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DISCLAIMER

This report uses data from the Survey of Income and Program Participa-
tion 1984 Panel (Preliminary) 3-wave longitudinal file, which was
released by the Census Bureau for research to improve 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 unresolived
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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A. INTRODUCTION

The social welfare system of the United States provides income
maintenance through.;mltiple programs that fall into two major groups:
(1) means-tested programs that are targeted, by and large, on particular
demographic groups and/or respond to specific needs; and (2) social
insurance programs for which eligibility depends on prior contributions
and/or work history, with the amount of benefits typically related to _
prior earnings. Under the rules and regulations of these programs,
individuals and households can often gualifyifor and, if they choose,
participate in more than one assistance program. Previous research on
participation in assistance programs at a point in time, for which the
1979 Income Survey Development Program (ISDP) Research Panel (e.g.,
MacDonald, 1983; Weinberg, 1985) and the Survey of Income and Program
Participation (SIPP) (e.g., McMillen, 1985; Falk and Richardson, 1985;
Weinberg, 1986; Long, 1988) were used, has shown that a substantial amount
of multiple program participation does occur.1+2 1In particular, Weinberg
(1986) found that multiple program participation was the norm i; 1984: 76

percent of all families and unrelated individuals participating in at

1The ISDP and SIPP are databases that provide detailed monthly
information on nationally representative samples of households concerning
characteristics of individuals end households participating in a wide
range of assistance programs.

2previous research not based on the ISDP and SIPP, was hampered by
such problems as nonrepresentative samples (e.g., Storey, Cox, and
Townsend, 1973), the availability of information only on a limited number
of assistance programs (e.g., MacDonald, 1977), and the use of annual,
rather than monthly, reference periods (e.g., Rein and Rainwater, 1978;
Coe, 1981).



least one assistance progr;m, received benefits from two or more of the

eleven programs studied. -

Although these studies indicat; that multiple program participa-
tion is quite common for participant households, they provide liﬁtle ‘
information on the patterns of participation, that is, ... flows of
households into and out of different programs or program combinations.
More information on the patterns of multiple participation is needed to
answer the following questions: .

© How long do 1ndividualslhouseholds'remain in particular

assistance programs and combinations of programs and how do
their characteristics relate to their lengths of

participation?

© What is the extent of turnover in program caseloads over the
course of a year?

© How is participation in any given assistance program or
combination of programs linked to participation in other
programs and to subsequent self-sufficiency.
Insights into such issues should, in turn, lead to insight into how to_
improve targeting of program benefits, better estimate program costs, and
bett;r evaluate the adequacy of program policy and benefit allotment for
meeting program objectives. |
With Eg; availability of the SIPP data base, the actual behavior
of households and -individuals can be traced over time with respect to
monthly patterns of household composition, income change, eligibility for

program participatioﬁ. receipt of program benefits, and program turnover.3

3The potential of SIPP in this regard is illustrated by Long et al.
(1986) who summarized research on ‘the dynamics of multiple program
participation and, particularly, participation in Food Stamps, in which
the ISDP, the precursor to SIPP, was used as the data source.



However, to realize the full potential of SIPP for faéilitating analyses
of patterns of multiple program participation overtime (1.0,} serial
multiple program participation) complex ;;thodological issues related to
the analysis of longitudinal data must be resolved. In this paper, we
address one of those methodological issues--the choice of the unit of
analysis--using as the source data the SIPP Experimentsal Longitudinal
Research File.4

The paper is organized .as follows: Section B outlines the
difficulties associated with the choice of the unit of analysis in
longitudinal studies. Section C discusses the data used in the analysis
and our technical approach. In section D we provide a framework for our
analysis by presenting an ove?view of the extent and patterns over time of
transitions in multiple program participation. Section E presents our
findings regarding the impact of the choice of the unit of analysis on the

measures of multiple program participation, and, finally, section F

summarizes the study and presents our conclusions.

40ther methodological issues that arise in the analysis of serial
multiple program participation include issues related tor longitudinal
sample design and weighting, longitudinal imputation of missing data, the
limited timeframe over which program participation is observed, and ”
potential biases in the timing of reported program transitions. These
issues are described briefly in a later section of the paper.



B. . THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS

The network of social programs in the United States includes
programs that focus,on the ﬁeeds of Qelected individuals (e.g., children,
the elderly, the unemployed) and those that are targeted to low-income
households in general. For example, Aid to Pamilies with Dependent
Children (AFDC) {is targeted to single-parent families with dependent
children and, in some states, also serves intact families with dependent
children and an unemployed parent (under AFDC-UP). Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) is targeted to the low-income elderly and disabled. Food
Stamps is targeted primarily to low-income households. Although the unit
targeted for assistance under each program is related to the specific
goals of that program, the net result of the overlap in the way assistance
units are designed within the social welfare system as a wholé is con-
siderable variation in the individuals within a household who are covered
under the different programs. Thus, for analyses in which the decision-
meking process that leads to multiple programs participation is examined,
- it is nét at all clear whether the individual, family or household is the
appropriate unit of analysis. | -

Focusing on the simplest'unit--the individual--and the set of
programs in which he or-che is directly participating poses some problems.
In analyses of economic behavior, it has long been recognized that the
household and family are the fundamental units for decisions concerning
labor supply and consumption. In the area of program participation, the
interrelated needs, abilities, and resources of the household and family
are importanf factors that determine programs which the entire household

and its individual members are eligible for, as well as which programs the



household and its members choose to participate in. An approach that
focuses only on the individual’'s direct program participation would
overlook any indirect program benefits h;.or she receives u? & consequence
of the sharing of prégram benefits that may go on within the family or
household unit. That resources are indeed shared is a basic sassumption of
household consumption behavior, and this acsuﬁption underlies the decision
to target many programs to the needs of assistance units that are larger
than a single individual.

In studies of multiple program participation at a single point in
time, the fact that assistance units are defined differently within the
different assistance programs is typically handled by examining séparately
the program participation behavior of subgroups of the population..which
correspond roughly to different target groups of the assistance programs--
for example, single-parent families or households with children, two-
parent families or households with children, and families or households
with elderly or disabled members (e.g., Weinberg, 1986; Long, 1988).

A While these particular population subgroups better approximate the fili;g
Z-unité of some programs tﬂan they do the filing uﬁi:s of other programs,
the observed patterns of multiple program participation are generally
believed to provide a good approximation of the behavior of the indivi-
duals, families, and/or households of interest.

Unfortunately, in moving from s cross-sectional framework to a
dynamic’lnalysis, the concept of family and household composition becomes
quite complex. Over time, the structure of a household can change--
through marriage, separation, divorce, birth, death, and children leaving

the parental home, as well as thro&gh other, less common, events. To



adequately define a family or household within a dynamic context we need
to specify which units continue unchanged, Ihich’units cease to exist, and
which new units are formed over the time period analyzed. At present,
there is no well-accepted definition of what constitutes the same family
or household over time.® 1In fact, Duncan and Hill (1985) argue that there
is no satisfactory way to define a longitudinal household, and that
‘attempts to do so obscure the nature of household cumpositioﬁ changes and
obfuscate attempts to describe the experience of populations over time.®
Thus, they argue that analyses of multiple program participation should
focus on changes in the program participation ﬁntterns of the individual,
with family gnd household characteristics incorporatgd as attributes of
the individual.

While an attribute-based analysis of multiple program participa-
tion over time obviates the need to develop a longitudinal definition of
the family or household, such an approach could make it difficult to
address questions related to the administration of assistance programs
over time, e.g., the turnover in the program caseload and the costs
- associated with such turnover. Furthermore, since the patterns.of program
participation observed for an individual‘and an individual’s household
reflect the interdependencies of the program eligibility requirements and
the program participgtion decisions of all of the household members, an
individual-based ;nalyais of program participation that fails to consider
these interdependencies could lead to biased estimates,

The objeciive of this paper is to determine the sensitivity of

measures of serial multiple program participation to the choice of the

5See Citro et al. (1986) for a discussion of this issue.



unit of analysis, a research task requiring longitudinal estimation and an
evaluation of the behavior of groups of:gndividuals over time. Three

different analytic frameworks are employed: (1) direct multiple program

participation by 1néividuals. (2) multiple program participation by
individuals. where the pattern of'program pﬁrticipation is based both on
participation by the individual as a direct :écipient of program benefits
and as an indirect recipient of benefits from other programs as a
consequence of the participation of members of the individual’s household
in those programs, and (3) multiple program participation by households.
The first framework--direct program p&rticipdtion by the individual--is
the simplest analytic unit to define, vhiie the second corresponds to the
attribute-bnsea individual-level unit of analysis proposed by Duncan and
Hill. The third framewérk--household program participation--parallels the
approach used in studies of concurrent multiple program participation, in
which the researcher examines the characteristics of population subgroups
that roughly correspond to program assistance units.
A The problem of Qefining groups of individuals, specifically

. ho;;;holds or families, over time is a difficult one. Despite-éonsider-
able effort devoted to the issue by researchers at the Census Bureau and
other ins£ituti;;s. there has been no consensus as to how to define a lon-
gitudinal family or household. If it can be demonstrated that the choice
of the unit of analysis has little impact on the findings of longitudinal
studies such as ;his one, then survey designers can p.oceed to.other,
equally important, methodological issues. Several other studies (Citro,

1985; Citro and Watts, 1985; and Citro et al., 1986) bhave -provided a first

examination of the impacts of alté}nntive units of analysis, specifically



alternative definitions of longitudinal households on annual measures of
income status. So far as we are awnro.:t._his is the first a'tudy to examine
the impact of the choice of the unit of analysis on measures of changes

over time.



C. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Longitudinal information from SIPP is used to construct both
static and dynamic maaaure§ of program participation, which then are
compared across three units of analylin.‘ The data and methods employed
are described below, and the section concludes with a brief summary of
several methodological issues that limit our ability to estimate the

dynamic nature of multiple program participation.

l. Data

The Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) is a
natiogally representative longitudinal survey of adults in the United
States designed to provide detailed information on intra-year fluctuations
in income, poverty status, program participation, and wealth. It is a
multi-panel longitudinal survey to which replacement panels are added each
year, and data from the first (or 1984) panel were used in this analyéis.
This panel consisted of adults, i.e., persons age 15 or older.'residiq; in
a cross-sectional sample of approximntelf 20,000 addresses (dwelling
units), who were interviewed initially in the fall of 1983.6 These
individuals, along with other individuals with whom they resided, were
interviewed e;;;y four months for a period of 2 and 1/2 years. 1In each
round of interviewing (or wave) monthly data were collected pertaining to
the four months preceding the interview date. A staggered interviewing
schedule was employed for the 1984 panel (and all subsequent panels);
hence, the reference period covered in any wave is not the same for all

sample members. For example, June through September, 1983 was the Wave 1

5These adults are referred to as original sample adults.
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reference period for the 25I of the sample interviewed in October;
however, for the final 252, intétviewedién January 1984, the Wave 1
reference period was Septgnber through D;cember 1983.7 At the time this
study was conducted‘ﬁhe only longitudinal SIPP data prodﬁct available was
the three-wave experimental longitudinal reienrch'file (Coder et al.,
1987) containing data for the first 12 months of the 1984 panel .8

The experimental file contains several items of importance to

this study.

o It includes information pertaining to receipt and amount of
benefits under all the major transfer programs on a monthly
basis plus information on which members of a Census household
were covered under each program.9

o The file incorporates longitudinal weights developed by the
Census Bureau for members of the longitudinal sample. The
longitudinal sample consists of original sample adults who
were successfully interviewed for as long as they remained
within the sample universe together with their children
present at first interview. The weights assigned to these
individuals were adjusted to account for differential sample
attrition among individuals included in the initial interview

7For further information on the design and scope of SIPP gee U.S.
Bureau of the Census (1987).

8In the text that follows, months in the reference period are
referred to in chronological sequence, where month 1 is the earliest month
covered for each rotation group and month 12 is the latest. Due to the
elimination of one fourth of the sample from Wave 2 of the 1984 panel,
this data set reflects information obtained from Waves 1, 2, and 3 for
three-fourths of the observations, and from Waves 1, 3, and 4 for the
remaining.

9In order to avoid some confusion in terminology, we use the term
household or dwelling unit when referring to individuals who reside
together and thus form an interview unit for SIPP and other household
surveys. The term household is also used in the context of describing the
unit for which food stamp benefits are issued. These concepts are not the
same, however; hence, we refer to the latter as the food stamp assistance
unit or the group of individuals covered under food stamps.

12



and to conform to independent estimates of the'populition in
existence in December 1983.310 '

-~

© The file contains information on interviewed persons excluded
from the longitudinal sample, Hence, we were able to
construct household-level attributes reflecting the
circumstances of all residents, rather than just thoge
belonging to the longitudinal sample. The excluded
individusls were assigned zero weights by the Census Bureau,
however, and therefore were omitted from the person-based
analysis described subsequently. '

o The file contains identifiers that enabled the construction of
longitudinal households based on the current (provisionsal)
Census definition of longitudinality. Under this definition,
a household is continuous as long as the reference person
remains the same and as long as that reference person does not
change his or her marital or family arrangements.

o The file incorporates provisional longitudinal weights develo-
ped by the Census Bureau for use in longitudinal household
estimation. Consistent with the design of the longitudinal
sample, longitudinal households with positive weights were
restricted to those headed by original sample adults who did
not attribute from the sample (this included households whose
reference person or spouse was an original sample adult).

2. ZTechnical Approach
Since this study is focused on methodological issues rather than

serial multiple program participation per se, four groupings of assistance

programs were selected for analysis:

0 Social Security or Railroad Retirement (referred to as social
security in this report) '

0 Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

10For a more detailed description of the longitudinal weighting see
Kobilarcik and Singh (1986).

llcitro et al. (1986) present five definitions of longitudinal
households and describe the effects of these on annual household
statistics. They refer to the fifth definition as the provisional Census
definition; however, because the Census definition was changed subsequent
to the preparation of that report, Citro’s third definition now
corresponds to the Census definition of lomgitudinal household.

13



vy’

o Public Assistance (PA), which includes Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, general nssistlnce and miccellaneous
welfare

© Food Stamps.

fﬁgure C.1 shows the eligibility requirements of each program and the
assistance units to which program benefits are targeted. These categories
do not encompass the full network of social welfare programs; in fact all
health, housing, and energy assistance programs, all but one of the
nutrition programs, and all but two of the nonmeans-tested transfer
programs are omitted. However, these'four assistance programs sdequately
represent the various types of program units. as defined by the regulations
governing eligibility and benefits, as illustrated in Figure C.1. In
addition, the possible combinations of programs in which individuals and
households can participate are of a manageable number for descriptive |
analysis.lz

Because it is the simplest unit, we chose the individual as our
first unit of analysis. We firtt analyzed the combination of benefits-
received in the first month of the reference period and the dynamics of
multiple program participation in terms of the individual‘’s direct
association with the four program groupings. Then, in order to assess the
effects of the unit of analysis on the volume and nature of the program

transitioﬁs. the ;nalycis is replicated twice, using the individual plus

household sttributes as the second unit of analysis, and longitudinal

120ne of the difficulties inherent in studies of multiple program
participation is that the magnitude of program combinations becomes
unwieldly to display in tabular form and SIPP sample sizes become very thin.

14



FIGURE-C.1

CBARACTERISTICS OF THE PROGRAMS CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS

Program

Program Eligible Population

Assistance
Unit

Social Security
and Railroad
Retirement (SS5)

Supplemental
Security Income
(SSI)

Public Assistance:
(a) Aid to Pamilies
with Dependent
Children
(AFDC)

(b) General
Assistance (GA)

Food Stamps (FS)

-

Retired and disabled workers and
their dependents and, for retired
workers, their survivors, based on
work experience in insured employment

Low-income aged, disabled

or blind individuals

Low-income single-parent families
with dependent children. under age
18, dependents of SSI individuals,
or, in some states, two-parent
families in which the principal

earner is unemployed

Varies by state and local area--
low-income families and/or

individuals who are ineligible

for AFDC or SSI. Often limited to
disabled or others deemed unemployable

Low-income population

Individual
or Couple

Individual -

Pamily with
Exception

Varies

Bousehold with
Exception

15



households as the third.l3 The following text describes the analysis
files created for this study. _ -;-

Person-Baged, Direct Association File. Measures of an indivi-
dual’s nssociation ;ith each program*;ere developed from the core data on
benefit receipt and the list of persons covered under each program.

Except in the case of SSI, which serves individuals rather than groups,
SIPP collects information.on program participation by first determining
the primary recipient and then listing 21l individuals in the dwelling who
are covered under these benefits (this is the assistance group). The
Census Bureau used this information t6 construct monthly yes/no flaés for
all adults and children in each dwelling denoting whether or not thef
belonged to an assistance group. These flags, referred to as coverage
flags, were used to determine direct association with each of the programs
included in the study except SSI. In the ﬁase of SSI, a person was
considered covered under the program if he or she reported (or was
imputed) a benefit. —

| Based on these coverage indicators a :eries.of pattern codes was
created for each individual, denoting which (if any) 6£ the foliowing

combinations of programs served the individual directly in each month:

13The assessment of the significance of any differences among these
estimates was based on the conservative assumption that the person and
household participation in the four programs of interest were not
correlated. This assumption is clearly not true, as they are positively
correlated, and hence the estimates of the standard errors of the
differences are inflated. This means that some true differences have gone
undetected, but the ones found were significant.

16



No Program

One Program -
Social Security only -
85I only ,

Public Assistance only
Food Stamps only

Two Programs
Social Security and SSI
*Social Security and Public Assistance
Social Security and Food Stamps
*SSI and Public Assistance
SS1I and Food Stamps
Public Assistance and Food Stamps

Three or More Programs :

*Social Security, SSI and Public Assistance

Social Security, SSI and Food Stamps

*Social Security, Public Assistance and Food Stamps

*SSI, Public Assistance and Food Stamps

*All Four Programs.
To analyze concurrent multiple benefit coverage, we used the pattern code
for the first month of the reference period to examine the distribution of
the population in terms of the number and types of program combinations
observed. To analyze serial multiple program participation, we examined

the distribution of the population in terms of changes in multiple program

comﬁination relative to the program combination in the initial month

l4pecause of small sample sizes, participation and turnover within
the program combinations marked with an asterisk (*) were not analyzed
separately. For the most part individuals falling in these categories
were lumped into an "other® category, which appears in some of the tables
in Sections D and E. The definition of "other® varies, depending on the
particular comparisons that a table is designed to show. There was one
exception to this, however: in studying the direction of change in
multiple benefit categories, individuals participating in food stamps,
social security and public assistance snd individuals participating in all
four programs are examined twice, once as part of the food stamps and
social security group and once as part of the food stamps and public
assistance group. The emphasis changed between the two, focussing on
movement to and from social security in the first instance and to and from
public assistance in the second instance.

17



(referred to as the initial benefit category). If the pattern code

changed from one month to the next, the individual was classified as

-

having experienced a transition in multiﬁle benefit status between those
two months; otherwise, no transition_oc;urred.ls Rates of turnover,
within single programs and program combinations, were defined

for this study as the ratio of individuais ever covered under a particular
combination of benefits to the number of individuals covered in the first

month.

Attribute-Based File. Attribute-hased estimates are derived
from data on the same group of individuals in the longitudinal sample as
are the person-based, direct association, estimates. However, to deter-
mine which program combinations applied to each individual in each month,
we looked at the benefits received by the household rather than the
individual's coverage flags. For example, in the attribute-based approach
individualé in households with social security are always classified as
social security recipients. In the person-level approach, however,

‘ individuals were classified as perticipating in the Social Security
Proé?am only if they were receiving benefits directly or were reported as
covered under someone else’s benéfit.

The An;i}sis file developed for this phase of the project was

created by merging data from & household-month file (described below) to

the longitudinal person file described above. Multiple program participa-

151f an individual who died or left the sample universe was covered
under one or more programs in the month before this event, he or she was
counted as having experienced a change to nonparticipant status.

18



tion and changes thereto were created in a manner analogous to the person
file, using monthly household program pigticipation.is

Household-Based File. For purposes of this study, longitudinal
bhouseholds &re used.as proxies for food stamp assistance units, and the
analyses of households was conducted in a manner analogous to the person- |
based analyses. The following multi-step procedure was used to construct
the longitudinal household file. First, we developed a household-month
file which contained income and composition data for each ndd}ess in the
sample each month which had been assigned a longitudinal household
identifier. Next we created monthly ﬁatterﬁ codes denoting program
participation. The household characteristics, such a8, for example, total
social security benefits received, pertained to all residents of the |
' dwelling rather than just to those belonging to the longitudinal sample.
Third, the household-month records were linked on the basis of the Census
Bureau's (provisional) longitudinal household identifiers, thus creating
profiles of longitudinal households that remained in existence for a
. léngph of time ranging from 1 month to 12 months. Finally, longitudinal
households were assigned the provisional longitudingl weights déveloped by

the Census Bureau for use in longitudinal household'estimation.17

167hie merge was successful except in the case of 33 individuals
residing in households headed by persons who did not belong to the
longitudinal sample. Because these households were excluded from
longitudinal household estimation by the Census Bureau, they were excluded
from the household month file and hence the household characteristics were
not available to be merged to the person record in this step of the
process. For all but five cases, however, it was determined that the
individual’s pattern codes, derived from the coverage flags correctly
reflected the household’s multiple program classification. Hence, for the
33 problem cases the individual’'s coverage status was used in lieu of the
household coverage status. -

175ee Appendix A for a discussion of the characteristics of this file.
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The manner in which households that formed or dissolved during the
12-month period were treated in this ln;;ytis requires some ;xplqnation.
FPirst, in the cross-sectional analysis of concurrent multiple program
participation, the éniverse consists of all households existing in month
1, fully weighted regardless of the length of time they existed. Second,
in the analysis of serial multiple program participation, the universe
consists of all households, including those which did mot exist 1; month 1
and part-period households are time weighted.la Finally, analysis of
chiange in program combination over time is focused in changes occurring
during the time households exist (as we earlier defined that concept)
relative to their program participation status in the first month they are

observed (referred to as the initial benefit category).

3. Potential Limitations

While this study focused specifically on the impact of the unit of
analysis on the patterns of multiple program participation, there are

other equally important methodological issues pertaining to longitudin;i

T analyses that use SIPP data. Those that have a direct bearing on the

analysis of serial multiple program pnrti;ipation are summarized below.
Longitudinal Samgle‘Desigé and Weighting. A§ described pre-
viously, the c.ncgs Bureau limited the longitudinal sample to original
sample adults who uuro‘tucccssfully interviewed as long as they remained
within the sample universe, and to the children with whom they resided at

the initial interview. Hence, the longitudinal sample omits immigrants

18Households observed for less than 12 months were assigned weights
adjusted proportionately to the number of months they were observed. For -
example, households observed for 6 months were assigned one-half of the
full longitudinal weight.

20



and children born after the first interview (both of whom had an initial
Probability of selection into the namplé.of 0), as well as n;w sample
adults and persons who attrited from the sumple-(both of whom had a
nonzero pzobnbility‘of selection into the o:iginal sample). The restric- .
tion of the longitudinal sample in this manner means that the longitudinal
edit and imputation methodology and the longitudinal weighting procedures
developed by the Census Bureau for the experimental file were imposed only
on this group. Other individuals were retained in ﬁhe data set, and their
characteristics were counted in creating household profiles, consisting of
data on such variables as size, composition,.and income. Note, however;:
that the data corresponding to the relevant variables were processed
Cross-sectionally for individuals excluded from the longitudinal sample,
and hence, may be inconsistent oier time.

The longitudinal weights were designed to compensate for the loss
of individuals through sample attrition and were ad justed to independent
controls established as of a fixed point in time. Hence, the longitudinal,
limp}e provides a picture of the dynamic characteristics of a cross-
sectional sample of the population rather than a complete picture of the
dynamic characteristics of the population'as a whole. For the study of
serial multiple program participation, tﬁe net effect of the weight
ad justment is to suppress. estimates of turnover, particularly in that the
sample does not capture program entrants arising from births or from
immigration. This affects estimates of turnover based on individuals’
direct association with each program more s$o than estimates based on

household or family characteriatics. The effect is most severe for

programs targeted to certain groups. such as the Supplemental Food Program

21



for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), but it does affect most of the

other programs to some extent.l® -

Another potential problem is that if persons who attrite from the
sample exhibit diffe;en:.patterns of turnover than those who.stay (and the
. differences are not accounted for by the characteristics used in the
weight adjustment process), then estimates of the dynamics of serial

multiple program participation will be biased.

In the development of weights for longitudinal households, those
not headed by members of the longitudinal sample were nsﬁigned zero
weights under the assumption that the} were represented by other
households within the sample. ‘This is true except in the ¢asé of
immigrants. One effect of this weighting approach on the studyvof serial
multiple program participation is that entry of immigrants into the
programs is understated. Furthermore, Petroni (1986) suggests that this
approach to formulating household weights could produce biased estimates
of the number of continuing and newly formed households if new sample _

N nﬁqbgrs did not have an equal probebility of being designated the
reference person in a household.

Impact of Limited Time Frame. Although the two and one-half years
of data collec;:; by SIPP should include a large proportion of spells of
program participation for which both the beginning and end point are
observed, the survey will also include spells of program participation
that are already in progress at the beginning of the sample time period

(called left-censored spells) and spells still in progress at the end of

199IC is means-tested nutrition program targeted to pregnant and
nursing women, newborn infants and children under the age of six.
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)
the sample time period (called right-cenfOted speils). Sincg the proba-
bility of a spell of program participation being observed during the
sample time frame 1s‘correlited with the length of the spell (i.e., longer
spells are more likely to be included in the sample time period than
shorter spells), the censoring of the observations has important implica-
tibns for the analysis of the dynamics of multiple program participation.
Ignoring the problem of censored spells (either by limiting the analysis
to spells the are observed in their entirety or assuming that spells in
progress began or ended at the sample frnme)lle;ds to distortions in the
estimates of program transitions. The distorting eff#cts of censoring
will be reduced and the reliability of estimates of program transitions
improved, the longer the time period over which the sample is followed.

The “Seam" Problem. Perhaps the ma jor advantege of SIPP for the

analysis of multiple program participation is that it contains detailed
monthly information on variables related to program participation, thus
fgcilitating analyses of the sequence of participation in multiple -
. programs, the extent to which decisions concerning program participation
are made jointly among household members, and the relationship Setween
patterns of ptqg:nm'participation'and the move to self-sufficiency.
Bowever, the potential usefulness of SIPP for these analyses may be
substantially redd&ed if, as has been demonstrated by Moore and Marquis
(1987), SIPP's measurement of the time at which transitions occur between
the receipt and nonreceipt of income and benefits is biased. As a result
of this bias, estimates of the month-to-month sequence of program partici-
pation, multiple program participa&ion, and the duration of benefit

receipt may not be accurate. On the other hand, it is possible that SIPP
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measures the relative timing of entrances into and exists from multiple
programs accurately, in which case analZ?is of seéinl multiple program
participation would not be adversely nffécted by the bias in the absolute
timing of these events. Further research in this area is needed to
determine the affect of the seam problem on patterns of change in program
combinations.

Iype-Z Nonresponse. In general purpose household surveys,
noninterview is often handled by reweighting successfully interviewed
cases or by imputation of the missing data. In.the SIPP file underlying
this research, individuals who refused to participate were generally
excluded, and a corresponding ad justment was made to the weights of the
successfully interviewed cases. Bowever, there was an important excep~
tion. As méntioned'earlier, except for SSI, program coverage was deter-
mined from the data recorded for one individual per program unit (the
recipient), rather than measured explicitly for each individual observa-
tion. When the recipient was a member of the longitudinal sample, these
_ data were edited and imputed longitudinally. However, if the recipient
was ; Type-Z nonrespondent, i.e., an individual who refused to be inter-
viewed in an otherwise successfully interviewed‘household. the data on the
composition of the unit (and henc; the coverage flags for all members of

the unit) were derived from a cross-sectionally imputed record.20

Similarly, household-level attributes reflect the cross-sectionally

zozxcept in Wave 1 when households containing a Type-Z nonrespondent
were deleted, data for Type-2 nonrespondents were generated through a hot
deck imputation procedure by which the missing information was derived
from another individual in the sample with similar demographic character-
istics. Since Type-Z individuals were not part of the longitudinal
sample, the cross-sectionally edited data were not altered when these
individuals were added to the longitudinal file.
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imputed recipiency and benefits derived from Type-2 nonrespondents’

records. -

Time Weighting and Turmover. Two reasons for analyzing turnover
in program particip;tion &re (1) to assess how many.persons are served
during the year and how well the programs target those in need and (2) to
deterﬁine how many assistance units (or cases) were served at some time
during the year as an indication of the volume of services provided.
Estimates of the ratio of persons ever covered undér cnci of ihe four
programs, provided in section D, give some indication of the number of
individuals served during ghe year. However; estimating caseload turnover
requires records of ncsist;nce units linked over timé, and, except in the
case of the SSI program, none of the statistics included in the body of
this report are appropriate for this task.

The household-based turnover statistics presented in section E are
relevant for the Food Stamp Program because the food stamp unit in the
ma jority of households receiving food stamp bénefits consists of the
eﬁtiye.household. Nevertheless, there are scme problems. One is that the
longitudinal definition of a food stamp unit imposed here is not precisely
the same as that imposed by the ndministrito:s Food Stamp Program itself.
Second, we did-;ét treat the dissolution of a household with food stamps
45 a program exit. Third, the practice of time weighting affects
éstimates of the number of food stamp units ever participating in the
program at some time during the year, and thus, estimates of program

turnover.
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To illustrate the last point, Sonsider a three-generation family
consisting of an elderly couple, their~daughter, and grahdc#ild--wherc the
grandfather is the‘Pousehold reference person in month 1. The household
receives food stamps covering sll four mgmb;rs. and the grandfather was
the initial applicant. The'elderly couple remains 1§tact and continues
participating in the Food Stamp Program for the full 12 months. The
daughter and her child move awvay in month 6, however at which time, the
daughter applies for food stamps in her own name and continues to
participate for the rest of the year. Under the program rules, we have
two food stamp units: one participating for 12 months and the other
entering in the middle of the year. Under the Census househola defini-.
tion, we also have two olds participating in food stamps, but with time
weighting, our estimate of the number of cases ever participating in food
stamps is 1.5 rather than 2.

Now suppose the food stamp applicant in the preceding example was
the daughter instead of the grandfather and that she and her daughter form
a continuous food stamp.unit from the perspective of program sadministra-
tion (assume the grandparents were not covered under these benefits). In
this instance, the Food Stamp Program counts one continuous unit during
the year. The Census longitudinal construct creates two units, but each
is weighted by 0.5 so the total number of olds ever participating in in
food stamps is still 1. Ergo, although time.weighting sometimes results

in underestimates of the number of cases ever participating in the Pood
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Stamp Program, the practice never compensates by overestimating in other

instances.?1 -

211, light of the dilemma over the appropriate weighting strategy to
impose in the measurement of turnover among program units we estimated
turnover among households receiving food stamp benefits, giving full
weight to all households, even those in existence for only one month. The
turnover rate, in this case was 1.5 as compared to 1.42 for time-weighted
households presented in Section E. This is not necessarily a more precise
statement of the ratio of annual ever on households to persons because of
the fact that the food stamp program definition of longitudinality was not
used. However, it does illustrate the range of the estimate.
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D. OVERVIEW OF SERIAL MULTIPLE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Much has been written about multiple program participation at a
point in time, with some studies focusing on the family as the unit of
analysis (e.g., Weinberg, 1985, 1986; ?alk and Richardson, 1985) and
others examining the behavio:_of households (MacDonald, 1983; Long, 1988).
Little, if any, work has ixamined the direct receipt of program benefits
by individuals. Because it is the simplest unit of analysis and because
it has received little attention to date, we have adopted the individual
as the starting point for our study. In this ieétion, we provide an
overview of multiple program particip;tion sy individuals based on their
direct association with the programs. The following section (Section E)
compares the patterns of multiple program participation by individuals to
measures of‘multiple program participation that are based on two
alternative units of analysis: attribute-based and household-based units.

As the first step in examining multiple program participation by
4individuals. we profile program participation at a point in time--the -
initial month. The second step of the analysis focuses on the changes
that occur over the year in the combinations of programs in which the

individuals were initially participating

1. Program Participation in the Initial Month

As of the initial month, approximately S3 million individuals
reported participation in one or more of the four programs chosen for this
analysis (see Table D.1). Of these program participants, the majority
were covered under benefits from a single program; less than one-fourth

reported participation in two or more programs. The program in which
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TABLE D.1

ey

EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION IN MULTIPLE PROGRAMS

»

BY INDIVIDUALS IN INITIAL MONTH
(Weighted)

Individuals Who Participated in
Initial Month

Percent
Number -of Program
Number of Programs (Thousands) Percent Participants
No Program 178,484 . 77.1
One or More Programs 52,917 22.9 100.0
One Program 40,248 17.4 76.0
Twe Programs 11,677 5.1 22.1
Three Programs 923 -4 - 1.8
Four Programs 67 .0 .1
Total Sample 231,401 100.0

SAMPLE: 47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample, based on direct
association with each program.
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individuals participated most frequently was, by far, Social Security (see
Table D.2). Approximately 64 percent gg_the individuals who were
participants in one ofithe four progrnm; were covered under Social
Security benefits and, for the ma jority of those individuals (91 percent),
Social Security was the ohly program in uhich they participated. Since
Social Security is by far the largest of the four programs studied ($181 -
billion in Fiscal Year 1984) and, uniike the other programs i;cluded in
the study, is not targeted to the low-income population, these results are
not surprising.

In contrast, multiple program participation, rather than par-
ticipation in a single program, was the norm for the participants in the
three means-tested programs, as shown in Table D.2. Sixzxty-three percent
or more of the participants in each of SSI, Public Assistance, and Food
Stamps were also participants in at least one additional program. Table
D.3 shows the breakdown, in terms of the number of individuals in each
program combination analyzed. Of the individuals participating in two or
more programs in the initial month, almost 70 percent were participating

in a single program combination--Public Assistance and Food Stamps.

2. Program Partjcipation Over Time

A profile of serial multiple program participation provides
insights into pntéarns of individual behavior that cannot be learned from
an analysis of program participation at a point in time. Our profile of
serial multiple program participation, which focuses on the transitions in
multiple program combinations over the course of the year, clearly
indicates that there are certain pultiple program combinations that, while

relatively rare during a single month, are transient states through which
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TABLE D.2

FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION_IH PROGRAM COMBINATIONS
BY INDIVIDUALS IN INITIAL MONTH
* {Weighted)

Individuals Who Participated In Initial Month

Percent of ‘Percent of
: Number A1l Program Participants
Program Combination {Thousands) Percent Participants fn Program
One or More Programs 52,917 22.9 100.0 —e-
Social Security 33,959 - 14.7 64.2 100.0
Only 30,845 13.3 58.1 -90.8
And Additional Programs 3,114 1.3 5.7 - 9.2
Supplemental Security Income 3,284 1.4 6.1 100.0
Only 891 -4 1.9 27.1
And Additional Programs 2,393 1.0 © 4.4 72.9
Public Assistance 11,048 4.8 21.0 100.0
Only 1,732 .7 3a : 15.7
And Additional Programs 9,316 4.0 17.5 84.3
Food Stamps 18,351 7.9 34.5 100.0
Only 6,781 2.9 12.7 37.0 ~
" And Additional Programs 11,511 5.0 21.8 63.1
Total Sample 231,401 100.0 ~eo -

SAMPLE: 47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample, based on direct association with
each program.
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individuals often pass in moving to more stable program combinations or to

self-sufficiency. N
Turnover in program participatién was relatively high for the
means-tested programs, as shown in Table D.4. For Public Assistance and
Food Stamps, approximately 40 percent more individuals were covered by the
program at any time over the course of the yeir than were served in a
single month.22 Congistent with the high level of turnover in these
programs, individuals who participated in multiple program combinations
invoiving Public Assistance or Food Stamps in the initial month frequently
underwent one or more transitions in their multiple program combination
over the year, as shown in Table D.5. 1In patiiculnr, individuals
participating in only Public Assistance or only Food Stamps in the initial
month were very likely to change multiple program combinations during the
year. Sixty-five percent or more of the individuals initially in each of
those program categories underwent at least one program transition, with
20 percent experiencing two or more transitions. |
‘Program transitions for individuals thnﬁ were initially
participating in Public Assistance-only or Food Stamps-only were in two
distinct directions, as shown inlrable D.6. Public Assistance-only

participants that experienced a transition in program participation were

about equally as likely to move to nonparticipation status as they were to

22Note that the program turnover rates presented here, as they are
based on direct program participation by individuals, are not strictly
comparable to those that have been reported in other studies (e.g., Bane
and Ellwood, 1983; Carr et al., 1984; O°Neill et al., 1984; and Williams
and Ruggles, 1987). Rather than addressing in this section the likely
impact of the choice of the unit of analysis on any differences between
our estimates and those obtained in previous work, we confine the analysis
of the impacts of the unit of analysis on measures of program participa-
tion to the next section.
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TABLE-D.3
COMBINATIONS OF MULTIPLE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
FOR INDIVIDUALS IN INITIAL MONTH
. (Weighted)

Individuals Who Participated
4dn Initial Month

Percent
of Multiple
Number Program
Program Combination (Thousands) Participants
Two or More Programs 12,667 100.0
SS and SSI : 961 . 7.6
SS and FS 1,19 9.4
SSI and FS 583 4.6
PA and FS 8,825 69.7
§S, SSI and FS 617 4.9
All Other Combinationsl 492 3.9

SAMPLE: 2,607 individuals in the longitudinal sample covered under two or
more programs.

111 Other Combinations® includes multiple program combinations that

represent fewer than 50 unweighted observations: SS and PA; 8S, SSI,-and
PA; S5, PA, and PS; SS, SSI, PA, and FS; SSI and PA; and 8§51, PA, and PS.
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TABLE D.4
TURNOVER IN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
FOR INDIVIDUALS OVER A TWELVE-MONTH PERIOD
: (Weighted)

Ratio of the Number of Individuals
Participating at Any Time During the
Year to the Number Participating

Program In the Initial Month
Zio Program _ 1.043
Social Security : 1.095
Supplemental Security Income . . 1.200
Public Assistance 1.353
Food Stamps 1.420

SAMPLE: 47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample, based on direct
association with each program.
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become covered under Food Stamps. Similarly, the most common transitions
experienced by Food Stamps-only.participgnts were either to nomparticipa-
tion status or to participation in both Yood Stamps and Public Assistance.
However, for the Food Stamp-only participants, the move to nonparticipa-
tion was the much more common transition, with nearly 71 percent making
that move at some point during the year. |
This movement in and out of program participation and on snd off

Public Assistance and Food Stamps ic 81so observed for individuals who
were initially participating in both Public Assistance and Food Stamps, as
well as for those who started the 12 months as ﬁonparticipants. Further-
more, for individuals who experienced a first transition that involved
fublic Assistance and/or Food Stamp receipt, regardless of their initial
program combination, there was often a second transition in which (1) the
program or programs (i.e., Public Assistance and/or Food Stamps) that the
individual entered into at the first transition were subsequently dropped
or (2) the program or programs that had been dropped st the first
transition were added back to the program combination. -

| There is clearly a great deal of movement in program combinations
that involve Public Assistance and Food Stamps, and that participation in
Public Assistance-only and Food Stamps-only are particularly transient
states. As shown in Table D.7, which presents transitions in individuals®
participation in ﬁfogran combinations, more thnn—tuico as many individuals
pass through the Public Assistance-only program combination during a year
than are found in the program category in the initial month. Similarly,
almost double the number of individuals who were covered only under Food

Stamps in the initial month pass through the Food Stamps-only program
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TABLE D.7
TRANSITIONS IN PRdGRAM COMBINATIONS
FOR INDIVIDUALS OVER A TWELVE-MONTH PERIOD
* (Weighted)

. Ratio of the Number of Individuals
Participating in the Program Combination
&t Any Time During the Year to the
Number Participating in the
Program Combination Initial Month

One Program . :
Social Security (SS) 1.108.

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) : 1.421
Public Assistance (PA) T . 2.2646
Food Stamps (FS) 1.936
Two or More Programs
S§S and SSI ' 1.336
§S and FS 1.669
SSI and FS 1.313
PA and FS 1.403
§S, SSI and FS 1.459
All Other Combinationsl 1.767

SAMPLE: 47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample, based on dirsct
' association with each program.

1eA11 Other Combinations® includes multiple program combinations that
represent fewer than 50 unweighted observations: SS and PA; SS, SSI, and PA;
S8, PA, and ts; §8, SSI, PA, and FS; SSI and PA; SSI, PA, and FS.
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category at some time ﬁu:ing the year. Given these high transition rates,
it is clear that many more individuals participated in Public Assistance-
only and Food Stamps-only over the coufge of a yei: than & profile of
program participation at a point in time (e.g., participation as of the
initial month) vouiﬁ suggest.

The freguent tfnnsitiona to and from both Public Asiictanca and
Food Staﬁps may be explained in part by the ovérlnp bitwnen the rules and
regulations of the two pzog:nﬁs. The following are four examples of the

factors that may come into play:

o The tests for financial eligibility (e.g., the
definition of countable income, the level of the
income screen) differ under Public Assistance and
Food Stamps so that a change in an individual‘s
economic circumstances can lead to a change from one
month to the next in the individual’s eligibility
for and, potentially, participation in one or both
of the programs.

o Since the definition of the assistance units for
Public Assistance and Food Stamps are more inclusive
than the individual (i.e., they may include other
members of the individual’'s family and household,
respectively) and do not necessarily coincide,
changes in the composition of one or both of the
program assistance units over the year can result in
changes in coverage status for the individual. For
example, if a single-adult with young children, who
is initially receiving Public Assistance and Food
Stamps, moves into a larger household, the income of
theentire Food Stamp assistance unit--the indi-
viduals who live together sand share food prepara-

2379 the extent that such changes in the individual's economic
circumstances are not reported to the sgencies administering the programs
when they occur, the impact of the changes on program eligibility would
not be reflected until the end of the certification period (i.e., the end
of the time period for which the assistance unit was certified to receive
program benefits). Since the length of the certification periods for
Public Assistance and Food Stamps are not necessarily equal, the impact of
a change in the individual’s economic circumstances on program eligibility
could occur at different points in time for the two programs.
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program transitions and chan

reporting requirements and of'the dates on which ppplicationa

tion--would be counted in determining eligibility
for Food Stamps end could-result in the loss of Food
Stamp benefits for the single-adult and his or her
young children. .

Certain Public Assistance and Food Stamp Program
recipients must file monthly reports of their
economic circumstances-at the program office.
Failure to submit thege reports, which are used to
determine benefits for the following month, can
result in the discontinuation of benefits until the
appropriate report is filed. Since the reguirements
for monthly reporting do not necessarily coincide
&8cross the two programs, some of the movement on and
off the programs may reflect the temporary loss of
benefits as a result of failing to’comply with the
monthly reporting requirements under one or both
Programs. . A s

Although families that are recipients of AFDC
benefits (the largest component of Public Assis-
tance) are also frequently eligible for Food Stamps,
in many states the application for benefits under
the two programs and/or the processing of the
application are independent. Thus, the pattern of
sequential entry onto Public Assistance and Food
Stamps may reflect differences in the (1) timing of
application for benefits by the family and/or (2)
the processing of the applications by the agency (or
agencies) administering the programs.

and determin#tions of eligibility were made.

'Thg extent to which the observed transitions are due to the first two
factors could be evaluated by examining the relationsﬁip between the

geé in the‘individual's economic circumstances
and family/household composition, respectively. Determining the extent to
which the latter two factors come into play tequi:ea.a comparison between
reported transitions and administrative records of compliance with monthly

were filed

In addition to program-related trinsitions. there are several data

41

quality issues--biases in the reported timing of program participation,



the imputation of program coverage, design of the longitddinal sample--

which may introduce errors in the measures of program transitions avail-

-

able from SIPP. The implications of these factt;n on the patterns of
program transitions observed in SIPP, while discussed in section C, are
not investigated in this paper. Consequently, the information on serial
' inultiple program purtiéipai:i,on that is reported here must be viewed as
preliminary; future work is needed to determine the accuracy with which

the data represent individual behavior over time.
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E. THE IMPACT OF THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS.

The measures of dynamic patterné of program participation employed
for this study are for the most part relative to participation patterns in
the first month of the reference period. Hence, the effect of the unit of
analysis on measures of serial multiple program participation is tied to
the effect of the unit of analysis on measures of concurrent multiple
| program participation in the initial month. 1In this necgion we first
compare estimates of concurrent multiple progrn; participation (i.e., in
month 1 of the reference period) across the three units 6f analysis:
individuals, based on direct association; individuals, besed on household
characteristics (attributes); and households. Then we describe the impact

of the unit on the sequential patterns of multiple program participation.

l. Overview

There are a number of factors that affect the profile of serial
mpltiple program participation as the unit of analysis is changed from the
individual to either of the two units that measure household characteris-
tics. Those that contribute to the observed differences in the distribu-

tion of units across programs and program combinations in month 1 are

© Subunit. Vhen assistance units are subsets of households, the
person-based, direct association estimate of the proportion of
the population participating in a particulsr program will be
smaller than both the attribute-based and household-based
. estimates. :

o . Household Size. When households participating in a particular
program or program combination have fewer (more) members than
the nationsl average, then attribute-based estimates for that
particular program or combination are proportionately smaller
(larger) household-based estimates.
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0 Targeting. When program x affects one person in the household
but program y affects another, person-based, direct association
estimates will show less involvement (proportionately) in
multiple programs than household- and attribute-based
estimates.

»

Factors that contribute to observed differences in distributions of units
in terms of the volume and nature of the change in multiple program

participation over time include the following factors in addition to those

noted above:

© Household Change. If changes in program combinations occur at
the same time that households form or dissolve, then household-

based estimates of the proportion experiencing a change will be
lower than sttribute-based estimates. This result is largely
an artifact of the design of this particular study. Procedures
could be invoked to change this outcome, particularly with
regard to measuring program exits.

© Subunit Change. If one person in a household loses benefits
under one program while another continues participating in
program y or begins to participate in program z, then person-
based, direct association estimates will show proportionately
more program exits, and household- and attribute-based
estimates will show proportionately more transitions among
multiple benefit categories.

0 Iime Weighting. When program transitions occur in part-period
households, household-based estimates of the dynamics of
multiple program participation will show less movement than
attribute-based estimates.

These factori‘Intetnc; as well. For aiample. if changes in benefits
affect subsets of households, and the ma jority of these hohaeholds are
small (i.e., contain fewer members than the nltionil average), then
person-based, direct associution estimates of the proportion of the
population affected will be lower than attribute-based estimates, which

will in turn be lower than houce§old-based estimates. If the affected
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households are large, however, then the attribute-base estimates of the
proportion affected wiil be the highest. T

The number of possible interactions is quite large, and it is
difficult to understand in the abstract how the combination affects the
outcome. As we will show subsequently, ihere is no set pattern of chnnge
across the units of analysis and in some instances there is no apparent
chahge at all (even when other evidence suggests there should be). The
outcome of the comparisons are summarized below, relating each to the

factors that seem to come into play.

2. Concurrent Multiple Program Participation

A comparison of the distribution of observations by multiple
benefit category in month 1 across the three units of analysis is provided
in Table E.1. Estimates of the proportion of the population participating
in at least one of the four programs in that month increase to 34 percent
(froﬁ 23 percent) when the unit of analysis is changed from persons to
hougeholds, with the attribute-based estimates falling in between (30_>
ﬁe;?ent). These differences are largely driven by differences in the
proportion of units participating in Social Security alone. Except for
Social Security participants that also participate in Public Assistance
and Food Stamf;:-thit pattein of change across the units of analysis holds
true for each of the program combinations that include Social Security.

It also holds for the proportion of units pnrt;cipating in Social Security
in total (14.7 percent for persons based on direct association, 21.1
percent for persons based on attributes, and 27.4 percent for hoﬁneholds).

These findings serve to strengthen the conclusion that Social Security,

and particularly Social Security"ilone is the most common of all program
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TABLE-E:1

COMPARISON OF MULTIPLE -PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
° IN MONTH OME ACROSS UNITS OF AMALYSIS

{Weighted)
Units That Participated in Month One
Benefit Category Persons Attribute- Households
_Based
None 77.1% (a.h) 70.1% (p,h) 65.8% (p,a)
One Program 17.4 ., a2.1 27.3
Social Security (SS) 13.3 (a.h) - 18.0 (p.h) 24.2 (p.a)
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) .4 (a,h). -8 (p) .6 (p)
Public Assistance (PA) d .9 (h) 6 (a)
Food Stamps (FS) 2.9 (a.h) 2.4 (p.h) 1.9 (p.2)
Two or More Programs 5.5 . 7.8 6.9
$S and SSI .4 (a,h) 9 (p) 1.0 (p)
SS and FS ) 5 (a,h) 7 {p) 9 (p)
SSI and FS .3 (a.h) 4 (p) 5 (p)
PA and FS 3.8 (h) 4.0 (h) 3.0 (p.a)
SS, SSI and FS .3 (a,h) 5 (p) .7 (p)
SS, PA and FS .1 (a,h) 4 (p) .3 (p)
SSI, PA and FS * (a,h) 3 (p) 3 (p)
Al Other Combinations! .1 (a,h) .6 (p.h) .3 (p.a)
Total Sample (1000) 231,401 ' 231,401 55.455

SAMPLE: Persons and attribute-based estimates are derived from data on 47,437 individuals
in the longitudinal sample. Household estimates are derived from data on 17,569

longitudinal households existing in month 1 using full weights.

leat) Other Combinations® fncludes the following multiple program combinations: Social
Security, SSI, and Public Assistance; Social Security, SSI, Public Assistance, and Food

Stamps;: Social Security and Public Assistance; and SSI and Public Assistance.
*Less than .05,
& = Significantly different than attribute-based estimate at 90% level or higher.

h = Significantly different than household-based estimate at 90% level or higher.
p = Significantly differsnt than person-based estimate at 90% lavel or higher.
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combinations examined here. The findings are also consistent with the
notion that Social Security bemeficiaries primarily reside in households
that are smaller than the national aves;ge, as is often the case for the
elderly populat.ion.z6 Furthermore, they illustrate the interaction of the
subunit phenomenon and the household size effect.

The distribution of observations among multiple benefit categories
that include mesns-tested programs but not Social Security are also
affected by the unit of analysis, but in a different way. For the most
part, the household-based statistics show the lowest participation
(proportionately) in means-tested programs, implying tﬁ%t households
receiving these benefits are larger on averdge than total households. In
terms of thé program combination having the highest participation--food
stamps and public assistance--the estimates of the total pbpulation
affected range from 3.0 percent for households to 3.8 percent for persons
based on direct association to 4.0 percent for persons based on
attributes; relying on the conservative test, the difference between the
1atter two is not significant. Note that if the attribute-based and _
person-based, direct association estimates truly are the same (and we
cannot say forIsﬁre that they are), then this would imply that both
benefits were serving the gntiré household when they were jointly re-
ceived. However, Landa (1987) demonstrates that in 14 percent of the
households receiving Food Stamps in August 1984, there existed a Public

Assistance unit that was different than the Food Stamp assistance unit.

24117 March 1984 the average size of households headed by persons age
65 or older was 1.76, while the average size of all households was 2.68
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 198S5).
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rhekpercentﬁgé of units in the Food Stamps-only category is lowest
fo: households. However, contrary to the rates of participation in the
Public Assistance and Food Stamps cumhiﬁhtion, the maximum rate éf
participation is found in the person-based, di:e;t association estimates
rather than in those based on attrisntec. Both sets of estimates suggest
that the Food Stamp assistance unit is larger on average than households
in general.?5 The estimates also imply that persons covered under Food
Stamps only often reside in households that participate in at least one of
the other three programs. This reflects the situation occurring in large
households that receive Food Stamps and either Social Security or SSI
Qhere one or two individuals receive the latter but the entire household
(or, in some instances, the remainder of the household) is covered under
Food Stamps.

Although different conclusions may be reached on the extent of
participation in the means-tested programs depending on the unit of
analysis, the principal finding holds true: that multiple program
‘participation among this group is the norm. Comparing participstion in
means-tested programs in total (from Table E.2) to participation in a
single means-tested program (from Table E.1) reveals no decreases in the
proportions that receive benefits from more than one program when the unit
of analysis is cpnnge&. In fact, multiple program participation is even
more common among households receiving Food Stamps (75 percent of food

stamp households received benefits from at least one of the other

251n August 1984 the average size of the Food Stamp assistance unit
was 2.88 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1984). In March 1984 the
average household size was 2.68 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1985) and in
March 1985, it was 2.69 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1986).
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TABLE E.2
COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATION
IN SINGLE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION IN MONTH ONE
. (Weighted)

Percent of Units That Participated
in Single Program Categories

Program in Month One

' Persons Attribute Households

Baged

Social Security 14.72 (h,a) 21.12 (p,h) 27.42 (p,a)
Supplemental Security Income 1.4 (h,a)’ - 3.3 (p) 3.3 (p)
Public Assistance 4.8 (a) 6.2 (p,h) 4.3 (a)
Food Stamps 7.9 (a) 9.0 (p,h) 7.5 (a)
TOTAL SAMPLE (1000) ' 231,401 231,401 85,459

SAMPLE: Person- and attribute-based estimates are derived from data on 47,437
individuals in the longitudinal sample. Household estimates are
derived from data on the sample of 17,569 longitudinal households
existing in month 1, fully weighted.

a = Significantly different than attribute-based'estimate at 902 level or
higher.

h = Significantly different than household-based estimate at $0Z level or
higher. -

P = Significantly different than person-based estimate at 902 level or higher.
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programs) thnn among bersons covered under Food Stamps (63 percent were
certed under at least one other programj. This zesult holds true for all
three means-tested p;ograms; and for Food Stamps and SSI the eltimates
increase significantly over person-based, direct association estimates.

| Tﬁc attribute-based statistics on the proportion of the population
participating in Food Stamps, either singly or in combination with other
programs (see Table E.2), are significantly higher than the corresponding
estimates derived from the other two sources (v@ich do not appear
different). The pattern of change in the propoftion qf fhe population
participating in the Public Assistance programs, either ;ingly or in
combination with other programs, was the same as that observed for Food
Stamps. These estimates agree with the earlier observation that
households receiving Food Stamps or Public Assistance are larger than the
average household and that the assistance unit is not always the full
household.‘

_ In contrast, the pattern for SSI participation more closely

- resembles that observed for Social Security except that there is no
significant difference between household- and attribute-based statistics
on the proportion of units receiving SSI benefits. Both the household-
and attribute-based estimates are more than twice the person-based, direct
association e:tinaéal. The lack of significance bet;nen the household-
and attribute-based estimates prevents any conclusion on the size of the

households containing SSI recipients.

3. Multiple Program Participation Over Time

As we learned from the preceding discussion, there are differences

in the distribution of the population by multiple program participation in
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tﬁc first month of the reference period due to both the household size and
subunit phenomena. The question now 1{:vhether there is a difference in
the picture of the dynamics of program pﬁrticipation over time ;bbve that
which can be attribited to the differences in static estimates. To
address this question, estimates of turnover and of the volume and nature
of transitions for persons ss direct recipieuis of benefits (see Section
D) were replicated twice, using as the units of analysis persons as
indirect recipients based on household characteristics (attribute-based
approach) and households. The full details hav; been gmitted here so that
the more interesting results of the comparisons can be highlighted.26

Estimates of turnover for each of the four programs (Table E.3) do
not vary substantially across units of analysis, all showing the least
turnover among Social Security recipients, and the most, among
particié;nts in the Public Assistance and Food Stamp progrlmz.27 The
largest range in these estimates occurred for Public Aﬁsistance. but these
do not appear to be significant.28

Although there is only a small amount of variation in the messure

of turnover in each program, some interesting differences in the volume of

change in multiple program combinstions are observed among units of

267ables showing the complete statistics for all three units of
analysis are available from the authors.

275¢ noted, households were time weighted for this ‘portion of the
study. However, it is not clear that this approach for the analysis of
turnover is the best. See Section C for further discussion.

28ye did not test the significance of the difference in these ratios
directly. Instead, we constructed the inverse, i.e., the ratio of month 1
participants to participants ever on the program combination during the
12-month period, and then tested the significance of the difference
between these percentages across the three units of analysis, assuming no
correlation among the estimates.
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TABLE-E.3

COMPARISON OF TURNOVER IN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
. OVER A TWELVE-MONTH PERIOD
(Weighted)

Ratio of the Number of Units
Participating at Any Time During
the Year to the Number

Program : a a he
Persons Attribute Households
Based
Social Security 1.095 ' 1.100 1.086
Supplemental Security Income 1.200 1.231 1.233
Public Assistance 1.353 1.381 1.419
Food Stamps 1.420 1.420 1.419

SAMPLE: Person- and attribute-based estimates are derived from dats on
47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample. Household estimates
are derived from data on the sample of 19,109 longitudinal
households, time weighted.
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analysis. Table E.4 shows the results for units in initia] benefit
categories in which statistically significant differences in the volume of
transitions were detected for at least one of the two-way comparisons. A
close examination of this table reveals the following:
© Among nonparticipants in the initial month, attribute-based
statistics show an increase in program transitions in total and
an increase in the percent that experienced two or more transi-
tions. The person-based, direct association estimate of the
number of nonparticipants with one transition is smaller than
both the household-based and attribute-based estimates.
© Among Social Security only participants in the initial month,
attribute-based statistics show the highest proportion of units
experiencing a transition and household-based statistics show
the lowest. :
© The pattern among §SI-only participants is the same as the
pattern among Social Security only participants; however, the
only significant differences detected were between the person-
based, direct association and attribute-based statistics.
© Among participants in Social Security, SSI and Food Stamps, the
attribute-based statistic on the percent with one or more
transitions is higher than both the household-based and person-
based, direct association estimates. The difference between
the attribute- and households-based estimates is significant.
The differences observed between person- and attribute-based
statistics reflect the fact that in many instances the programs are
targeted to a subset of the.houceﬁold. The differences observed between
household- and a:ttibuﬁc-based estimates reflect one of two things: (1)
changes in program combinations are coincident with changes in household
formation and dissolution, or (2) households that experienced a change in
program combination are larger on average than households that did not.
Given that most of the transitions among nonparticipating individuals

involves entry into the Food Stamp Program (61 percent, from Table D.§6),
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TABLE E.4

"COMPARISON OF THE VOLUME OF MONTH-TO-MONTH TRANSITIONS IN
NULTIPLE PROGRAM COMBINATIONS ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS!

{Neighted)
Initia) Multipie Kumber of ’ . .
Senefit Category Program Percentage Distribution of Transitions from
: . Participants Program Combinations in the Injtia) Month
Unit of Analysis in Initial ’ -
Month No One Two or More
{Thousands) Transitions Transition Transitions
Ko Program
Persons 178,484 94.5 () 2.9 (h.2) 2.6 (a)
Attribute-based 162,098 93.3 (p.h) 3.6 (p) 3.1 (p.h)
‘ Households 56,304 94.1 (a), 3.5 (p) 2.4 (2)
Social Security Only , : .
Persons 30,845 . $0.5 (h,2) 6.7 (h) 2.7 (h.2)
Attribute-based 41,586 88.8 (p,h) 7.6 (h) 3.6 (p.h)
Households 20,465 95.1 (p.a) 3.1 (p.2) 1.8 (p.a)
SSI only
Persons 891 76.9 (a) 14.4 8.7 (a)
Attribute-based 1,782 89.2 (p) 21.2 19.6 (p)
Households 831 67.1 18.1 14.8
Social Security, SSI end Food Stamps
Persons 583 67.3 18.0 14.8
Attribute-based 1,129 5§9.9 (h) 29.1 11.0
Households 564 75.48 (a) 18.8 5.8 _

Total Sample (1000)
Persons : 231,401
Households 85,311

SAMPLE:  Person-based and attribute-based estimates are derived from data on 47,437 individuals in
the longitudinal sample. Household estimates are derived from data on the sample of 19,109
longitudinal households, time weighted.

1This table has been limited to units in initfal muitiple benefit categories where significant
differences in the volume of transitions scross units of analysis existed. Full details are
available from the authors. '

& = Significantly different than attribute-based estimate at 90% level or higher,

h = Significantly different than househgld-based estimate at 90% level or higher.
.p = Significantly different than person-based estimate at 90% level or higher.
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the second factor is likely to be the stronger influence in these
differences. ) .;_

The unit of analysis has a more substantial affect on thc.direc-
tion of the change ;n multiple program combinations than it does on
program turnover. In addition to the expected differences among units of
analysis for nonparticipants and participants in the Social Security
Program, the nﬁture of the change in combination of programs among
participants in both Public Assistance and Fopq Stamps also differs
depending on the units of analysis. .

Table E.S5 shows several instances where units 1£itially classified
28 nonparticipants experience different types of transitions when a change
occurred, due principally but not exclusively to the subunit phenomenon.29
First, nonparticipating households are more likely than either of the
other two nonparticipating units to enter the Social Security Program when
they experience a change, reflecting the fact that households receiving
Social Securit} benefits tend to be small. Second, individuals (person-
S:sgd. direct association) are more likely to enter the Food Stamp Program

than either of the other two units of analysis, reflecting the influence

of the subunit phencmenon among ‘the other programs .30 Third, while

297able E.5 contains estimates of the volume of transitions across
three units of analysis for those initial benefit categories in which
significant differences were detected in at least one of the two-way
comparisons. '

30por example, if one or two individuals in households of size 3 or
more enter the Social Security Program, the attribute-based estimates
count more Social Security Program entrants than the person-based, direct
association estimates. Hence the occurrence of that event relative to
other events involving most or all individuals directly (such as entry
into the Food Stamp Program) is proportionately higher in the attribute-
based statistics.
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TABLE E.5

COMPARISON OF THE DIRECTION OF THE TRANSITION

ACROSS THREE UNITS OF ANALYSIS!

56

{Veighted)
“Inftia} Status Status Unit of Analysis
Benefit After After
Category First Second Persons Attribute Households
%o Program
Any One Transition 52.3 (h) 54.0 59.3 (p)
flo Program 36.9 (h.2) 31.7 (p) 29.4 (p)
FS and PA 6.7 7.5 6.4
Other 4.1 {8) 7.3 {p) 5.5
SS only Any 27.5 (h)’ 31.5 (h) 40.0 (p.a)
One Transition 22.5 -(h) 24.9 (h) 34.2 (p.a)
Mo Program 4.6 5.5, 5.1
PA only Any 9.4 (a) 12.4 (p) 9.4
One transition 3.6 5.3 3.6
o Program 3.1 3.6 3.6
FS and PA 2.5 2.9 1.9
FS only Any 50.6 (h,a) 40.7 (p) 37.6 (p)
One transition 18.9 (a) 15.2 (p) 14.4
Ko Program 26.8 (h,a) 19.6 {p) 18.1 (p)
FS and PA 4.1 4.1 3.8
FS and PA Any 19.7 10.9 9.2
One transition 5.9 5.4 4.3 ~
Neo program 2.2 2.3 2.0
Other 2.7 3.3 3.4
$S only Any One transition 71.1 67.5 62.8
SS Only 23.7 20.7 29.8
— Other 5.9 (a) 13.3 (p) 9.2
No Program Any 75.3 (h,s) 57.9 (p.h) 38.0 (p.2)
- One transition §7.4 (h,2) 49.6 {p.h) 25.0 (p,2)
SS only 16.7 (a) 7.3 (p) 12.1
FS and SS Any 16.8 (h,a) 25.1 (p) 36.7 (p)
One transition 8.5 (h) 8.7 20.9 (p)
§S only 5.7 9.4 12.3
Other 3.1 (a) 8.3 {p) 4,7
Other Any ) 7.9 (h,a) 16.8 (p) 25.3 (p)
' One transition 5.3 (h,a) 9.0 (p) 17.0 (p)
SS only 1.3 (a) 3.9 (p) 5.3 :



TABLE £.5 (continued)

Initial Status Status Unit of Analysis
Benefit After After ’
Lategory First Second Persons Attribute Householids
FS and PA Any One transition =~ 54.7 54.4 58.1
Ko Program 11.6 12.5 10.9
. FS and PA 26.8 25.7 23.3
FS or PA 5.3 4.2 3.6
Mo program Any 34.6 (2) 26.4 (p) 27.8
One transition 24.2 17.9 20.2
FS and PA 5.3 4.1 3.9
FS or PA 4.6 3.7 3.3
PA only Any 28.1 24.2 21.7
One transiton 12.1 8.8 6.8
Ko Program 4.0 5.3 5.8
FS and PA 11.4 ) 10.1 8.8
FS only Any 21.8 (a) 16.7 (p) 19.2
One transition 12.4 (a) 6.6 (p) 9.1
Ho Program 6.9 5.5 5.1
FS and PA 8.2 4.7 5.1
FS and PAZ Ay 4.1 (h,a)  15.8 (p) 15.6 (p)
One transition 2.0 (h,a) 11.6 (p) 11.9 (p)
Other Any : 5.5 (h,s) 17.0 (p) 15.6 (p)
One transitio 4.0 (a) 9.5 (p) 10.1
FS and SS Any One transition 63.9 66.4 70.4
FS and SS 21.2 19.2 19.4
FS and PA 4.3 8.9 1.5
Other 13.8 12.5 1.7
SS only Any 37.1 32.8 37.6
One transition 28.2 24.1 30.7
FS and SS 4.0 4.8 5.8
FS only Any 14.1 (h,a) 3.6 (p) 4.0 (p)
FS and S53  Any | 23.5 25.8 27.8
—— One transition 16.6 15.1 18.4
Other Any 25.4 {a) 37.8 (p) 30.6
3 One transition 15.5 25.3 18.7
FS and S$ 6.8 6.8 9.5

11nis table is restricted to units in initial benefit categories in which there was &

significant differsnce in movement smong 2t least some cells as defined by the tabie in

Appendix €.

Detailed estimates of transitions among households and transitions among

persons based on household characteristics (attribute-based analysis) are available from

the authors,

2This category reflects changes in either Socfal Security or SSI.

3this category reflects changes in either Public Assistance or SSI.
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estimates of the p:opoftion of nonparticipants that entered Public
Assistance do not, in general, appear Eévdiffaz, among units of enalysis,
the attribute-based statistic on the pefc:nt that entered public
asgsistance only is almost one third larger than the person-based, direct
association statistic (this is the subunit phenomenon at work). Pinally.
person-based cﬁtimntll show a higher proportion returning to
nonparticipant status after a period of coverage under one of the four
programs than do either of the corresponding estimates for the other two
units of analysis (also becsuse of the effect of subunits).

As expected, the pattern of,mﬁltipli program participation for
those units affiliated with the Social Security Progrim‘Uls affected when
the analysis unit was changed from the individual based on direct
association, to either of the two units for which household
characteristics are taken into account. In this instance, virtually every
one of the potential factors comes into play. Among Social Security-omnly
units, individuals that experienced a change were primarily leaving the
§rogram, whereas attribute- and household-based estimates reveal that most
changes involved supplementing the Social Secqrity benefits with benefits
from one of the means-tested programs. Individuals initially covered
under both So;I;l 50cuxityAand Food Stamps were also nbte likely‘to lose
their Social Security benefits than were sither households or individuals,
based on sttributes. On the other hand, attribute-based estimates show a
higher proportion of such units experiencing a change in program
participation status with regard to means-tested programs than do the

person-based, direct association estimates. The following factors

contribute to these differences:
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.F. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIO&S

-

The social welfare system in the United States includes programs
that are targeted to the needs of specific individuals, as well as those
that are targeted to low-income households in_geuzral. The appropriste
unit of analysis for an examination of the dynamics of mﬁltiple program
participation is not at all apparent. Focusing on the individual--the
simplest unit to define ovér time--provides a profile of'direct program
participation, but does not take into account the_intc:depcndenciec in
program eligibility agd program participation that exist.within the family
and household. Focusing on groups ﬁf individuals, whether progfam
assistance units, the family, or the household, also poses problems since
there has been no consensus as. to how to define such units over time. To
the extent that the choice of the unit of analysis is found to have little
impact on the findings of loggitudinal analyses, the efforts that have
been devoted to developing acceptable definitions of longitudinal
households can be redirected to other, equally important, nothodologic;l
issﬁés. Researchers then can proceed with longitudinal analyses using the
easily defined attribute-based unit.

. serial multiple program participation to the choice of unit of analysis.
Three different analytic units sre considered: the individual, the
household, and an attribute-based unit suggested by Duncan and Hill
(1985). The latter unit of analysis, which is based on persons but
measures the program participation behavior of the household, combines the

simplicity of the definition of the individual-based unit of analysis with
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the more comprehensive measure of behavior afforded by the household-based
unit,
Comparing the measures of serizl multiple program participation
&cross the three different umitg of analysis provides some interesting
insights into the dynamics of pProgram participation. Pirst, the following
major findings do not change with the unit of analysis:
© There are multiple Program combinations which, while relatively
rare at a point in time, are transient states through which
individuals often pass in moving to more stable program
combinations or to self-sufficiency.
© Multiple program participation, pafticularly/in program
combinations involving Public Assistance and Food Stamps, is
highly volatile with significant numbers of the participants in
one or both of those pPrograms having one or more transitions in
their multiple program combination over the course of the year.
In contrast, the specific nature of the movement among multiple
program combinations is somewhat sensitive to the particular unit chosen.
Not surprisingly, the profile of serial multiple program participation
obtained from the individual-based analysis differs significantly in _
several respects from the alternative ﬁnaturcc. which incorporate the
program participation of the entire household. However, more importantly,
the two alternative meisuraa--attribute-ba:ed and household-based units of
analysis.-result in some measures of serial multiple program participation
that are significantly different. These differences are related to the
relationships between the size of the household and the size and composi-
tion of the assistance units of the programs that are being studied.
Purthermore, it is likely that some of the differences are the result of
the particular longitudinal household definition that is used and the

difficulties associated with accounting for households that do not exist
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© As some individuals in households lose benefits under the
Social Security Program, other individuals are substituting
other programs to supplement-the lost income. (Subunit change)

0 Exits from Social Security-only status are likely to be
occurring frequently in small households, wheresas entrances
into multiple program combinations that include Social
Security are likely to be occurring in large households,
particularly when the Food Stamp Program is involved.

© While the preceding would suggest that household-based esti-
mates would give more weight to the exits from Social Security
only (because of the household size effect), they do not. The
lower household estimates could be due to the coincidence of

program exit with the dissolution of the household or the -
coincidence of multiple program entry with household formation.

The participation patterns among hou;ehold- aﬁd ;ttribute-bned
units involved in Public Assistance or Food Stamps do differ somewhat from
those of individuals. Both the household- and attribute-based estimates
confirm that participation in one of those programs alone was a transient
state (to conserve space, transitions among those in either Public -

_Assistance only or Food Stamps only in the initial month were not

displayed). However, households and attribute-based individuals -

“.. . participating in both Public Assistance and Pood Stamps were less likely

to exit one or both of these programs than were individuals covered under
both programs but were more likely to experience a transition to or from
Social Security or SSI.- Hence, while the change in unit of snalysis tends
to confirm the earlier finding that there $s a great deal of movement
among the program combinations that include both Public Assistance and
Food Stamps, thz nature of the movement is somewhat different.

The absence of significant differences between household- and
attribute-based estimates for Public Assistance and Food Stamps implies

that the principal contributing factor to these differences is the subunit
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phenomenon. In some cases it-appear- that the differences are due to the
fact that.individnals participating in the fublic.t:oiltnncc and Food
Stamp Prograng are losing eligibility bécause other persons in the
household are enter}ng Social Security or SSI. BHowever, ﬁote'
surprisingly, it also appears that toms:hgg_gg;_gll,petaonl 'ithin Food
Stamp and Public Assistance houieholdc are/chinging their status with
regard to one of tholevtﬁo programs, particularly Public Assistance.31

This last finding merits nddition;l research.

31paged on figures not shown separately, we know that at least 80,000
persons lost coverage under public Assistance but remained within the
households receiving Food Stamps and Public Assistance. As yet we have
not determined the full extent of this event.
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for the full time peribd. In order to determine which of these factors
are driving the differences in the lttiibute-based and household-based
measures we intend to extend our analysis to consider (1) nlternaiive
longitudinal housch;ld definitions, including those that more closely
_cortespon§ to the definitions of progfam sssistance units over time, and
(2) alternative methods of treatment for part-period households.

In the debate regarding the futility of defining households over
time, which began with Duncan and Hill (1985), this study makes several
important contributions. 'Pirst, longitudinal ﬁouscholﬂ estimation does
not necessarily exclude that portion of the‘population undergoing the most
change (Duncan a;d Hill's principal argument against it). Second,
treatment of part-period units is extremely important, both in terms of
the npp;opriate weighting strategy and in terms of the classification of
the unit at the time of formation or dissolution. Finally, we continue to
believe that some questions caanot be adequately answered if the
individual is used as the unit of snalysis, even with the attzibute-bgsed
ﬁnqsurec that account for household characteristics. For example:

© What is the extent of turnover in caseloads for programs that
are targeted to groups rather than to individuals?

o How is the decision to participate in multiple assistance
programs sarrived at?
To be able to provide acceptable answers to these questions, continuation
of the efforts devoted to the development of an acceptable method of
longitudinal estimation for households and other aggregate groupings of'

individuals is needed.
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APPENDIX A

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LONGITUDINAL HOUSEEOLD FILE

-

The 1@;1:941“1 household f£ile contained 21,695 longitudinal
household records, 19,109 of which ﬁre' assigned positive weights in
accordanéa with the provisional veighmg parameters developed by the
Census Bureau. Of those with positive weights, 86 percent existed the
full 12 months, with the average duration over all households being just
over 11 months. Except for the absolute number of cases, these figures .
agree with those in Citro et al. (1986). Differences .are attributed to
the use of a different input file (Citro ef al. develox;ed the longitudinal
file from linked cross-sectional files) and to the fact that the '
longitudinal sample was more restrictive than the selection criteria
imposed in the Citro et al. ctudy‘.

Some interesting statistics on the duration of the longitudinal
households were discovered during the creation of this file. Table A
‘:hows‘ the distribution of households by the number of months they were
observed in this study (note this is not total duration of their existence
due to the censoring problem). Essentially the table shows that the
number of months a household existed vai more often than not & multiple of
4. This occurred for all longitudinal households, but the frequency was
much higher for -houaeholds with zero weights, i.e., those headed by
individuals who were not member of the longitudinal sample. By design
there is a bias in the duration estimates becauqe household composition
was fixed for the first four reference months. However, these figures
suggest that the ce@ problem vl}ich effeéta income recipiency may also

effect the measurement of the timing of changes in household composition.

67.



TABLE-A.

LONGITUDINAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH POSITIVE WEIGHT
> BY RECEIPT OF TRAMSFER PAYMENTS BY MOKTH
(Unweighted Based on the Census Definition)

Has Positive Has O Receives Transfer Payment

Total Meight Meight Yes Mo

Total 21,695 19,109 2,586 8,098 13,597
1 Month 419 295 124 106 313
2 Months 377 254 123 ’ 101 276
3 Months 338 235 103 101 - 237
4 Months 1,275 s 820 2 8as
5 Months 321 237 84 wm 210
6 Months ns 235 83 103 215
7 Honthsl 316 - ms 68 110 206
8 Months 1,370 356 1,014 467 903
9 Months 102 94 8 40 62
io Months 126 118 7 56 70
11 Months 136 128 8 55 81
12 Months 16,597 16,453 144 6,418 10,179
Average Duration . 11.06
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APPERDIX B

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MONTH-TO-MONTH TRANSITIONS IN
MULTIPLE PROGRAM COMBINATIONS OVER A YEAR FOR INDIVIDUALS

(Weighted)
Number of
Program Percentage Distribution of Transitions from
Participants Program Combinations of the Initia) Month
in Initia) . )
Month No One Two or More
(Thousands) Transitions Transition Transitions
Ko Program 178,484 94.5 2.9 - 2.6
One Program .
Soctal Security (SS) 30,845 80.5 . 6.7 2.7
Supplementa)
Security Income (SSI) 891 76.9 14.4 8.7
Public Assistance (PA) 1,732 35.0 45.9 19.1
Food Stamps (FS) : 6.781 39.1 . £0.3 20.6
Two or More Programs
SS and SS! 961 . 79.9 15.3 4.8
SS and FS 1,191 ‘ 54.9 28.90 17.0
SSI and FS . 583 67.3 18.0 14.8
PA and FS 8,825 69.9 16.3 13.8
SS, SSI and FS 617 73.1 16.9 10.0 —
"~ A1l Other Combinations! 492 46.8 31.9 21.4

Total Sample 231,401 90.4 5.7 . 3.9

SAMPLE: 47,437 individuals in the longitudinal sample.
lea Other Combinations® includes mitiple program combinatfons that represent fewer than 50

unweighted observations. Those combinations are: SS and PA; SS, SSI and PA; SS, PA and FS;
SS, SSI, PA and FS: SSI and PA; SSI, PA and FS.
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