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1.  Introduction 

 

The United States has two relatively distinct types of poor; those consistently below the 

poverty line (chronically poor) and those temporarily exposed to poverty due to negative 

short-run economic shocks (transiently poor).  The social-safety-net needs of transiently 

and chronically poor families are likely to differ significantly, particularly with respect to 

food assistance.  Yet little is known about the unique and common determinants of 

transient and chronic poverty.  Poverty concerns are especially relevant for the rural 

South, given that the region has the highest incidence of poverty of any U.S. region.  

Chronic poverty may be a particularly important component of economic deprivation in 

the region, as the rural South contains a disproportionate share of persistently poor 

counties (Miller and Weber, 2004).    

 

The Food Stamp Program (FSP) is a cornerstone of the U.S. social-safety-net.  Many 

dimensions of FSP impacts on family well-being have been examined, including impacts 

on self-reported measures of food insecurity (Gundersen and Oliviera, 2001; Kabbani and 

Kmeid, 2005), impacts on the income-based official poverty measure for the general 

population (Bishop, Formby, and Zeager, 1996; Hoynes, Page, and Stevens, 2006), and 

impacts on specific target groups like children (Jolliffe, Gundersen, Tiehen, and Winicki, 

2005).  Several studies have focused on the impacts of the FSP on family expenditures 

and food consumption, which are arguably the most direct and important measures of 

program impacts.  Wilde, McNamara, and Ranney (1999) document increases in food 

intake and diet quality with FSP participation among low-income (<1.3 times the poverty 

line) families.  Breunig et al. (2001) document increases in food expenditures from FSP 
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coupons relative to equivalent cash transfers.  An important, and often overlooked, 

impact of the FSP is the reduction in food consumption variability associated with 

program participation.  For instance, Gundersen and Ziliak (2003) estimate that FSP 

participation reduces food-expenditure volatility by 14 percent.  However, the 

expenditure smoothing benefits of the program are also found to have declined in the 

early 1990s relative to the 1980s. 

 

Despite evidence that FSP participation has a significant impact on the variability of 

family food consumption; the impacts of FSP participation on family poverty dynamics 

have not been quantitatively explored.  Family economic deprivation, as measured by 

poverty status, fluctuates over time.  Cross-sectional surveys provide a static view of a 

family‟s exposure to economic deprivation.  Dynamic analyses using panel datasets can 

provide broader pictures of household exposure to economic deprivation and the 

ameliorative role of social protection programs.  Dynamic poverty measures have been 

generated based on the frequency of spells of poverty in a fixed time frame (e.g. Coe, 

1978; Duncan, Coe, and Hill, 1984) and the durations of spells of poverty over multiple 

years (e.g. Bane and Ellwood, 1986).  Panel data on spells of poverty can also be used to 

classify families as transiently and chronically poor (Rogers and Rogers, 1993); with the 

transient poor commonly defined as families that have average incomes over time above 

the poverty line, but who are poor in one or more survey rounds and chronically poor 

families defined as having average incomes below the poverty line across the period of 

analysis.   

 



 4 

In the U.S., dynamic poverty profiles have usually been calculated as income-based 

measures.  However income-based poverty measures have several limitations, 

particularly when analyzing short-term exposure to economic hardship.  Family incomes 

vary more in response to shocks to economic circumstances than do family expenditures, 

as families use accumulated assets and credit markets to smooth consumption in the face 

of transitory income changes (Jorgenson, 1998).  Thus, income-based measures may 

over-estimate variations in family economic well-being and the magnitude of transient 

poverty.  Expenditures also appear to be less susceptible to systematic under-reporting 

than income, particularly among low-income families (Meyer and Sullivan, 2003).
1
   

 

The FSP will have different impacts on transient and chronic expenditure-based poverty, 

depending on the role the program plays in maintaining family economic well-being.  If 

the FSP is primarily used as an expenditure smoothing mechanism, it will reduce 

transient poverty.  If, on the other hand, the FSP is mainly used to support long-term 

expenditure levels, it will reduce chronic poverty.  These potentially distinct FSP 

contributions to transient and chronic poverty alleviation, along the unique impacts of 

family assets and other covariates are, to date, undocumented.   

 

This paper uses Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX) data from 1996 to 2004 to 

generate transient and chronic poverty measures from a short-term panel of quarterly 

                                                 
1
 The choice of income or expenditure based measures of economic well-being may also 

influence observed trends, as poverty rates show greater declines over time and inequality 

measures show smaller increases when consumption-based measures of family economic 

well-being are employed (Slesnick, 1993; Jorgenson, 1998). 
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family expenditures.
2
  In the application transient poverty measures the component of 

poverty that stems from intra-annual (quarterly) variability in family expenditures over 

one year, while chronic poverty refers to the component of poverty associated with 

average expenditures below the poverty line over the same year.  Transient and chronic 

poverty trends in the rural South are also examined separately. 

 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.  Section 2 details the data and the measures 

of the incidence and severity of transient and chronic poverty used in the study.  Section 

3 presents the statistical model employed in the analysis.  Section 4 presents descriptive 

statistics for poverty measures and covariates.  Section 5 presents model estimation 

results and section 6 distills policy implications and concludes.  

 

2.  Data and Measures 

 

The primary source of data for the analysis is the Bureau of Labor Statistics CEX; a 

nationally representative rotating panel of about 5,000 families (consumption units) per 

quarter.  Families are in the panel for five consecutive quarters, but consumption 

expenditure information is only available for the second through fifth quarters.  Income 

sources in the previous 12 months are recorded in the second and fifth quarters of 

participation in the survey, along with information on family demographics, education 

and other characteristics of the family head, and workforce participation.  Information on 

                                                 
2 Most analysis of family expenditures with the CEX has focused on the ability of 

families to smooth consumption in the face of income shocks (e.g. Lusardi, 1996) or life-

cycle income changes (e.g. Attanasio and Weber, 1995). 
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the intensity of Food Stamp Program participation is recorded in the expenditure section 

of the survey prior to 2001 and in the income section from 2001 onward.   

 

This study uses data on the 42,872 families that were interviewed between 1996 and 

2004, and that have complete expenditure information for their last four quarters in the 

panel. Table 1 presents sample sizes by survey year for the nation and the rural South.
3
   

Data on state-level FSP participation rates are obtained from U.S Census Bureau‟s Small 

Area Income and Poverty Estimates and are attached to the family-level CEX data based 

on the state and year of interview. For a small share of observations, data on state of 

residence is suppressed.  In this case, the observation uses FSP participation rates for the 

region of residence. 

 

Quarterly family expenditures are then divided by one-quarter of the family-type-specific 

official annual U.S. poverty line in that year in order to normalize expenditures for family 

size.  Similarly, annual expenditures are normalized by adding total expenditures for the 

four quarters and dividing by the family-type-specific official poverty line.  Thus, a 

family expenditure measure below one indicates that the family‟s expenditures fall below 

the official poverty line for the relevant quarter or year.  For the incidence measures, a 

family is identified as chronically poor if expenditures averaged across the four survey 

quarters are below the poverty line.  A family is defined as transiently poor if, on the 

other hand, expenditures in at least one quarter are below the poverty line, but the family 

is not chronically poor. 

 

                                                 
3 Survey year is determined by the date of entrance into the second quarter of the survey. 
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The severity of poverty measure is defined as: 

2( ) (1 ) 1

0 otherwise

it it itP y y if y

 

where ity  represents family expenditures normalized to the family-type-specific poverty 

line.  The severity measure has the advantageous property of penalizing inequality among 

the poor (Sen, 1976).  For empirical work the severity measure also has the advantageous 

properties of being convex and approaching zero at the poverty line smoothly from 

below.   

 

The severity of poverty measure is also additively decomposable into transient and 

chronic components.  Let 1 2 4( , ,..., ),i i iP y y y  be a measure of the average annual severity 

of poverty for the ith household over the four survey quarters.  Following Jalan and 

Ravallion (2000) the transient component of poverty is defined as the portion of the 

severity of poverty measure attributable to variability in expenditures:   

iT  = 
4

1

[ ( ) ( )] / 4it i

t

P y P y   

where iy  is the inter-temporal mean of the expenditure indicator.  Severity of poverty at 

mean expenditures ( )iP y is the measure of chronic poverty, iC .  Total annual severity of 

poverty is then exactly equal to the sum of the transient, iT , and the chronic, iC , 

components.   
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3.  Empirical Model 

The multivariate modeling effort focuses on identifying the determinants of the transient 

and chronic components of the severity of poverty.  Most families have transient and 

chronic severity of poverty measures of zero.  Therefore, the transient severity of poverty 

model is best expressed as: 

* * * '

1 10

0

T T T

i i i i i i iT T if T where T F x

otherwise  

where 
*

iT is a latent continuous variable, iT is the observed measure of transient poverty, 

iF is the measure of food stamp benefits, ix is a vector of covariates of expenditure-

poverty, 
T

i  
T

i are vectors of transient poverty parameters, and 
T

i is the vector of the 

transient poverty equation errors.  The chronic severity of poverty model can be similarly 

expressed as: 

* * * '

1 1 10

0

i i i

C C C

i i i iC C if C where C F x

otherwise  

A major empirical challenge is to disentangle the relationships between the transient and 

chronic components of poverty and the intensity of FSP participation.
4
  FSP benefits and 

the severity of poverty components are likely to be jointly determined, as family well-

being is a primary determinant of program eligibility and influences the participation 

decision for the eligible households. In addition, most households do not participate in 

the FSP and report receiving no program benefits. To account for potential simultaneity 

                                                 
4 For example Gundersen and Oliviera (2001) find that FSP participants have higher rates of food security 

than non-participants.  However, this relationship is reversed when the FSP participation decision is jointly 

modeled in a simultaneous system of equations. 
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and the censored nature of both the severity of poverty components and FSP benefits 

received, the transient poverty equation is estimated jointly with the FSP use equation as 

follows in a Tobit system framework: 

* * * '

1 1 1 1

* * * '

2 2 2 2

0

0

0

0

i i i

i i i

T T T

i i i i

T T T

i i i

T T if T where T F x

otherwise

F F if F where F T x

otherwise

 

where *

i
F  is a latent variable representing FSP benefits, 

'

2ix  is a vector of covariates of 

FSP benefits, 2 2andT T
 are vectors of parameters, while 1 2andT T

i i  are the system errors 

that are assumed to be joint normally distributed.  

 

Similarly the chronic poverty system is estimated as  

* * * '

1 1 1 1

* * * '

2 2 3 2

0

0

0

0

i i i

i i i

C C C

i i i i

C C C

i i i i

C C if C where C F x

otherwise

F F if F where F C x

otherwise

 

 

The reduced forms for these systems of censored equations are estimated as bivariate 

Tobits.  Structural parameters of interest are then recovered.  Standard errors of structural 

parameters are difficult to derive analytically and are bootstrapped (Cameron and Trivedi, 

2005).  The significance of the system error covariance parameter provides a direct test of 

simultaneity of the severity of poverty measures and FSP benefits.  
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Five common groups of covariates are included in the specifications of the determinants 

of transient and chronic poverty and the specification of the determinants of the intensity 

of FSP use.  1) Family demographic and structure characteristics include age and age-

squared of the head of the family, number of children and number of children-squared 

below the age of 18, marital status of family-head, race and ethnicity of family-head and 

an indicator for single parent families.
5
  2)  Family educational assets are measured by 

discrete indicators of education level of the family-head (no high-school degree, high-

school degree, some post-secondary education but no college degree, and a college 

degree).  3)  Family workforce characteristics include indicators of self-reported 

involuntary unemployment for the family head and the spouse during both the survey 

year and the year prior to the survey. Involuntary unemployment is defined as having 

spent a positive number of weeks unemployed and reporting that „they couldn‟t find a 

job‟ as the reason for not working.
6
  4)  Changes in family circumstances during the 

survey year include divorce, addition of family members, and reduction of family 

members. 5)  Location attributes and time trends are measured by indicators of residence 

in the South, in a rural county, and in the rural South to capture unique circumstances 

associated with living in these regions.  State fixed effects are also included to control for 

time invariant state-specific unobservables that impact well-being and FSP use.  

Indicators of year of interview are included to capture time-varying unobserved 

heterogeneity.   

 

                                                 
5 Family head is designated as the most educated of either the self-reported head or their spouse. 
6 While the actual number of hours worked by the head of the household and the spouse during the survey 

year and the year prior to the survey year are available, they are arguably endogenous variables. 
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State-level per-capita rates of participation in the FSP in the year that the household was 

interviewed are included in the FSP intensity of use equation and are used to identify the 

transient and chronic poverty equations. Transaction costs, including stigma, are likely to 

play an important role in the FSP use decision (Moffit, 1983).  These transaction costs are 

hypothesized to decline with higher state rates of FSP participation.  As a proper 

identifying restriction, state FSP participation rates need to be uncorrelated with the 

transient and chronic poverty equations. This assumption would fail if state FSP 

participation rates, in addition to being correlated with program accessibility were also 

influenced by other factors that are correlated with family well-being, such as state-level 

poverty rates. However, the inclusion of state fixed effects explicitly accounts for any 

time-invariant component of such factors.  

 

The FSP intensity of use equation is identified by the inclusion of receipts from owed 

money repaid in the last year in the transient and chronic poverty equations, but exclusion 

of owed money repaid from the intensity of FSP use equation.  Repayment of owed 

monies is likely to directly impact expenditures.  However as the decision to repay is 

arguably made by another person, repaid owed monies are unlikely that to influence the 

intensity of FSP use except through the indirect impact on expenditures.  This identifier is 

debatable.  Therefore, the models are also estimated using only the state rates of FSP 

participation to identify FSP use impacts on transient and chronic poverty.  Under these 

alternative specifications only the parameter estimates for the intensity of FSP use on 

transient and chronic poverty are structurally identified. 
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4.  Descriptive Statistics 

Kernel density estimates of the distribution of poverty-line normalized annual family 

expenditures are presented in figure 1 for the nation and the rural South. The rural South 

shows greater probability density for persons in families with expenditures below three 

times the poverty line and lower density for persons in families with expenditures above 

three-times the poverty line than the nation as a whole.  The estimated density of persons 

below the poverty line is also higher in the rural South. 

 

Incidence measures for chronic and transient poverty are presented in table 2.  Overall, 

the national rate of chronic poverty is 9.3 percent, but the rate appears to have trended 

downward over time. Consistent with the density estimates, chronic poverty is higher in 

the rural South than the nation as a whole for every year from 1996 to 2004, with an 

overall rate of 15.5 percent. Transient poverty rates, representing individuals with 

average expenditures above the poverty line but expenditures below the poverty line in at 

least one quarter, are also provided in table 2. Nationally, the rate of transient poverty is 

roughly equal to the rate of chronic poverty, suggesting that focusing on annual poverty 

measures alone may overlook a significant component of family economic distress. 

Transient poverty rates are also generally higher in the rural South than the nation as a 

whole. This is not surprising, as the Kernel density estimates indicate that a higher share 

of individuals in the rural South have annual family expenditures close to the poverty 

line, and are thus at greater risk of experiencing a spell of transient poverty. 
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Annual estimates of the severity of poverty, along with the transient and chronic 

components of the severity measure are presented in table 3.  For severity measures, 

trends are often far easier to interpret than actual numbers and total severity of poverty 

measure estimates are displayed in figure 2. Total severity of poverty is generally higher 

in the rural South than the national as a whole.  However, the total severity of poverty 

measure shows a pronounced downward trend after 1998 in the rural South, and by 2004 

the rate in the rural South is roughly equal to the rate for the nation as a whole.  Figure 3 

presents the transient and chronic components of the severity of poverty for the nation as 

whole and the rural South. Chronic poverty in the rural South is higher than for the nation 

as a whole in every year of the analysis but 2004. The chronic component of the severity 

of poverty also shows a much more pronounced downward trend in the rural South. 

Another major difference when compared to the incidence measures is the larger share of 

transient poverty in the total severity of poverty measure.  For both the nation as a whole 

and the rural South, the transient component accounts for roughly three-fourths of the 

total severity of poverty.  As with the chronic component of poverty, transient poverty 

appears to have declined over time in the rural South.  

 

Descriptive statistics for the other endogenous variable, the intensity of FSP use, are 

provided in table 4. Nationally, the overall rate of FSP participation in the CEX sample is 

rather low, with 6.9 percent of individuals living in families that received Food Stamps.  

Conditional upon participation in the FSP, the average amount received during the survey 

year was $1,814 real 2004 dollars. The rate of FSP participation varies widely across 

years, declining from 11.7 percent in 1996 to 4.0 percent in 2001 before rising back to the 
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sample average by 2004.  It is also worth noting that the dramatic drop in the rate of FSP 

participation between 2000 and 2001 may be due, at least partially, to a change in CEX 

data collection methods.  As noted, between these years the question on the amount 

received in FSP benefits was moved from the expenditure section of the CEX to the 

income section.  From 2001 onward the recall period employed when eliciting FSP 

benefits is one year.  The recall period used before 2001 is indeterminate in the public 

microdata.  For the analysis we assume pre-2001 data represents annualized figures, 

however the reliability of the pre-2001 data should be viewed with caution.      

 

FSP participation rates are, as expected, much higher among chronically poor families, 

with 38.7 percent of individuals in chronically poor families receiving some assistance 

from the program and the average participating chronically poor family receiving $2,149 

in program assistance.  FSP participation rates are also higher in transiently poor families 

than in the sample as a whole, with 15.3 percent of individuals in transiently poor 

families participating in the program.  However, the amount received by transiently poor 

families, conditional upon participation, is actually lower than the average amount 

received by all participant families.  This implies that many transiently poor families are 

only in the FSP for part of the prior year. 

 

Trends in FSP participation rates are similar in the rural South and the nation as a whole.  

But the overall participation rate in the rural South is slightly higher, with 9.4 percent of 

individuals living in families that participate in the program.  On the other hand, average 

benefit levels are lower than for the nation as a whole.  Participation rates for families in 
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chronically and transiently poor families are also lower than for the nation as a whole.  

Further analysis indicates that higher overall participation rates stem the greater incidence 

of chronically and transiently poor families in the rural South.  Descriptive statistics for 

other model covariates are presented in table 5.   

 

5.  Results 

Reduced form and structural parameter estimates for the transient poverty system of 

equations with 1996 - 2004 data are presented in table 6.  The discussion focuses on the 

structural parameter estimates.  Statistical significance for these structural estimates is 

based on bootstrapped five and ten percent two-tailed confidence intervals.  Turning to 

the main structural parameter of interest, the impact of the intensity of FSP use on 

transient poverty is negative but not statistically significant.  Many of the structural 

estimates for other covariates are, however, significant.  Having owed money returned, 

male-headed and married family heads, and higher levels of education reduce the 

transient component of the severity of poverty.  Further, families headed by single 

mothers show an additional significant increase in transient poverty beyond the separate 

impacts expected from single family status and being a female family-head. 

   

Transient poverty falls with increased family size, after controlling for the significantly 

positive effects of number of children and elderly on transient poverty. Changes in family 

size over the survey year are also associated with increases in transient poverty, with 

additions in family size significant at the p=0.05 level and reductions in family size 

significant at the p=0.10 level.  The transient component of the severity of poverty shows 
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a positive and weakly significant association with the age of the family head.  Race and 

ethnicity also influence the severity of transient poverty. Families headed by African 

Americans and other non-White racial groups show higher levels of transient poverty 

than families headed by Whites and Hispanic-headed families show higher levels than 

non-Hispanics, even after controlling for other family characteristics and assets.  

Involuntary unemployment of the family head during the survey year and in the prior 

year also significantly increases transient poverty.  A number of states show (unreported) 

significant fixed effects, but families in rural counties and the rural South in particular do 

not show differential levels of transient poverty.   

 

The parameter estimates for the jointly estimated determinants of the intensity of FSP use 

are also presented in table 6.  The structural parameter estimate for the impact of transient 

poverty on the intensity of FSP use is positive, but not significantly different from zero.  

The rate of state FSP caseloads per-capita is, however, positive and significant.  

Parameter estimates for number of children and number of children squared suggest that 

the impact of additional children on the intensity of FSP use also increases after one child 

at an increasing rate.  Additions to the family over the survey year also increase the 

intensity of FSP use.  Single mothers show a much higher intensity of FSP use, ceteris 

paribus, and the intensity of program use declines with the age of the family-head.  

Families headed by African Americans show a weakly significant higher intensity of FSP 

use than families headed by Whites, but Hispanic-headed families show no significant 

difference in their intensity of FSP program use compared to non-Hispanic headed 

families.   
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Interestingly, involuntary unemployment of the head or spouse in the previous year 

increases the intensity of FSP use.  But involuntary unemployment in the current year 

does not influence the intensity of program use.  Again, while many state fixed-effects 

are significant, residence in the rural South does not have a significant differential impact 

on the intensity of FSP use.  Residence in a rural area does, however, have a weak 

(p=0.10) negative impact on the intensity of FSP use after controlling for state fixed-

effects.  It is also worth noting that the error covariance parameter estimate is significant, 

suggesting simultaneity in the transient poverty and intensity of FSP use equations. 

 

Parameter estimates for the chronic poverty system are presented in table 7.  As in the 

transient poverty system, the parameter estimate for the impact of the intensity of FSP 

use on chronic poverty is negative but not significant.  While owed money returned is 

estimated to have a significant negative impact on chronic poverty.  The chronic 

component of the severity of poverty also decreases with family size and when the 

family-head is male or is married.  Chronic poverty increases (p=0.10) with the number 

of children squared, but additions to the family in the previous year, number of persons in 

the family over 64 years of age, and the age of the family head do not significantly 

influence the severity of chronic poverty.  Education, race and ethnicity, and involuntary 

unemployment of the family head show similar associations with chronic poverty and 

transient poverty in terms of sign and significance, and regional indicators for residence 

in rural areas and in the rural South remain insignificant. 
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As expected, reduced form parameter estimates for the intensity of FSP use equation in 

the chronic poverty system are virtually identical to reduced form estimates for the FSP 

equation in the transient poverty system.  Structural parameter estimates for the intensity 

of FSP use equation do, however, vary slightly from those in the transient poverty system 

because the structural estimates depend, in part, on the jointly estimated severity of 

poverty equation reduced-form parameter estimates.  The parameter estimate for the 

impact of chronic poverty on the intensity of FSP use is large and positive, but 

insignificant.  Other parameter estimates have the same sign and significance as in the 

transient poverty system, with two exceptions.  The number of persons in the family older 

than 64 years has a significant positive impact on the intensity of FSP use in the chronic 

poverty system, while being in a family with an African American head has no 

significant impact on the intensity of FSP use.  The error covariance term is, again, 

significant.   

 

Alternative specifications 

A major source of concern is the unknown recall period in the pre-2001 FSP use data.  

Therefore, both the transient and chronic poverty systems are re-estimated using only 

2001 – 2004 data.  Transient poverty system estimates are presented in table 8.  The most 

notable difference when compared to the initial results in table 6 is that the structural 

parameter estimate for the impact of the intensity of FSP use on transient poverty is now 

larger in absolute magnitude and significant at the p=0.05 level.  On the other hand, the 

structural parameter estimate for owed money returned is no longer significant.  This 

leads to less precision in the structural parameter estimates of the intensity of FSP use 
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equation, with only the estimate for single mother families being statistically significant. 

Chronic poverty system estimates with 2001 to 2004 data are presented in table 9.  In this 

case, the structural estimate for the impact of FSP use on chronic poverty remains 

insignificant.  The structural parameter estimate for owed money returned is, again, no 

longer significant and the only significant parameter estimate in the intensity of FSP use 

equation is for the positive impact of single mother families.   

 

A second concern is that owed money returned may, arguably, not be a good variable to 

identify the intensity of FSP use equations in the transient and chronic poverty systems of 

equations. Therefore, the transient and chronic poverty systems are also estimated 

without the inclusion of owed money returned in their respective transient and chronic 

poverty equations.  As noted, under these specifications the impacts of the intensity of 

FSP use on transient and chronic poverty are the only identified structural parameter 

estimates in their respective systems.   The structural parameter estimates for intensity of 

FSP use are reported in table 10. The results are virtually identical to the initial estimates 

using the 1996 – 2004 and 2001 – 2004 datasets.  Specifically, the impact of the intensity 

of FSP use is only significant for transient poverty in the 2001 – 2004 dataset.   

 

Smoothing lumpy durable good expenditures 

Expenditures on home ownership and consumer durables benefit households for a long 

period of time and can be considered as investment. Further, durable good purchases are 

lumpy and not all CEX households purchase durables in any given quarter. The average 

of consumer expenditures on durables across the whole sample is representative of each 
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household‟s consumption of durables, thus using expenditures as opposed to 

consumption to measure family resources likely yields similar average severity of chronic 

poverty measures. However, the lumpy nature of expenditures on home ownership and on 

durable goods may inflate measures of transient poverty.  

 

We develop an alternative measure of expenditures that smoothes homeownership and 

durable good expenditures.  Specifically, we subtract all ownership costs (including 

mortgage payments, interest, maintenance and repairs, and property taxes) from total 

expenditures and add a self-reported rent equivalent. Effectively, this replaces all costs of 

home ownership with the equivalent cost to rent the house for each quarter.  Expenditures 

on other consumer durables are then subtracted from total expenditures and, in this case, 

the poverty line is reduced by the average durable share of total expenditures for near-

poor households. Smoothed local regression results indicate that the durable share 

represents approximately 14 percent of total family expenditures for families with 

expenditures near the poverty line.  By smoothing durable good and home ownership 

expenditures, the alternative expenditure measure provides a lower bound of total 

expenditure variability. 

 

Table 11 presents the total, transient and chronic incidence of poverty using the revised 

expenditure measure. Neither the incidence of chronic nor of transient poverty are 

significantly different from the original expenditure based figures in table 2. Similarly, 

the severity of chronic poverty presented in table 12 remains largely unchanged from the 

expenditure based severity of chronic poverty in table 3. Estimates of the severity of 
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transient poverty are, however, significantly lower.  While initial expenditure based 

measures indicate that the severity of transient poverty is on average twice the magnitude 

of the severity of chronic poverty, measures based on the smoothed durable expenditures 

suggest that the severity of transient poverty is nearly half the magnitude of chronic 

poverty.   

 

Figure 4 presents the severity of total poverty for the nation and the rural south and figure 

5 presents the chronic and transient components of poverty over time using the adjusted 

durable good expenditure measure.  Both the incidence and the severity of transient and 

chronic poverty remain higher in the rural south relative to the rest of the nation when 

using the adjusted expenditure measures. Further, while the adjustments impact the 

relative magnitude of transient severity of poverty, they do not change trends in chronic, 

transient and total severity of poverty over time.  

 

Tables 13-16 present system Tobit results from the estimation of transient and chronic 

poverty systems for the time periods 1996-2004 and 2001-2004 using the adjusted 

expenditure measures. The most notable difference in results is that the parameter 

estimate of the impact of the intensity of use of food stamp benefits on transient poverty 

for 2001-2004 is no longer significant at the P=0.05 level.  Food stamp benefits do, 

however, appear to have a weak influence on the severity of transient poverty as the 

parameter estimates lie below the p=0.15 level for both the 1996-2004 and 2001-2004 

periods.     
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6. Discussion and Conclusions 

Intra-annual transient poverty appears to account for a large share of the economic 

hardship that US families face. In fact, the incidence of exposure to a spell of transient 

poverty within a year is at least as great as the incidence of chronic poverty over the 

whole year. Further, the transient component of the severity of poverty accounts for 

approximately three-fourths of the total severity of poverty.  Simple annual income-based 

poverty measures do not capture this important indicator of within year economic 

hardship.  However, it is also important to note that intra-annual variability in home 

ownership and durable good expenditures appear to be important contributors to transient 

poverty.  The transient share of the total severity of poverty drops to about one-third 

when intra-annual variability in home ownership and durable goods are removed from the 

expenditure measure. 

 

Results from the estimation of transient and chronic poverty systems of equations 

indicate that the FSP primarily impacts transient poverty.  Thus, poor and near-poor 

families appear to use the FSP as a short-term expenditure stabilization tool rather than 

for long-term expenditure support. The parameter estimates from the transient poverty 

system using 2001-2004 data imply that a one percent increase in FSP benefits for the 

average family of FSP participants reduces the transient component of the severity of 



 23 

poverty by 3.9 percent. The same increase in the FSP benefits reduces transient poverty 

by 0.77 percent for the average family with a positive severity measure
7
.   

 

The common determinants of transient and chronic poverty are low human capital, 

minority status, and geographic location.  Model state fixed-effects capture significant 

impacts for many states in the South. For instance, residence in Kentucky, Louisiana, and 

South Carolina is associated with higher severity of transient and chronic poverty, while 

residence in Georgia and Texas is positively associated with chronic poverty.   The 

parameter estimates for residence in the rural South are not significant in either the 

transient or chronic poverty equations, but residing in an area with suppressed geographic 

information is associated with greater severity of transient and chronic poverty. These 

suppressed areas are mainly rural areas of the South, since geographic suppression occurs 

primarily in states with low non-metropolitan populations.  The time fixed-effects are 

significantly negative for years 2001-2004, relative to the year 1996. Thus, observed 

declines in the severity of poverty in the years following 2000 seem to be unrelated to 

changes in personal attributes.   

 

The fact that the FSP‟s main impact is on transient poverty is somewhat problematic for 

the documentation of program impacts.  As noted, intra-annual transient poverty is rarely 

                                                 

7 The average percent effect on FSP participants is computed as  

_

( )

( )

i

i

E T x F

F E T x
 evaluated at the 

sample mean of FSP participants, while the impact for  poor families is computed as  
_

( , 0)

( , 0)

i

i

E T x T F

F E T x T
 evaluated at the sample mean of all households with T>0. 
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measured and, thus, the primary impact of FSP benefits on family economic well-being is 

not readily apparent.  The results also suggest that a two-track FSP may be warranted.  

Fast-track eligibility and certification guidelines could enhance short-term program use 

and improve the programs effectiveness as an expenditure smoothing mechanism for 

transiently poor families.  Alternative guidelines and certification procedures to enhance 

the ability of the FSP to meet the needs of chronically poor families also need to be 

explored.  Cash public assistance has increasingly moved towards providing short-term 

assistance for families in transition from welfare to work.  Yet the FSP, as the other major 

assistance component of the social safety net, does not appear to provide significant long-

term expenditure support for poor families.  This implies that there is a gap in public 

assistance support for chronically poor families that struggle to successfully transit from 

welfare to work. 
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Table 1. Sample Size by Year 

 Year National Rural South 

1996 3683 200 

1997 4110 224 

1998 4047 492 

1999 5510 249 

2000 5573 268 

2001 5486 252 

2002 5821 244 

2003 5846 270 

2004 2797 129 

Total 42,872 2,101 
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Table 2: Annual Chronic and Transient Poverty Rates 

National Rural South 

   Transient,   Transient, 

Year Total Chronic not Chronic Total Chronic not Chronic 

1996 0.2228 0.1035 0.1193 0.3861 0.1370 0.2491 

1997 0.2011 0.1016 0.0995 0.3598 0.1781 0.1817 

1998 0.2037 0.0938 0.1099 0.3688 0.1929 0.1759 

1999 0.2072 0.0965 0.1107 0.3343 0.1464 0.1879 

2000 0.2099 0.1030 0.1069 0.3364 0.1825 0.1538 

2001 0.1959 0.0870 0.1089 0.4036 0.1433 0.2603 

2002 0.1830 0.0833 0.0997 0.2996 0.1490 0.1505 

2003 0.1902 0.0887 0.1015 0.3052 0.1422 0.1630 

2004 0.1576 0.0796 0.0779 0.2638 0.0879 0.1759 

Total 0.1978 0.0931 0.1048 0.3426 0.1549 0.1877 
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Table 3:  Total, Chronic, and Transient Severity of Poverty Measures 

  National Rural South 

Year Total Chronic Transient Total Chronic Transient 

1996 0.0305 0.0071 0.0234 0.0548 0.0126 0.0422 

1997 0.0306 0.0080 0.0226 0.0682 0.0252 0.0431 

1998 0.0286 0.0073 0.0213 0.0727 0.0247 0.0481 

1999 0.0292 0.0071 0.0221 0.0494 0.0111 0.0382 

2000 0.0313 0.0081 0.0232 0.0452 0.0111 0.0340 

2001 0.0257 0.0057 0.0200 0.0481 0.0096 0.0385 

2002 0.0243 0.0054 0.0189 0.0398 0.0091 0.0307 

2003 0.0257 0.0060 0.0197 0.0432 0.0096 0.0335 

2004 0.0232 0.0057 0.0175 0.0245 0.0050 0.0196 

Total 0.0275 0.0066 0.0208 0.0507 0.0134 0.0373 
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Table 4: Food Stamp Use Among Chronic and Transient Poor 

  National Rural South 

   $ amount if  $ amount if 

  Rate (%) participant
a
 Rate (%) participant

a
 

All Overall 6.89 1,814 9.36 1,568 

 1996 11.70 1,963 14.23 1,576 

 1997 10.23 1,994 12.87 1,072 

 1998 7.44 1,787 11.11 1,843 

 1999 7.07 1,520 10.06 1,660 

 2000 7.00 1,345 8.60 1,589 

 2001 3.99 2,098 4.45 975 

 2002 4.54 1,997 4.92 1,490 

 2003 5.85 1,941 8.89 2,205 

 2004 6.89 1,872 10.75 949 

      

Chronic Overall 38.68 2,149 34.45 1,921 

      

Transient, not chronic Overall 15.34 1,665 12.09 1,262 

Note: 
a
 indicates in 2004 real dollars. 
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics   

      

Variable Mean S.E 

Family Size  2.6177 1.4967 

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita 0.0246 0.0096 

Owed Money Returned (in $1000s) 0.0117 0.1077 

Addition to Family 0.0776 0.2675 

Reduction in Family 0.0753 0.2639 

Number of Children 0.7065 1.1077 

Number of Children Squared 1.7261 4.1042 

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.3517 0.6425 

Age of Reference Person 50.3354 1.6843 

Family Head is Male 0.4964 0.5000 

Family Head is Married 0.5895 0.4919 

Single Mother Household 0.0719 0.2583 

Divorce Occurred During The Year 0.0023 0.0478 

Head Graduated College 0.3183 0.4658 

Head Some College no Degree 0.2902 0.4538 

Head Graduated High School 0.2616 0.4395 

African American 0.1072 0.3094 

Hispanic 0.0832 0.2762 

Other non White 0.0458 0.2090 

Head was Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0048 0.0690 

Spouse was Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0019 0.0432 

Head was Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0048 0.0688 

Spouse was Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0017 0.0409 

Rural Residence 0.1044 0.3058 

Rural South 0.0490 0.2159 
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Table 6:  Transient Poverty System Estimates - 1996 to 2004 

 Transient Poverty  Intensity of FSP Use 

 Reduced   Structural   Reduced   Structural  

 Parameter   S.E Parameter     Parameter   S.E Parameter   

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000)    -0.010        

Transient Poverty          1.8951  

Intercept 0.0581 ** 0.0043 0.060 **  0.2019 ** 0.0324 0.0919  

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0146  0.0623    1.4284 ** 0.4636 1.4560 ** 

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0070 ** 0.0022 -0.007 **  -0.0133  0.0166   

Family Size -0.0027 ** 0.0004 -0.003 **  -0.0095 ** 0.0027 -0.0044  

Addition to Family 0.0032 ** 0.0009 0.004 **  0.0311 ** 0.0068 0.0250 ** 

Reduction in Family 0.0020 ** 0.0009 0.002 *  0.0091  0.0071 0.0053  

Number of Children 0.0028 ** 0.0007 0.003   -0.0258 ** 0.0050 -0.0310 ** 

Number of Children Squared 0.0019 ** 0.0001 0.002 *  0.0270 ** 0.0010 0.0234 ** 

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.0024 ** 0.0005 0.003 **  0.0112 ** 0.0040 0.0067  

Age of Family Head Person (X10) 0.0018 ** 0.0002 0.002 *  -0.0130 ** 0.0016 -0.0163 ** 

Family Head is Male -0.0028 ** 0.0005 -0.003 **  -0.0045  0.0038 0.0008  

Family Head is Married -0.0119 ** 0.0007 -0.012 **  0.0022  0.0050 0.0247  

Single Mother Family 0.0075 ** 0.0011 0.011   0.3023 ** 0.0085 0.2881 ** 

Divorce Occurred During The Year 0.0020  0.0050 0.002   0.0050  0.0374 0.0011  

Head Graduated College -0.0470 ** 0.0009 -0.048 **  -0.1301 ** 0.0065 -0.0411  

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0431 ** 0.0009 -0.044 **  -0.1169 ** 0.0064 -0.0352  

Head Graduated High School -0.0324 ** 0.0008 -0.033 **  -0.0801 ** 0.0063 -0.0187  

African American 0.0185 ** 0.0008 0.019 **  0.0570 ** 0.0062 0.0220 * 

Hispanic 0.0147 ** 0.0010 0.015 **  0.0173 ** 0.0073 -0.0105  

Other non-White 0.0139 ** 0.0013 0.014 **  0.0363 ** 0.0094 0.0100  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0322 ** 0.0036 0.036 **  0.3312 ** 0.0265 0.2702 ** 

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0118 ** 0.0056 0.014   0.2475 ** 0.0415 0.2250 ** 

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0345 ** 0.0036 0.036 **  0.1857 ** 0.0266 0.1204  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0106 ** 0.0059 0.011   0.0304  0.0437 0.0102  

Rural Residence 0.0027 ** 0.0015 0.003   -0.0189 * 0.0112 -0.0241 * 

Rural South -0.0024  0.0023 -0.002   -0.0012  0.0173 0.0032  

Error Variance 0.0495 ** 0.0001    0.3681 ** 0.0013   

Error Covariance 0.2356 ** 0.0046         

N 42872           

L. Likelihood -51298                     

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level. 
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Table 7:  Chronic Poverty System Estimates - 1996 to 2004 

 Chronic Poverty  Intensity of FSP Use 

 Reduced   Structural   Reduced   Structural  

 Parameter   S.E Parameter     Parameter   S.E Parameter   

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000)    -0.0075        

Chronic Poverty          4.3294  

Intercept 0.0221 ** 0.0029 0.0236 **  0.2019 ** 0.0324 0.1063  

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0107  0.0411    1.4284 ** 0.4636 1.4749 ** 

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0031 ** 0.0015 -0.0032 **  -0.0133  0.0166   

Family Size -0.0016 ** 0.0002 -0.0017 **  -0.0095 ** 0.0027 -0.0026  

Addition to Family 0.0013 ** 0.0006 0.0015   0.0311 ** 0.0068 0.0256 ** 

Reduction in Family 0.0004  0.0006 0.0004   0.0091  0.0071 0.0075  

Number of Children -0.0002  0.0004 -0.0004   -0.0258 ** 0.0050 -0.0248 ** 

Number of Children Squared 0.0013 ** 0.0001 0.0015 *  0.0270 ** 0.0010 0.0213 ** 

Number of Persons Older than 64 -0.0005  0.0004 -0.0004   0.0112 ** 0.0040 0.0132 ** 

Age of Family Head Person (X10) 0.0008 ** 0.0001 0.0007   -0.0130 ** 0.0016 -0.0165 ** 

Family Head is Male -0.0010 ** 0.0003 -0.0010 **  -0.0045  0.0038 -0.0003  

Family Head is Married -0.0038 ** 0.0004 -0.0038 **  0.0022  0.0050 0.0187  

Single Mother Family 0.0057 ** 0.0007 0.0080   0.3023 ** 0.0085 0.2777 ** 

Divorce Occurred During The Year 0.0026  0.0033 0.0027   0.0050  0.0374 -0.0065  

Head Graduated College -0.0189 ** 0.0006 -0.0199 **  -0.1301 ** 0.0065 -0.0481  

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0181 ** 0.0006 -0.0190 **  -0.1169 ** 0.0064 -0.0386  

Head Graduated High School -0.0149 ** 0.0006 -0.0155 **  -0.0801 ** 0.0063 -0.0155  

African American 0.0083 ** 0.0006 0.0087 **  0.0570 ** 0.0062 0.0212  

Hispanic 0.0039 ** 0.0006 0.0041 **  0.0173 ** 0.0073 0.0003  

Other non-White 0.0059 ** 0.0008 0.0062 **  0.0363 ** 0.0094 0.0107  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0225 ** 0.0024 0.0250 **  0.3312 ** 0.0265 0.2337 * 

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0050  0.0037 0.0069   0.2475 ** 0.0415 0.2256 ** 

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0257 ** 0.0024 0.0271 **  0.1857 ** 0.0266 0.0744  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0046  0.0039 0.0048   0.0304  0.0437 0.0106  

Rural Residence 0.0018 * 0.0010 0.0016   -0.0189 * 0.0112 -0.0265 * 

Rural South 0.0002  0.0015 0.0002   -0.0012  0.0173 -0.0021  

Error Variance 0.0326 ** 0.0001    0.3681 ** 0.0013   

Error Covariance 0.1943 ** 0.0047         

N 42872           

L. Likelihood -68727                     

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level. 
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Table 8:  Transient Poverty System Estimates - 2001 to 2004 

 Transient Poverty  Intensity of FSP Use 

 Reduced   Structural   Reduced   Structural  

 Parameter   S.E Parameter     Parameter   S.E Parameter   

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000)    -0.1724 **       

Transient Poverty          1.5114  

Intercept 0.0623 ** 0.0058 0.0812   0.1099 ** 0.0344 0.0158  

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0289 ** 0.0110    1.6736 ** 0.0654 0.2110  

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0064 * 0.0037 -0.0081   -0.0097  0.0221   

Family Size -0.0024 ** 0.0005 -0.0037 **  -0.0072 ** 0.0030 -0.0035  

Addition to Family 0.0022 * 0.0013 0.0028   0.0031  0.0079 -0.0002  

Reduction in Family 0.0027 ** 0.0014 0.0052   0.0150 ** 0.0082 0.0109  

Number of Children 0.0015  0.0010 0.0035   0.0114 ** 0.0058 0.0091  

Number of Children Squared 0.0019 ** 0.0002 0.0031 **  0.0069 ** 0.0012 0.0040  

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.0024 ** 0.0007 0.0036 **  0.0066  0.0044 0.0029  

Age of Family Head Person (X10) 0.0012 ** 0.0003 0.0001   -0.0069 ** 0.0018 -0.0088  

Family Head is Male -0.0018 ** 0.0007 -0.0022   -0.0022  0.0042 0.0005  

Family Head is Married -0.0127 ** 0.0009 -0.0126 **  0.0003  0.0056 0.0195  

Single Mother Family 0.0036 ** 0.0016 0.0305   0.1563 ** 0.0096 0.1509 ** 

Divorce Occurred During The Year 0.0003  0.0075 0.0008   0.0032  0.0449 0.0029  

Head Graduated College -0.0457 ** 0.0013 -0.0596 **  -0.0807 ** 0.0075 -0.0116  

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0413 ** 0.0012 -0.0541 **  -0.0744 ** 0.0073 -0.0120  

Head Graduated High School -0.0331 ** 0.0012 -0.0419 **  -0.0514 ** 0.0073 -0.0014  

African American 0.0175 ** 0.0012 0.0204 **  0.0168 ** 0.0070 -0.0097  

Hispanic 0.0126 ** 0.0013 0.0158 **  0.0182 ** 0.0080 -0.0009  

Other non-White 0.0145 ** 0.0017 0.0177 **  0.0187 ** 0.0102 -0.0032  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0259 ** 0.0047 0.0508 **  0.1441 ** 0.0278 0.1049  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0106  0.0071 0.0523   0.2416 ** 0.0422 0.2255  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0328 ** 0.0045 0.0611 **  0.1644 ** 0.0266 0.1148  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0071  0.0076 -0.0004   -0.0440  0.0452 -0.0548  

Rural Residence 0.0039 ** 0.0022 0.0036   -0.0021  0.0129 -0.0080  

Rural South 0.0008  0.0034 0.0019   0.0061  0.0201 0.0049  

Error Variance 0.0474 ** 0.0002    0.2822 ** 0.0014   

Error Covariance 0.1524 ** 0.0069         

N 19897           

L. Likelihood -29620                     

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level. 
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Table 9:  Chronic Poverty System Estimates - 2001 to 2004 

 Chronic Poverty  Intensity of FSP Use 

 Reduced   Structural   Reduced   Structural  

 Parameter   S.E Parameter     Parameter   S.E Parameter   

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000)    -0.0332        

Chronic Poverty          5.1225  

Intercept 0.0231 ** 0.0037 0.0268 **  0.1099 ** 0.0344 -0.0086  

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0056  0.0070    1.6736 ** 0.0654 0.1958  

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0019  0.0024 -0.0022   -0.0097  0.0221   

Family Size -0.0017 ** 0.0003 -0.0019 **  -0.0072 ** 0.0030 0.0013  

Addition to Family 0.0011  0.0008 0.0012   0.0031  0.0079 -0.0023  

Reduction in Family 0.0001  0.0009 0.0006   0.0150 ** 0.0082 0.0144  

Number of Children 0.0013 ** 0.0006 0.0017   0.0114 ** 0.0058 0.0048  

Number of Children Squared 0.0006 ** 0.0001 0.0008   0.0069 ** 0.0012 0.0039  

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.0001  0.0005 0.0003   0.0066  0.0044 0.0062  

Age of Family Head Person (X10) 0.0004 ** 0.0002 0.0002   -0.0069 ** 0.0018 -0.0092  

Family Head is Male -0.0006  0.0005 -0.0007   -0.0022  0.0042 0.0008  

Family Head is Married -0.0043 ** 0.0006 -0.0043 **  0.0003  0.0056 0.0224  

Single Mother Family 0.0026 ** 0.0010 0.0078   0.1563 ** 0.0096 0.1429 ** 

Divorce Occurred During The Year -0.0022  0.0048 -0.0021   0.0032  0.0449 0.0146  

Head Graduated College -0.0176 ** 0.0008 -0.0202 **  -0.0807 ** 0.0075 0.0093  

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0167 ** 0.0008 -0.0192 **  -0.0744 ** 0.0073 0.0111  

Head Graduated High School -0.0139 ** 0.0008 -0.0156 **  -0.0514 ** 0.0073 0.0196  

African American 0.0070 ** 0.0007 0.0076 **  0.0168 ** 0.0070 -0.0192  

Hispanic 0.0024 ** 0.0009 0.0030 **  0.0182 ** 0.0080 0.0059  

Other non-White 0.0061 ** 0.0011 0.0067 **  0.0187 ** 0.0102 -0.0126  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0111 ** 0.0030 0.0158   0.1441 ** 0.0278 0.0875  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0019  0.0045 0.0099   0.2416 ** 0.0422 0.2319  

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0291 ** 0.0028 0.0346 **  0.1644 ** 0.0266 0.0151  

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0033  0.0048 0.0019   -0.0440  0.0452 -0.0610  

Rural Residence 0.0024 * 0.0014 0.0023   -0.0021  0.0129 -0.0142  

Rural South 0.0002  0.0021 0.0004   0.0061  0.0201 0.0049  

Error Variance 0.0302 ** 0.0002    0.2822 ** 0.0014   

Error Covariance 0.1176 ** 0.0070         

N 19897           

L. Likelihood -38499                     

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level. 
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Table 10: Alternative Structural Parameter Estimates of Intensity of FSP Use on Poverty

Transient Chronic

Sample Years Poverty Poverty

1996 - 2004 -0.0100 -0.0074

2001 - 2004 -0.1714 ** -0.0329

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level.  
` 
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Table 11:  Annual Chronic and Transient Poverty Rates (Adjusted Expenditures) 

 US  Rural South 

 Total Chronic  Transient  Total Chronic  Transient 

1996 0.2327 0.1096 0.1232  0.3750 0.1800 0.1950 

1997 0.2050 0.1110 0.0939  0.3036 0.1518 0.1518 

1998 0.1980 0.1004 0.0976  0.3454 0.2048 0.1406 

1999 0.2059 0.0968 0.1091  0.3396 0.1493 0.1903 

2000 0.2076 0.1082 0.0994  0.3413 0.1667 0.1746 

2001 0.1793 0.0920 0.0873  0.3279 0.1598 0.1680 

2002 0.1785 0.0934 0.0851  0.2630 0.1370 0.1259 

2003 0.1895 0.1041 0.0853  0.3057 0.1849 0.1208 

2004 0.1572 0.0905 0.0667  0.2016 0.1240 0.0775 
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Table 12: Total, Chronic, and Transient Severity of Poverty Measures (Adjusted Expenditures) 
 

 US  Rural South 

 Total Chronic Transient   Total Chronic Total 

1996 0.0090 0.0063 0.0028  0.0160 0.0108 0.0160 

1997 0.0092 0.0066 0.0027  0.0187 0.0147 0.0187 

1998 0.0086 0.0058 0.0028  0.0167 0.0118 0.0167 

1999 0.0083 0.0053 0.0030  0.0122 0.0073 0.0122 

2000 0.0095 0.0067 0.0027  0.0119 0.0082 0.0119 

2001 0.0074 0.0047 0.0027  0.0111 0.0070 0.0111 

2002 0.0073 0.0047 0.0026  0.0103 0.0070 0.0103 

2003 0.0083 0.0058 0.0025  0.0109 0.0072 0.0109 

2004 0.0067 0.0047 0.0020  0.0088 0.0061 0.0088 
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Reduced Structural Reduced Structural

Parameter S.E Parameter Parameter S.E Parameter

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000) -0.0140

Transient Poverty 23.7857

Intercept 0.0089 ** 0.0010 0.0117 ** 0.2018 ** 0.0323 0.0087

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0200 0.0146 1.4287 ** 0.4636 1.9035 **

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0006 0.0005 -0.0007 -0.0133 0.0166

Family Size -0.0001 0.0001 -0.0002 -0.0095 ** 0.0027 -0.0075

Addition to Family 0.0009 ** 0.0002 0.0013 0.0311 ** 0.0068 0.0099

Reduction in Family 0.0006 ** 0.0002 0.0007 ** 0.0091 0.0071 0.0044

Number of Children 0.0001 0.0002 0.0003 -0.0258 ** 0.0050 -0.0283 **

Number of Children Squared 0.0002 ** 0.0001 0.0006 * 0.0270 ** 0.0010 0.0222 *

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.0002 ** 0.0001 0.0004 ** 0.0112 ** 0.0040 0.0055

Age of Family Head Person (X10) -0.0026 ** 0.0005 -0.0044 ** -0.1297 ** 0.0164 -0.0688

Family Head is Male -0.0001 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0045 0.0038 -0.0035

Family Head is Married -0.0016 ** 0.0002 -0.0015 ** 0.0022 0.0050 0.0394

Single Mother Family 0.0009 ** 0.0003 0.0051 * 0.3023 ** 0.0085 0.2810 **

Divorce Occurred During The Year -0.0009 0.0012 -0.0009 0.0050 0.0374 0.0271

Head Graduated College -0.0047 ** 0.0002 -0.0065 ** -0.1301 ** 0.0065 -0.0179

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0040 ** 0.0002 -0.0056 ** -0.1168 ** 0.0064 -0.0219

Head Graduated High School -0.0030 ** 0.0002 -0.0041 ** -0.0800 ** 0.0063 -0.0090

African American 0.0020 ** 0.0002 0.0028 ** 0.0571 ** 0.0062 0.0102 *

Hispanic 0.0020 ** 0.0002 0.0022 ** 0.0173 ** 0.0073 0.0297

Other non-White 0.0019 ** 0.0003 0.0024 ** 0.0363 ** 0.0094 0.0087

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0037 ** 0.0008 0.0083 ** 0.3313 ** 0.0265 0.2429 *

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0007 0.0013 0.0042 0.2475 ** 0.0415 0.2302 **

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0042 ** 0.0008 0.0068 ** 0.1857 ** 0.0266 0.0851 **

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year -0.0006 0.0014 -0.0002 0.0304 0.0437 0.0448

Rural Residence 0.0004 0.0004 0.0001 -0.0189 * 0.0112 -0.0277 *

Rural South -0.0001 0.0005 -0.0001 -0.0012 0.0173 -0.0009

Error Variance 0.0116 ** 0.0001 0.3681 ** 0.0013

Error Covariance 0.0909 ** 0.0048

N 42872

L. Likelihood -12388

Table 13:  Transient Poverty System Estimates - 1996 to 2004 (Adjusted Expenditures)

Transient Poverty Intensity of FSP Use

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level.  
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Reduced Structural Reduced Structural

Parameter S.E Parameter Parameter S.E Parameter

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000) 0.0116

Chronic Poverty 7.6289

Intercept 0.0143 ** 0.0022 0.0120 ** 0.2018 ** 0.0323 0.0925

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita 0.0165 0.0312 1.4284 ** 0.4636 1.3026 *

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0017 * 0.0011 -0.0016 * -0.0133 0.0166

Family Size -0.0001 0.0002 -0.0001 -0.0095 ** 0.0027 -0.0095 **

Addition to Family 0.0015 ** 0.0005 0.0012 * 0.0311 ** 0.0068 0.0195 **

Reduction in Family 0.0001 0.0005 0.0001 0.0091 0.0071 0.0083

Number of Children -0.0017 ** 0.0003 -0.0014 * -0.0258 ** 0.0050 -0.0129

Number of Children Squared 0.0013 ** 0.0001 0.0010 * 0.0270 ** 0.0010 0.0169 *

Number of Persons Older than 64 -0.0003 0.0003 -0.0004 0.0112 ** 0.0040 0.0134 **

Age of Family Head Person (X10) 0.0010 0.0011 0.0005 -0.1297 ** 0.0164 -0.1223 **

Family Head is Male -0.0004 * 0.0003 -0.0004 -0.0045 0.0038 -0.0014

Family Head is Married -0.0023 ** 0.0003 -0.0023 ** 0.0022 0.0050 0.0199

Single Mother Family 0.0050 ** 0.0006 0.0015 ** 0.3023 ** 0.0085 0.2643 **

Divorce Occurred During The Year -0.0016 0.0025 -0.0016 0.0050 0.0374 0.0170

Head Graduated College -0.0122 ** 0.0004 -0.0107 ** -0.1301 ** 0.0065 -0.0370

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0115 ** 0.0004 -0.0102 ** -0.1168 ** 0.0064 -0.0291

Head Graduated High School -0.0094 ** 0.0004 -0.0084 ** -0.0800 ** 0.0063 -0.0087

African American 0.0052 ** 0.0004 0.0046 ** 0.0571 ** 0.0062 0.0172

Hispanic 0.0042 ** 0.0005 0.0040 ** 0.0173 ** 0.0073 0.0146

Other non-White 0.0042 ** 0.0006 0.0038 ** 0.0363 ** 0.0094 0.0045

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0170 ** 0.0018 0.0132 * 0.3313 ** 0.0265 0.2015 *

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0042 0.0028 0.0014 0.2475 ** 0.0415 0.2153 **

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0158 ** 0.0018 0.0136 ** 0.1857 ** 0.0266 0.0654 **

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0029 0.0029 0.0026 0.0304 0.0437 0.0081

Rural Residence 0.0013 * 0.0008 0.0015 * -0.0189 * 0.0112 -0.0285

Rural South -0.0003 0.0012 -0.0003 -0.0012 0.0173 0.0013

Error Variance 0.0248 ** 0.0001 0.3681 ** 0.0013

Error Covariance 0.2002 ** 0.0046

N 42872

L. Likelihood -80575

Table 14:  Chronic Poverty System Estimates - 1996 to 2004  (Adjusted Expenditures)

Chronic Poverty Intensity of FSP Use

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level.  
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Reduced Structural Reduced Structural

Parameter S.E Parameter Parameter S.E Parameter

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000) -0.0150

Transient Poverty -2.8366

Intercept 0.0100 ** 0.0013 0.0118 ** 0.1142 ** 0.0409 0.1427

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0281 0.0254 1.8701 ** 0.7764 1.7904

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0002 0.0009 -0.0002 ** 0.0006 0.0262

Family Size -0.0001 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0056 0.0036 -0.0057

Addition to Family 0.0011 ** 0.0003 0.0011 ** -0.0017 0.0093 -0.0014

Reduction in Family 0.0007 ** 0.0003 0.0009 ** 0.0156 * 0.0097 0.0176

Number of Children -0.0002 0.0002 -0.0004 -0.0115 * 0.0068 -0.0121

Number of Children Squared 0.0003 ** 0.0001 0.0005 ** 0.0172 ** 0.0014 0.0179

Number of Persons Older than 64 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0066 0.0053 0.0070

Age of Family Head Person (X10) -0.0029 ** 0.0001 -0.0041 ** -0.0826 ** 0.0218 -0.0908

Family Head is Male 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 -0.0017 0.0050 -0.0015

Family Head is Married -0.0017 ** 0.0002 -0.0017 ** -0.0007 0.0067 -0.0055

Single Mother Family 0.0007 * 0.0004 0.0037 * 0.1960 ** 0.0113 0.1980 *

Divorce Occurred During The Year -0.0014 0.0017 -0.0014 -0.0028 0.0534 -0.0067

Head Graduated College -0.0051 ** 0.0003 -0.0065 ** -0.0932 ** 0.0089 -0.1077

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0042 ** 0.0003 -0.0055 ** -0.0853 ** 0.0087 -0.0973

Head Graduated High School -0.0034 ** 0.0003 -0.0042 ** -0.0588 ** 0.0086 -0.0683

African American 0.0019 ** 0.0003 0.0024 ** 0.0339 ** 0.0083 0.0394

Hispanic 0.0017 ** 0.0003 0.0020 ** 0.0137 0.0095 0.0187

Other non-White 0.0022 ** 0.0004 0.0026 ** 0.0285 ** 0.0121 0.0348

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0036 ** 0.0011 0.0064 ** 0.1834 ** 0.0327 0.1937

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0017 0.0016 0.0052 0.2350 ** 0.0502 0.2397

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0056 ** 0.0010 0.0080 ** 0.1582 ** 0.0313 0.1742

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year -0.0005 0.0018 -0.0014 -0.0601 0.0538 -0.0615

Rural Residence 0.0008 * 0.0005 0.0008 0.0012 0.0154 0.0035

Rural South -0.0005 0.0008 -0.0006 -0.0062 0.0238 -0.0076

Error Variance 0.0110 ** 0.0001 0.3356 ** 0.0017

Error Covariance 0.0614 ** 0.0071

N 19950

L. Likelihood -55241

Table 15:  Transient Poverty System Estimates - 2001 to 2004 (Adjusted Expenditures)

Transient Poverty Intensity of FSP Use

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level.  
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Reduced Structural Reduced Structural

Parameter S.E Parameter Parameter S.E Parameter

Intensity of Food Stamp Use ($1000) -0.0150

Transient Poverty -2.8366

Intercept 0.0164 ** 0.0030 0.0167 ** 0.1142 ** 0.0409 0.1212

Food Stamp Caseloads per Capita -0.0046 0.0565 1.8701 ** 0.7764 1.8682

Owed Money Returned ($1000) -0.0014 0.0019 -0.0013 0.0006 0.0262

Family Size -0.0004 0.0003 -0.0004 -0.0056 0.0036 -0.0058

Addition to Family 0.0012 * 0.0007 0.0012 -0.0017 0.0093 -0.0011

Reduction in Family 0.0001 0.0007 0.0001 0.0156 * 0.0097 0.0156

Number of Children -0.0007 0.0005 -0.0007 -0.0115 * 0.0068 -0.0118

Number of Children Squared 0.0010 ** 0.0001 0.0010 * 0.0172 ** 0.0014 0.0176

Number of Persons Older than 64 -0.0001 0.0004 -0.0001 0.0066 0.0053 0.0065

Age of Family Head Person (X10) -0.0025 * 0.0016 -0.0027 -0.0826 ** 0.0218 -0.0836

Family Head is Male 0.0001 0.0004 0.0001 -0.0017 0.0050 -0.0017

Family Head is Married -0.0025 ** 0.0005 -0.0025 ** -0.0007 0.0067 -0.0017

Single Mother Family 0.0043 ** 0.0008 0.0047 0.1960 ** 0.0113 0.1978 *

Divorce Occurred During The Year -0.0020 0.0039 -0.0020 -0.0028 0.0534 -0.0036

Head Graduated College -0.0125 ** 0.0006 -0.0127 ** -0.0932 ** 0.0089 -0.0985

Head Some College, No Degree -0.0115 ** 0.0006 -0.0117 ** -0.0853 ** 0.0087 -0.0902

Head Graduated High School -0.0097 ** 0.0006 -0.0098 ** -0.0588 ** 0.0086 -0.0629

African American 0.0046 ** 0.0006 0.0046 ** 0.0339 ** 0.0083 0.0358

Hispanic 0.0032 ** 0.0007 0.0032 ** 0.0137 0.0095 0.0151

Other non-White 0.0047 ** 0.0009 0.0047 ** 0.0285 ** 0.0121 0.0305

Head Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0116 ** 0.0024 0.0120 * 0.1834 ** 0.0327 0.1883

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed Last Year 0.0001 0.0037 0.0006 0.2350 ** 0.0502 0.2350

Head Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0220 ** 0.0023 0.0224 ** 0.1582 ** 0.0313 0.1676

Spouse Involuntarily Unemployed This Year 0.0023 0.0039 0.0021 -0.0601 0.0538 -0.0592

Rural Residence 0.0022 ** 0.0011 0.0022 * 0.0012 0.0154 0.0022

Rural South -0.0008 0.0017 -0.0008 -0.0062 0.0238 -0.0065

Error Variance 0.0116 ** 0.0001 0.3681 ** 0.0013

Error Covariance 0.0909 ** 0.0048

N 42872

L. Likelihood -12388

Note:  ** indicates significance at p=0.05 level, * indicates significance at the p=0.10 level.

Table 16:  Chronic Poverty System Estimates - 2001 to 2004 (Adjusted Expenditures)

Transient Poverty Intensity of FSP Use
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Figure 1:  Expenditures  –  National and Rural South   

Expenditure to poverty line 
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Figure 2: Total Severity of Poverty
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Figure 3:  Chronic and Transient Severity of Poverty
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Figure 4: Total Severity of Poverty (Adjusted Expenditures) 
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Figure 5: Chronic and Transient Severity of Poverty (Adjusted Expenditures) 
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