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Table of Means
Means by marital status and the presence or absence of children for each of these variables are presented in Table A1.  The four groups are quite similar in terms of most of the policy variables, indicating little systematic difference between groups in their states of residence (and the time periods observed).  One clear difference is in the value of the maximum EITC, which is larger for women with children.  Interestingly, the sample of single mothers has a somewhat lower likelihood of having a parental Medicaid expansion in their state.  In terms of demographics, the married women samples tend to be older than the unmarried women samples, unmarried women (especially mothers) tend to be more likely to be black, and the two groups of mothers tend to have a greater proportion Hispanic than the two groups of non-mothers.
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Summary Statistics

Mean

Std. Dev

Mean

Std. Dev

Mean

Std. Dev

Mean

Std. Dev

Uninsured

.1867019

.3896725

.168278

.3741147

.2504307

.4332623

.3415494

.474231

Medicaid

.0633027

.2435069

.0155365

.1236742

.3524941

.4777482

.0526077

.2232499

Private

.7579336

.4283348

.8188846

.3851156

.4153507

.4927838

.6112476

.4874687

Major waiver implemented

.1202346

.325236

.1079752

.3103505

.1197894

.324716

.112365

.3158161

TANF implemented

.319254

.4661882

.3025393

.4593596

.347028

.4760261

.336939

.4726656

Estimated welfare benefit, family of 3/1000

.3745879

.1501074

.3708903

.1460439

.3710996

.1500732

.3861558

.1466249

Welfare tax rate on earned income (%)

29.94706

14.48984

30.272

14.59512

29.25582

14.76287

30.60213

14.58541

Maximum EITC/1000

2.338031

1.126161

.1934675

.245957

2.296788

1.087737

.3615672

.6712848

Minimum wage

4.44916

.5841006

4.432664

.5589678

4.458917

.5936961

4.477486

.5955484

Unemployment rate (%)

6.044022

1.58336

6.00758

1.561679

6.015236

1.570971

6.00622

1.575193

25th percentile of weekly earnings

.3827771

.0951452

.3811766

.0926019

.3900225

.097397

.3912603

.098101

Male labor force participation rate in state

.7513724

.0426647

.7501796

.0432083

.7490033

.0421627

.7506277

.0416731

Medicare spending per enrollee/1000

4.627156

1.172656

4.577189

1.151089

4.714549

1.204437

4.687451

1.191957

Medicaid pregnancy expansion level (fract. FPL)

1.714665

.2879544

1.713146

.289184

1.722224

.2786013

1.724667

.2879194

Parental Medicaid expansion level (fract. FPL)

.1788595

.6132569

.176812

.6184015

.1664346

.5714281

.1847353

.6004209

Medicaid/SCHIP eligibility level for 18-year-olds

.8673861

.8066895

.8458562

.7954844

.8997425

.8112023

.9079

.8155982

Number of children in family

2.104257

1.057995

1.920213

1.074233

Age

34.26657

6.143578

36.31562

7.678702

32.67877

6.481578

32.40503

7.719916

Age squared/100

12.11942

4.205182

13.77786

5.349373

11.09913

4.313209

11.09683

5.160419

Black

.0782479

.2685616

.0789993

.269739

.3202129

.4665596

.1731764

.3784011

Hispanic

.1860796

.3891713

.1088216

.3114167

.1899665

.3922756

.1455808

.3526867

Highest grade completed

11.20696

1.860949

11.51043

1.423331

11.17207

1.706269

11.47522

1.472959

N (person-months)

433852

106330

174715

134695

Married mothers

Married non-mothers

Unmarried mothers

Unmarried non-mothers



Trends in Empirical Transition Rates

Trends in the empirical transition rates are presented in Figures A1-A2.  It appears that the rates of both coverage loss and coverage gain increased after 1990 for all four groups, although the estimated rates are quite noisy. (As transition rates are much lower than coverage levels, these two figures are plotted on different scales than Figures 1-3.)  The fact that both insurance entry and exit rates increased suggests that the stability of insurance relationships declined over this period.  This increase in insurance "churning" has also been observed for children (see Ham, Li, and Shore-Sheppard 2006), although for children the increased churning was not accompanied by significant overall coverage loss.

Figure A1
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Figure A2
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Calculation of the Medium-Run Effects of Welfare Reform Implementation
To see how permanent changes today in an independent variable have additional effects due to the presence of the lagged dependent variable, note that if we substitute out once for  
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.  By repeated substitution it is straightforward to show that the estimated medium-run effect L periods in the future of a permanent change in
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We estimate these effects separately for implementing waivers and implementing TANF.  For each policy change we consider the effect for L= 6, 12, 24, (i.e. the effects 6, 12, and 24 months after the change).  We calculate the standard error for the policy effect in (4) using the Delta method.  To do so we take the square root of  

(5)              
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To implement (5) note   that 

(6)                
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Additional Results
For comparison, we estimate our models for white (non-Hispanic) and black (non-Hispanic) women with less than a high school education (Table A2).  Aside from two somewhat puzzling results—a reduction in private coverage associated with waiver implementation for unmarried mothers and an increase in private coverage associated with TANF for married mothers—we find little evidence of welfare reform effects for white women.  For black women, we found evidence of Medicaid reductions and private coverage increases for several of the groups, although only the Medicaid results for married mothers and the private coverage results for married non-mothers and unmarried mothers are statistically distinguishable from zero.  Thus significant evidence of welfare reform impacts for the group theoretically most likely to have been affected—single mothers—is found primarily, if not exclusively, among less-educated Hispanic immigrant women.  The sizeable effect on Medicaid for black married mothers is striking, but difficult to explain.  Perhaps black married mothers were more likely than other mothers to be receiving AFDC through the Unemployed Parent program, or were more dissuaded by welfare reform from enrolling in Medicaid’s pregnancy or parental expansion provisions.
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Results for White and Black Women with Less than a High School Education

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Major AFDC waiver implemented

0.003

-0.0004

0.001

-0.058

-0.001

0.065

0.037

0.006

-0.050

-0.017

0.012

0.010

(0.025)

(0.016)

(0.020)

(0.048)

(0.015)

(0.051)

(0.029)

(0.032)

(0.026)+

(0.043)

(0.028)

(0.047)

TANF in effect

-0.075

0.021

0.061

-0.109

-0.005

0.117

-0.028

0.019

0.006

-0.013

0.013

0.027

(0.025)**

(0.019)

(0.023)*

(0.081)

(0.016)

(0.082)

(0.054)

(0.049)

(0.036)

(0.062)

(0.032)

(0.060)

Person-months

48797

48797

48797

11677

11677

11677

19634

19634

19634

11440

11440

11440

R-squared

0.08

0.16

0.14

0.17

0.07

0.18

0.16

0.22

0.13

0.11

0.13

0.11

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Major AFDC waiver implemented

0.100

-0.185

0.021

-0.026

-0.003

0.042

0.002

-0.062

0.075

0.010

-0.033

0.028

(0.053)+

(0.075)*

(0.062)

(0.109)

(0.029)

(0.116)

(0.041)

(0.047)

(0.057)

(0.082)

(0.080)

(0.069)

TANF in effect

0.058

-0.162

0.101

-0.130

-0.106

0.245

0.020

-0.067

0.074

-0.035

0.037

-0.027

(0.085)

(0.088)+

(0.094)

(0.146)

(0.065)

(0.123)+

(0.045)

(0.060)

(0.038)+

(0.107)

(0.098)

(0.099)

Person-months

5381

5381

5381

1144

1144

1144

13944

13944

13944

4150

4150

4150

R-squared

0.17

0.36

0.27

0.42

0.48

0.50

0.12

0.25

0.14

0.22

0.26

0.25

Robust standard errors in parentheses

+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

Unmarried Non-Mothers

White

Unmarried Non-Mothers

Married Mothers

Married Non-Mothers

Unmarried Mothers

Black

Married Mothers

Married Non-Mothers

Unmarried Mothers



Dynamic models


Turning to models that include a lagged dependent variable (Table A3), it is immediately apparent that there is a substantial amount of persistence in insurance status.  The coefficients on the lagged dependent variable are all 0.7 or higher.  In fact, in many models including the lagged dependent variable accounts for virtually all of the variation in insurance status, leaving little variation for the policy variables to explain.  This is evident in the small size and lack of statistical significance of the coefficients on the welfare reform variables.  Nevertheless, we calculate the predicted effects of the reforms 6, 12, and 24 months after their implementation to calculate medium run effects (bottom panel of Table A3).  While few of the predicted effects are statistically distinguishable from zero, it is useful to note their increasing size with time. (Of course, the latter is true by definition given the existence of a nonzero, positive coefficient on the lagged dependent variable.)

[image: image19.wmf]Table A3

: 

Results Incorporating a Lagged Dependent Variable, Women with Less than a High School Education

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Lagged insurance value

1.006

0.965

0.889

0.867

0.745

0.854

0.735

0.856

0.949

0.998

0.967

0.856

(0.078)**

(0.069)**

(0.048)**

(0.083)**

(0.080)**

(0.074)**

(0.124)**

(0.095)**

(0.066)**

(0.135)**

(0.196)**

(0.078)**

Major AFDC waiver implemented

-0.002

0.002

0.001

-0.016

0.002

0.014

0.006

-0.006

0.002

-0.012

0.002

0.014

(0.002)

(0.002)

(0.002)

(0.010)

(0.003)

(0.011)

(0.006)

(0.08)

(0.003)

(0.005)*

(0.006)

(0.007)*

TANF in effect

0.006

-0.005

0.003

-0.032

0.003

0.035

-0.003

-0.012

0.010

-0.002

0.004

0.004

(0.004)

(0.004)

(0.005)

(0.015)*

(0.003)

(0.015)*

(0.011)

(0.008)

(0.006)

(0.012)

(0.009)

(0.010)

Observations

93687

93687

93687

16280

16280

16280

48168

48168

48168

22043

22043

22043

R-squared

0.87

0.87

0.91

0.89

0.81

0.90

0.82

0.90

0.88

0.85

0.87

0.87

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the state level.

+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

Predicted effects of:

Waiver after 6 months

-0.009

0.009

0.005

-0.068

0.006

0.060

0.020

-0.027

0.010

-0.074

0.011

0.061

(0.012)

(0.009)

(0.010)

(0.042)

(0.011)

(0.211)

(0.017)

(0.029)

(0.017)

(0.043)

(0.036)

(0.025)

Waiver after 12 months

-0.019

0.015

0.007

-0.097

0.007

0.084

0.024

-0.038

0.018

-0.147

0.019

0.085

(0.022)

(0.017)

(0.014)

(0.060)

(0.013)

(0.391)

(0.019)

(0.036)

(0.028)

(0.136)

(0.076)

(0.036)

Waiver after 24 months

-0.040

0.026

0.009

-0.114

0.008

0.096

0.024

-0.044

0.028

-0.292

0.032

0.098

(0.039)

(0.032)

(0.017)

(0.078)

(0.014)

(0.535)

(0.019)

(0.038)

(0.040)

(0.490)

(0.158)

(0.048)

TANF after 6 months

0.039

-0.030

0.015

-0.138

0.009

0.146

-0.008

-0.053

0.054

-0.011

0.023

0.018

(0.032)

(0.024)

(0.023)

(0.054)

(0.018)

(0.056)

(0.037)

(0.033)

(0.027)

(0.073)

(0.055)

(0.045)

TANF after 12 months

0.080

-0.054

0.022

-0.196

0.010

0.203

-0.010

-0.074

0.093

-0.023

0.043

0.024

(0.081)

(0.051)

(0.033)

(0.075)

(0.020)

(0.082)

(0.043)

(0.050)

(0.045)

(0.148)

(0.114)

(0.063)

TANF after 24 months

0.165

-0.089

0.028

-0.232

0.010

0.233

-0.010

-0.085

0.142

-0.045

0.071

0.028

(0.240)

(0.110)

(0.041)

(0.105)

(0.021)

(0.109)

(0.044)

(0.065)

(0.084)

(0.304)

(0.242)

(0.072)

Standard errors calculated using the delta method from robust standard errors of estimates.

Unmarried Non-Mothers

Married Mothers

Married Non-Mothers

Unmarried Mothers



Models with a Delay in Response to Reform Implementation


Finally, in Table A4 we return to the static model, but let the effect of a policy change depend on how long the change has been in place (for the reasons discussed in Section V). Specifically, we parameterize the waiver and TANF variables with groups of dummies for months since implementation.  This model places considerable demands on the data, and in over half of the cases we are unable to reject the null hypothesis that the welfare reform variables have constant effects over time.  Moreover, there is no clear pattern to the results and the coefficients are rarely statistically distinguishable from zero.  (Given the 96 coefficients one would expect about 10 coefficients to be statistically significant at the 10% level simply as a result of sampling error.)
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Results Allowing the Impact of Reform to Vary Over Time, Women with Less than a High School Education

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Uninsured

Medicaid

Private

Major AFDC waiver 1-6 months

-0.001

-0.006

0.002

-0.058

0.028

0.040

0.023

-0.008

-0.013

0.061

-0.016

-0.042

(0.020)

(0.013)

(0.019)

(0.033)+

(0.019)

(0.035)

(0.020)

(0.023)

(0.020)

(0.043)

(0.028)

(0.037)

Major AFDC waiver 7-12 months

0.013

-0.003

-0.0003

-0.117

0.013

0.106

0.014

-0.021

0.006

-0.003

-0.004

0.008

(0.020)

(0.017)

(0.019)

(0.058)*

(0.022)

(0.059)+

(0.027)

(0.030)

(0.023)

(0.045)

(0.023)

(0.043)

Major AFDC waiver 13-24 months

-0.006

0.012

-0.004

-0.117

0.019

0.095

0.030

-0.034

-0.001

-0.041

0.033

-0.003

(0.023)

(0.017)

(0.019)

(0.054)*

(0.019)

(0.058)

(0.035)

(0.043)

(0.029)

(0.042)

(0.025)

(0.038)

Major AFDC waiver >24 months

-0.012

0.030

-0.018

-0.182

0.024

0.154

0.006

0.054

-0.073

0.003

0.069

-0.079

(0.028)

(0.018)

(0.025)

(0.065)**

(0.019)

(0.062)*

(0.032)

(0.027)+

(0.026)**

(0.046)

(0.025)**

(0.045)+

p-value for test of equality

0.68

0.06

0.82

0.05

0.87

0.01

0.69

0.15

0.01

0.001

0.05

0.04

TANF in effect 1-6 months

-0.033

0.020

0.014

-0.075

0.026

0.055

-0.046

0.016

0.036

0.010

0.017

-0.017

(0.018)+

(0.012)+

(0.016)

(0.060)

(0.017)

(0.059)

(0.031)

(0.027)

(0.022)

(0.031)

(0.020)

(0.025)

TANF in effect 7-12 months

-0.012

-0.014

0.021

-0.073

0.037

0.042

-0.064

0.026

0.053

0.032

-0.014

-0.011

(0.023)

(0.015)

(0.021)

(0.083)

(0.019)+

(0.080)

(0.040)

(0.037)

(0.028)+

(0.040)

(0.021)

(0.037)

TANF in effect 13-24 months

-0.010

-0.021

0.030

-0.040

0.036

0.011

-0.044

0.049

0.010

-0.003

-0.018

0.042

(0.038)

(0.019)

(0.041)

(0.111)

(0.022)

(0.111)

(0.053)

(0.042)

(0.049)

(0.062)

(0.029)

(0.059)

TANF in effect >24 months

-0.022

-0.012

0.027

0.028

0.056

-0.072

-0.020

0.039

0.001

0.032

-0.066

0.051

(0.059)

(0.030)

(0.066)

(0.159)

(0.030)+

(0.160)

(0.085)

(0.053)

(0.065)

(0.074)

(0.037)+

(0.064)

p-value for test of equality

0.25

0.001

0.77

0.81

0.30

0.70

0.77

0.66

0.33

0.10

0.02

0.55

Person-months

98170

98170

98170

17412

17412

17412

51099

51099

51099

23801

23801

23801

R-squared

0.10

0.10

0.14

0.18

0.08

0.21

0.11

0.18

0.09

0.09

0.12

0.10

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the state level.

+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Married Mothers

Married Non-Mothers

Unmarried Mothers

Unmarried Non-Mothers



Data Appendix

Information about the policies and economic conditions studied in our analysis was gathered from a variety of sources and merged to the SIPP data by date, state, and (in some cases) family size or structure.  Information about the sources of each of these variables is given below.

Medicaid and SCHIP eligibility limits: Information on the Medicaid and SCHIP pregnancy and child expansions was obtained from a variety of sources, particularly the National Governors' Association Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Updates.  We are grateful to Anna Aizer and Sarah Hamersma for giving us information they collected on parental Medicaid expansions.  Information on Medicaid and SCHIP eligibility limits for 18-year-olds, for pregnant women, and for parents was merged to the SIPP data by month and by state of residence.


Economic conditions: State-level monthly unemployment rates were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as were data on the level of the minimum wage in each state (measured annually).  The 25th percentile of real weekly earnings and the male labor force participation rate for each state in each month were calculated using data from the Current Population Survey Merged Outgoing Rotation Groups.


AFDC/TANF rules: We are grateful to James Ziliak for giving us his estimated welfare benefits and tax rates on earned and unearned income, and for passing along the estimates from earlier authors.  Information on the maximum benefit available by state, year, and size of family was obtained primarily from the Green Book and from the Urban Institute for years prior to welfare reform and from the Urban Institute’s Welfare Rules Database for the years following welfare reform.  Information on the welfare waivers states were granted and the TANF implementation dates came from the Council of Economic Advisors, the State Policy Documentation Project, and the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation in the Department of Health and Human Services.  Dating of the welfare waivers and TANF implementation was at the monthly level.


EITC parameters: The maximum credit for the EITC for each state, year, number of children, and filing status was calculated using the NBER’s TAXSIM tax calculator.  Data on the EITC initial phase-in rate (also by state, year, number of children, and filing status) came from Jon Bakija's IncTaxCalc tax calculator.


Health care costs: We used Medicare expenditures on personal health care per enrollee by state and year as our proxy for health care costs.  These data were obtained from the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services.
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