

F(0), F(I),... by means of the following recursive technique:

f(O)= F(0)= H(O) (A.5)

f(1) = H(l) ' (1-F(O))

= H(])· (]-H(O)) (A.6)

F(]) = f(O) + f(l) (A. 7)

f(2)= H(2)' (1-F(1)) (A.8)

F(2) = F(I) + f(2) (A.9)
&

etc.

lone thing that must be kept in mind is that we are assuming that

transition rates are the same for sample attriters and -onattriters, since

our calculations based only on data on the latter. To put it differently,

we must assume that sample attrition is random.
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APPENDIX B

METHODOLOGICAL DETAILS AND SUPPLEMENTAL RESULTS

Specification of Trigger Events

The general approach to fdent_fying trigger events is outlined in

the text. The specifics of the definitions of such events are as follows:

Pretransfer Income. Pretransfer income is defined as gross income

less AFDC, SSI, UI, Social Security, and other welfare payments. A "signi-

ficant'' change in pretransfer income is defined to be a change in the

poverty ratio in excess of 50 percentage points from one month to the

next. The poverty ratlo is defined as pretransfer income divided by the

official poverty line. Changes in pretransfer income are further

disaggregated by the simulated eligibility status of the household

follow-lng the change in income. (For de;ails on the simulation of food

stamp eligibility, see Carr et al., 1984.) An entrance trigger event is

identified when a decrease in the poverty ratio of more than 50 percentage

points is experienced by a household that is not participating In the food

stamp program. There are three types of such events considered, depending

on whether the household is eligible for food stamps or not before and

after the event. An exit trigger event is identified when an increase in

the poverty ratio larger than 50 percent is experienced by a household that

is participating in the Food Stamp Program, again disaggregated by whether

or not the household is eligible for food stamps before and after the

increase in income relative to the poverty line.

Number of Earners. The number of earners present in a household

may change from one month to the next. An entrance event is defined when a
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non-participating household loses an earner (has fewer earners in one month

than in the previous month). Such events are differentiated according to

whether the household has no earners fol_ ,-lng the decrease or still has

one or more earners. An exit event ts identified when a participating

household gains an earner, again differentiated by whether It then has a

single earner or has more than one earner.

Assets. Monthly asset amounts have been imputed as a function of

reported asset income and assumed rate of return. In order to identify

changes in asset values that are in a range relevant to food stamp partici-

pation changes, we use the simulation of asset-eligibility (part of the

food stamp eligibility simulation). An entrance event is defined If a non-

participant household becomes asset-eligible between one month and the

next. (A symmetric exit event could be specified, but it seems to have

little analytical Significance and in fact almost no such "events" are

observed in the data.)

Unemplo}rment Compensation. Unemployment compensation receipt and

number of earners are compared for every pair of months. If unemployment

compensation is received by a non-participant household in one month but
~

not in the next and if the number of earners in the household has not

increased, an entrance event is identified. (If UI ended concurrently with

an increase in the number of earners we assume the new job is the reason

for ending UI, not exhaustion of benefits.) If a participating household

is seen to receive no UI in one month but to begin receiving UI in the

following month, an exit event is identified.

Family Status. Family "headship" status is coded on the ISDP

longitudinal extract as either tf_o heads, single male head, or single
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Multiple Trl_ger Events or Results

The framework adopted for this analysis is a simplicatlon of the

range of possible events and results that might be considered. We have

chosen to look at one possible k/nd of event (with perhaps two variations)

at a time, and to ignore, in that tabulation, other kinds of events that

m/ght be experienced. Each tabulation is generated by a program that looks

for the first occurrence of a given type of event. Once It has been

identified, no further "event" changes are sought. Thus, if a household

loses an earner but later gains an earner, only the loss of an earner will

be identified for purposes of entrance trigger tables and only the gain of

an earner will be identified for purposes of exit trigger tables. More-

over, although we recognize that multlple events may In fact occur, we have

not included such combinations in our analysis. In prelim/nary inspection

of the data, _e generated some cross-tabulations of income-related events

by fam/ly status events. Such concurren_ combinations appear to occur only

rarely (partly because few changes in family status are observed) and the

impact of the income-related event is (as far as can be determined) not

affected by the concurrent change In family status..As a practical matter

the choice of events was limited both by sample size (the difficulty of
&

obtaining a large enough set of households in any one of an extremely

disaggregated set of events) and expositional feasibility. As it is, we

Identify eight separate event variations for analysis of entrance triggers,

and seven variations as exit triggers. If we had attempted to analyze

combinations of these trigger events the analysis would quickly become

intractable. Even limiting such combinations to concurrent pairwise

groupings would generate close to f_fty different "events".
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In addition to ignoring multiple or reversed trigger events, we

make no attempt to identify reversed results. Once a result (entrance or

exit) has been identified, further changes in food stamp participation

status are not recognized in the tabulations. This is consistent with our

general goal of identifying events that predict changes in program status,

rather than describing participation behavior (such as length or frequency

of participation spells) in itself.

Incomplete Data

Because only limited imputations have been done for missing data on

the ISDP longitudinal extract, data items of interest are m/ssing for a

substantial number of households. Missing data is a particular problem for

this analysis, since identification of trigger events and program results

requires pairwlse comparisons, for every month, of several different

variable values. For this paper, we decide to retain cases where key data

were missing for only one month (assigni_g the value from the previous

month to the m/ssing month). Cases with two or more consecutive months of

missing data, for any of the variables required to identify trigger events

or program results, were excluded from the analysis.-For most tables,

close to half the households were thus excluded frmm the analysis.

The supplemental tabulations included in this appendix show the

total frequencies of households with complete and incomplete data. If data

required to identify an event (e.g., income items, number of earners,

household presence, etc.) are missing for two or more consecutive months,

the household is excluded for analysis of that event and assigned to the

"incomplete" event category. Once a household has been so assigned, no

attempt ts made to identify a result (food stamp exit or entrance), so that
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ail cases with incomplete event information are necessarily assigned to the

"incomplete result" class as well. If an event is identified before two or

more consecutive m/ssing months of information are encountered, the

household will be assigned an event type but still fs an incomplete case,

since the occurence or non-occurence of a subsequent "result" can only be

unequivocally determined if data are complete.

Supplemental Tabulations

Table B.I preaents unweighted frequencies of all events and results

in summary form, as well as households with incomplete event and/or result

information. These represent the full tabulation of all households for

each event, subsets of which (weighted) make up the text tables.

Tables B.2 and B.3 present the results several alternative spec/-

f_cations of the RATE model. The coefficients of the variables represent-

lng the level of assets and the presence of an asset trigger event do not

have the expected signs. Otherwise, the_e models yield results quite

similar to those of the models presented in Chapter III.
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TABLE B.1

TRIGGIERLrl(Eker SUMI_IaiE5

En_llnce Even_ SuemarV Exl+ _n_ S_mmery
Pretrlnlter Inca.® Event Prdl_rlel+er InL_Be Event

xo

tnccmp lite Entrlnce [n_lnCl To+lit lite nip lektl Exls Ex$t T_ IIiI

i nc_plll?e 452 0 0 452 Jn_ple?J 452 O 0 452

Non_r_t Ic I mnvt PIIrt lc I rants

MOEveert 9'24 I]74 12 22_0 lid Eveert 126 456 9 _91

D4K:rease faT_/ tncrllltMI I_Ty/

_mwlv Eligible 13! ?'36 27 89a Nm_lv EIIgl_(e 0 0 2 2
_lCr_lJe PTY/ Increlle PTY/

S+fll El Iglble _5 18.4 31 270 SEll I Eligible 5 _? 35 77
Oecrlase PTY/ laCP_IMI PTY/

Inet Ig lb _e 4_ 2691 ._5 ]S_61 le®l Ig lb le 7 53 65 12_

.eSot _C | 0in+S e ND_I)Ir_ fC I alrrf'i el
leo Even'r 1341 471 0 601 No Even_ 1050 1206 0 2256

Erect 16 114 I§ 14_ _v_nt 5436 _9!,5 32 4473

TOtlt 2146 5?10 120 7_176 T_te! 2146 5687 143 7976

Ewtrinc_l Evln_' SLmIIry EXI? Event Smmery

llum_e o_ Elrnerl Trigger Ewntl kamlr M Ear.r1 Trlgglr E_t

No

tnca_p_ese Eerfrenoe Entrane_ TO_III Incomplete blt bi? T_t IiI

lac_. late 4_2 0 0 452 IK:m_, Ilrte 452 0 0 452

N_eer_ lc Ipen'rs _r_c I I_r_ I
NO Ewn? 1_41 _475 0 4_6 ND E_a_ 118 461 9 _88

De_llne I_ auee)®r IficrllMe In fiuMber

of e_nem (nO. O] 96 522 4_ 461 M Wmllrl (fr..m 0J 13 7_ _7 14_

D_:_lne _ nuilDe_ of Ifier_lle la _btlr

earners _no. > 0_ 2_2 _240 4_ 1495 of elteet_ (fre_ > 01 5 21 _ 65

Pir_ JclGle_l i ND_lr't Icllalfft See
N_ E_n? 121 46_ 0 1_6 Ne Eton? .; 1419 34_ 0 4914

Event 22 117 17 156 Event 21_ · 1580 19 1812

Tc_e I 2244 5619 I 13 7976 T_el! _20 5 _2 124 7_76

i

Entrance Event S_ry Exit E_nt S_mery

LIMmOIOy_e(W Iml,m'ie, ee Trigger Eve_s IJaeloloy_e_r laa.m"e_ce Trfgger Events

No No

facemp le_e En91'anti In flllCl TOll( Ii_all_ le?e ExI? Exit Taeel

I ncaep lete 452 0 0 452 Ifieoletete 452 0 0 452

#on.r+ I c I t_nti Pert Icl Im_l

No Event 1651 4799 2_ _170 NO Ev®w,t 147 576 18 74t

End Ut Ilth(N_ _41_1a LIBMI_I_yIIRt

· aol0 29 2_ 15 2112 _eemet Ion I I_ 16 32

Pert Icl _ents Nonpl_ IclMerfs
14o Event 146 599 0 _15 ND Even? 1642 4?I_ 0 6_,60

E_O U( Wl?t_ur_ !_e41ln UI_(ov_eV
· JO_ 4 21 2 27 CoiM, nlllt }on 5_, _ 12 _91

Total 2282 5657 37 7976 TMiI 2277 _N_t 48 _ ?6

Cofrt 1euee--



'tABLE B,1 (contlnue_)

£_/r11_cll Eve_ 5uweaer¥ E_I_ Even_ S_Ml_l)ry

Family S_"ltus Trfggor twin'?! Fatuity SYIIt'uI_ Trlgpr Ew)nI'

_o MD

(ncam0{ete [nt ee_oI Efitrllncl TC_It $nCelmp ( Itl [x|t Exit TO_I[

_ncamp lete 452 0 0 452 $_caip le_e 452 0 0 452'

NOt,Da _' Iclpan'eS PIr_r }C_pl/_S

No £ven_' 1651 4862 18 6531 NO Event _48 605 0 _5

I H44_: 2 miles 13 116 _, 102 I He40: 2 Head& 0 8 2 10

2 I-_o0: 1 kliac 1_ 98 8 121 2 Hal0: I Mll_ 0 ? 0 ?

P3Br'_lC _Dan+ Sa NOPtDer't lC 1Dlin1' S4i

NO £veet 148 _O_ 0 7_ ND E_lnt 1651 4880 0 653t

Event 0 I_, 2 14 Even't 2B 192 5 223

T(_' · I 2279 5666 _, I 79 76 Tot · I 2279 5692 .5 ?q;,? 6

[n1T'IlnCi EvqPnt SulM4ry

A$II?$ Trlgcjer Evefit

ND

Inc_mp te_ql Ent1'lnce [n _'llnce TO?l) (

1_c amp Iet · 4 52 0 0 4 52

tklO_De r_' lc ?DenV$

Evef_l' 1517 4015 Ig _SI

i_ece,_ As'te't

E I lO lb le 161 10_4 9 12_04

Pil,-t I c I glns'le

NO Even_ 147 616 0 76.5

Beccx_e Asset
EI}gst_le 1 S 0 2

Tc_.) 227e ._670 28 7976

eE_rlncl Ivlf_fl IIot Inelyze_ for per_r fclplfi_s.

"eExlt events not IneiyZl_ for ma_llr?lclpents.
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TABLE B.2

ESTIMATED MODEL OF ENTRY

INTO THE FOOO STAMP PROGRAM

Independen* variable Model 1 Model 2 l_ocle( 3

Cons*an* -6.401 -6,567 -5.427

Highest grade comoletecl -.007 (-2.49)** -.00B (-2.59)*** -.00g (-3.13)***

Ethn Icl ty -1.205 (-8.9 7)*** -1.247 (-9.30) m** -I .398 (-10.46)***

0ne-he,0 household .734 (4.91)*** .755 (5.08)"** 1.020 (7.00)***

Elderly/disabled person .302 (2.00) a* .261 (1.74)* .777 (5.51)***

Presence of ch lldren .771 (4.91)*** .788 (5.00)*"* (.847 (5.67)***

Pre-*rahs fer Incane -.327 (-13.78) *e* -.334 (-15.O7)**"

Pre-*ransfer Income trigger .148 (0.80) ,695 (4.08)"**

Assets 2.016 (5.5._;) *** 1,994 (5.48) ee*

Asset ellglbltl_/ *rigger -1.586 (-2.73) *et' -1.573 (-2.71)***

Number of observations 5,295 5,295 5,295

x 2 433.97 421.92 259.35

Source: Calculated by Nathema*1ca Policy Research, Inc. from 1979 ISDP Panel.

Note: Asymptotic t- statistics are tn parentheses.

*Significant et .I0 level (one-tailed test),

**Significant at ,05 level (one-tailed test).

***Slgnlflcant et .01 level (one-tailed test).
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TABLE B.3

ESTIMATED I_ODEL OF EXIT

FROM THE FOOD STAMP Pf:_(X_RAM

t_ependent vsrlable [Vcxlel I _odel 2 Model 3

Constent -3.304 -3.29 7 -3.370

Highest greMe comp leted .075 (2.60) *"e .083 ( 2.94] ce* .074 ( 2.62)***

Ethn lclty .300 (1.78) *l .347 [2.03)ae .239 ( 1.43)*

One-heed household -.497 (-2.61) *#* -.575 ( -3.03] *e* -.708 (-3.99) _we

Etder I y/d lseb led person -.742 (-3.23)*** -.802 (-3.50)*** -.818 (-3.58)***

P_esence of chltMren -.385 (-1.72] ee -._F:)8 (-1.76)** -.363 (-1.64)*

Pre-trens fer Income .271 (5.55) "e* .393 ( 10.12)""

Pre-1_ensfer income trigger 1.196 (5.51) *em 1.640 (8.82)***

Assets -.377 (-0.64) -.305 (-0.59)

Asset eligibility trigger -.338 (-0.30) .093 (0.09)

Number of observer lens 625 625 625

x2 159.59 133.44 137.36

Source: Celculeted by Msthe,_tlce Policy Research, Inc. from t979 ISOP Penel.

Note: Asymptotic t statistics ere In parentheses.

#Significant at .10 level (one-tailed test). ,

*eSIgnlflcent et .05 level (one-tailed test).

**"SIgnlflcant et .01 level (one-tailed test).
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