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ABSTRACT 

 

  In the past decade, one of the fastest growing welfare programs in the United States has 

been the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program (SNAP). Participation in the program has 

nearly doubled. At the same time, states have been implementing a series of administrative 

options, or waivers, that help customize the program to meet the needs of the state’s population, 

specifically a waiver of the requirement to have a face-to-face certification interview. Using a 

panel data set of the states from 1996 to 2010, this paper examines whether and to what effect 

this waiver has on participation in SNAP at the state-level. I find that states that enacted the face-

to-face waiver on average have participation rates that are .4 to .5 percentage points higher than 

states that have not enacted the policy. These findings hold up even with added policy controls 

and time lags. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

  In the past decade, participation in the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program 

(SNAP) has greatly increased as a percentage of the population. From 2002 to 2010, 

participation as a percentage of the population has gone from 8 percent to 14 percent (SNAP 

Quality Control, 2010), reaching an historic high. This unprecedented increase raises the 

question of why? Two factors may have contributed. First, the economy slipped into a deep and 

prolonged recession. Second, the federal government in two major reform bills gave states the 

flexibility to ease the administrative burden of the SNAP program, making to more accessible to 

would-be participants. 

  This paper attempts to measure the effect of the major state-options that were enacted 

between 2002 and 2010, specifically, the introduction of the waiver of the face-to-face 

certification interviews on state-level food stamp participation. Using panel data from the SNAP 

Quality control database, Current Population Survey, Census Bureau, Bureau of Economic 

Analysis and Bureau of Labor Statistics from 1996-2010, this paper employs a fixed effects 

regression approach to estimate the effects of this waiver. 

  Although prior research has examined the effect of economic factors and policy changes 

on SNAP participation, these studies have been limited to policies enacted before 2006. More 

recently, participation in SNAP has grown to record levels as states have introduced new 

policies, specifically the face-to-face waiver after 2006. This paper will expand upon the existing 

research by examining the effects of both economic and policy factors that affect SNAP 

participation in order to measure the effects of the face-to-face certification waiver. 

 



 

2 

 

HISTORY OF THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

  The first federal food stamp program was introduced in 1933 as a way to help reduce the 

amount of surplus food created by farmers during the Great Depression (Food and Nutrition 

Service, 2013). The original program was eventually phased out as the economy improved, but 

reintroduced in the 60s as part of the “Great Society.” The Food Stamp Program’s aim was to 

both strengthen the agricultural economy and to improve the nutrition of low-income households 

(Food and Nutrition Service, 2013). 

  After participation began to grow rapidly in the 70s and 80s, reforms were introduced in 

order both to ease administrative burden and to ensure the program targeted the truly needy 

(Food and Nutrition Service, 2013). Reforms included for example, the introduction of national 

standards of eligibility and work requirements; elimination of categorical eligibility, income 

exclusion and regulations on what types of establishments could accept food stamps. By the 90s, 

participation had hit an all-time high of 28 million, marking the farthest reach of the program 

within the population (Food and Nutrition Service, 2013).  

PRWORA CHANGES 

 

  The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public 

Law 104-193), or PRWORA, the law that created the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 

program, made major changes to the Food Stamp Program.  Changes included eliminating the 

eligibility of most legal immigrants, placing a 36-month limit on food stamp receipt for 

individuals who are not working at least twenty hours a week, and giving all states until October 

1st, 2002 to enact the Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) program (Food and Nutrition Service, 

2013). 
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STATE OPTION EXPANSION 

  In the 2002 Farm bill (Public Law 107-171), and later the 2008 farm bill (Public Law 

110-234), states were given a wide range of administrative options and simplifications (Food and 

Nutrition Service, 2013). These simplifications included “aligning the definition of income 

and/or resources to that used in TANF or Medicaid, adopting a simplified reporting system, and 

providing transitional benefits for clients leaving TANF” (Food and Nutrition Service, 2013). 

These program changes were well received, as they made state welfare programs more 

streamlined and eased administrative burden on the states. As of today, there are more than 30 

state-level SNAP administrative options. States have the ability at any time to either apply for a 

waiver or enact these policies to suit the needs of their population. Table 1 shows the range of 

SNAP policies available to states as of 2010. 

Table 1. State Options available as of 2010 
State Option Description 

Reporting Requirements 

States have the option of requiring SNAP participants to report their 

financial circumstances at various intervals and various ways. 

Participants either need to report quarterly, monthly or report 

changes between scheduled certification periods. 

Expanded Simplified 

Reporting 

Allows for simplified reporting requirements for households without 

earned income 

Transitional Benefits 

States have the option to support families as they move off of TANF 

for up to 5 months 

Simplified Definitions of 

Income and Resources 

Allows states to align income and resource requirements with TANF 

and Medicaid Policy 

Verification of Deductible 

Expenses 

Allows states to mandate the verification of factors such as child 

support, child care, and housing costs that affect household 

eligibility. 

Vehicle Policy 

Allows states to substitute TANF vehicle rules for SNAP vehicle 

rules that allow the exclusion of vehicles in asset tests 

Expanded Categorical 

Eligibility 

States have the flexibility to set categorical eligibility for non-cash 

welfare programs rather than just TANF 

Simplified Housing Costs 

Allows states to use a standard deduction of $143 per month for 

homeless households with some shelter expenses 

Simplified Standard Utility 

Allowance 

Allows states to use a standard utility deduction rather than actual 

household utility costs in determining income 
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Simplified Determination of 

Deductions 

Allows states to disregard changes in child support payments, 

medical expenses, and shelter costs during certification periods 

Child Support Expense 

Income Exclusion 

States have the option to treat legally obligated child support 

payments to non-household members as an income exclusion rather 

than a deduction 

Simplified Self-Employment 

Determination 

States have the option to adopt a simplified method for determining 

the cost of doing business when a SNAP participant is self employed 

State Option SNAP for Non-

Citizens 

States have the option to purchase SNAP benefits from the federal 

government in order to run a state program for non-citizens 

Ineligible Non-Citizens 

Income and Deductions 

Allows states the flexibility in determining the income and resources 

of ineligible aliens in SNAP households 

Employment and Training 

Sanction Periods 

States have the flexibility to set sanction periods for non-compliance 

of work requirements that are longer than the minimum 

Comparable Disqualification 

Allows states to disqualify SNAP applicants or recipients who fail to 

meet requirements for other welfare programs 

Child Support-Related 

Disqualification 

State have the option to disqualify individuals who fail to cooperate 

with child support enforcement agencies 

Drug Felony Disqualification 

Allows states to opt out of the federal required lifetime ban for 

SNAP participants with drug felony convictions 

Online Application and Case 

Management 

States have the option to allow applicants to apply, manage their 

case, or report changes online 

Waiver of Face-to-Face 

Interview 

States may waive the requirement to have a face-to-face interview at 

initial certification or recertification and conduct phone interviews 

instead 

Call Centers 

Allows states to set up call centers to help local certification offices 

with customer service 

Document Imaging 

Allows states to create paperless or less paper intensive certification 

systems 

Program Integration Allows states to integrate the administration of SNAP and Medicaid 

Source: Food and Nutrition Service (2010) 

   

  The premise of this flexibility is to allow states to set their own goals for what they want 

to accomplish. Some states’ goals may be to increase participation rate (i.e., the fraction of 

participants over the number of eligible citizens). For instance, the state of Maine allows its 

SNAP recipients a full 12 months until recertification of eligibility, while its neighbor, New 

Hampshire requires a 6-months recertification period. (Food and Nutrition Service, 2010) Maine 

may have been motivated to cut its administrative burden of recertification in half due to its high 

population of elderly participants, while New Hampshire may not have found it necessary. Other 
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states may decide to use these options to restrict access to the program in order to promote 

employment. Either way, these state options affect the ease of accessibility for would-be 

participants. 

CURRENT PARTICIPATION TRENDS 

  In 1996, with the passage of PRWORA, participation in the Food Stamp Program 

steadily declined to a low of around 16.9 million participants. However, after the 2001 recession, 

food stamp participation has increased every single year until current day. In 2010, participation 

had reached a record 40.2 million individuals after sharply increasing in 2008 (Figure 1). 

 

  Participation in the Food Stamp Program has hit another record as well. Since 1996, Food 

Stamp participation, as a percent of the population, has kept below 10 percent. However, since 

2008, the rate has climbed to as high as 14 percent. At the same time, poverty has tracked close 

to this trend, but has not moved with as much volatility. Specifically, starting around 2006, the 

poverty rate started to decline, while SNAP participation increased. Even as the poverty rate has 

increased starting in 2008, the increase in SNAP participation has overtaken it (Figure 2). 
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Figure 1. SNAP/Food Stamp Participants, 1996-2010 

Source: Snap Quality Control Database 
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CURRENT POLICY TRENDS 

  During this same period of growth in participation, two major changes within the SNAP 

program took place. As stated above, the 2002 and 2008 Farm Bills introduced a number of state 

options. The major options were simplified deductions, child support expense exclusion, online 

applications, call centers and the waiver of face-to-face certification interviews. The growth in 

the use of these programs grew throughout the states from 2002 to 2010 (Figure 3). Specifically, 

the policy of interest for this paper – the option to waive the face-to-face certification interview 

requirements – was introduced. As Figure 3 shows, the steady upward trends, regardless of the 

poverty rate, began around the time as the introduction of these state options in 2002, 2006 and 

2008. 
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Figure 2. SNAP/Food Stamp Participation as a Percent of U.S. 

Population and Poverty Rate, 1996-2010 

Participation Rate Poverty Rate

Source: SNAP Quality Control Database and Current Population Survey 
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CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

  This paper attempts to assess the extent to which the state-level variation in SNAP 

participation as a percent of the population is a function of a state’s use of the face-to-face 

certification waiver. A state’s food stamp participation rate can be linked to two major macro 

factors: economic conditions and policy choices. Figure 4 (below) shows the both the macro-

level economic and policy determinants of food stamp participation in states. A state’s level of 

food stamp participation is influenced by economic factors and policy factors (including TANF 

policies), and any state or time fixed effects. The state fixed effects can generally be thought of 

as anything that does not vary year-to-year between 1996 and 2010 within states such as the 

degree of urbanization and demographic composition. Year fixed effects are any variation that 

effects each state year-to-year, such as a nationwide recession. 
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Figure 3. SNAP/Food Stamp Participation and Poverty Rate, 1996-2010 

and the Number of States with 2002 and 2008 Farm Bill Options 
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Source: SNAP Quality Control Database, Current Population Survey, Food and Nutrition Service 
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  The purpose of the SNAP program is to provide a “safety net” for those who are in need. 

Loss of job, financial hardship or other temporary and long-term problems may influence a 

family or individual in their decision to sign up for the program. One would assume that at an 

aggregate-level, factors including the poverty level, unemployment, state per-capita income 

would all influence the number of people participating in the SNAP program in any given month. 

Additionally, temporary business cycles may increase the number of people participating in the 

program due to lower availability of jobs or declines in wages. 

  SNAP options also have effects on SNAP participation in states. Holding all other factors 

constant, a state that requires fingerprinting would have lower participation than a state that 

doesn’t; people would find it daunting to get fingerprinted; therefore, forgo signing up at all. 

Alternatively, if a state has a program that waives the requirement to go to the Health and Human 

Services office for an in-person interview, you would see greater participation in the program 

because burdens such as a lack of transportation or social stigma would be lifted. 

  In addition to these direct factors, it is reasonable to assume that there are other state 

fixed effects that could affect participation as well. For instance, if a state has a low amount of 

urbanization, participation may be lower. People may find it more difficult to sign up for SNAP 

if the nearest Health and Human Service office is an hour away from their house. Other fixed-

effects like culture may play a role in participation. For example, people in southern states may 

be less willing to sign up for government programs than people from other states due to cultural 

pressures that make taking government handouts less acceptable. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

  In general, prior research has examined how various economic and policy factors affect 

three outcomes: SNAP caseloads, participation rates, and the likelihood of participating in the 

program. 

ECONOMIC DETERMINANTS 

  A number of studies have found that economic factors are important determinants of 

SNAP participation. For example, unemployment is significantly correlated with SNAP 

participation both at a micro and macro level (Danielson, Caroline, and Klerman, 2006; Dynarski 

et al., 1991; Figlio et al., 2000; Kabbani et al., 2000; Kornfield et al., 2002; McConnell, 1991; 

McKernan et al., 2003; Ziliak et al., 2000).   Wage levels and poverty rates are also strongly 

related participation in the program (Danielson et al., 2006; Gleason et al., 1998; Kabbani et al., 

2000; Kornfield et al., 2002; McConnell, 1991; and Ziliak et al., 2000) 

POLICY DETERMINANTS 

  Studies have also focused on policy determinants of SNAP participation, either specific 

SNAP policies or TANF and Medicaid policies. One of the first investigators to study the 

policies determinants of SNAP participation, McConnell (1991), found that states that make it 

easier, in general, to sign up for Food Stamps have higher participation rates. Later studies that 

that accounted for the 1996 PRWORA legislation revealed that, although welfare reform policies 

of TANF were associated with Food Stamp participation, macroeconomic factors were more 

important. Danielson, Caroline, Kerman (2006) while looking at economic and policies factors 

during the 90s, found that TANF participation was positively related to Food Stamp 

participation. 
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  Gleason, Trippe, Cody, Anderson (2001) analyzed state-level data to explain food stamp 

participation patterns and showed that more stringent work requirements push more 

disadvantaged food stamp recipients off of the food stamp program. Their results also revealed 

that these work requirements also drastically reduce the food stamp caseloads of states. Lastly, 

Gleason and his colleagues posit that cultural attitudes brought on by the TANF reforms in 1996 

increased the stigma of food stamp receipt, which may explain the massive decline in program 

participation. The results of a study by Ziliak, Craig and Figlio (2000) using state-level panel 

data echo these findings. Unlike Gleason et al. (2001) however, the latter team used both a static 

and dynamic model to estimate the effects of the economy and welfare caseloads on food stamp 

caseloads. They find that high intensity work requirements, as opposed to low- and medium- 

intensity requirements, reduce food stamp caseloads. Hanratty (2006) showed that at the 

individual level, reducing certification requirements is associated with higher program 

participation. 

  More recently, Ratcliffe, McKernan and Finegold (2007) have taken a closer look at 

state-level options to understand variation in SNAP participation. They studied the effects 15 

different state-level SNAP policies and their findings were consistent with previous research. 

Specifically, they found that more lenient vehicle exemption policies, longer recertification 

periods, simplified reporting, and outreach efforts increase food stamp receipt for individuals. 

However, many of their findings are sensitive to time lags, and diminish after lagging 12 and 24 

months. 
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DATA AND METHODS 

  State-level economic and policy characteristics are recorded for all 50 states, every year 

from 1996 to 2010. The data set for the current study is created by combining data from the 

SNAP Quality Control (QC) Data Set, the Current Population Survey, SNAP Administrative 

Data, Bureau of Labor Statistics data, Census Bureau Data, and Bureau of Economic Analysis 

data (See Table 2 for data sources). 

  The key dependent variable is SNAP participation as a percent of total state population. 

This number was derived from weighing the household sizes of participating SNAP households 

in the QC data set. The advantage to using the SNAP administrative data rather than Current 

Population Survey data to calculate state participation rates is that it CPS typically suffers from 

substantial underreporting (Cody et al., 2007) That number is then divided by the average yearly 

population of a state from the Current Population Survey. Although the population numbers may 

suffer from sampling error, the error in the sampling should be random and will not bias the 

results of the analysis. 

  The key independent variable is an indicator variable that indicates whether a state has 

selected to implement a face-to-face waiver of certification or recertification for certain 

households in a specific year. The variable is equal to 1 when the policy is in place and equal to 

0 when the policy is not in effect. This data is derived from SNAP State Option Reports from 

2002 to 2010 (Food and Nutrition Service, 2002). 

  Control variables are broken down into three categories. The first is economic control 

variables. Poverty rate is the percent of a state population that is below 100% of the federal 

poverty level. Per capita income is the amount of personal income per person in a state. 
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Unemployment rate is the percent of the population that is unemployed and part of the civilian 

labor force. 

  The second category of control variables are other welfare-related variables. Medicaid 

participation and TANF participation are the average yearly percent of a state’s population that is 

participating in Medicaid and TANF. To control for TANF policies, a set of indicator variables 

indicating whether a state has enacted a lifetime TANF limit and whether a state sanctions the 

entire family for non-compliance. Max TANF benefit is a continuous variable measure the max 

dollar amount for TANF families in a state. 

  The third set of control variables are a set of indicator variables indicating whether a state 

has enacted other state options that were introduced between 2002 and 2010. These include 

simplified deductions, online applications, call centers and child support expense exclusion. 

 

Table 2. Variable Definitions and Data Sources 

Variable  Description Source 

SNAP/Food Stamp 

Participation Rate 

Average yearly state-wide 

SNAP/Food Stamp participants as a 

percent of total state population 

SNAP Quality Control 

Database (2010) and 

United States Census 

Bureau (2013) 

Poverty Rate 

Average yearly percent of 

population in a state that is at or 

below the poverty level 

United States Census 

Bureau (2013) 

Per Capita Income 

Total yearly personal income in a 

state divided by total population 

Bureau of Economic 

Analysis (2013) 

Unemployment Rate 

The average yearly percent of a 

state population that is unemployed 

Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (2013) 

TANF Participation Rate 

The average yearly percent of a 

state's population participating in 

TANF 

United States Census 

Bureau (2013) 
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Medicaid Participation 

Rate 

The average yearly percent of a 

state's population participating in 

Medicaid 

United States Census 

Bureau (2013)  

TANF Max Benefit 

The maximum benefit for TANF 

families in dollars Urban Institute (2013) 

TANF Lifetime Limit 

The lifetime limit that a participant 

can receive TANF benefits 

(months) Urban Institute (2013) 

TANF Max Sanction 

Whether a state removes the entire 

household from TANF benefits Urban Institute (2013) 

Simplified Deductions 

Equals 1 if a state disregards certain 

deduction costs at certification in 

order to streamline case handling 

Food and Nutrition 

Services (2013) 

Child Support Expense 

exclusion 

Equals 1 if a state treats mandated 

child support payments as an 

exclusion rather than a deduction 

Food and Nutrition 

Services (2013) 

Online Applications 

Equals 1 if a state has elected to 

allow applicants to apply online 

rather than at an office 

Food and Nutrition 

Services (2013) 

Waiver of Face-to-Face 

interview 

Equals 1 if a state has waived the 

requirement for a face-to-face 

interview at signup or 

recertification 

Food and Nutrition 

Services (2013) 

Call Centers 

Equals 1 if a state has set up 

separate call centers to allow for 

easier recertification 

Food and Nutrition 

Services (2013) 

DATA LIMITATIONS 

  Since there are limitations to the SNAP state option data, an assumption is made about 

the timing of some of the policy variables. First, since the SNAP State Options Report only 

record options that are enacted as of the report’s date, it may be the case that the option was 

enacted halfway through a previous year. For the purpose of this paper it is assumed that the 

policy is enacted for a full year prior to the date of the report. For example, if the report is dated 

as October 2009, it is assumed that the State option has been in effect for the entire year of 2009 
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MODEL 

  The paper uses a fixed effects model as follows: 

   yst = αs+ τt  + β1wst + β2xst  + εst 

y is the percent of a state’s population that is participating in SNAP in s state at t year. α are state-

level fixed effects such as culture, geography, demographics, and urbanization- all which would 

affect SNAP participation. τ is year fixed effects to capture nation-wide events that would affect 

SNAP participation such as recessions. w is the enactment of the waiver in s state in t year. x is 

any control variable that varies within states that also may be associated with SNAP participation 

such as state unemployment rate, state poverty rate and per capita state income. 

  One assumption is that demographic factors within states, such as the percent of 

population who are age 65 and older or the percent of population that are black do not 

meaningfully change over time during the period of this study. In this way, the state fixed effects 

will pick up demographic factors within states. This is the same implicit assumption made by 

Danielson et al. (2006), who use state fixed effects while leaving out demographic controls. 

  This model also controls for the fact that many of these state-level policies, even after 

enactment, may have a lagged effect. In other words, people may not take advantage of these 

changes in policies for some time, so this model is run again with a one-year lag. This will 

measure the potential short-run and long-run effects of these policies changes. 

  A Hausman test was run on the model to determine whether a random-effects model 

would be appropriate. The test was statistically significant indicating that a fixed-effects model is 

appropriate. Clustered standard errors were also used to correct for heteroscedasticity and 

correlation in the errors within states. 
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RESULTS 

  In Model 1, where I only include economic controls, there is a statistically significant 

positive effect of face-to-face waivers on state participation rates (Table 3, below). On average, 

the implementation of a face-to-face waiver is associated with a .38 percentage point increase in 

the participation rate. Unsurprisingly, unemployment rate has a statistically significant positive 

relationship with participation, and reflects prior findings by Kabbani et al. (2000); McKernan, 

Signe-Mary, and Ratcliffe (2003); Danielson et al. (2006); and Dynarski et al. (1991) Poverty 

rate and per capita income have a statistically significant association with a state’s SNAP 

participation rate as well, which also reflects prior findings about income levels and participation 

(Ferrell et al.; Gleason et al.; Kabbani et al.) 

  In Model 2, which also controls for other welfare policies, the positive relationship 

between face-to-face waivers and state participation rate remains and achieves greater statistical 

significance. As with the finding of Gleason et al. (2001), welfare time limits was not associated 

with SNAP participation, nor did work requirements – which are captured by sanction policies. 

This is inconsistent with previous findings, but may reflect the fact that the time period for this 

study is post- 1996 welfare reform, when there was less variation of welfare policy choices 

within states. After each state enacted different TANF policies, they did not deviate from those 

original choices since then. Therefore the effects of these policies would be picked up by state 

fixed effects. No associations were detected between the maximum TANF benefit, TANF 

participation nor Medicaid participation variables and SNAP participation, which likely reflects 

the fact that people may largely enter SNAP independent from other welfare programs. 
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  Model 3, adds variables for other SNAP state options introduced between 2002 and 2010. 

The positive and statistically significant association between state SNAP participation rates and 

face-to-face waivers remains with these additional controls. Simplified reporting policies at the 

state level also have a highly statistically significant association with participation rate. A state 

that has simplified reporting has a participation rate .68 percentage points higher than states 

without. This finding is in line with Danielson and Klerman’s (2006) finding that simplified 

reporting has a statistically significant positive association with participation rates. There is no 

evidence that the other three SNAP policies are associated with program participation. 

Surprisingly, it appears that there is a negative relationship, although statistically insignificant, 

between participation rates and online applications. This may be due to the fact that online 

applications are actually more confusing than traditional applications or that internet access may 

be very limited in states in which they use online applications, negatively biasing the effect of 

this policy. 

  In all three models, the association between having a face-to-face waiver is greater than 

the estimated effect of a state’s poverty rate. For example, in the state of California, having 2 

percentage points higher poverty rate is equal to approximately 100,000 more people on SNAP, 

while enacting a face-to-face waiver is associated with an increase of 200,000: twice the effect. 

  In the second set of models also in figure 5, the effects of welfare and SNAP policies are 

lagged. In Models 1 through 3, the magnitude of the association between face-to-face waivers 

and state participation rates become stronger. In fact, in Model 1, a state with a face-to-face 

waiver has a participation rate .47 percentage points higher and the poverty rate is no longer 

statistically significant. In Models 2 and 3, the magnitude of the face-to-face waiver becomes 



 

17 

 

larger (.54 and .50 respectively) and the effect of the poverty rate is reduced to marginal 

significance. In Model 3, which includes the state SNAP policy controls, the simplified 

deductions option is strongly associated with SNAP participation (p < .001) and the magnitude 

of the effect is greater than that of face-to-face waivers (.50 percentage points vs. .79 percentage 

points, respectively). 

CONCLUSION 

  Almost every month since 2010, the number of participants on SNAP has reached 

unprecedented levels. These record-setting levels of participation – even as a percent of the 

population - are continuing even as unemployment rates and poverty rates are declining. The 

findings of this paper shed light on the underlying causes of record-high SNAP participation. It 

may not be the case that the current recession is entirely to blame for record high participation. 

Rather, states have made their SNAP programs more accessible for individuals, thus increasing 

participation through policies alone. Specifically, the findings of the paper support the hypothesis 

that the waiver of the face-to-face certification interview has made it notably easier for 

individuals to sign up for the program, increasing overall participation within states. In fact, the 

results here show that the effect of the face-to-face certification waiver is associated with an 

increased participation rate twice that of a two percentage point increase in a state’s poverty rate. 

  For policy makers these findings should indicate that policy matters. How the SNAP 

program is administered can, as this research and prior research has shown, affect the number of 

people who end up signing up for the program. If policy makers are aiming to open up the 

program for more participants, reducing administrative burden is a promising way to accomplish 
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this. On the other hand, if policy makers want to restrict access to the program in order for only 

those who are truly needy, the same administrative burdens can be used. 

  However, some caution should be used when interpreting these results. Due to limitations 

on data, policies changes needed to be measured year-to-year rather than, ideally, month-to-

month. One could have accomplished this with enough time to call each state and ask during 

which month each policy was enacted. Therefore, the data may lack necessary variation within 

states to come up with an accurate magnitude of the effects of the face-to-face certification 

waiver. Even so, these findings hold up under multiple assumptions and likely point us in the 

right direction. 
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Table 3. Marginal Effects from Fixed Effects Models Predicting State-Level SNAP 

Participation, 1996-2010 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Model 1 

Lagged 

t-1 

Model 2 

Lagged 

t-1 

Model 3 

Lagged 

t-1 

 Waiver of Face-to-Face Interview 0.39* 0.44** 0.44** 0.47** 0.54** 0.50** 

 

(.2075) (.2161) (.2156) (.2265) (.2351) (.2282) 

Economic/Demographic Controls 

      Poverty Rate 0.12** 0.12** 0.11** 0.09 0.10* 0.09* 

  (.0623) (.0582) (.0539) (.0640) (.0597) (.0539) 

Per Capita Income (Thousands) -0.20*** -0.20*** -0.20*** -0.20*** -0.20*** -0.20*** 

  (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) 

Unemployment Rate 0.28** 0.28*** 0.28*** 0.27** 0.28** 0.28*** 

  (.2075) (.1063) (.0961) (.1107) (.1103) (.1029) 

Welfare Policy Controls 

      TANF Participation Rate   0.08 0.10   0.06 0.06 

  

 

(.0826) (.0776) 

 

(.0751) (.0731) 

Medicaid Participation Rate 

 

0.04 0.03 

 

0.03 0.02 

  

 

(.0567) (.0543) 

 

(.0615) (.0590) 

TANF No Time Limit 

 

0.05 0.05 

 

0.03 0.04 

  

 

(.0567) (.0595) 

 

(.0614) (.0647) 

TANF Max Benefit 

 

0.00 0.00 

 

0.00 0.00 

  

 

(.0005) (.0005) 

 

(.0011) (.0011) 

TANF Max Sanction 

 

-0.13 -0.09 

 

-0.20 -0.14 

    (.2456) (.2507)   (.2529) ( .2362) 

SNAP Policy Controls 

      Simplified Reporting     0.68***     0.79*** 

  

  

(.2525) 

  

(.2196) 

Child Support Expense Exclusion 

  

0.22 

  

0.29 

  

  

(.3044) 

  

(.3041) 

Online Applications 

  

-0.32 

  

-0.13 

  

  

(.1991) 

  

(.1936) 

Call Centers 

  

0.29 

  

0.24 

      (.2068)     (.2012) 

R-Squared: 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.88 

n: 750 750 750 700 700 700 

Significance at 90%, 95%, 99% respectively *,**,*** 

     

      

 



 

21 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Bureau of Economic Analysis. (2013). Regional Data, Annual State Personal Income and 

Employment. Retrieved on January 4, 2013 from http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 

 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2013). Employment Status of the Civilian Noninstitutional 

Population, January 1976 to Date, Seasonally Adjusted. Retrieved on December 4, 2012 

from http://www.bls.gov/lau/ststdsadata.txt. 

 

Cody, S., Schirm, A., Stuart, E., Castner, L., & Zaslavsky, A. (2007). Sources of Variation in 

State-Level Food Stamp Participation Rates. Final report (submitted to US Department of 

Agriculture). Available at www. mathematica-mpr. com/Publications/PDFs/variation-

fspr. pdf. 

 

Danielson, C., & Klerman, J. A. (2006). Why Did the Food Stamp Caseload Decline (and Rise)?. 

 

Dynarski, M., Rangarajan, A., Decker, P. (1991). Forecasting Food Stamp Program 

Participation and Benefits.  

 

Farrell, M., Fishman, M., Langley, M., Stapleton, D. (2003). The Relationship of Earnings and 

Income to Food Stamp Participation: A Longitudinal Analysis.  

 

Figlio, D. N., Gundersen, C., & Ziliak, J. P. (2000). The effects of the macroeconomy and 

welfare reform on food stamp caseloads. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 

82(3), 635-641. 

 

Food and Nutrition Service, A Short History of SNAP. USDA. 

http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/rules/Legislation/about.htm. 

 

Food and Nutrition Service. (2010). Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, State Options 

Report. 1
st
-9

th
 Editions, USDA.  

 

Food and Nutrition Service. (2013). Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Quality Control 

Data. Retrieved on November 1, 2012 from  http://hostm142.mathematica-mpr.com/fns/. 

 

Gleason, P., Schochet, P., & Moffitt, R. (1998). The Dynamics of Food Stamp Program 

participation in the early 1990s. US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition 

Service. 

 

Gleason, P., Trippe, C., Cody, S., & Anderson, J. (2001). The Effects of Welfare Reform on the 

Characteristics of the Food Stamp Population. Mathematica Policy Research. 

 



 

22 

 

Hanratty, M. J. (2006). Has the food stamp program become more accessible? Impacts of recent 

changes in reporting requirements and asset eligibility limits. Journal of Policy Analysis 

and Management, 25(3), 603-621. 

 

Kabbani, N. S., & Wilde, P. E. (2003). Short recertification periods in the US Food Stamp 

Program. Journal of Human Resources, 1112-1138. 

 

Kornfeld, R. (2002). Explaining recent trends in Food Stamp Program caseloads: Final report. 

Economic Research Service, US Department of Agriculture. 

 

McConnell, S. M. (1991). The increase in food stamp program participation between 1989 and 

1990. 

 

McKernan, S. M., Ratcliffe, C., & Rosenberg, E. (2003). Employment Factors Influencing Food 

Stamp Program Participation. The Urban Institute, June. 

 

Ratcliffe, C., McKernan, S. M., & Finegold, K. (2008). The Effect of State Food Stamp and 

TANF Policies on Food Stamp Program Participation. Social Service Review, 82(2). 

 

United States Census Bureau. (2013). Current Population Survey, March Supplement. Retrieved 

on January 4, 2013 from http://dataferrett.census.gov/. 

 

United States Census Bureau (2013). Statistical Abstracts. Retrieved on January 4, 2013 from 

http://www.census.gov/prod/www/statistical_abstract.html. 

 

Urban Institute (2013). Welfare Rules Database. Retrieved on January 4, 2013 from 

http://anfdata.urban.org/wrd/WRDWelcome.cfm. 

 

Ziliak, J. P., Gundersen, C., & Figlio, D. N. (2000). Welfare reform and food stamp caseload 

dynamics. University of Wisconsin-Madison, Institute for Research on Poverty. 

 

 


