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ABSTRACT

Much of the research andyzing immigrant participation in welfare programs investigates
the extent to which immigrants enroll in cash benefit programs, with little attention being paid to
the trends and determinants of immigrant participation in other programs. This paper uses data
drawn from the decennia Censuses, the Survey of Income and Program Participation, and the
Current Population Surveysto andyze trends in immigrant participation in the Food Stamp
Program. The evidence suggests that the immigrant- native gap in participation rates in the Food
Stamp Program widened until about 1995. Since 1995, there has been a decline in the number of
both native and immigrant households that receive food stamps, but the decline has been steeper
in the immigrant population. Much of the gap in participation rates between immigrant and
native households can be attributed to differences in socioeconomic characteristics between the
two groups, particularly educationd attainment. The evidence dso indicates that immigrant
households have much higher entry rates into the Food Stamp Program, but roughly the same
exit rates. Findly, thereisastrong link between the use of cash benefitsin the immigrant

generation and the use of food stampsin the second generation.
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George J. Borjas”®

1. Introduction

The growth of the welfare Sate in the past few decades coincided with the resurgence of
large-scale immigration to the United States, adding a new and explosive question to the aready
contentious debate over immigration policy: Do immigrants “pay their way” in the welfare state?
The available empirica evidence suggests that immigrant participation in cash benefit programs
has risen dramatically since 1970. Congress reacted to this trend by enacting welfare reform
legidation in 1996 that denied many types of means-tested assistance to non-citizens, induding
food stamps. In fact, dmost hdf of the $54 billion savingsin the 1996 Personal Respongbility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act can be traced directly to the restrictions on immigrant
use of public assstance.

Because of data congraints, much of the research analyzing immigrant participation in
welfare programs investigates the extent to which immigrants enroll in cash benefit programs,
with little attention being typicaly paid to the trends and determinants of immigrant participation
in other programs. This paper presents a comprehengve study of immigrant participation in the
Food Stamp Program. The paper addresses three related questions: First, what are the trendsin
immigrant use of the Food Stamp Program? Second, what factors determine the difference in the
probabilities that immigrants and natives receive food samps? And, findly, does the receipt of
public assstance in the first generation increase the likelihood that second-generation households

enroll in the Food Stamp Program?

* Pforzheimer Professor of Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University; and
Research Associate, National Bureau of Economic Research. This research was funded by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture and the Joint Center for Poverty Research.



The Food Stamp Program is one of the largest means-tested programsin the United
States. In 1996, this program cost $27.3 billion. In contrast, $23.7 billion was spent on the AFDC
program; $21.6 hillion on the Earned Income Tax Credit; $17.2 on housing benefits, and $16.3
billion on (means-tested) education aid, including the Pell Grants, Head Start and the Stafford
Loans.! The objective of the program isto provide food assstance to needy households.2 A
household enralled in the Food Stamp Program is expected to dlocate athird of itsincome to
food expenditures. The program then increases household resources by a sufficient amount so
that the household can afford to buy an “adequate low-cogt diet.” In 1995, the maximum food
stamp voucher given to ahousehold of four was $397 per month. The Food Stamp Program grew
rapidly in the past two decades. In 1975, the Food Stamp Program had 16.3 million bendficiaries.
The number of beneficiaries peaked in 1994 a 27.5 million, and had declined to 22.8 million by
1997.

The Food Stamp program is mainly afederd program. With minor exceptions, the
federad government isresponsble for dl the rues, and these rules are uniform across ates. This
fact raises some interesting issues that may play arolein an andysis of the link between
immigration and food stamp recipiency. In particular, immigrant participation in the Food Stamp
Program, unlike immigrant participation in the cash benefit programs where benefits are set a
the state level and hence vary widely across states, is not likely to be affected by the extreme
geographic clugtering of immigrantsin the United States.

This paper uses data drawn from the decennid Censuses, the Survey of Income and

Program Participation, and the Current Population Surveys to andyze trends in immigrant

1 U.S. Bureau of the Census (1998), p. 379.



participation in the Food Stamp Program, to explore the reasons for the large differencesin the
rate at which immigrant and native households receive food samps, and to investigate whether
the program is aso being used extensvely by the (grown) children of immigrants.

The analyssyields a number of interesting empiricd results. The available evidence
suggests that the immigrant- native gap in participation rates in the Food Stamp Program widened
until about 1995. Since 1995, there has been a decline in the number of both native and
immigrant households that receive food stamps, but the decline has been steeper in the
immigrant population. Second, much of the gap in participation rates between immigrant and
native households can be ttributed to differences in socioeconomic characteristics between the
two groups, particularly educationd attainment. Third, immigrant households have much higher
entry rates into the Food Stamp Program, but roughly the same exit rates. Findly, thereisa
strong link between the use of cash benefitsin the immigrant generation and the use of food

gtamps in the second generation.

2. Trends in Use of the Food Stamp Program

Before analyzing the link between immigration and the Food Stamp Program, it is
indructive to summarize the trends in immigrant and native participation in cash benefit
programs. The cash benefit programsinclude Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),

Supplemental Security Income (SS1), and genera assistance.3 The U.S. decennia Census began

2 For an encyclopedic description of the Food Stamp Program and its regulations, see U.S. House of
Representatives (1996), pp. 856-879.

3 The 1996 welfare reform | egislation replaced the AFDC program, which was targeted to single women
with small children, with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. The Supplemental
Security Income program is targeted mainly to disabled and elderly persons. The general assistance programis
typically administered at the county level, and istargeted to families with short-run needs. See U.S. House of
Representatives (1996) for an encyclopedic description of all means-tested programs.



to collect information on household participation in cash benefit programsin 1970, and these
data have been used extensvey in the literature that studies immigrant participation in welfare
programs (Blau, 1984; Tienda and Jensen, 1986; Borjas and Trgjo, 1991).4

To document the trends in participation in cash benefit programsin Census data, |
constructed data extracts from the Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMY) files> The unit of
andysisisthe household (which is aso the basic beneficiary unit in the Food Stamp Program),
and the study focuses on whether a household receives public assstance at a particular pointin
time. A household is classfied as an immigrant household if the household head was born
outside the United States and is either an dien or anaturdized citizen. All other households are
classified as native households. The empirica andysisis restricted to households that do not
reside in group quarters and that are headed by personswho are at least 18 years old.

AsTable 1 shows, the Census data indicate that immigrant participation in cash benefit
programs rose between 1969 and 1989—both in dbsolute levels and relative to natives.® In 1969,
immigrant households were dightly lesslikely than native households to receive cash benefits.
By 1989, however, the typicad immigrant household had a subgtantialy higher probability of
receiving cash bendfits. In particular, 9.1 percent of the immigrant households enumerated in the
1990 Census received cash benefits at some point during the previous caendar year, as

compared to only 7.4 percent of native households.

4 Smith and Edmonston (1997) present a detailed cost-benefit analysis of the impact of immigration on
expendituresin welfare programs.

5 The 1970 Census extract consists of a.1 percent random sample of native households, and of a2 percent
random sample of immigrant households; the 1980 extract consist of a.1 percent random sample of native
households, and of a5 percent random sample of immigrant households; and the 1990 extract consist of a.5 percent
random sample of native households, and of a5 percent random sample of immigrant households. Borjas (1995)
presents a more detailed discussion of the Census data.

6 The Census data provide information on program participation in the year prior to the Census.



It has been shown that the overdl trend in cash benefits in the immigrant populetion
masks two distinct underlying trends (Borjas and Trgo, 1991). First, more recent immigrant
waves are more likely to receive cash benefits than earlier waves. These cohort effectsin the use
of cash benefit programs mirror the well-documented cohort differences in skills—with the most
recent waves being relaively less skilled (Borjas, 1985). Second, the longer immigrantslivein
the United States, the more likely that they receive cash benefits. In asense, immigrant
households assmilate into cash benefit programs.

Because the Census does not report any information on the household’ s receipt of non-
cash benefits, such as those provided by the Food Stamp Program, the study of participation in
norcash programs has had to rely on aternative data sources. The Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP) isalongitudina survey that collects data for the same households
over aperiod of time. During the interview, each respondent is asked about his or her
participation in alarge number of public assstance programs during the prior four-month period.
In the SIPP panels used in this study, the households were re-interviewed at four-month intervas
for eght waves, providing 32 monthly observations for each household.

The SIPP data have the advantage of providing alongitudind higtory of household
participation in various assistance programs over the 32-month long duration of the survey.” The
SIPP data, however, aso have several disadvantages. Firet, the sample size in these surveysis
relaively smdl, so that various SIPP panels have to be pooled in order to conduct a satisticaly

reliable study of socioeconomic outcomesin relaively small subgroups of the population, such

7 The SIPP collects information on all personsin the household. One of these personsis called the
“reference person” or “householder.” The householder isthe person who either owns the house or whose nameitis
rented under. If the house is owned jointly by amarried couple, either the husband or wife may be listed asthe
reference person. | restricted the analysisto the sample of persons who are householdersin the first month of the
panel (effectively making the household the unit of analysis) and who report valid data for every month of the 32-
month sample period. Borjas and Hilton (1996) provide a more detailed discussion of these data.



asimmigrants. Second, because the household is followed for only 32 months, the pand is much
too short to dlow adetailed longitudind analysis of program participation. Findly, it turns out
that because of the sample design in the SIPP data, the program participation rates that can be
caculated in the SIPP are not directly comparable to those obtained from other sources (such as
the Census or the Current Population Surveys).

Table 1 reports the participation rates obtained by pooling the 1984-85 and the 1990-91
SIPPfilesfor three selected programs (food stamps, cash benefits, and Medicaid), aswell asfor
an overdl measure of welfare participation indicating if the respondent recaives “any type’ of
assstance | firg caculated the probatility that the typical SIPP household received a particular
type of assistance during the typical month in the 32-month sample period. In the early 1990s,
10.8 percent of immigrant households received cash benefits during a particular month, as
compared to only 7.3 percent of native households. Smilarly, 9.2 percent of immigrant
households received food stamps, as compared to 6.5 percent of native households.

The SIPP data aso indicate that the immigrant- native gap in the receipt of public
assistance—whether food stamps or cash benefits—widened subgtantidly in the lagt haf of the
1980s. For ingtance, the fraction of native households thet received food stamps remained
constant at about 6.5 percent from the mid-1980s to the early 1990s. In contrast, the fraction of
immigrant households that recelved food stamps rose from 7.6 to 9.2 percent over the period.

Note, however, that these participation rates are not directly comparable to those
caculated in the Census data because the Census provides information on whether the household
received cash benefits at any point in the calendar year prior to the Census. | constructed

“annudized’ participation ratesin the SIPP files by cdculating the fraction of households that



participated in a gpecific program during the calendar years 1985 or 1990.° These annudized
participation rates are so reported in Table 1. The caculationsimply that 10.4 percent of
immigrant households received food ssamps a some point during 1990, as compared to only 8.3
percent of native households; and that 12.0 percent of immigrant households recelved cash
benefits a some point during 1990, as compared to only 8.9 percent of native households.

The annudized participation rates in cash benefit programs caculated in the SIPP files do
not dign nestly with the participation rates that can be caculated from the 1990 Census (for the
caendar year 1989). The SIPP participation rates are much higher than those obtained in the
Census. For ingtance, the annudized participation rate for cash benefit programsin the native
population jumped from 7.4 to 8.9 percent between 1989 and 1990.10

The different results provided by the two data sets could arise for two distinct reasons.
Firdt, census respondents, who are asked about benefits received in the previous caendar yesr,
may not bother to report relatively short spells of recelving cash benefits. As aresult, the Census
data would underestimate the true extent of program participation. It is also well known,
however, that the SIPP data exhibit a“seaming” problem (Singh, Weidman, and Shapiro, 1989).
In particular, welfare spellsin the SIPP files tend to begin at the sart of each 4-month interview
cycle and end at the close of the cycle. Put differently, if a household being interviewed a month
t reports that they received a particular type of assstance at that time, this household was al'so

likely to report thet it received the same type of assstance in each of the four preceding months.

8 The programsincluded in the “ any type of assistance” are cash benefit programs, Medicaid, voucher
programs (such as the Food Stamp Program), and housing subsidies.

9 These calculations are based on the 1985 and the 1990 SIPP panels.
10 | nterestingly, the SIPP participation rates that give the likelihood that a household receives assistancein

a given month seem to follow the trend indicated by the Census data—particularly when one places the SIPP results
in the context of the statistics calculated in both the Census and the Current Population Surveys.



10

The seaming bias may atificidly increase the amualized program participetion rate that can be
calculated in the SIPP data relative to the Census data

The Current Population Surveys (CPS) began to collect information on the immigration
dtatus of survey participantsin 1994. In addition, the Annua Demographic Files (aso known as
the March files) of the CPS provide information on participation in various types of assistance
programs, including the Food Stamp Program. | use the 1995-98 CPS surveysin the empirica
andyss1! The CPS datais comparable to the Census data; they both report information on
program participation in the calendar year prior to the survey. The CPS data aso contain
relaively large numbers of observations (about 50,000 households per survey), thus permitting a
datigicaly reiable sudy of socioeconomic outcomes even in relaively smal populations.

AsTable 1 shows, the CPS datayidd two key results. Firdt, the immigrant-native gap in
program participation (as measured by the probability of receiving cash benefits) widened further
between 1989 and 1994. Second, there was a substantia declinein the fraction of households
that received various types of public assistance programs between 1994 and 1997, and this
decline was steeper in the immigrant population. Between 1994 and 1997, for example, the
fraction of native households receiving food stamps fell from 8.7 to 6.8 percent, but the fraction
of immigrant households receiving food stamps fell by more than three percentage points, from
12.5 to 9.3 percent. Smilarly, the fraction of native households recelving cash benefitsfell from
7.910 6.6 percent, but the fraction of immigrant households receiving cash benefits fell from

11.7 to 9.2 percent.

11| do not use the 1994 Current Population Survey in the analysis because the survey provided limited
information on the national origin of the immigrants and because there seem to be some problems with the statistics
that can be calculated in the immigrant samplein this survey. In particular, the “ official” person weights provided in
thissurvey (aswell asin the 1995 CPS) do not yield an accurate representation of theimmigrant and native
populationsin the United States. Passel (1996) provides a detailed discussion of this problem, aswell as calculates
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Although the available data do not permit the congtruction of along time series of
participation rates for native and immigrant households in the Food Stamp Program, it isworth
noting that the CPS files suggest avery close correlation between the participation rate in cash
benefit programs and the participation rate in the Food Stamp Program. Thisis not surprising
gnce recipients of the AFDC, SSI, or generd assistance program are automaticaly igible for
food samps. This correlation, combined with the information provided by the SIPP files,
suggedts that immigrant participation in the Food Stamp Program rose from 1969 to about
1995—Dhoth in absolute terms and relative to native participation. In the late 1990s, the fraction
of immigrant households receiving food slamps began to decline, again both in absolute terms
and relative to native participation. Despite this decline, however, it is clear thet the “welfare

gap” between immigrants and natives was far larger at the end of the 1990s than it was in 1969.

Adjusted Differencesin Participation Rates
Although the descriptive statistics summarized in Table 1 illugtrate the aggregete trends
in participation in the immigrant and netive populations, it isimportant to ascertain if immigrant
households, for given characterigtics, are more “prone’ to enter the Food Stamp Program. |
address this question by estimating the following linear probability regresson model in a data set

that pools all four of the CPS cross-sections:

1) pi =X b +dl; +e,

revised weights for each person in both the 1994 and 1995 surveys based on a complex algorithm. Throughout the
empirical analysis, | use the “Passel weights’ in calculations that involve the 1995 survey.
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where p; isadummy varigble set to unity if household i receives a particular type of public
assstance; X; isavector of background socioeconomic characteristics; and I; isadummy
variable set to unity if the household heed is foreign-born. The coefficient d gives the difference
between the probability that immigrant and native households receive a particular type of benefit,
after adjusting for differences in socioeconomic characterigtics. Table 2 reports the etimated d’s
for various public ass stance programs and using a number of dternative specifications for the
vector X.

Thefirg entry in the table reports the unadjusted difference in the probability of receiving
food stamps between immigrant and native households (i.e., the vector X containsonly an
intercept and dummy variables indicating the CPS survey from which the observation is drawn).
The coefficient reveds that the probability of receiving food stamps in the 1994-97 period was
3.0 percentage points higher for immigrant households than for native households. In view of the
very large samples used in the regresson andlyss, it is not surprising thet this differenceis
datisticaly very sgnificant (the standard error is only .002).

Column 2 adds the gender and the age of the household head (where ageis entered as a
fourth-order polynomiad) to the list of regressors. It is evident that inter-group differencesin the
sex or age of the household head are not sufficiently large to “explain” the differences between
immigrant and native households. Immigrant households il have a substantidly higher
probability of receiving food stamps (about 2.7 percentage points higher than natives).

The third column adds three variables describing the household' s composition: the
number of persons residing in the household, the number of persons under age 18, and the
number of persons over age 65. It seemsthat differences in household composition explain part

of the “wdfare ggp” between immigrant and native households. The immigrant-native gap in the
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probability of receiving food assistance fdls to about 2.1 percentage points after adjusting for
these inter-group differences in household composition.

The fourth column of the table controls for Sate of resdence. It iswell known that three-
quarters of theimmigrant population resde in only six states (Caifornia, New Y ork, Texas,
Florida, New Jersey, and lllinais). Interstate differencesin digibility and benefits provided by
some public assistance programs could explain part of the difference in participation rates
between immigrants and natives. The regresson coefficients reported in Table 2 show that
differencesin location between the immigrant and native populations cannot explain the gap in
participation rates in the Food Stamp Program. Thisis not surprising since the Food Stamp
Program ismainly afederd program, with digibility rules st at the federd level and uniform
benefits across states (with only minor exceptions). Residentia |ocation, however, does influence
the immigrant-native welfare gap for programs that differ substantially across states. For
example, the gap in participation rates in cash benefit programs declines from 2.5 percentage
points to 1.9 percentage points after controlling for state of residence.

The last column of the table controls for differences in the educationd attainment of the
household head. The inclusion of this varigble in the regresson mode effectively “explains’ the
entire immigrant-native participation gap in the Food Stamp Program (as well asthe
participation gap in cash benefit programs). If anything, the point estimate of the coefficient d for
the Food Stamp Program and cash benefits turns negative, suggesting that immigrant households
aredightly lesslikdly to receive food stamps and cash benefits than smilarly educated netive
households. The regresson andysis reported in Table 2, therefore, documents that the key reason
for the rdatively higher participation rate of immigrant households in the Food Stamp Program

istherdaivey lower educationa attainment of these households.
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In view of the heated debate over the impact of immigration on welfare expenditures, the
empirical evidence summarized in Table 2 should be interpreted with caution. The evidence
indicates that immigrants who have the same socioeconomic characteristics as natives—
particularly educational attainment—are somewhat less likely to receive food slamps than their
native counterparts. But because immigrants, on average, have less favorable socioeconomic
characterigtics, they aso have higher participation ratesin the Food Stamp Program. Put
differently, it isnot “immigrant-ness’ per se that leads to high participation rates in this program;
ingeed, it isthe characterigtics of the immigrants currently living in the United States.

Findly, it iswdl known that ardatively large number of the immigrant households thet
contain elderly persons receive public assistance through the Supplementa Security Income
(SSl) program. Because participants in the SSI program typicdly qudify for food stamps, it may
be the case that much of the immigrant-native difference in program participation rates would
disappear if one could adjust the data for this factor. Although the regresson analysis reported in
Table 2 controls for the number of persons living in the household who are over 65 years of age,
a“cleaner” illugration that this factor cannot explain the difference in food stamp receipt
between immigrants and native households is presented in Table 3. This table shows that 17.6
percent of immigrant households that contain at least one elderly person receive cash benefits, as
compared to only 8.7 percent of the immigrant households that do not have any dderly persons.
The presence of ederly personsin the household, therefore, has a Szable impact on the “welfare
gap” in cash bendfits between immigrants and natives.

Table 3 ds0 shows that the welfare gap in food stamp receipt islarger in households that
contain elderly persons, but for the wrong reasons. In particular, the presence of elderly persons

in the household does not increase the likdihood that immigrant households recelve food samps.
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About 10 percent of immigrant households receive food stamps regardless of whether there are
elderly persons present. The presence of elderly persons, however, has a negative impact on the
likelihood that native households receive food assistance. In other words, the welfare gap in food
stamp receipt is larger anong households that contain elderly persons not because immigrant
households with elderly persons are particularly prone to receive food stamps, but because native

households with elderly persons are particularly prone not to receive them.

National Origin

As with other socioeconomic outcomes, there are large differencesin program
participation rates among nationa origin groups. Table 4 uses the pooled data from the 1995-98
Current Population Surveysto illugtrate the extent of these nationd origin differences. The data
show that fewer than 2 percent of the households originating in France, Germany, or India
receive food stamps, as opposed to 12 percent of those originating in Jamaicaor Nicaragua, 17
percent of those originating in Mexico, 20 percent of those originating in Cuba, and over athird
of those originating in the Dominican Republic.

A cursory scan at the cross-country differences suggests that immigrants originating in
refugee-sending countries tend to exhibit much higher rates of food stamp receipt. About 16
percent of the households originating in Vietnam and over 20 percent of the households
originating in Cuba or the former Soviet Union received food stamps in the 1994-1997 period. In
fact, the last two rows of Table 4 show that refugee households are far more likely to receive

food ass stance than nortrefugee immigrant households. 16.5 percent versus 9.2 percent.12 It is

12 The Current Popul ation Surveys do not contain any information on the type of visa used by a particular
household to enter the country. To approximate the refugee population, | classified all households who originated in
the main refugee-sending countries as refugee households, while households originating in all other countries were
classified as non-refugee households. The main refugee-sending countries over the 1970-90 period were:
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worth noting, however, that non-refugee immigrant households ill have larger participation
rates in the Food Stamp Program than native households (which averages 7.9 percent during this
period).

The high propensity of refugee households to receive food stamps may be the result of
government policies designed to “ease”’ the trangtion of refugees into the United States. Persons
who enter the country as refugees have immediate access to awide array of socia services and
programs that neither other lega immigrants nor natives quaify for. For instance, needy refugees
who cannot quaify for AFDC, SSI, or Medicaid, can apply for specia refugee cash assstance or
medica assistance.

It is aso worth noting that the differences in welfare use across nationd origin groups
cannot be completely explained in terms of observable socioeconomic characterigtics. In
particular, condder estimating the following regresson modd in the sample of immigrant

households:

2 P = Xjb +n +ey,
where py; isadummy variable set to unity if household i in nationdl origin group j receives food
stamps, and n; is avector of nationd origin fixed effects. The vector of nationd origin fixed
effects has a sgnificant effect on the explanatory power of the regression even after one controls
for adetailed vector of socioeconomic characterigtics. In particular, the F statitic testing the
hypothes's that the coefficients of the nationa origin fixed effects are jointly equd to zerois 7.2

(far above the usud sgnificance levels), even after controlling for differencesin sex, age, the

Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Hungary, Laos, Poland, Romania, Thailand, the
former U.S.SR., and Vietham.
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number of yearsthat the household has resided in the United States, household composition,
date of resdence, and educational attainment.

As noted above, it iswell known that there was a substantial decline in the rdlative skills
of successve immigrant waves. A greet ded of research heslinked this trend in cohort skillsto
the changing nationa origin mix of the immigrant population in the United States (Borjas, 1992,
Lalonde and Topd, 1992). It would be of great interest to determine if the long-run trendsin
immigrant participationin the Food Stamp Program can aso be linked to nationd origin. The
available data, however, do not permit an analysis of these types of cohort effects. In particular,
the 1994-98 Current Population Surveys do not span a sufficiently long span of time to religbly
identify the participation rate of the variousimmigrant cohorts & the time of entry into the
United States. 13 Moreover, as we have seen, the CPS data cannot be linked with the SIPP filesto
creste alonger time series. | will show below, however, that the CPS data can be used to partly

examine the extent to which immigrants “assmilae’ into the Food Stamp Program.

Transtory versus Permanent Recipiency
Isimmigrant participation in the Food Stamp program transitory or permanent? Does the
relatively high immigrant participation rate in this program rate arise because many immigrants
receive food slamps for very short periods, or doesit arise because some immigrants receive
food sampsfor very long spells? The distinction between short-run recipiency and long-run
dependence isimportant from a policy perspective. The economic and socid implications of

having an immigrant populaion where many immigrants have short-term needs are very

13 Although it is possible to estimate a regression model that could, in principle, identify the cohort effects
(see Borjas, 1985), thisidentification would depend crucially on what one chooses to assume about the linearity (or
nonlinearity) of the aging effect, the rate at which the participation rate in the Food Stamp Program changes as the
immigrant cohort gets ol der.
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different from those of having immigrants who are permanently caught in the web of public
assistance programs.

Unfortunately, the SIPP tracks households for only a 32-month period. Asareault, it is
not possible to answer the question of “recipiency versus dependency” conclusively by using
these data. Nevertheless, the avallable data hint at the possibility that immigrant participation in
the Food Stamp Program is more likely to be of a*“long-run” nature than that of natives.

Table 5 reports some datistics that are caculated by using the pandl nature of the SIPP
data. In the early 1990s, 15.2 percent of the immigrant households and 11.3 percent of the native
households received food stamps at some point during the 32-month sample period, so that
immigrant households were more likely to have some exposure to the program. In addition, 7.6
percent of the immigrant households and 6.0 percent of the native households were “|€eft-
censored’—that is, they were receiving food stamps at the beginning of the 32-month sample
period. The SIPP does not provide any information on when these | eft- censored spells of food
stamp recipiency began. The fact that such alarge number of spells of recipiency are left-
censored (note that about haf of the households that received food stamps at some point during
the 32-month period were dready receiving food stamps at the beginning of the survey)
introduces serious technical problemsiif one tries to analyze the extent to which the spells of food
samp recipiency are “permanent.” In particular, is difficult to incorporate these |eft- censored
gpellsinto an analysis of spdl duration unless one makes extremely restrictive assumptions about
the probability process that generated these spellsin the first place (Heckman and Singer, 1985).

Findly, the SIPP dataindicate that 4.6 percent of the immigrant households and 3.4
percent of the native households received food ass stance during the entire 32-month periodin

the early 1990s. Put differently, about 30 percent of the immigrant and native households that
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received food stamps at some point during the sample period received food stamps through the
entire 32 months.

The CPS data can adso be used to obtain some insghtsinto the trangtion rates of
householdsin and out of the Food Stamp Program. These trangition rates can be calculated by
matching households in the 1996-98 CPS data across consecutive years.14 These matched data
can then be used to determine if the recipiency status of household i changed between calendar
yearst and t+1. The exit rate from the Food Stamp Program is given by the fraction of
households who left the program between yearst and t+1, conditiona on the household receiving
food sampsin year t. Smilarly, the entry rate is given by the fraction of households who entered
the Food Stamp Program between yearst and t+1, conditiona on the household not receiving
food gampsin year t.

Table 6 summarizes the data on trangtion rates.1s It is evident that immigrant households
have a higher probability of entering the Food Stamp Program (as well as other types of public
assistance programs). Over the 1995-97 period, the typica immigrant household that did not
receive food stamps at the beginning of the period had a 4.2 percent probability of receiving food
samps ayear later. This contrasts with an ertry rate into the Food Stamp Program of 2.4 percent

for native households. The data dso indicate that immigrant and native households have roughly

14 The sample design of the CPS s as follows: a household is interviewed for four consecutive months, is
rotated out of the sample for eight months, and is brought into the sample again for four more months. Asaresult, a
household can potentially appear in two of the March files. In practice, many households cannot be matched across
years because the household, for instance, might move to another location during the year. Because the CPS samples
theresidential location, rather than the household unit, this household would be lost in the second survey. In
addition, it is not possible to match househol ds between the 1995 and 1996 surveys because of achange in sample
design.

15 The statistics reported in Table 6 are obtained by pooling the two merged samples (the 1996-97 merged
file and the 1997-98 merged file)
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the same exit rate from the Food Stamp Program, about 47 percent of the households, regardiess
of their immigration status, leave the program over a 12 month period.

It isworth noting that the entry and exit rates experienced by immigrants over the 1995
97 period may not be indicative of their “ steady state’ vaues. For example, it may be the case
thet immigrarts have relatively high exit rates during this period because of the welfare reform
legidation, or because immigrants are responding to earlier attempts a denying particular groups
of immigrants various types of public assstance, such as Proposition 187 in Cdifornia This
intriguing hypothesis, however, cannot be explored because no comparable exit and entry data
exid for earlier periods.

The difference in entry rates for the Food Assistance Program between immigrants and
natives persists even after one adjusts for differences in socioeconomic characteristics between
the two groups. Table 7 shows that that the 2.0 percentage point unadjusted gap in entry rates
fdlsonly dightly, to 1.6 percentage points, even after the andyss adjusts for differencesin age,
household composition, educationa attainment, and state of residence. In contrag, the
immigrant- netive difference in exit rates becomes more pronounced, with immigrants having
higher exit rates, after controlling for differences in socioeconomic characterigtics, particularly
household composition and educationa attainment.

Many earlier sudies have concluded that immigrants “assmilae’ into wefare programs
in the sense that the probability that an immigrant household receives a particular type of benefit
rises the longer the household has been in the United States. The andlysis of (unadjusted) entry
and exit rates presented in Table 7 provides some ingight into this process. Immigrant households

are more likely than native households to enter the Food Stamp Program, and seem to have
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roughly the same exit rates. Thisfact can lead to an increase in immigrant participation in this

program over time—relative to that of natives.

Welfare Reform
The increasing use of the Food Stamp Program and other types of public assistance by
the immigrant population between 1969 and the 1990s had a substantial impact on socid palicy.
Beginning in 1980, immigrants began to be subject to so-caled deeming requirements, where the
sponsors incomeis “deemed’ to be part of the immigrant’ s pplication for particular types of
assistance. This deeming procedure obvioudy reduces the chances that new immigrants quaify
for welfare. The initid deeming rules applied only to SSI and lasted only 3 years, but were later
expanded to AFDC and other programs.
In 1996, Congress tightened the igibility requirements for immigrant participation in
public assstance programs by including a number of immigrant-related provisonsin the welfare
reform legidation. Almogt haf of the $54 hillion savings attributed to the welfare reform bill can
be traced directly to the restrictions on immigrant use of welfare (Primus, 1996). The legidation
contained two key provisions:
1. Immigrants who entered the United States after August 22, 1996 are prohibited from
receiving mogt types of public assstance. The ban is lifted when the immigrant
becomes an American citizen. Most non-citizens present in the country on August 22,
1996 were to be kicked off from the SSI and food stamp rolls within ayear.

2. Immigrants who entered the country after August 22, 1996 are subject to ricter

deeming regulaions. The digible income and assets of the immigrant’s sponsor will
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be deemed to be part of the immigrant’s application for most types of public
assstance, and the deeming period is extended for up to ten years.

Many of theimmigrant-related provisons of the welfare reform legidation were never
enforced. The balanced budget agreement reached in 1997 repealed the most draconian aspects
of the legidation, such as kicking out immigrant areedy living in the United States from the SS
and Food Stamp Programs. Nevertheless, the immigrant population seems to have responded to
the increesingly important digtinction implied by citizenship status. There was arapid risein the
number of immigrants who wished to become naturdized in the early 1990s. In 1991, the INS
received only 207 thousand petitions for naturdization; in 1996, the INS received 1.3 million
such petitions (Immigration and Naturdization Service, 1997, p. 146).

The period covered by the currently available CPS data is much too short to isolate the
impact of the welfare reform legidation on the “welfare ggp” between immigrants and natives.
The available evidence, however, suggests that the decline in participation in the Food Stamp
Program was particularly steep in the immigrant population, even after controlling for adetailed
vector of socioeconomic characteristics. Table 8 presents the relevant regression coefficients
from aregresson that relates participation in the Food Stamp Program (as well as other public
assistance programs) on adummy variable indicating whether the person is an immigrant,

“period effects’ indicating the particular cendar year to which the datarefer, interactions
between the immigration dummy variable and the period effects, and a detailed vector of
socioeconomic characteristics.

In this specification of the regresson modd, the coefficients of the period effects give the
difference in the participation rate of the native population between 1994 and a particular year. It

is noteworthy that al of these period effects are negative for the Food Stamp Program, indicating
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that the fraction of native households receiving food stlamps declined steadily between 1994 and
1997. Interestingly, the rate of decline acceleratesin 1997, shortly after the enactment of the
welfare reform legidation. Note that because the regression modd controls for a detailed vector
of socioeconomic characterigtics, the steep drop in the participation of native householdsin the
Food Stamp Program that occurred between 1996 and 1997 cannot be explained by changesin
the characterigtics of the native population.

The coefficients of the interaction variables between immigration status and the period
effects measure how the immigrant-native gap in food stamp participation rates changes over
time (relative to the base year of 1994). The data clearly shows that there was an * unexplained”
drop of dmogt afull percentage point in this gap between 1995 and 1996—concurrent with the
enactment of the welfare reform legidation. In fact, the trend towards a narrower immigrant-
native welfare gap began as early as 1994. Thetiming of these changes, therefore, is not
consistent with a conjecture that the welfare reform legidation helped to narrow the immigrant-
native welfare gap. Although the trend may have been areaction to the heated debate over
immigrant participation in welfare programs that took place through the 1990s, and that led to
the 1994 enactment of Proposition 187 in Cdifornia, the data used in this paper cannot be used to

isolate these effects. It is clear, however, that these questions deserve much additiona research.

3. Food Stamps and the Children of Immigrants

The sudies that andyze the link between immigration and public assstance dmost
exclusvey focus on measuring the extent to which immigrants participate in the various
programs, and caculating by how much immigration increases expenditures in these programs.

The long run economic and socid impact of immigration, however, depends not only on the
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extent to which immigrants make use of the various programs during their lifetimes, but dso on
the extent to which the children of immigrants make use of these programs.

Despite the potentia importance of the intergenerationa effects, little is known about the
extent to which the children of immigrants participate either in the Food Stamp Program or in
other public assistance programs. In recent years, the growth of the immigrant population (and
the resultant growth in the size of the second- generation population) has motivated some
researchers to investigate the relaion between the skills of immigrants and the skills of their
children (Borjas, 1993; Card, DiNardo and Estes, 2000; and Tregjo, 1995). These studies typically
find that thereisastrong link in the skills of nationd origin groupsin the first and second
generations—the groups that have high skill levels and high earningsin the first generation are
the groups that tend to have high skill levels and high earnings in the second generation. Few
dudies, however, investigate if there is an intergenerationd link in welfare dependency. In other
words, are the ethnic groups that have high participation rates in public assstance programsin

the first generation the same groups that have high participation rates in the second generation?16

Differences Between the First and Second Gener ations
The Current Population Surveys (CPS) began to collect information on the birthplace of
the respondent’ s parents in 1994. These data alow the precise identification of two generations
of Americans: the firgt generation, composed of the sample of persons born in aforeign-country;
and the second generation, composed of the sample of persons who were born in the United

States, but had at least one parent born in aforeign country. The generation of the remaining

16 See Borjas and Sueyoshi (1997) for an exception. Other studies of the intergenerational transmission of
welfare dependency include Duncan, Hill, and Hoffman (1988), Gottschalk (1990), and Solon et a (1988). These
studies, however, typically do not distinguish across generations.
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persons in the survey, who had both parents born in the United States, cannot be determined
exactly. For amplicity, | will denote thisresdud group as “third-generation” Americans.
However, it isimportant to note that thisresdud group includes dl natives who have American
born parents, regardless of racia or ethnic origin and regardless of how long the household has
actudly resded in the United States. Since the unit of analys's throughout my study has been the
household, | use the generation of the head of the household to classify a particular household
into one of the three generations.

Table 9 reports that second generation households have alower probability of receiving
food samps than either firgt-generation or third-generation households. The probability that the
typica second-generation household receives food stampsisonly 5.1 percent, far lower than
either the 10.8 percent probability of the first-generation households or the 8.2 percent
probability of the third-generation households. In fact, Table 9 indicates that the second
generation has ardatively low rate of participation in all of the public assstance programs. Only
5.5 percent of second-generation households receive cash benefits, as compared to 10.7 percent
of firg-generation and 7.6 percent of third-generation households. Smilarly, only 10.5 percent of
second-generation households are enrolled in the Medicaid program, as compared to 20.6 percent
of firg-generation households and 13.5 percent of third-generation households.

The finding that the second generation seemsto perform quite well in the United States—
and hence hasllittle need for enrolling in the Food Stamp Program or in other assstance
programs—is, of course, closaly related to the well-known result (first obtained using datafrom
the 1970 Census cross-section) that second- generation workers earn more than both first-
generation and third-generation workers (see Carliner, 1980, and Chiswick, 1977). It istempting

to interpret thisempirica result asindicating that second-generation Americans have high ills
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and lower participation ratesin public assistance programs than either their parents or their
children. This interpretation, however, is not necessarily correct.

In any CPS cross-section (such as the “pseudo” cross-section formed by the pooled 1995-
98 surveys), the family ties among the three generations identifiable in the data are tenuous, at
best. At the time these surveys were collected, many of the immigrantsin the data arrived in the
United Statesin the 1980s and 1990s, making it impossible for them to have any native-born
descendants of adult age. In other words, an adult second-generation Americans must be the
descendant of immigrants who have been in the United States for at least two or three decades.
Aslong as cohort differences among first-generation workers are important, and as long as these
cohort differences are partidly transmitted to their children, the comparison of first- and second-
generdion earnings in a particular cross-section can provide a very mideading picture of the
economic performance of the second generation relative to that of their parents.

Similarly, the persons who can be identified as members of the "third-generation” area
motley collection of various ethnic groups whose presence in the United States may date 40 or
50 years, or more than 100 or 200 years. It is very unlikely that these so-cdled third-generation
households are direct descendants of the immigrants enumerated in any particular cross-section
data set. After dl, thiswould require that adult-age immigrants—many of whom arived in the
1980s and 1990s—have adult-age Americanborn grandchildren. These data difficulties,
therefore, imply that it isimpossible to infer anything about the intergenerationd transmisson of
dependency in the Food Stamp Program from the summary Statistics reported in Table 9.

Nevertheless, the satigtics reported in Table 9 do present an interesting puzzle. After all,
the data clearly indicate that second generation workers have relatively low participation ratesin

many public assstance programsin the late 1990s. Why is the participation rate of second-
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generaion households in the Food Stamp Program so low? The answer to this puzzle liesin the
fact that the second-generation households in the CPS cross-section are not the descendants of
the sample of first generation households enumerated in the same survey. Congder, for instance,
the nationa origin mix of the population in each of these two groups. Table 10 shows that there
seemsto belittlein common in the ethnic background of the two generations. Even though 26.8
percent of the immigrant households in the CPS data are of Mexican origin, only 11.9 percent of
the second-generation householdsin the same data are of Mexican origin. Smilarly, only 2.5
percent of the immigrant households are of Polish origin, but 7.5 percent of the second-
generation households are of Polish origin.

The subgtantid differencein the nationd origin distribution of the two generations does
not arise because of differentid fertility rates acrass nationa origin groups. If anything, the
differencesin fertility rates would likely imply that households of Mexican origin, which tend to
have rdaivey high rates of fertility, would make up alarger fraction of the sample of second-
generation households (Blau, 1992). Instead, the differences arise because the second- generation
households in the pooled 1995-98 CPS data are the descendants of immigrants who arrived in the
United States at |east two or three decades prior to that time—and are not the descendants of the
immigrants enumerated in the CPS cross sections in the late 1990s (43 percent of whom arrived
in the 1980s and 1990s). Put differently, the second generation sample in these CPS data reflect
the nationd origin mix—and potentialy the skill distribution—of the immigrants who arrived
two or three decades earlier, and has little in common with the nationa origin mix—and the skill

digtribution—of the immigrants who arrived after 1980.
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Not surprisingly, there are large differencesin participation rates in the Food Stamp
Program across ethnic groups in the second generation.1” Table 11 showsthat only 4.0 percent of
second-generation Americans of German ancestry received food stampsin 1994-97, as compared
to 13.6 percent of second-generation households of Vietnamese ancestry, 15.5 percent of second-
generation households of Mexican ancestry, and 27.7 percent of second-generation households
of Dominican ancestry. The table dso shows that the substantia dispersion in participation rates
across ethnic groups in the second-generation is not restricted the Food Stamp Program, but
shows up in the other programs aswell. For instance, 8.1 percent of second-generation Itaian
households receive Medicaid, as compared to 16.2 percent of second-generation Filipino
households, and over 40 percent of second-generation Dominican households.

It is easy to show that that the differencesin the nationd origin mix of the two
populations explain dmost two-thirds of the welfare gap between the first and second
generationsin the CPS data. In particular, consder the subsample of households that are either
firg- or second-generaion. Using this subsample, | estimated the linear probability regresson

modd:

) p=Xb+gs+e,

where p; isadummy varigble indicating if household i received food stamps;, X is a vector of

socioeconomic characteritics, and § isadummy varigble set to unity if the household isa

17 The ethnicity of the second-generation household is determined by the ethnicity of the head of the
household’ sfather. If only the householder’ s mother is foreign-born, the ethnicity is determined from the mother's
country of birth.
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second-generation household. The coefficient g gives the adjusted difference in the probability of
receiving food stamps between the second generation and the first generation.

Table 12 reports the estimates of the regression coefficient g usng various specifications
of the vector of socioeconomic characteristics. The first column of the table shows thét the
unadjusted gap in the probability of participating in the Food Stamp Program between second-
and firg-generation householdsis 5.9 percentage points. If the regression is expanded to include
only avector of nationd origin fixed effects—so that we are now measuring the gap in the
participation rates within a particular nationd origin group—the estimate of the coefficient g fdls
to 2.1 percent. Put differently, two-thirds of the gap in the recipiency ratesin the Food Stamp
Program between the first and second generations can be attributed to a single factor, the
different nationd origin mix of the two populaions. If, in addition to nationd origin, the
regresson analys's controls for a more complete vector of socioeconomic characteristics, such as
age, gender, household compostion, state of residence, and education, the gap between the two
generations falsto less than a percentage point (dill satigticaly sgnificant, but numericaly
inconsequentia). In short, the fact that the two generations in the CPS cross- section are not
related helps to explain why second-generation households in these data seem to have alower

chance of receiving food stamps than their “ parents.”

I nter generational Transmission of Recipiency in the Food Stamp Program
Although asingle CPS cross-section (or the pseudo cross-section obtained by pooling the
1995-98 surveys) does not allow the study of economic mobility between the first and second
generdions, it is possble to use the available data to determine if welfare recipiency perssts

across generations. The data, however, must be used judicioudy to improve the chances that the
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socioeconomic characterigtics of the second- generation households enumerated in the CPS are
compared with the characteristics of immigrants who could have potentialy been their parents.

Congder, in particular, the contrast between the fraction of immigrant householdsin a
particular ethnic group who received cash benefitsin 1969 and the fraction of second-generation
households in that ethnic group who receive food stamps between 1995 and 1997. The dataon
the fraction of immigrant households that recelved cash benefitsin 1969 is, of course, drawn
from the 1970 Census. The immigrants enumerated in the 1970 Census are likely to have been
the parents of the second-generation households that appear in the CPS three decades later.

| use the available data to estimate the following regresson mode!:

@ Pi2=X;a+bp;, +ey,

where pj;, isadummy variable set to unity if household i in second-generation ethnic group j
receives food assistance; X is avector of socioeconomic characteritics pertaining to the second
generation household, and pj; givesthe fraction of the immigrant group that received cash
benefitsin 1969.

To fadilitate the interpretation of the coefficient b suppose that dl of the variablesin the
vector X have been normalized to have mean zero. Consider now an dternative derivetion of the
regresson modd in equation (4). An ethnic fixed effect can be estimated among second-

generation workers in the CPS data by using the regression mode!:

5) Pz = Xjd+d +] j,
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Because the variablesin the vector X have mean zero, the fixed effect d;, gives the adjusted
fraction of the ethnic group in the second generation thet receives food slamps. The extent to
which the adjusted participation rate of second-generation type-j households are related to the

participation rate of their parentsis summarized by:

(6) dp=m+Db p+v;

Substituting equation (6) into (5) yields the modd in (4). Note that the disturbancetermin
equation (4) then equalsj ;; + v;, so that it contains agroup-specific error term. Therefore, the
mode must adjust the standard errors for the clustering of the data that takes place within ethnic
groups. This dternative derivation of the model shows that the parameter b isameasure of the
“transmission coefficient” for the participation rate in the Food Stamp Program.

The fraction of the various immigrant groups thet received cash benefitsin 1969 is
reported in the last column of Table 11. As documented in Borjas and Trgo (1993), there are
subgtantia differencesin the participation ratesin cash benefit programsin the first generation.
To illugrate the intergenerationa persstence in program participation, Figure 1 shows the scatter
diagram linking the fraction of second-generation households that received food stamps in 1995-
97 and the fraction of first-generation households that received cash benefitsin 1970. Thereis
an obvious positive correlation between these two variables.

Table 13 reports the estimates of the coefficient b for various specifications of the
regresson model in equation (4). Consstent with the visud information provided by Figure 1,
the data reved a strong positive correlation between the fraction of immigrant households that

received cash benefits and the fraction of the second-generation households that receive food
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stamps three decades later. The transmission coefficient for the Food Stamp Program is 1.065,
implying thet a 10-percentage point increase in the fraction of the immigrant group thet receives
cash benefitsis associated with a 10-percentage point increase in the fraction of the second-
generation ethnic group that receives food stamps. Therefore, there does not seem to be any
regression towards the mean in participation in the Food Stamp Program. The groups that had
high participation rates (in cash benefit programs) in the first generation have high participation
rates (in the Food Stamp Program) in the second generation; and the groups that had low
participation rates in the first generation have low participation rates in the second generation.

The last column of Table 13 shows that the transmisson coefficient becomes much
wesker (though il gatistically sgnificant) when the regresson modd controls for differences
in socioeconomic characterigtics across ethnic groupsin the second generation. The tranamission
coefficient for the adjusted participation rate is .431. In other words, more than haf of the
linkage in participation rates arises because of inter-group differencesin such variables as
household composition, state of resdence, and educationa attainment.

Findly, the remaining rows of the table show that there is a'so astrong transmission
coefficient for other public assistance programs. For example, the unadjusted transmission
coefficient is .89 for cash benefits, and about 1.5 for Medicaid. The adjusted correlations,
however, drop to .44 for cash benefits and .69 for Medicaid.

Although it istempting to interpret the “transmission coefficient” estimated in Table 13
as measuring the extent to which welfare recipiency per seis transmitted across generations, this
interpretation isincorrect. After al, the 1969 data on the fraction of the immigrant group that
receives cash benefits is highly correlated with various measures of the nationd origin group’s

kill level or economic potentid. It is, therefore, possible that the regression coefficients reported
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in Table 13 smply measure the fact that low-skill immigrant groups in 1969 are more likely to
have low-skill descendantsin 1995-97, and that these |ow- skill descendants will inevitably have
high participation rates in assistance programs. In the end, therefore, it was not a“propengty for
welfare’ that was transmitted across generations, but rather the skill level of the group.

Itisof great interest, therefore, to investigate if the participation rate of the immigrant
group in 1969 has any explanatory power after one controls for the immigrant group’ s skill leve.
This hypothesisis explored in Table 14 by using three dternative variables to describe the
group’s “opportunity set” as of 1969: the average educationd atanment of immigrantsin the
particular ethnic group, the average log wage of workersin that group, and the fraction of the
immigrants who received cash benefits. The table estimates the regresson model in equation (4)
by introducing each of these variables separately, aswell as by introducing dl of the varigbles at
the sametime.

The table shows that if each variable isintroduced into the regression model separatdly,
each of the variables has a sizable impact on the probability that a second- generation household
receives food stamps. Aswe saw earlier, a 10-percentage point increase in the fraction of the
immigrant group that received cash benefits raises the probability of recelving food stampsin the
second generation by 10 percent. A 2-year increase in educationd attainment lowers the fraction
of second-generation households receiving food stamps by 2 percent, and a 20 percent increase
in the average wage of the immigrant group lowers the fraction of second generation households
receiving food stamps by 3.5 percent.

The lagt column of the table, however, shows that when al of the variables are introduced
into the regresson model smultaneoudy, the only varigble that remains satisticaly sgnificant

isthe fraction of the immigrant group that received cash benefitsin 1970. The transmisson
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coefficient for the cash benefit variable—after controlling for differencesin the kills of the
immigrant groupsin 1969—is 1.012. In short, the data clearly suggest that the best predictor of a
second-generation group’s propengty for receiving food samps today is the welfare behavior of
the immigrant group decades earlier, and not necessarily a set of variables that describe the kill

composgition of that immigrant group.

4. Summary

This paper examined the extent and determinants of immigrant participation in the Food
Stamp Program using data drawn from the decennia Censuses, the Survey of Income and
Program Participation, and the Current Population Surveys. The study described the differential
trendsin immigrant and native participation in the Food Stamp Program; explored the factors
that cause these differentid trends, and examined the extent to which immigrant participation in
public assstance programs affects the propensty of the second generation to receive food
stamps.

The empirical anadyssreveded anumber of interesting results. For ingtance, immigrant
households are more likely to participate in the Food Stamp Program than native households; this
“welfare ggp” widened until about 1995; and dthough the fraction of both native and immigrant
households receiving food slamps has declined since 1995, the decline has been steeper in the
immigrant population. The empirica study adso indicated that all of the differencein the
probability of receiving food stamps between immigrant and native households can be attributed
to differences in socioeconomic characteristics between the two groups, particularly educationa
attainment. It aso turns out that immigrant households have higher entry rates into the Food

Stamp Program, and roughly the same exit rates. Findly, there isastrong link between use of
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public assistance in the immigrant generation and the use of food stamps in the second
generation. In fact, a 10-percentage point difference in participation rates in cash benefit
programsin the first generaion is associated with a 10-percentage point different in participation
rates in the Food Stamp Program in the second generation.

Although the study of the pre-1994 trends of immigrant and native participation in the
Food Stamp Program is severely congtrained by the lack of information on the receipt of food
stamps by immigration status, these data are now collected annudly as part of the Current
Population Surveys. In the future, the study of the time series generated by the CPS will surdly
provide alot of ingght into how immigrant and native households move in and out of the Food
Stamp Program, how these trangition rates are affected by the business cycle and by other

changes in economic conditions, and how the trangition rates are affected by welfare reform as

wd| as by changesin immigration policy.
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Figure 1. Intergenerational relation between receipt of cash benefitsin 1970
and receipt of food sampsin 1995-97
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Sources. Pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files) and the 1970 Census. The regression line
illustrated in the figure is obtained from a regression that weighs each observation by the sample sizein the second-
generation ethnic group. The slope coefficient is 1.056, with a standard error of .079.
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Table 1. Trendsin program participation, 1969-97
(Per cent receiving particular types of benefits)

Data file/Calendar year Foodstamps ~ Cash beneits Medicaid Any typeof
assistance
Natives Imm. Naives Imm. Naives Imm. Naives Imm.
Census
1969 6.0 59 ---
1979 5.9 8.7 ---
1989 7.4 91 ---
SIPP: percent receiving
benefits during typica
month:
1984-85 6.6 7.6 8.1 8.7 8.3 11.0 146 17.7
1990-91 6.5 9.2 7.3 10.8 9.4 154 141 20.7
SIPP: percent receiving
benefits at some point
during caendar year:
1985 9.5 9.7 11.6 10.6 115 155 21.7 26.5
1990 8.3 10.4 8.9 120 115 166 184 13.8
CPS
1994 8.7 125 7.9 11.7 135 21.3 164 24.1
1995 8.1 11.7 7.6 11.6 13.2 219 157 24.4
1996 8.0 10.1 75 105 135 205 16.0 22.5
1997 6.8 9.3 6.6 9.2 125 187 146 20.0
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Table 2. Adjusted difference between immigrants and nativesin the probability of

participating in assstance programs, 1994-97

Regression
Program (1) 2 (3 4) (@)
Food stamps .030 027 021 .023 -.002
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Cash benefits .033 034 025 .019 -.005
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Medicad 074 073 054 .050 .019
(.003) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.002)
Any type of assstance 072 072 .054 054 017
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Adjusted for differencesin:
Age, sex of head No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Household composition No No Yes Yes Yes
State of residence No No No Yes Yes
Education of head No No No No Yes

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. The regressions use data drawn from the pooled 1995-98 Current
Population Surveys (March files). The pooled sample has 150,341 observations. All of the regressionsinclude
dummy variables indicating the survey from which the observation is drawn. The age of the household head is
included as afourth-order polynomial and the “household composition” vector includes the number of persons

residing in the household, the number of personsin the household under age 18, and the number of persons over age

65.
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Table 3. Program participation by presence of elderly persons, 1994-1997

: . Any type of
Food stamps Cash benefits Medicad assistance

Sample of

households that: Naive Imm.. Naive Imm.. Naive Imm. Naive Imm.

Have at least one 4.8 10.1 6.1 17.6 12.1 27.1 15.2 30.2

elderly person

Do not have any 8.5 10.3 7.6 8.7 134 18.7 15.5 20.6

elderly persons

Source: Pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files).
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Table 4. Participation ratesin public assistance programs
in theimmigrant population, 1994-97
(By national origin group)

Country of origin: Food stamps Cash benefits Medicad  Any type of assstance
Canada 35 4.1 8.1 12.9
China 3.8 10.0 18.0 22.4
Colombia 9.3 9.5 19.0 23.3
Cuba 20.4 209 28.3 32.3
Denmark 0.0 13.7 13.7 15.3
Dominican Republic 37.7 40.3 51.9 59.3
El Sdvador 10.2 9.1 22.8 27.2
France 0.8 2.1 7.7 12.4
Germany 2.0 17 5.8 10.1
Greece 6.6 8.1 9.9 12.4
Haiti 9.7 9.3 19.7 28.8
India 15 11 4.5 6.4
Iran 2.7 6.1 16.3 18.7
Irdand 2.9 2.4 4.8 12.6
|srael 2.2 47 7.6 8.9
Ity 2.7 4.3 9.2 12.6
Jamaica 11.4 11.4 20.6 24.7
Korea 3.9 9.7 154 17.3
Mexico 17.4 135 318 37.3
Nicaragua 12.8 14.2 21.9 27.6
Philippines 1.9 54 12.4 14.6
Poland 2.3 1.7 5.9 7.6
Portugd 3.8 8.2 11.8 18.6
Span 4.7 6.8 10.6 12.8
UK 35 25 6.8 11.0
USSR 22.5 24.6 34.3 38.0
Vietnam 16.1 17.5 29.1 33.3
Refugees 9.2 9.0 19.2 214
Non-refugees 16.5 18.3 26.5 28.5

Source: Pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files).
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Table 5. Pand evidence on food stamp receipt in the SIPP data

1984-85 1990-991
Natives Immigrants  Natives Immigrants
Percent of households that received food stamps at 12.1 13.3 11.3 15.2
some point during the entire 32-month survey
Percent receiving food stamps a beginning of survey 7.0 8.1 6.0 7.6
Percent receiving food samps in every month of the 2.9 4.2 3.4 4.6
urvey
Percent distribution in subsample of households that
received food stamps at some point in the survey:
Percent receiving food assstance 1-8 months 34.4 38.1 32.7 27.5
Percent receiving food ass stance 9- 16 months 15.6 9.5 14.7 15.6
Percent receiving food assistance 17-24 months 12.8 114 115 121
Percent receiving food assstance 24-32 months 37.2 411 41.1 44.8

Sources. The 1984-85 statistics use data drawn from the pooled 1984 and 1985 panels of the SIPP files. The 1990-
91 statistics use data drawn from the pooled 1990 and 1991 panels.
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Table 6. Trangtion ratesin and out of public assistance programs, 1995-97

Foodsamps  Cashbendfits  Medicaid Any type of
assdance
Entry rates.
Immigrant households 4.6 4.5 10.6 11.9
Native households 2.6 29 5.9 6.7
Exit rates.
Immigrant households 46.7 55.9 46.7 454
Native households 47.1 45.2 45.7 42.7

Source: Merged 1995-96 and 1996-97 Current Population Surveys (March files). The entry rate gives the fraction of
households that entered the particular program, conditional on their being off the program at the beginning of the
year. The exit rate gives the fraction of households that exited the particular program, conditional on their being on

the program at the beginning of the year.
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Table 7. Adjusted immigrant-native differential in entry and exit rates, 1995-97

Regression
1) 2 3 ()] (@)
Food stamps
Entry rates .020 .020 021 022 .016
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
Exit rates -.001 -.022 -.000 .027 .070
(.057) (.057) (.057) (.062) (.062)
Cash bendfits
Entry rates .017 .017 .017 .016 011
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.007) (.007)
Exit rates 107 115 135 72 .203
(.057) (.056) (.058) (.061) (.061)
Medicad
Entry rates .047 .048 .045 .043 .036
(.009) (.009) (.009) (.010) (.010)
Exit rates .010 .007 .017 .092 135
(.040) (.040) (.040) (.043) (.043)
Any type of assstance
Entry rates .052 .053 .051 .048 041
(.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010)
Exit rates .026 .022 .028 074 125
(.038) (.037) (.038) (.040) (.040)
Adjugted for differencesin:
Age, sex of head No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Household composition No No Yes Yes Yes
State of residence No No No Yes Yes
Education of head No No No No Yes

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. The regressions use data drawn from the merged 1995-96 and
1996-97 Current Population Surveys (March files). The pooled sample for the entry rate regressions has 8,862
observations, while the pooled sample for the exit rate regressions has 1,631 observations. All of the regressions
include dummy variables indicating the merged survey from which the observation is drawn. The age of the
household head isincluded as a fourth-order polynomial and the “household composition” vector includes the
number of personsresiding in the household, the number of personsin the household under age 18, and the number
of persons over age 65.
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Table 8. Thedeclinein participation in public assistance programs between 1994 and 1997

Vaiable Foodstamps ~ Cashbendiits ~ Medicaid Any type of
assistance
Immigration dummy .007 -.001 .019 .019
(.004) (.004) (.005) (.005)
. Reference Reference Reference Reference
1994 period effect group group group group
1995 period effect -.006 -.003 -.003 -.007
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1996 period effect -.007 -.004 -.001 -.005
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1997 period effect -.018 -.012 -.010 -.018
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
| nteraction between
immigration dummy and:
1995 period effect -.004 -.0003 .008 .007
(.005) (.005) (.007) (.007)
1996 period effect -.013 -.004 -.001 -.005
(.006) (.005) (.007) (.007)
1997 period effect -.011 -.009 -.010 -.010
(.005) (.005) (.007) (.007)

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. The regressions use data drawn from the pooled 1995-98 Current
Population Surveys (March files). The pooled sample has 150,341 observations. All of the regressions include
dummy variables indicating the survey from which the observation is drawn, the sex and gender of the household
head, the number of personsresiding in the household, the number of personsin the household under age 18, the
number of persons over age 65, the state of residence, and the household head’ s educational attainment.
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Table9. Intergenerational differencesin program participation, 1994-97

Firg generation Second generation Third generation
Food stamps 10.8 51 8.2
Cash benefits 10.7 55 7.6
Medicad 20.6 10.5 135
Any type of assstance 22.8 13.0 16.0

Source: Pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files).
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Table 10. National origin digribution in the CPS, 1994-97
(By generation)

Country of origin First generation Second generation
Canada 34 9.8
China 3.8 0.9
Cuba 4.5 1.0
Dominican Republic 2.8 0.3
El Sdvador 2.6 2.0
France 0.7 1.2
Germany 34 9.3
Greece 1.0 1.3
Haiti 1.8 0.2
India 3.2 0.3
[ran 1.3 0.1
Irdand 1.1 41
|srael 0.5 0.1
Italy 2.7 14.4
Jamaica 2.3 0.4
Mexico 26.8 11.9
Nicaragua 0.8 0.2
Philippines 4.5 11
Poland 25 75
Portugal 0.9 1.0
UK 3.3 6.7
USSR 3.3 7.1
Vietham 3.0 0.2

Source: Pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files).
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Table 11. Participation ratesin public assistance programs
in the second generation, 1994-97
(By national origin group)

Percent of
immigrant group
Any type of receiving cash
Country of origin: Food stamps  Cash benefits Medicad  assstance benefitsin 1969
Canada 4.5 4.0 9.4 14.4 4.9
China 15 29 4.7 7.0 5.6
Cuba 7.9 55 10.2 14.7 17.0
Denmark 3.4 1.7 8.0 12.0 52
Dominican Republic 27.7 31.3 40.4 43.4 10.9
El Salvador 8.1 7.0 14.4 17.4 11.0
France 6.9 6.4 12.5 19.3 4.5
Germany 4.0 4.4 10.0 14.4 3.7
Greece 4.6 51 8.6 12.1 4.4
Hati 2.3 0.0 52 52 5.0
Honduras 17.6 12.1 20.6 21.2 8.0
Hungary 4.4 5.1 7.8 13.6 5.5
India 4.4 2.7 7.6 8.7 11
Iran 0.0 16.2 16.2 251 3.7
Irdand 25 3.6 7.9 12.8 55
|srael 3.2 7.7 10.9 24.1 2.1
Italy 35 4.3 8.1 13.2 4.4
Jamaica 12.6 16.0 19.8 284 55
Korea 21 0.9 9.3 134 17
Mexico 15.5 14.2 254 304 14.8
Nicaragua 39 8.6 14.6 16.9 89
Philippines 7.5 8.7 16.2 20.4 7.2
Poland 20 35 7.0 12.8 4.7
Portugal 5.8 8.1 14.9 19.4 6.3
UK 2.8 35 7.3 11.3 4.1
USSR 21 3.3 6.4 10.4 4.5
Vietnam 13.6 18.1 255 289 6.2

Source: Pooled 1995-98 Current Popul ation Surveys (March files).
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Table 12. Adjusted differencesin program participation
between the second and first generations

1) 2 (©)] 4 (@)
Food stamps
Not controlling for place of birth -.059 -.049 -.039 -.035 -.019
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Controlling for place of birth -.021 -.021 -.016 -.018 -.006
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Cash bendfits
Not controlling for place of birth -.053 -.057 -.049 -.040 -.024
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Controlling for place of birth -.017 -.022 -.019 -.015 -.003
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Medicad
Not controlling for place of birth -.105 -.101 -.079 -.068 -.044
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
Controlling for place of birth -.045 -.051 -.040 -.037 -.019
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
Any type of assstance
Not controlling for place of birth -.102 -.109 -.088 -.082 -.051
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
Controlling for place of birth -.043 -.054 -.044 -.044 -.021

(.005) (.005) (.004) (.005) (.005)

Adjusted for differencesin:

Age, sex of head No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Household composition No No Yes Yes Yes
State of residence No No No Yes Yes
Education of head No No No No Yes

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. The regressions use data drawn from the pooled 1995-98 Current
Population Surveys (March files). The pooled sample has 41,650 observations. All of the regressionsinclude

dummy variablesindicating the survey from which the observation is drawn. The age of the household head is
included as afourth-order polynomial and the “household composition” vector includes the number of persons
residing in the household, the number of personsin the household under age 18, and the number of persons over age
65.
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Table 13. Intergenerational correlations between thefirst and second gener ations

Program:
Food stamps

Cash benefits
Medicad

Any type of assstance

Adjusted for differencesin:
Age, sex of head
Household composition
State of residence
Education of head

(1

1.065
(.120)

888
(.119)
1.480
(.215)
1.489
(.227)

No
No
No
No

@

912
(.115)

824
(.130)
1.375
(.214)
1.375
(.224)

Yes
No
No
No

@A)

777
(.074)
722
(.108)
1.165
(.163)
1.330
(.171)

Yes
Yes
No
No

(C)

642
(.080)

683
(.094)
1.019
(.134)
1.247
(.145)

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

(5)

431
(.101)
436
(.079)
601
(.120)
784
(.121)

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are corrected for sample clustering within ethnic groups. The
regressions use data drawn from the pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files) and the 1970 Census.
The pooled sample has 20,628 observations. All of the regressions include dummy variables indicating the survey
from which the observation is drawn. The age of the household head is included as afourth-order polynomial and
the “ household composition” vector includes the number of persons residing in the household, the number of
persons in the household under age 18, and the number of persons over age 65.
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Table 14. | solating effect of welfare usein thefirst generation
on the second generation’s use of the Food Stamp Program

| ndependent variable: ) (2 3 (G)]
No socioeconomic controls:

Fraction of immigrant group receiving cash 1.065  --- 1.012
benefitsin 1970 (.120) (.178)
Mean educationd attainment of immigrant group -010  --- -.0004
in 1970 (.006) (.002)
Mean log wage of immigrant group in 1970 -.175 -.010

(.056) (.042)
Full set of socioeconomic controls:

Fraction of immigrant group receiving cash 431 --- 376
benefitsin 1970 (.101) (.119)
Mean educationd atainment of immigrant group -.004  --- .0002
in 1970 (.002) (.002)

Mean log wage of immigrant group in 1970 -.065 -.016

(012)  (.030)

Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are corrected for sample clustering within ethnic groups. The
regressions use data drawn from the pooled 1995-98 Current Population Surveys (March files) and the 1970 Census.
The pooled sample has 20,628 observations. All of the regressions include dummy variables indicating the survey
from which the observation is drawn. The regression with the “full set of socioeconomic controls” includes the age
(asafourth order polynomial) and sex of head, the number of personsin the household, the number of persons under
age 18, the number of persons over age 65, the state of residence, and educational attainment.



