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PREFACE 

This paper uses data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation 1984 Full Panel 
Longitudinal Research File, which was released by the Census Bureau for research to improve the 
understanding and analysis of SIPP data. The data on the file are preliminary and should be 
analyzed and interpreted with caution. At the time the file was created, the Census Bureau was 
still exploring certain unresolved technical and methodological issues associated with the creation 
of this data set. The Census Bureau does not approve or endorse the use of these data for official 
estimates. 
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L INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Much of the welfare reform debate focuses on alternative proposals to reduce the incidence 

and duration of reliance on public assistance programs. Designing effective policies depends on 

an understanding of the causes and nature of welfare recipiency. At present, there are two 

significant gaps in our understanding of welfare recipiency that limit the ability of policymakers to 

make the necessary choices in program design. 

First, with few exceptions, previous work on welfare recipiency examines a single program 

in isolation from other programs in the income maintenance system. Because the income 

maintenance system comprises a number of overlapping and interacting programs, the analysis of 

recipiency from a single program provides an incomplete picture of the broader dependency issue 

-- reliance on the comprehensive welfare system. Research is needed on the interactions in 

participation among the different assistance programs and the relationship between program 

participation and self-sufficiency. 

.  or the mast pn. these studies have focused on participation in the Aid rd Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
or Food Stamp (FSP) Programs. An exception to the tendency to focus on a single program is work by Kirlin and 
Merrill(1983). which examines participation in the FSP in conjunction with AFDC, general assistance. and 
Supplemental Security Income. A number of other studies (Ca,  1981; and Duncan et al., 1984) consider benefits 
from s e v d  programs in examining welfare ncipiency, but the focus is on the total benefit package and not on the 
interactions in participation among the programs. ~ x a m ~ l i k  of studies focusing on participation in AFDC include 
~osidn and Nold (1975). Rein and Rainwater (1978). Hutchens (1981). Bane and Ellwood (1983). Plotnick (1983). 
O'Neill et (1984). Blank (1986). Ellwood (1986). and Fiagerald (1988). Work that examines FSP participauon 
includes Cm (1979). Cam, Doyle, and Lubitz (1984). Lubitz and Can (1985). and Burstein and Visher (1989). 
Several other studies (Springs, 1977; Merck, 1980; Williams and Ruggles, 1987; and Lamas and McNeil, 1988) 
examine participation in w h  program separately. Thus, although they focus on more than one program, they do nor 
provide insights into the interactions between participation in the two programs. 



The second research gap concerns our understanding of the factors associated with welfare 

recidivism. Work by Bane and Ellwood (1983) and particularly Ellwood (1986) shows that 

although most spells of AFDC receipt are relatively short (less than two years), a large proportion 

of AFDC recipients experience subsequent spells of program participation. This finding is based 

on annual measures of program participation using the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSD). 

Studies using measures of monthly program participation (Blank, 1986; Doyle and Long, 19 8 8; 

Fitzgerald, 1988; and Lamas and McNeil, 1988) suggest that the spells of program participation 

may be even shorter, with more frequent returns to participation. To the extent that short spells 

off the programs represent failed attempts at self-sufficiency, a better understanding of why 

individuals who try to leave the AFDC and Food Stamp programs fail should help in defining 

interventions that would encourage successful exits from program participation. 

This study uses data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to 

address these research gaps by analyzing the dynamics of participation and recidivism for two key 

components of the income maintenance system -- the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) and Food Stamp (FSP) Programs. Specifically, we examine the factors associated with 

moves between participation in a single program and participation in both programs, as well as 

moves between program participation and periw of self-sufficiency. . 
Our analysis focuses on the patterns of welfare recipiency of children and their families 

and/or households. Children are of paqicufar interest for two reasons: 

a Children continue to be the largest ~ o ~ u l a t i o n  ~ O U D  in Poverty. The poverty rate for 
children was above 14 percent from 1959 to 1981, and has been above 20 percent since 
1982. Concern about the plight of low-income children and the effects of poverty on 



their life prospects make the economic circumstances of children and the resources 
available to their families and households of particular policy interest. 

The mandate of the AFDC oroeram is to Drovide assistance to needy children and the 
FSP serves large numbers of low-income households with children. AFDC provides 
cash assistance to children (and their caretakers) who lack support because at least one 
parent is dead, disabled, absent, or, in some states, unemployed2 The FSP supplements 
the food purchasing power of low-income individuals and households through the 
provision of coupons that can be redeemed for food. Although the FSP does not 
specially target children, households with children make up 61 percent of all households 
participating in that program (Food and Nutrition Service, 1988). 

This chapter highlights the findings from our analysis and provides some suggestions for 

future studies of welfare rccipiency. The subsequent chapters of the report describe our research 

methodology and findings. In particuiar, Chapter II discusses the data used for the study and our 

analysis sample, Chapter 111 provides a brief descriptive profile of the patterns 'of multiple 

program participation, and Chapter IV contains the multivariate analysis of the dynamics of 

puticipation in the AFDC and Food Stamp Programs. 

A. OVERVIEW OF OUR FINDINGS 

Perhaps the clemst f111ding from our study is the strong association between changes in the 

circumstances of a child's family and household and changes in program behavior. Family and 

household events that are likely to portend a worsening of economic conditions - marital breakup 

and the loss of any workers in the household - are positively associated with returns to program 

paxticipation for those experiencing spells off of the programs. For those already participating in 

'under the Family Support Act of 1988, all states arc required to have an unemployed pannt component of the 
AFDC program as of October 1, 1990. 
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one of the programs, such family and household events are associated with increased reliance on 

the welfare system. Similarly, family and household events that suggest improved economic 

conditions -- mamage and the employment of a member of the household -- or reduced barriers to 

employment -- the aging of the youngest child in the family to age 6 or greater -- are positively 

associated with reductions in the degree of reliance on the welfare system, including the increased 

probability of exiting from program participation entirely. 

Our findings also highlight the importance of educational achievement and labor force 

atsachmcnt to exits from program participation and extended periods off the programs. Children 

residing in households in which the household head has attained at least a high school education 

and children in households with at least one worker present are more likely to exit to self- 

sufficiency and, for those in periods off the programs, less likely to return to program 

participation, all else equal. Since education and work experience arc key factors in prolonged 

self-sufficiency, there would appear to be some payoff to policies targeted to household and 

family heads with limited school or work experience. 

In general, education attainment, two-parent families, and employment appear to be the 

foundations to moves to self-sufficiency and to maintaining self-sufficiency once it has been 

attained. Family and labor market turbulence -- marital disruptions and job losses -- are strongly 

associated with increased program participation and an inability to sustain self-sufficiency. For 

households experiencing such smsses, it might be useful to provide family support services in 

addition to the financial support provided by the programs to help families cope more effectively 

I 



with instability. Such services might aid families in returning quickly to self-sufficiency and 

t avoiding similar disruptions in the fume. 

B. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This study is a first step in the analysis of the dynamics of welfare participation in a 

multiple-program context. We have identified four directions to pursue in future work within this 

framework: 

1. An im~roved definition of reliance on the welfare system. The definition of reliance on 
the welfare system that we use is based solely on the number of assistance programs 
from which benefits are received. Alternative frameworks, perhaps based on the 
proportion of income fmm assistance programs, should provide additional insight into 
the dynamics of program participation and self-sufficiency. 4 

2. An im~roved measure of self-sufficiency. We define self-sufficiency as not receiving 
benefits fkom either AFDC or the FSP. An alternative definition that captures the 
child's economic circumstances both on and off the program would provide additional 
insight into reliance on welfare programs and economic self-sufficiency. Since there 
may be policies that reduce welfare participation but do not increase the family's ability 
to function indrpendently and, as a result, lead to increased poverty, it is important to 
consider the relationship between poverty and p r o v  participation and the factors that 
arc associated with reductions in dependency poverty. 

3. A morc com~lete model of familv and household transitions. The empirical framework 
that we use examines the program participation decision in isolation from related 
decisions, particularly, the decision to work and decisions on family structure and living 
an'angements. A more complete model of program participation and recidivism would 
consider these important economic and social choices faced by the household and 
family. 

I 4; Refined measures of familv and household events. Although it is clear h m  our work 
that there is a strong association between changes in family and household composition 
and changes in program behavior, our findings also suggest that future research would 

I benefit fm distinguishing more fully among different types of changes in household 
composition, including movements in and out of households headed by persons within 
the immediate family, and the formation and dissolution of subfamilies. Research on 



the dynamics of family circumstances should improve our understanding of how 
individuals and families adjust to personal and family misfortunes. Such research is 
needed to support the design of policies that are responsive to families attempting to 
cope with life changes. 



v 11. THE DATA 

The Survey of Income and Rogram Participation (SIPP) is a nationally representative 

longitudinal survey of adults that provides detailed information on intra- ye& fluctuations in 

household and individual income, program participation, and wealth. The sample of adults 

included in a SIPP panel is defined by persons aged 15 years and older who are residing in a 

cross-section sample of addresses as of the fust i n t e ~ i e w . ~  Each round (or wave) of the survey 

collects information h m  the initial sample of adults and all other adults with whom those initial 

sample members arc residing at the time of the interview. The information is collected on the 

individual and the individual's household (including information on children under age 15 years) 

for the four months preceding the interview. For the first SIPP panel, the 1984 panel, eight or nine 

waves of the survey were administered (covering a period of more than two and a half years).4 

The longitudinal file for the 1984 panel covers eight rounds of interviews, providing 32 

month period of data from summer 1983 to spring 1986.5 Although the 32-month period is 

shorter than we would like for an analysis of the dynamics of program participation, the monthly 

3 ~ e w  samples of households (each sample is called a panel) are introduced periodically. Each panel is followed for 
approximately two and a half years. 

the 1984 ~sI'I~. two waves of the arrvey were "short waves," hat is, they were administered to only three of the 
four rotation &roups. Consequently, half of the panel was interviewed eight timts and half nine times. 

%he S IPP inrmicws are conducted on a four-month rotating basis, with one-fourth of the sample interviewed each 
month. Consequently, the reference periods for the data collected for the individuals in the sample are also 
staggered. The reference periods range from June 1983-January 1986 to September 1983-April 1986 for the 1984 
Panel. An additional four months of data from the ninth interview is available for half of the 1984 panel. However, 
the Census Bureau judged that the advantages of four additional months of data for part of the sample were 
outweighed by the greater complexity introduced by including unequal follow-up periods in the file. 



accounting period used in the SIPP suppons more measures of the timing of entry into and 

exit from multiple programs than is available in databases with longer follow-up periods (e.g., the 

Panel Study of Income Dynamics). 

The SIPP longitudinal sample (i.e., the sample for whom the Census Bureau constructed 

longitudinal weights) is restricted to those individuals who were interviewed in all 32 months of 

the reference period (or, for those who died or were institutionalized during the reference period, 

individuals with a complete set of interviews up until the time of death or institutionalization). 

From an initial sample of some 52,800 individuals, the 32-month longitudinal sample was reduced 

to about 32,400 for the full panel file.6 

A. THE ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

In this study we limit our analysis sample for the descriptive work to individuals present in 

the longitudinal sample in order to avoid the difficulties associated with differing follow-up 

periods (e.g., adjusting for observations that are only followed for short periods in constructing 

summary statistics). Because hazard models, our framework for the multivariate analysis, can 

incorporate differing follow-up periods, we include in the analysis sample for the multivariate 

work all persons who were pnsent as of month one of the survey. 

Our analysis sample for the descriptive work includes those persons who were residing in a 

household with at least one child less than age 19 at any point during the survey (hereafter referred 

%he reduction in sample size for the full panel stem fmm n o d  sample amition and an intentional sample reduction 
due to funding cutbacks W.S. Bureau of the Census, 1989). 



'to as individuals in households with children).' For the multivariate work, we constrain our 

sample to children less than age 19 (as of month one).8 Individuals residing in group quarters at 

any point in the survey ptriod are excluded fsom the analysis. 

We attribute to each person the characteristics of his or her family and household. In 

particular, program participation for each person is defined on the basis of the program 

participation of the members of the individual's family for AFDC, and the members of the 

individual's household for the F S P . ~  We use the family unit as the base for measuring 

participation in AFDC because AFDC is targeted to families with dependent children. We use the 

household unit as the base for measuring participation in the FSP because that program is targeted 

primarily to low-income households. This analytical framework assumes that the needs and 

resources of the members of household arc interrelated and program benefits are shared either 

within the entire household or within subgroups of the household (e.g., the family unit). The 

assumption seems a reasonable one because the i n t d a t e d  needs, abilities, and resources of the 

household are important factors that determine the programs for which the household and its 

members are eligible, as well as the programs in which household members choose to participate. 

'~l th~ugh di@bihy for rVDC g e n d y  ends on a child's 18th birthday, some states have implemented an option that 
parnits bendti to be continued until the child's 19th birthday. Consequently, we include persons of age 18 in our 
sample of childrtn. 

*An alternative approach to the individual u the unit of analysis would be to use the family or household. Such an 
approach complicates the analysis because the stnrcaue of the family and household changes over time -- through 
marriage, separation, divorce, births, deaths, and other events. Because of these changes, it is difficult to determine 
what constitutes the same unit from one month to the next 

h e  family h a group of two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption who reside together. The 
household includes al l  persons who reside together r&rdless of whether they are related, and may encompass more 
than one family. 



Limiting our descriptive analysis to individuals present in the ~on~itudihal sample raises 

questions about the impact on our findings of sample attrition over the 32 months of the survey. 

Work by Emst and Gillman (1988) fmds some small but statistically significant differences in 

selected demographic and economic characteristics as of the fust interview month in the survey 

(referred to as month one) between individuals who were interviewed in all of the waves included 

in the study and individuals who were not interviewed in one or more waves. The longitudinal 

weights are found to compensate for some, but not all, of the differences that are observed. 

Examining a broader set of characteristics, S h a  and McArthur (1986). Dahman and McArthur 

(1987). and McArthur (1988) fmd a number of statistically significant differences between the 

month-one characteristics of fully interviewed individuals and individuals who were not 

interviewed in one or more waves. Although these studies do not examine the impact of using the 

longitudinal weights in the analysis on the differences that are observed. it is likely that the 

weights adjust for some, but not all, of the differences between those who remain in the sample 

and those who do not. 

Because of the differences that an observed between those who exit from the survey and 

those who do not, the multivariate analysis is based on the full month-one sample. As discussed 

below. our estimation approach incorporates the information on those who leave the survey that is 

available up until the time they exit. 
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B. DEFINING PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

Two issues arise in defining program participation in the SIPP: the definition of monthly 

participation and the definition of AFDC participation. 

1. Monthly Participation 

In this study we use the monthly recipiency data in the SIPP to construct a measure of 

program participation based on the receipt of benefits within the month. Thus, an individual 

who begins program participation in the middle of a month is counted as a participant for the 

entire month and an individual who receives a small monthly benefit (e.g.. $10 per month) is 

mated the same as someone who receives a much larger monthly benefit (e.g,, $500 per month). 

Treating program participation as a discrete monthly phenomenon no doubt introduces some bias 

into the length of spells since program entry docs not always occur at the beginning of the month 

and program exit does not always occur at the end of the month. However, we would expect such 

bias to be relatively small since the time interval (i.e., the month) corresponds to the accounting 

period for the program. 

An alternative framework that incorporates differences in the "degree" of program 

participation would define spells of recipiency on the basis of the extent to which the individual 

"depends" on the program. For example, one could d e b  "participants" as those individuals who 

receive 50 percent or more of their total monthly income from the program. While an exploration 

of alternative definitions of dependency could be fruitful, the complexity of the issue that is the 



primary focus of this study -- the dynar%s of multiple program participation -- compelled us to 

proceed with the simpler definition of program participation. 

2. AFDC Participation 

One difficulty that arises in defining participation in AFDC using the SIPP concerns the 

underreporting of AEDC participation. A comparison of SIPP estimates of the number of AFDC 

participants to administrative data suggests that the survey underestimates the AFDC population. 

Evidence obtained from a Social Security Administration record check study and from a detailed 

review of raw data on a case-by-case basis at the Census Bureau indicates that the most common 

problem is the misreporting of AFDC payments as general assistance benefits (Coder and 

Ruggles, 1988). Because of this misreponing, we combine AFDC and general assistance 

participation into a single category in this study -- which we refer to as public assistance   PA).^^ 

By restricting our analyses to individuals residing in households with children or to children 

themselves, we should limit the extent to which we are capturing general assistance rather than 

AFDC participation in our public assistance measure. 

l0iin altanarive ilpporh is m attempt to identify the cases in which AFDC participation is misclassified, as is done by 
Coder and Ruggles (1988). Because the Coder and Ruggles edits are more severe than those which we would 
choose to apply, and because extensive case-bycase editing is beyond the scope of this study, we use the more 
general definition of assistance. 



m. 0 VERVIE W OF MULTIPLE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

Although research on program participation at a particular point in time finds a substantial 

amount of multiple program participation (McMillen, 1985; Falk and Richardson, 1985; 

Weinberg. 1985 and 1987; and Long, 1988). little is known about how participation is linked 

across the programs and how program participation is linked to periods of self-sufficiency. Earlier 

work on the patterns of multiple program participation (Doyle and Long, 1988) suggests that there 

an significant month-to-month changes in the combinations of programs from which individuals 

and households receive benefits. In this chapter we extend that work to explore the process by 

which individuals exit from participation in two programs to periods of self-sufficiency and, for 

those who return to program participation, the path back to mipiency. Since.our analysis focuses 

on participation in PA and the FSP, we define "self-sufficiency" as a period in which the 

individual is not receiving benefits from either of those programs. As we discuss elsewhere, this 

is a narrow defiiition of self-suficiency because it does not consider the individual's economic 

well-being when he or she is not participating in the programs. 

We begin this chapter with an overview of the extent of multiple program pamcipaaon and 

then examine the patmns of movements between program participation and self-sufficiency. 

A. THE EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION 

Program participation, defined as participation in either PA or the FSP, is relatively 

uncommon at a point in time for individuals in households with children, as shown in Table 1. 

Only about 13 percent of the sample an participating in PA only, FSP only, or both programs as 



Table 1 

Program Participarion Status as of Month One 
for Individuals in Households with Children 

(weighted; N = 20,514) 

program 
Combination 

Month- 1 Particioants Percentage ,of 
Number Month-1 Program 
(1,0003) Percent Participants 

No Program 125,179 87.1 

One or Both Programs 
PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both - 

Total 143,651 100.0 

SOURCE: 1984 SIFT Full-Panel Research Filt. 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. 
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of the ftrst month of the survey (hereafter referred to as month one). Of those individuals who are 

program participants in month one, half are participating in a single program, generally the FSP, 

and haif are participating in both PA and the FSP. 

The extent of program participation increases by about 70 percent when we consider 

program participation over the course of the 32 months of the SIPP (Table 2). Although only 13 

percent of the sample are program participants at a point in time, 22 percent participate in at least 

one p r o w  over the course of the 32 months of the survey. 

Movement in participation in the program categories is best illustrated by the annual 

average tumovcr rate - the number of pcnons participating in the program category in any month 

of the year divided by the average monthly participation level. As shown in Table 3, the annual 

tumover rates for participation in PA only and the FSP only are 1.95 and 1.89, respectively. 

These figures indicate that almost twice as many individuals pass through the PA-only and FSP- 

only pmgram categories over the course of a year as arc in those states in an average month. 

In contrast, the turnover rate for joint participation in PA and the FSP is considerably lower, 

1.30, indicating that participation over a year is only 30 percent higher than average monthly 

participation in that category. This nunover rate is much closer to the overall turnover rates for 

participation in PA (regardless of FSP participation status) and the FSP (regardless of PA 

participation status). Those rates are 1.29 and 1.39, respectively, for individuals in households 

with childnn. 

The transitory nature of participation in the PA-only and FSP-only program categories is 

illustrated funher in Table 4, which summarizes the fiquency of msi t ions  from the month-one 



Table 2 

Program Participation S taw Over 32 Months 
for Individuals in Households with Children 

(weighted; N = 20,514) 

W r a m  
Combination 

Individuals Ever Particiuating 
Number 
(1,000s) - Percent 

No Program 

One or Both Programs 
PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both Propans 

Total 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Fuil-Panel Research File. 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. 



Table 3 

Average Annual Program Turnover Rate for 
Individuals in Households with Children 

(weighted; N = 20,514) 

-gram/ 
Prognrm Combination 

Annual 
Turnover Rate 

Individual Program 
PA 
FSP 

PrPgram Combination 
PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both Prognms 

-- 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research Fi. 

NOTE: The average annual program turnover rate is defined as the number of persons participating in the 
program category in any month of the year dividicd by the average monthly participation level. 



Table 4 

Pacentage Distribution of the Number of 
Transitions in Program Participation Status Over 32 Months 

for Individuals in Households with Children 
(weight& N = 205 14) 

Month- 1 
program 
Combination 

Percent of Individuals by Number of F r o m  Transitions 
No One Two Three or More 

Total Transitions Transition Transitions Transitions 

No Program 
PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both Programs 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. 
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1 
1 program combinations for individuals in households with children. Only one-fourth of the 

I individuals parricipating in PA only as of month one and one-fifth of the month-one FSP-only 

1 
participants remain in their respective program states for the full 32 months. 

Consistent with the lower turnover rate for joint program participation, the individuals 

1 participating in both programs as of month one are much less likely to change program 

I participation status. Over half of the individuals participating in both programs in month one 

nmain in that program status for the full 32 months. 

I It is evident that participation in PA only and the FSP only are temporary phenomenon for 

I many individuals. Many more individuals pass through the PA-only and FSP-only program states 

I 
over the course of a year than an found in those states at a point in time. 

I 
B. MOVES BETWEEN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

In this section we examine the interaction of participation in PA and the FSP as recipients 

I move to and h m  periods off the programs. We an interested in determining whether moves into 

I and out of multiple program participation are pan of a gradual process involving sequential e n q  

or exit from PA and the FSP, or whether entries to and exits from multiple program participation 

I occur as abrupt transitions. 

I Throughout this analysis it is important to note that the changes or transitions in program 

I 
participation that we o b s c ~ e  over the 32-month follow-up period of the SIPP reflect the patterns 

of participation over a relatively short time mod. Patterns of participation operating on a longer 

I cycle cannot be observed in the SIPP and, consequently, are beyond the scope of this study. 

I 



1. Routes to Self-Sufficiency 

Of those individuals who are observed to exit from participation in both programs, 72 

percent exit to a single program (31 percent to PA only and 41 percent to the FSP only), while 28 

percent exit immediately to nonparticipation, as shown in Table 5. In turn, 64 percent of those 

exiting from month-one spells of PA only and 76 percent of those exiting from the FSP only exit 

to nonparticipation. These figures suggest that many of the persons who leave joint participation 

in PA and the FSP tend to do so sequentially via participation in a single program category rather 

than exiting directly to a period of nonparticipation. 

The profile of program participation for those who experience two or more transitions 

(Table 6) tends to confirm the sequential movement in program participation. Of those 

individuals initially participating in both programs, 15 percent pass through the PA-only category 

and 20 percent pass through the FSP-only category on their way to a period of nonparticipation. 

In addition to the individuals moving off of participation in both programs via PA only or 

the FSP only, a substantial number of participants in both programs exit temporarily to the single 

program categories before returning to participation in both programs following the second 

transition. This cycling on and off of the programs is observed for each of the categories: 83 

percent of month-one nonparticipants with two transitions return t6 self-sufficiency following 

their second transition; 73 percent of the monthsne PA-only participants return to participation in 

PA only; and 83 percent of the month-one FSP-only participants return to that category. There 



Table 5 

Percentage Distribution of the Ourcome of the 
First Transition from Month-1 Program Status 
for Individuals in Households with Children 

(weighted; N = 3,337) 

P r o m  State A/ 
Program State B 

-- 

Individuals Moving from Individuals Entering 
State At~StateB State A from State B 
Numba Number 
(1,0009) Percent (1,000s) Percent 

Neither Program/ 
PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both Programs 

PA Only/ 
Neither Program 
FSP Only 
Both Programs 

FSP Only/ 
Neither Program 
PA Only 
Both Programs 

Both.Programsl 
Neitha Program 
PA Only 
FSP Only 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 

NOTE: F%mxatagts may not add to 100 because of rounding. 



Table 6 

Percentage Distribution of the 
Outcome of the Second Transition from Month- 1 Progam 

Status for Individuals in Households with Children 
(weighted; N = 3,337) 

program 
Month-1 Combination P r o m  Combination Followinn Second Transition 
program Following Neither Both 
Combination First Transition Program PA Only FSP Only Programs Total 

Neitha Program Total 

PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both - 

PA Only 

Neitha Program 
FSP Only 
MPrograms 

FSP Only Total 

NeithaProgram 
PA Only 
Both Programs 

Both Programs Total 

Neitha Program 
PA Only 
FSPOnly 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 

NOTE: Pacatage8 may not add to 100 &cauae of founding. 



appears to be a gnat deal of instability in thsset of programs from which benefits are received, 

and movements off the programs seem to be temporary states for many people. l l 

2. Returns to Program Participation 

In examining the patterns of returns to program participation, we focus on periods of 

nonpanicipation observed for individuals who are initially program participants. Thus, we are 

interested in the outcome of periods of nonparticipation for individuals who move from 

participating in one of the program categories in month one to nonpanicipation following their 

f i t  transition. We observe this transition pattern for 37 percent of the month-one program 

participants, as shown in Table 7. We observe a second transition, back to program participation, 

for 3,695 of the 6.765 individuals observed to begin a period off the programs. That is, 55 percent 

of those exiting the programs return to program participation. And three-fourths of those who 

renun to program participation return to their initial program state. 

For the PA-only and FSP-only participants, in particular, there are frequent movements 

between participation and periods off of all programs. As shown in Table 5, the majority of 

persons exiting from those categories exit to nonparticipation and, as shown in Table 7, of those 

returning to participation from nonpanicipation, the majority return to their initial state. 

l1 An wWiorml analysis. which b beyond the rop of this hiry, would use admhiswtive data to explore the extent to 
which the cycling that is observed is a aue reflection of household experiences with the programs (and not simply 
r ~ p f t h g  moff in the SIPP). Busstein and V i r  (1989). in a study of FSP participation using adminisaative data 
for Octobcr 1980 to December 1983, k d  little evidence of the type of movements on and off the program that we 
observe in the SIPP. However, monthly rqxnting quirements were implemented in the states in latt 1982. Since 
about five percent of monthly reporting recipients am teminated from the programs in a nonnal month (Hamilton, 
1987). we would expect to observe more administrative churning in the time period subsequent to the Burstein and 
Visher study. As is discussed below, we undertake a rough adjustment of the dam for the multivariate analysis to 
reduce short tireaks in prom participation. 



- 
T a b l e  7  

Summary o f  t h e  Outcome of t h e  
F i r s t  and Second T r a n s i t i o n s  from Month-1 Program S t a t u s  

f o r  I n d i v i d u a l s  i n  Households w i t h  C h i l d r e n  
(weighted; N = 3,337) 

I n d i v i d u a l s  Observed t o  -- 
Return  t o  P a r c i c i p a t ~ o n  

Month-1 E x i t  Month-1 Prooram From No Prosram 
Program Month 1 E x i t  t o  Return t o  
Combination P a r t i c i p a n t  T o t a l  No Program T o t a l  I n i t i a l  S t a t e  

PA Only 
Number (1 ,000s)  2,067 1,542 97 9 455 
P e r c e n t  100.0 74.6 47.4 22.0 

PSP Only 
Number (1 ,000s)  7,322 5,970 4,534 2,533 2,242 
P e r c e n t  100.0 81.5 61.9 34.6 30.6  

Both P r o g r a m  
Number (1 ,000s)  9 ,083 4,402 1 ,252  707 
P e r c e n t  100.0 48.5 13.8 7 .8  

T o t a l  
Number (1 ,000s)  18,472 11,914 6,765 3,695 2,765 
P e r c e n t  100.0 64.5 36.6 20.0 15.0 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Ful l -Pane l  Research F i l e .  

NOTE : P e r c e n t a g e s  may n o t  add  t o  100 because  of rounding.  



In the next section we use multivariate analysis to explore the factors associated with the 

movements between the participation categories. We focus on the social and economic factors 

associated with transitions in program participation, and distinguish between transitions that 

reflect direct moves to self-sufficiency and those that, while not a complete exit from program 

participation, imply a reduced reliance on the welfm system. 



IV. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

In this chapter we examine the impact of family and household characteristics and the 

economic and program environment on the probability of exiting from spells of PA only, the FSP 

only, participation in both programs, and periods off the programs. The chapter begins with the 

presentation of the conceptual model that underlies our analysis. We then describe our analysis 

file, outline our estimation approach, present the model specification, and, finally describe the 

estimation results. 

A. THE MODEL OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

The conceptual framework underlying our model describes the individual's choice at each 

moment to occupy one of four possible states: participation in PA only, participation in the FSP 

only, joint participation in PA and the FSP, and self-sufficiency (i.e., the individual is not 

participating in either PA or the FSP). We assume that individuals will choose the program state 

at each point in time that maximizes their expected utility. Over time individuals will exit from a 

program state if the expected utility from an alternative state exceeds the expected utility of 

remaining in the cunent state. 

The focus of our analysis is the factors associated with the transitions from each program 

state. We estimate a reduced-form model using a competing-risks framework, where the 

occumnce of one event (e.g., an exit from participation in PA only to participation in both PA and 

the FSP) removes the individual from the risk of experiencing either of the alternative events (i-e.. - 



exiting to participation in the FSP only or to a period off both programs).12 The competing-risks 

framework characterizes each route of exit from a particular state by a separate transition rate or 

hazard function and, consequently, allows the factors associated with different types of exits to 

vary* 

The "type-specific" hazard function is def ied as the conditional probability that a spell of 

participation in state i will end after t+At months by route j, given that the spell lasted at least t 

months. The hazard rate is defined as a function of both time and a set of explanatory vkables, 

and can be written as: 

where i is the cumnt state (i.e., participation in PA only, the FSP only, both programs, or neither 

program); j is the destination state following the transition or the "type" of exit; t is the number 

of months since the beginning of the spell; and X is.a vector of socioeconomic and demographic 

characteristics of the individual and characteristics of the economic and program environment. 

The overall hazard function -- the probability of exiting from state i, regardless of type of exit -- is 

the sum of all of the type-specific hazard functions:13 

121'he competing-risk model is described in Kdbfleirsh and Rentice (1980) and hao been applied in earlier studies 
examining exits from participation in a single program by marriage, work, and other routes (Bane and Ellwood, 
1983; Ellwood, 1986; Blank, 1986: and O'Neill, Bassi, and Wolf, 1987), and in studies of the relationship between 
AFDC participation and wQk (Engberg, Goaschalk, and Wolf, 1990). 

l3~ote that this framework assumes that the risks of the hsfexent types of exit are independent, which in turn requires 
that we assume that there is no unobservable heterogeneity. As techniques for dealing with unobservable 
heterogeneity within a competing-risks hamework arc not well-developed, we rely on the wealth of data in the 
SIPP to control for a greater number of observed characteristics than has heretofore been possible. 



The primary advantages of the hazard model for studying the dynamics of program 

participation are that unlike traditional multivariate regression, the hazard model can incorporate 

information on right-censored spells (i.e., spells that are observed to begin but are not followed 

long enough to see how or when they end) and explwatory variables that change values over the 

course of the spell. Ignoring right-censored spells and time-varying explanatory variables can 

result in substantial bias in estimates of the probability of exiting from the spell and in the factors 

associated with exiting. 

B. THE ANALYSIS FILE 

The focus of our analysis is on children beginning a spell of program participation or a spell 

off the programs during the 32-month period of the longitudinal fiile.14 We organize the data so 

that the spells in each state (i.e., participation in PA only, the FSP only, both programs, or neither 

program) are the units of observation.15 

l4sinco our anaIysis focuses on iyuu of wlfPc recipiency. we distinguish very short pexiods off the program that may 
be due to reporting errors in the SIPP or administrative "churning" (is., temporary exits from program 
participation W am due to administrative factors, including exits due to noncompliance with monthly reporting 
requirements) from those that appear to be true periods of self-sufficiency. Consequently, we edit the data to 
eliminate exits born program participation that last for only one month. That is, speUs of PA that are separated by 
a single ma!& of nomeceipt am recoded to form one continuous paiod of PA receipt. We perform a similar edit 
for spells of FSP perticipatb. ?here are 68 households f a  whom such edits are performed for PA receipt and 166 
households for whom food stamp receipt is edited. Similarly, short spells of participation in PA only or the FSP 
only that precede a spell of parricipation in both programs may reflect administrative delays, rather than the 
individual's participation decisions. Consequently, we eliminate such speils from our analysis. 

151t is w d  noting tha&, shrc each child e n m  the analysis as a sqxuarc observation, we arc mating children from the 
same family as independent observations. By ignoring the interdependence between such children, our estimates 
may ov-te the true standard errors (since additional childnn from multiple-child familits or households are 
not contributing much more information than the first child from that family or household) and consequently, may 
overstate the levels of ~ i ~ c a n c e  used in hypothesis testing. Because of this we use a relatively conservarive test 
of significance -- sipficant at at least the 95 percent level. 



I We attach to each spell information on the length of the spell, whether it is completed, and, 

I if so, the type of exit that is observed. Each child is included at most once for each type of spell, 

although the same child may appear in the sample for more than one type of spell. While multiple 

I spells of a given type do exist for some children, we chose to  ignore them in order to avoid the 

I complicated statistical problems associated with the correlation of spells for individuals. 

I 
Consequently, our estimates will be inefficiem but consistent. l6 We chose the first observed spell 

of each type for each child in order to maximize the probability that we would observe the exit 

I h r n  that spell. 

Our sample includes 312 spells of participation in PA only, 1,047 spells in the FSP only, 

806 spells in both PA and the FSP, and 1,696 spells off the programs, as shown in Table 8. Not 

surprising, given the evidence of the transitory nature of PA-only and FSP-only receipt, we are 

more likely to observe exits for PAsnly spells and FSP-only spells than for either spells of joint 

program participation or spells off the programs. This difference can be seen quite clearly in 

Figure 1, which illustrates the nonparameaic Kaplan-Meier swivor  estimator for each type of 

spell (the estimated survivor probabilities are reported in Table 9).17 The survival probability for 

161n or& to model multiple spells of program participation comcrly, information on the individual's family and 
household w e k c  histay prior to the first obsaved spell is needed. 

''The nw*p bction b the probability that the spell will continue at least until time t and is written as: 

The hazard function and srwivor functions am alternative methods of specifying the distribution of spell durations 
and have the following relationship: 

See Kalbfleisch and Rentice (1980) for a discussion of the Kaplan-Meier swivor estimator. 



Table 8 

Charactahics of the Sample of First Obsaved Spells of Phcipation 

.I 
Both Neither 

Charactaistic PA Only FSP Oniy Programs Program 

Number of Spells 3 12 1,047 806 1,696 I 
Number of Months 1,692 6,026 6,374 17,614 
Number of Exits 24 1 769 434 626 

I 

SOUR=. 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 





Kaplan-Meier Survivor Function Estimates for 
F i t  Observed Spells of Participaaon 

Month 
Both Neither 

PA Only FSP Only programs program 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 



spells off the programs and joint PA and FSP participation are significanlly greater (indicating 

spells of longer duration) than for either PA-only or FSP-only spells. In fact, about half of the 

spells of PA only and FSP only end between three and four months, while over half of the spells 

of participation in both propams are still in progress at seven months, and over half of the spells 

off the programs arc still in progress at the end of 18 months (as shown in Table 9). Clearly, most 

PA-only and FSP-only participants exit from those categories quickly, while most of those who 

exit the programs are able to sustain nonparticipation for a relatively long period. 

C. THE ESTIMATION APPROACH 

Because then an three routes of exit from each of the four program states, there arc twelve 

type-specific hazard functions to be estimated. However, because of the rarity of exits kom spells 

of PA only to the FSP only and, similarly, of exits fmm spells of FSP only to PA only (see Table 

10). we do not estimate type-specific hazard models for those exits. Instead, we treat PA-only and 

FSP-only spells that end with such exits as if they were censored in the month prior to the 

observed exit (i.e., we drop the last month of data for those spells). The parameter estimates that 

are obtained for the type-specific hazard functions for the remaining exits from PA-only and FSP- 

only splls are consistent, but not fully efficient (Allison, 1984). The ten remaining type-specific 

hazard models that we do estimate are summarized below. 



Table 10 . 

Program Status in the Month Following the Fit Obsuved Spell 

Prognun Status 
Following Spell 

PA FSP Both Neither 
MY MY &grams m r a m  

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

PA Only 
FSP Only 
Both Programs 
Neither Program 

Exit Not Observed 

SOURCE: 1984 SIFT Full-Panel Research File. 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. . 



Initial State 

PA Only 

FSP Only 

Both Programs 

Neither program 

Tnes  of Exit 

Both programs 
Neither program 

Both programs 
Neither program 

PA only 
FSP only 
Neither program 

PA only 
FSP only 
Both Programs 

In addition to these type-specific hazard models, we estimate the overall hazard for each program 

state (i.e., for participation in PA only. the FSP only. both programs, and neither program). 

We use a discrete-time framework to estimate each of the models. The primary advantages 

of the discrete-time model over the continuous-time model for the current analysis are: (1) the 

inherently discrete nature of the program participation process, (2) the greater ease of estimation, 

particularly when time-varying explanatory variables are included in the model, and (3) the need 

to make fewer a priori assumptions about the model's functional fom. 

Estimating the discrete-time hazard model requires a separate observation for each month 

that the individual is at risk, i.e., each month at risk is treated as a distinct observation, referred to 

as a spell-month. For each spell-month the dependent variable for the overall hazard model is 

coded 1 if the individual exits from the spell in that month, and 0 otherwise. For the type-specific 



hazard model, when multiple types of exits axe considtred, the dependent variable is coded 1 or 2 

(or where relevant, 1.2, or 3) to reflect each type of exit, and 0 if there is no exit. In the final step 

the spell-month data are pooled, and logit (for the overall hazard equations) and multinornial logit 

(for the type-specific hazard equations) models are estimated using maximum likelihood 

procedures. 

It is worth noting that the children whose time in a spell is censored, (that is, their exit from 

the spell is not observed because they left the sample prior to the end of the survey or had not 

exited from their spell by the end of the survey observation period) contribute exactly what is 

known about them to the analysis: that they had not exited from the spell up to the last 

observation period. This is important because 46 percent of the spells of participation in both 

programs and 63 percent of the spells off the programs an censored, as shown in Table 10. 

D. MODEL SPECIFICATION 

In specifying our empirical model of the factors affecting the probability of exiting from 

spells of multiple program participation and retuming to participation following an exit, we draw 

on the existing empirical research on the dynamics of AFDC participation (particularly those 

studies summarized in Table 11) and FSP participation (Table 12)' and the limited research on 

program recidivism (Table 13). In particular, we include four types of explanatory variables in 

our modtl: 

1. Baseline characteristics -- Variables reflecting the baseline (month 1) characteristics of 
the child, including characteristics of the child's family and household. 
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Table 13 

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS FOR SELECTED STUDIES OF THE PROBABILITY OF 
RETURN TO PARTICIPATION IN AFDC OR THE FSP 

AFDC 

- 

FSP 

Explanatory 
Variable 

Ellwood (1986) Burstein and 
1968-84 Panel Visher (1989) 
Study of Income 1980-83 OBRA 
Dynamics ~atabarel 
(Table A.2, (Table 3.3, 
Recidivism) - One Adult 

with Children) 

AFDC Maximum Benefit 

Transfer Income 

Education Attainment 

Race is Black/Nonwhite 

Young Adult 

Older Adult 

Number of Children 

Presence of Young Children 

Recont Work Experience/Ehming 

Work/Health Disability 

Never Married/Single 

State Unemployment Rate 

NOTES: A column entry of to+o*  indicates that the variable was estimated to have 
a poritive effect on the probability of exit from AFDC, while the "-" 
entry indicates that the estimated effect was negative. The ( * )  
indicates that the estimate was significant at or below the .05 level. 
Thm variables included in thir table are a subset of all of the 
variables that were included in the studies. 

I. This database was initially prepared for the analysis of the impacts on the 
FSP of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981. 

2.  In the Burstein and Visher analysis of recidivism the explanatory variables 
are measured as of the first month of the prior spell of program 
participation. 

3 .  Ellwood includes two dummy variables indicating whether the woman has 
completed 8 years of education or completed 9 to 11 years of education. The 
estimated coefficients for the two variables are negative and positive, 
respectively, although neither is statistically significant. 



2. Changes over time in family and household circumstances -- Variables reflecting 
important changes over time in the circumstances of the child's family and household. 

3. Proflam and economic environment -- Variables reflecting the characteristics of the 
program, economic, and social environment that the child and his or her family and 
household face at each point in time. 

4. L e n d  of m l l  -- A series of dummy variables to control for the length of the spell. 

In the remainder of this section, we discuss each of the types of variables. 

1. Baseline Characteristics 

A series of demographic and economic variables are included in the model to reflect the 

characteristics and circumstances of the child and his or her family and household as of the first 

month of the spell. Those variables are: 

Child is White A dummy variable indicating that the child is white (l=yes, 
O=no). 

Head is High 
School Graduate 

Single-Parent Family 

A dummy variable indicating that the reference person of the 
child's household had graduated from high school by the first 
month of the spell (l=yes, &no). l8 

A dummy variable indicating that the child's family was 
headed by a single parent in the first month of the spell 
(l=yes, O=no). 

181n the S W, the household reference person or householder is the fmt person listed by the household respondents as 
the person or persons in whose name the home is owned or rented 



Multiple-Famil y 
Household 

Child Less Than 
Age 6 

Worker Present 

A dummy variable indicating that the child's household 
included more than one family in the first month of the spell 
(l=yes, O=no). The presence of multiple families within the 
household suggests that the PA and FSP program units may 
differ. The existence of multiple families within the 
household also has implications for the child's environment 
since the other members of the household may provide child 
care or economic assistance to the child's family. 

A dummy variable indicating that there was a child less than 
age six in the child's family as of the first month of the spell 
(l=yes, O=no). 

A dummy variable indicating that there was a worker within 
the child's household as of the first month of the spell (l=yes, 
Omo). 

In describing the child's circumstances we inclu& a mixture of family-level and household- 

level variables. Factors that are most relevant to AFDC eligibility (e.g., measures of household 

composition) are based on the child's family, while the remaining variables are defined at the 

household-level. 

The means for the variables describing the child and his or her family and household as of 

month one an presented in Table 14. In comparing the characteristics of the children participating 

in the FSP only or in both programs to children who are receiving benefits from neither program, 

the general relationship is as we would expect. Children from single-parent families, from 

multiple-family households, and from families with young children are more likely to be program 

participants. 

The characteristics of the children participating in PA only are consistent with AFDC 

quality control data, which suggest that the component of the AFDC caseload that does not receive 



Table 14 

Means for the Variables Describing the Characteristics of the 
Child and His or Her Family and Household as of Month 1 of the Spell 

(Standard &viation in parenthesis) 

PA . FSP Both 
WY WY programs 

Neither 
hogram 

Child is White 

Head is High School Grad 

Single-Parent Family 

Multipb-Family Household 

Child Less Than 
Age 6 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 



w f w d  stamps is frequently comprised of relatively small program units embedded in larger, more 

well-to-do households (which presumably arc not eligible for the FSP). The PA-only children in 

our sample are more likely than other program participant children to be members of multiple- 

family households and households that include at least one worker. 

2. Changes Over Time in Family and Household Circumstances 

Two prior studies of the dynamics of program participation use monthly data to examine the 

association between changes in family and household circumstances or "events" (e.g., mamage, 

birth of a child, beginning a new job) and program entry and exit. Most recently, Williams and 

1 
Ruggles (1987) use tabular analysis to examine the frequency with which the birth of a child, a 

I mamage, the break-up of a mamage, and changes in the employment of a family member 

I 
coincide with the month of a change in either AFDC or FSP participation status. While they find 

that demographic events an more likely than economic changes to be associated with program 

I entry and exit, the occurrence of an event in and of itself is not found to be strongly associated 

I with program entry and exit. 

In an earlier study, Carr and Lubitz (1985) use both tabular and multivariate analyses to 

@ explore the relationship between the timing of the occurrence of an event and a change in the 

I household's FSP participation status. The household events they examine include a change in 

I 
household income, asset holdings, the number of earners in the household, or the receipt of 

benefits from Unemployment Insurance. and the mamage of the household head. Their 

I multivariate work suggests that there is a significant association between the occurrence of an 

I 



event, particularly changes in the number of earners in the household, and a subsequent change in 

FSP participation status. 

For this study, we expand the set demographic and economic of events that may mgger a 

change in program participation status. These events, intended to capture important changes over 

time in the circumstances of the child's family and household, are summarized below: 

Birth of a Child A dummy variable indicating that an infant entered the child's 
family between the prior month and the current month (1 =yes, 
Osno). 

Youngest Child Turned 6 A dummy variable indicating that the youngest person in the 
child's family went from less than age six to at least age six 
between the prior month and the current month (l=yes, O=no). 

Occurrence of a Marriage A dummy variable indicating that the reference person of the 
child's family married between the prior month and the 
cumnt month (l=yes, O=no). 

Breakup of a Marriage 

Lost Last Worker 

Added F i t  Worker 

A dummy variable indicating that the marriage of the 
reference person of the child's family broke up between the 
prim month and the current month (l=yes, 0=no). l9 

A dummy variable indicating that the child's household lost 
its last employed mtmber(s) between the prior month and the 
cumnt month (l=yes, O=no). 

A dummy variable indicating that the child's household added 
its first employed member between the prior month and the 
cumnt month (l=yes, O=no). 

These variables capture change in the child's circumstances relative to the child's 

month-one characteristics. For example, if the head of the child's family divorces his or her 

1 9 ~ n y  change h m  a status of "married, spouse present" is counted as evidence of a marital breakup. 



spouse and then remarries over the course of the spell of programpanicipation, the occurrence of 

both events -- the breakup of the marriage and the remarriage -- will be captured. 

In this model, the occurrence of an event is hypothesized to increase or decrease the 

probability of exit fiom the particular spell. For example, we include the marriage of the head of 

the child's family and the breakup of that marriage as events that can raise or lower (but do not 

lower to zero) the hazard of program exits. This differs from earlier work, most notably, Bane and 

Ellwood (1983), in which events such as marriage and employment are treated as alternative states 

to which an individual exits from a spell of AFDC. Because marriage, marital breakups, and 

changes in employment status do not necessarily result in program exits or program entry, we 

believe our model provides a more appropriate framework for analyzing the impact of family and 

household events on program behavior.% 

Over the course of the spells many more children experience one of the economic events 

than experience the changes in the composition of their household, as shown in Table 15. The 

most common event for children in each type of spell -- the loss of the last worker in the 

household -- is experienced by between 16 and 42 percent of the children. In contrast, the least 

frequent event -- the occurrence of a marriage in the child's family -- occurs for fewer than 5 

percent of the childnn in each type of spell. 

20An alternative model would examine the impact of the child's stapu at each point in time on program participation by 
including time-varying variables in the model, such as a dummy miable indicating that the reference person of the 
child's family is married in the month. Unfortunately, constraints on the number of variables that could be 

I included in the model prevented our estimating models that included variables reflecting the child's baseline 
characteristics, time-varying variables, and indicators of the occurrence of events in the child's family and 
household. Because we are most interested in the relationship between changes in family and household 
circumstances andprogram participation behavior, we focus on the "event" variables. 



Table 15 

Percentage of Children Experiencing the 
Family or Household Event Over the Course of the Spell 

I 
Variable 

FSP 
MY 

Both 
programs 

Neither 
program 

Youngest Child Turned 6 3.2 4.3 6.1 8.5 

Occurrence of a Marriage 2.6 1.2 3.6 4.5 

Breakup of a Marriage 3.5 5.0 8 3  4.8 

LostLastWoaka 15.7 24.2 41.8 18.9 

Added First Worker 



In addition to the measures of the occurrence of family and household events, we also 

include a measure of the availability of alternative sources of support that are independent of 

program participation and employment. That time-varying variable is: 

Monthly Unearned The level of unearned, non-PA income received by the child's 
Income household in the prior month ($100~). 

As shown in Table 16, the children receiving PA only were members of households that 

received greater amounts of other income on average than did the households of the remaining 

children. This is consistent with the tendency, noted above, for AFDC-only program units to be 

subsumed within larger, more well- to-do households. 

3. Program and Economic Environment 

We expect that the characteristics of the program environment and the economic conditions 

in the area in which the child lives will have an impact on the family's program participation 

behavior. Consequently, we include two environmental measures in our model:21 

Maximum AFDC Benefit The maximum AFDC benefit payable to a family of four in 
the state when the child resides ($100~). This variable serves 
as a proxy for the generosity of the state's AFDC program. 

*l~ocaua the SIPP doer not include such variables, we add these data to the file for each child for each month based on 
the child's state of residence. In the case of six states in which the survey sample is relatively small, two state 
groups were created by the Census Bureau to insure that individual survey respondents could not be identified. 
Those state groups are: (1) Mississippi and West Virginia, and (2) Idaho, New Mexico, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming. 





Unemployment Rate The unemployment rate for the state in which the child 
' 

resides. This variable serves as a proxy for the overall 
economic conditions faced by the chi1d's.family and 
household. 

The means for the program and economic environment variables are reported in Table 17. 

Of particular intmst is the fact that the children participating in PA only and in both PA and the 

FSP wen residing in the states with the more generous AFDC programs. 

4. Length of Spell 

The final set of variables encompasses a series of dummy variables to control for the length 

of the spell. Those variables are: 

Months 3 to 4 

Months 5 to 8 

A dummy variable indicating that the observation (i.e., spell- 
month) is either the 3rd or 4th month of the spell (l=yes, 
@no). 

A dummy variable indicating that the observation is either the 
5th 6th. 7th. or 8th month of the spell (l=yes, O=no). 

Months 9 to 12 A dummy variable indicating that the observation is either the 
9th. 10th. 1 lth, or 12th month of the spell (l=yes, O=no). 

Months 13 to 16 A dummy variable indicating that the observation is either the 
13th. 14th. 15th. or 16th month of the spell (l=yes, O=no). 

. 
Months 17 and Up A dummy variable indicating that the observation is at least 

the 17th month of the spell (l=yes, @no). 

Seam Month A dummy variable indicating that the observation is the final 
month in a wave of the SIPP, i.e., i t  is a "seam" month 
between two rounds of interviews. 



Table 17 

Means for Program and Economic Environment Variables 
for the Child Over the Course of the Spell 

(Standard deviation in parenthesis) 

Variable 
PA FSP Both Neither 
Only WY programs program 

MaximumAFDC 
Benefit ($100s) 

Unemployment Rate 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research Fie. 



The grouping of the months variables is necessary because of a constraint on the number of 

explanatory variables that can be handled by the software package we use to estimate the model. 

The final variable (seam month) is intended to c a p m  a well-documented~problern in longitudinal 

overall hazard for ~ a r t i c i a a t i ~ ~  in PA nnlv thp C C ~  --*-- L --L --- -- ._ _ - . , r r r .  . W c----- ----- --- - .- Y...J, r3r UIIIY, UOUI progTams, ana selr-sutnclency 

(Table 191, and the results obtained for the ten type-specific hazard models (Table 20).~~ The 

tables an provided at thc end of this section. Because our models an reduced-form equations, the 

estimates represent the net effects of variables on the probabilities of exiting from the program 

states and should not be interpreted as estimates of the parameters of the program participation 

&cision function. 

In comparing the estimation results across Tables 19 and 20, it is important to be aware that 

the overall significance levels for the coefficient estimates will &cline as the number of exits of a 

2b tables do not include the standard errors for the coefficient estimates  ported in the tabla. That information, 
as well as complete information on the means of the explanatory variables, is provided in Appendix A. 



Table 18 

Means for Variables Reflecting the Length of the Child's Spell 
(Standard deviation in parenthesis) 

PA FSP Both Neither 
Variable WY only programs program 

Months 3 to 4 

Months 5 to 8 

Months 9 to 12 

Months 13 to 16 

Months 17 and Up 

Seam Month 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 



particular type becomes a smaller proportion of the total sample size. In other words, we obtain 

less precise parameter estimates for exit types that are less frequently observed, such as an exit 

from participation in both programs to participation in PA only. This imprecision is most evident 
. . 

for the relatively rare family events (the birth of a child, maniage, and marital disruption) for 

which we sometimes obtain very large estimates of the coefficients and standard errors in the 

competing-risk model (see Table 20 and Appendix Table A.3). 

1. Overview of Welfare Recipiency and Recidivism 

In general, variables that are likely to reflect greater earning capabilities (higher educational 

attainment) and greater attachment to the labor force (the presence of a worker in the household) 
4 

are positively associated with exits from program participation and negatively associated with 

exits from self-sufficiency, or recidivism23 In other words, children from educated households 

and from households with greater labor force attachment spend less time on the programs and are 

less likely to return to the programs, all  else equal. In contrast, factors that are likely to reflect, in 

part, increased opportunity costs of working (the presence of children less than age 6 and being a 

member of a single- rather than twu-parent family) are negatively associated with program exits 

and positively associated with program recidivism. Thus, children from single-parent families and 

1 23~n looking at Table 19 it is clear that rhae arc some apparent anomalies in our findings, e.g., the presence of a worker 
in the household reduces the probability of exiting from a spell of PA only. Several of these anomalies can be 
resolved by distinguishing between the diffacnt typcs of exits (as is done in Table 20). Far example, the presence 
of a worker in the household reduces the probability of exiting from a spell of PA only to participation in both 
programs -- a plausible finding. We discuss several of the anomalies below. A likely explanation for many of the 
remaining anomalous findings is that they reflect imprecise parameter estimates. 



from families with young children tend to remain on the programs for longer periods of time and, 

for those who do succeed in leaving the programs, spells off the programs tend to be shorter. 

Somewhat surprisingly, we find a positive association between residing within a multiple- 

family household and recidivism. Our expectation was that the child's family would 

benefit from the presence of additional adults to help with child care and from the potential 

financial gains a larger household could provide, as appears to be the case for exits from the FSP 

only. However, it may be that "doubling-up" with another family represents one method of 

coping with a stressful situation (job loss, marital disruption. or ill health) and that such families 

axe more likely to turn to program participation as anotha.means of coping." 

The strong association between socioeconomic factors and exits from and returns to 

program participation is illustrated further by the variables indicating the occurrence of family and 

household events over the course of the program spell. Events likely to reflect improvements in 

the economic circumstances of the child's family or household, such a the marriage of the head of 

the family and the addition of the fmt worker to the household, or reductions in baniers to 

employment such as the aging of the youngest child in the family to age six or greater, are 

positively associated with pmgnm exits, all  else equal.2s Conversely, exits from self-sufficiency 

%e negative relsriauhip betwca~ residing in a multiple hmily and exits bom PA only h k l y  m reflst the gram 
l & e U m d  that the multiple-family household is not eligible for h e  FSP. Thus, children Irom multiple-fam~ly 
households arc less W y  10 exit 6mm participation in PA d y  to participation in both programs (Table 20). 

25h addition m capturing any reduction in pomtial work-r&aj child care com as the children in the family age. the 
v&le reflecting the aging of the youngest child is also likely to capture the effect of the 1984 AFDC program 
d e s  under which able-bodied recipients, including mothers whose youngest child is at least six years old, are 
required to register for work or job mining. 





Of most interest is the impact of family and household events on the patterns of exits from 

the participation categories. Just as the loss of the last worker in the household is strongly 

associated with returns to program participation, so too is the loss of the last worker associated 

with increased reliance on the welfare system. as the children experiencing that event move from 

participation in a single program to receipt of benefits from both programs (Table 20). Similarly, 

the breakup of the marriage ofrhe family head is associated with increased reliance on the welfare 

system, as the children experiencing that event move from participation in a single program to 

participation in both programs. 

For those who have s u c c ~ d  in exidng &om the p r o m ,  both a breakup of the marriage 

and the binh of a child in the family arc associated with moves to participation in both programs. 

While the breakup of a marriage implies a worsening of economic conditions for the family, the 

binh of a child introduces an additional barrier to employment for the family members. 

In contrast, a lessening reliance on the welfare system - either through a reduction in the 

number of programs from which benefits arc received or in a direct move to nonparticipation -- is 

observed following the addition of the f h t  worker in the household and following the marriage of 

the family head. Surprisingly, the marriage of the family head is also associated with exits to 

greater rcliana on the welfare system for children who arc initially in a spell of PA only. Since 

childnn who arc initially participating in both programs arc more likely to exit to self-sufEciency 

following a marriage, it is difficult to know what to make of this move from participation in one 

program to joint program participation. 



A reduced reliance on the welfare system is alio observed for children who reside in 

households with greater nonwelfarc options, as measured by the receipt of income from sources 

other than earnings and welfare programs. The greater the alternative sources of income the less 

likely is the child to exit from a single program to both programs or to return to program 

participation from a period of self-sufficiency. 

Finally, in looking at the impact of the program environment as measured by the generosity 

of the AFDC program in the state where the child resides, we find that that environment has a 

significant impact on the patterns of program participation. Exits from PA only and both 

programs arc less likely and, for those off the programs, returns to participation in PA, whether 

alone or in conjunction with the FSP, are more likely the more generous the AFDC program in. the 

child's state. Thus, our results suggest that reducing AFDC benefits would reduce AFDC 

participation and recidivism. However, this finding should not be taken as support for a reduction 

in AFDC benefits because our study docs not consider the well-being of the child when he or she 

is off the ~ronrams. P~I:A:-- -L-- -- 3-  . . 



Table 1 9  
1 

Coeff lc ient  E s t m a t e s  f o r  t h e  Hazard Models f o r  F i r s t  Observed S p e l l s  . 
of PA Only, FSP Only, Both Programs, and Nerther Program 

I 
H 

PA FSP Both N e ~ t h e r  
Variable Only Only Programs Program 

I 

1 
Constant -1.127 -2.826 * *  -2.318 * *  -3.102 * *  

Child is  White 0.336 0.231 0.249 * -0.067 

Hoad is  High School Grad -0.316 0.141 0.402 **  -0.34: * =  

Multiple-Family Household -0.703 **  0.231 -0.124 0 .213  * I 
Single-Parent Family 0.129 -0.256 * *  -0.300 0 .333  * *  

Child Less Than Age 6 0.158 -0.091 -0.239 * 0 . 3 0 9  * *  h 
Worker Present  

Monthly Unearned 

B i r t h  of a Child 1.029 -0.482 -0.952 0 .681  

I 
Youngest Child Turned 6 3.181 ** 0.607 1.423 **  0.038 

0ccurrenc.e of a Marriage 3.372 * *  1.585 1.373 ** 0.355 
1 

Breakup of a Marziago 0.995 0.934 **  0.018 0.037 

Add& F i r a t  Worker 0.915 1.335 ** 1,565 ** 0.153 
m 

Lost h a t  Worker 0.349 -0.326 -0.496 1.024 * *  

Maximum AFDC Benef i t  -0.124 * 0.121 ** -0.126 ** -0.064 * 
w 

Unomploymont Rate 0.092 0.002 -0.072 * 0.002 

Months 3 t o  4 -0.509 -0 . I 8 1  -0.399 **  0 .273 

Months 5 t o  8 -1.022 ** -0.374 * *  -0.188 -0.020 

Months 9 t o  12 -1.863 ** -0.560 **  -1.215 ** -0.452 * *  

Months 13 t o  1 6  -1.074 ** -1.017 * *  -1.057 **  -0.594 * *  

I 
Months 1 7  and Up -3.064 ** -0.763 **  -1.592 **  -1.058 * *  

Seam Month 2.069 ** 1.406 ** 1.467 ** 1 . 1 4 1  * *  

Log-likelihood 308.66 458.87 504.59 407.28 

SOURCE: 1984  SIPP Full-Panel Research F i l e .  
1 

NOTE : Means f o r  t h e  explanatory  v a r i a b l e s  and es t ima tes  of t h e  s tandard e r r o r s  are 
repor ted  i n  Tables A . l  and A.2, respect ively .  

( * * I  Sign i f i can t  a t  t h e  .05 (.01) l e v e l .  
I 



Table 20 

C o e f f i c i e n t  Est imates f o r  t h e  Competing-Risk Hazard Model f o r  
F i r s t  Observed S p e l l s  of P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  PA Only, FSP Only, - Both Programs, and Nei ther  P,rogram 

Var i ab l e  

E x i t  from PA Only t o :  Ex i t  from FSP Only t o :  

Both Nei ther  Both Nei ther  
P rograms Program Programs Program 

Constant -1.614 

Chi ld  i s  White 0.166 

Head i s  High School Grad -0.858 * 

Multaple-Family Household -1.332 * *  

Single-Parent  Family 0.341 

Chi ld  Less Than Age 6 1.049 * *  

Worker Present  

Monthly Unearned Income -0.085 

B i r t h  of  a Chi ld  -0.324 

Youngest Ch i ld  Turned 6 2.355 3.507 ** -17.141 0.762 

Occurrence of a Marriage 

Breakup of a Marriage 

Added F i r s t  Worker 

Lost Last Worker 

Maximum AFDC Bene f i t  

Unemployment U t e  

Months 3 t o  4 

Months 5 m 8 

Month8 9' t o  12 

Months 13 t o  16 

Months 17 a n t  Up 

Seam Month 



Table 20 (Continued) 

- 
Variable 

Ex i t  from Both Programs t o :  

PA ' FSP Neither 
Only Only Program 

Constant -6.813 **  -1.316 -4.101 * *  

Child i s  White 0.250 0.121 0.512 * *  

Head is  High School Grad 0 . 4 7 4  0.398 0.335 

Multiple-Family Hourehold 0.683 -0.016 -1.014 * *  

Single-Parent F a m ~ l y  0.365 -0.943 * *  . 0.059 

Child Less Than Age 6 0.519 -0.405 -0.486 * *  

Worker Present  

Monthly Unearned Income 

B i r t h  of a Child 

Youngeat Child Turned 6 

Occurrence of a Marriage 

Breakup of a Marriage 

Added F i r s t  Worker 

Loot Last Worker 

Murimurn AFDC Bonefit 

Unemployment Rate 

Months 3 t o  4  

Months 5 t o  8 

Months 9 t o  12 

Months 13 t o  16 

Months 17 and Up 

Seam Month 



Table  20 (Cont inued)  

V a r i a b l e  

E x i t  from N e i t h e r  Program t o :  

PA FSP Both 
On1 y Only P rogzams 

C o n s t a n t  -7.376 **  -2.393 * *  -8.937 * *  

C h i l d  i s  White -0.554 * *  0.098 -.O. 408 

Head i s  High School  Grad -0.281 -0.374 * *  -0.116 

Mult iple-Family  Household 0.606 " 0.102 0.241 

S i n g l e - P a r e n t  Family  0.873 * *  0.120 0.890 * *  

C h i l d  Less  Than Age 6 

Worker P r e s e n t  

Monthly Unearned Income 

B i r t h  o f  a C h i l d  

Youngest C h i l d  Turned 6 

Occur rance  of  a Mar r iage  

Breakup o f  a  Mar r iage  

Added F i r s t  Worker 

L o s t  L a s t  Worker 

Maximum AFDC B e n e f i t  

Unemployment R a t e  

Months 3  t o  4 

Months 5 t o  8  

Months 9 t o  12  

Months 1 3  t o  16  

Months 17 and Up 

Seam Month 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP F u l l - P a n e l  Research  F i l e .  

NOTE : Means f o r  t h e  e x p l a n a t o r y  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  estimates o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d  e r r o r s  a r e  
r e p o r t e d  i n  T a b l e s  A. l  and A.3, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

* ( * * )  S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 ( - 0 1 )  l e v e l .  
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APPENDIX A 

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 



Table A . 1  

Means and Standard Errors f o r  t h e  Explanatory 
Variables Included i n  tho  Models 

FSP Both Neither 
Only Only P roorams P roqram 

Std. Std.  Std. Std.  
Mean Error  Moan Error  Mean Error Mean Error 

Constant 1.000 0.00 1.000 0.00 1.000 0.00 1.000 0.00 

Child i s  White 0.619 0.49 0.665 0.47 0.554 0.50 0.705 0.46 

Head is  High School Grad 0.824 0.38 0.758 0.43 0.794 0.40 0.812 0.39 

Multiple-Family Household 0.410 0.49 0.206 0.40 0.281 0.45 0.175 0.38 

Singlo-Parent Family 

Child Loss Than Age 6 

Worker Preaont 

Monthly Unearned Income 

Bi r th  of a Child 

Youngoat Child Turned 6 

Occurronce of a Marriage 

Breakup of a Marriage 

Added F i r a t  Worker 

Lost Laat Worker 

M a x i m u m  AFDC Benefit  

Unomploymmnt h t o  

Month. 3 t o  4 0.233 0.42 0.228 0.42 0.185 0.39 0.163 0.37 

Months 5 t o  8 0.183 0.39 0.214 0.41 0.234 0.42 0.229 0.42 

Month. 9 t o  12 0.114 0.32 0.102 0.30 0.142 0.35 0.161 0.37 

Month. 13 t o  16 0.082 0.27 0.052 0.22 0.097 0.30 0.109 0.31 

Month. 17 and Up 0.067 0.25 0.049 0.22 0.104 0.31 0.149 0.36 

Seam .Month 0.212 0.41 0.238 0.43 0.230 0.42 0.218 0.41 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP ~ u l l - p a n e l  Research F i l e .  



Estimation Resul t s  f o r  t h e  Hazard Models f o r  F i r s t  
Observed S p e l l s  of PA Only, FSP Only, Both Programs, and 

Neither  Program 

Var iable  

PA Only FSP Only 

Coef f i c i en t  Std.  E r ro r  Coe f f i c i en t  S td .  E r ro r  

Constant 

Child i s  White 

Hoad i s  High School Grad 

Multiple-Family Household 

Single-Parent Family 

Chi ld  Loas Than Age 6 

Worker Prosont  

Monthly Unearned Income 

B i h h  of  a Child 

Youngest Chi ld  Turned 6 

Occurrence of a Marriage 

Braakup of  a Marriago 

Added F i r s t  Worker 

Lost Last  Worker 

Maximum AFDC Benef i t  

Unomploymont Rate 

Months 3 t o  4 

Months 5 t o  8 

Months 9 t o  12 

Months 13 t o  16 

Months 17 and Up 

Seam Month 



Table A. 2 (Continued) 

Both Programs Neither Program 

Variable Coeff ic ient  Std. Error  Coeff ic ient  Std. Error  

Conrtant -2.318 ** 0.373 -3.102 **  0.270 

Child i s  White 0.249 0.115 -0.067 0.091 

Hoad i s  High School Grad 0.402 * *  0.147 -0.341 **  0.099 

Multiple-Family Household -0.124 0.143 0.213 0.107 

Single-Parent ~ a r n i l y  

Child Leaa Than Ago d 

Workor Present  

Monthly Unearned Income 

B i r t h  of a Child 

Youngest Child Turned 6 

Occurronco of a Marriage 

Broakup of a Marriage 

Added F i r s t  Worker 

Lost Last Worker 

Maximum AFDC Bonefit 

Unemployment Rate 

Months 3 t o  4 

Months 5 t o  8 

Months 9 t o  12 

Months 13 t o  16 

Months 17 a d  Up 

Seam Month 

SOURCE: Extract  from t h e  1984 SIPP Full-Panel Resoarch P i l e .  

* ( * * I  Sign i f i can t  a t  t h e  .05 (.01) l e v e l .  



Table A.3 

Estimation Resul t s  f o r  Competing-Risk Hazard Model f o r  
F i r s t  Observed S p e l l s  of  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  PA Only, FSP Only, 

Both Programs, a i d  Neither  Program 

E x i t  from PA Only t o :  

Both Programs Nei ther  Program 

Var iable  Coef f i c i en t  Std. Erro r  Coef f i c i en t  Std.  Error  

Constant -1.614 0.898 

Child i s  White 0.166 0.281 

Head 1s High School Grad -0.858 0.343 

Multiple-Family Household -1.332 ** 0.362 

Single-Parent  Family 0.341 0.306 

Chi ld  Loss Than Age 6 1.049 **  0.278 

Worker P resen t  -1.449 ** 0.326 

Monthly Unearned Income -0.085 * . 0.036 

B i r t h  of  a Chi ld  -0.324 0.697 

Youngest Chi ld  Turned 6 2.355 ' 1.327 

Occurrence of a Marriage 4.179 **  0.948 

Breakup of a Marriage 2.580 ** 0.804 

Added F i r s t  Worker -18.337 4191.870 

Lost Last  Worker 1.020 * 0.446 

Maximum AFDC Benef i t  -0.019 0.093 

Unemployment Rate 0.109 0.081 

Months 3 t o  4 -0.908 **  0.330 

Months 5 t o  8 -1.482 ** 0.450 

Months 9 t o  12 -2.125 * 0.755 

Months 13 t o  16 -1.638 * 0.675 

Months 17 and Up -17.203 2142.760 

Seam Month 



Tabla A. 3 (Continued) 

Exit  from FSP Onlv t o :  

Both Programs Neitheg Program 

Variable Cooff i c i e n t  Std. Error  Coeff ic ient  Std. Error 

Conatant -4.201 ** 0.587 

Child i s  Whita 0.629 0.245 

Head i s  High School Grad -0.340 0.251. 

Multiple-Family Household 0.101 0.261 

Single-Parent Family 1.009 **  0.229 

Child Less Than Age 6 0.392 0.213 

Worker Present -0.637 ** 0.241 

Monthly Unearned Incorn -0.386 **  0.067 

B i r t h  of a Child 0.029 1.048 

Youngest Child Turned 6 -17.141 4902.880 

Occurrence of a Marriage i. 592 0.864 

Braakup of a Marriage 1.713 ** 0.451 

Added F i r r t  Worker 0.011 0.503 

Lort h a t  Wotkar 0.400 0.395 . 

Mutimum AFDC Bonef it 0.165 0.071 

Unemployment Rate 0.003 0.049 

Months 3 t o  4 -0.170 0.250 

Months 5 t o  8 -0.806 ** 0.306 

Months 9 t o  12 -0.226 0.317 

Months 13T-16 -17.529 2099.900 

Months 17 and Up -0.871 0.610 

S a m  Month 0.710 0.214 



Table A.  3 (Continued) 

Exit from Both ?roarams to: 

- PA Only FSP Only Neicher Program 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Sea. 2:::: 

Constant 

Child is White 

Head is High School Grad 

Multiple-Family Household 

Single-Parent Family 

Child Less Than Age 6 

Worker Present 

Monthly Unearned Income 

Birth of a Child 

Youngest Child Turned 6  

Breakup of a Marriage 

Breakup of a Marriage 

Added First Worker 

Lost Last Worker 

Maximum AEDC Benefit 

Unemployment Rate 

Months 3 to 4 

Months 5 to 8 

Months 9 to 12 

Months 13 to 1 6  

Months 17 and Up 

Seam Month 



I Tabld A. 3 (Continued) 

Exit from Neither ?roaram t o :  

- PA Only FSP Only Neither ?roqram 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. 2 : z c :  

Constant -7 .376 * *  0.740 -2.3 93 **  0 .314  -8.937 * *  2 - 8 1 1  

Child is White -0.554 '* 0.214 0 .098 0.110 -0.408 0 . 2 4 3  

Herd is High School Grad -0 .281  0 .247 -0.374 ** 0.115 -0.116 3.235 

Multiple-Family Household 0 .606  * *  0.235 0 .102 0.132 0 .241  2 .285 

Single-Parent Family 0.877 **  0 .236  0.120 0 .109  0 .890 * =  2 . 2 - C  

Child Less Than Age 6 0 .459  0 .209 0 .223  * 0.100 0 .630 .* 3 . i 4 4  

Worker Present 0 .035  0 .308 -0.286 0 .141  -0 .536 3.3C2 

Monthly Unearned Income 0 .011  0 .008  -0.028 * 0.014 -0 .099 * 3.34: 

Birth of r Child -15.024 3755.370 0 .041  0.724 2.522 * *  0 .641  

Youngost Child Turned 6 0.464 0.734 -0.109 0.516 0 .262 1 . 0 3 1  

Breakup of a Marriage -16.560 3641.040 1 .000 0 .446 -16.798 3467.520 

Breakup of a Marriage -15.498 3489.100 -0 .629 0 .752 1 .468 * 0 A94  

Added First Worker 1.157 0.500 -0.242 0 .333 0.732 1 . 5 8 9  

0 .243 0 .879  Lost Last Worker 0 .243  0.664 1 .216 ** : - 5 5 4  

Maximum AEDC Benefit 0.194 * *  0.066 -0.208 **  0.036 0.347 * *  3.376 

Unemployment Rat. 0.012 0.060 -0 .043 0.027 0.254 * *  0 . 0 6 i  

Months 3 to 4 0.700 * 0.347 0.198 0 .146 0.328 0.297 

Months 5 to 8 0 .487 '  0.349 0.013 0 .142  -0.840 r 0 , 3 8 1  

Months 9 to 1 2  -0.161 0 .435 -0 .331 0 .171  -1.693 * *  0 .625  

Months 1 3  to 1 6  

Months 1 7  and Up 

Seam Month 

Log-likelihood 604.24 

SOURCE: 1984 SIPP Full-Panel Research File. 

(**I  Significant at the .05 ( . 0 1 )  level. 




