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ABSTRACT

Scraping By: Income and Program Participation
After the Loss of Extended Unemployment Benefits

Despite unprecedented extensions of available unemployment insurance (Ul) benefits during
the “Great Recession” of 2007-09 and its aftermath, large humbers of recipients exhausted
their maximum available Ul benefits prior to finding new jobs. Using SIPP panel data and an
event-study regression framework, we examine the household income patterns of individuals
whose jobless spells outlast their Ul benefits, comparing the periods following the 2001 and
2007-09 recessions. Job loss reduces household income roughly by half on average, and for
Ul recipients benefits replace just under half of this loss. Accordingly, when benefits end the
household loses Ul income equal to roughly one-quarter of total pre-separation household
income (and about one-third of pre-exhaustion household income). Only a small portion of
this loss is offset by increased income from food stamps and other safety net programs. The
share of families with income below the poverty line nearly doubles. These patterns were
generally similar following the 2001 and 2007-09 recessions and do not vary dramatically by
household age or income prior to job loss.
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Scraping By: Income and Program Participation
After the Loss of Extended Unemployment Benefits
1. Introduction

During the recent Great Recession and its aftermath, job losses were unusually severe and
unemployment durations reached historical highs in the United States. The severe labor market
dislocation prompted a series of unprecedented extensions of available unemployment insurance
(UI) compensation, from the standard 26-week period up to a maximum of 99 weeks for most
eligible job seekers. One goal was to bolster the traditional automatic stabilizer role of Ul
benefits, enabling recipients and their families to maintain their consumption during extended
periods of joblessness and thereby increasing aggregate spending (Gruber 1997, U.S. CBO
2012).

The weak labor market persisted for much longer than 99 weeks, however, and over time
increasing numbers of Ul recipients exhausted the maximum weeks of UI available to them prior
to becoming reemployed. In this paper, we examine the characteristics and indicators of
economic well-being of these individuals (who we refer to as “exhaustees”) during the post-
recession period. Extended UI exhaustees have been the subject of only limited past research
(Needels, Corson, and Nicholson 2001; U.S. CBO 2004; U.S. GAO 2012). We compare
exhaustees in recent years with those who exhausted Ul benefits during the milder, but also
extended, labor market downturn of the early 2000s. Our motivations are twofold. First, we
hope to shed light on the consequences of UI exhaustion for recipients and their families. The
effect of Ul exhaustion on consumption is central to models of optimal UI duration, and, while
we cannot measure consumption directly, changes in family income are suggestive (particularly

given limited savings and wealth holdings for UI recipients; see Gruber 1997, 2001 and Chetty
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2008). Second, we seek to understand program interactions. Do other safety net programs, such
as food stamps, cash welfare, or disability insurance, provide a cushion for families that have
exhausted their UI benefits? Any such interactions have important implications for both the
budgetary cost of UI extensions and the design of UI policy.

Existing research on interactions between Ul and other forms of public assistance in the
United States generally has focused on disability insurance (DI) (Lindner 2011; Lindner and
Nichols 2012; Rutledge 2012; Mueller, Rothstein, and von Wachter 2013; Inderbitzin, Staubli,
and Zweimuller 2013)." We examine a broader range of outcomes, including: (i) traditional,
temporary safety net programs such as supplemental nutrition assistance (SNAP, also known as
“food stamps”), cash welfare (TANF), and Medicaid; (ii) family members’ earned income; and
(ii1) summaries of well-being such as poverty rates. We rely on panel data from the Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP), enabling us to identify and track the labor force status,
income receipt, and participation in public assistance programs of large, nationally representative
samples of individuals during the months immediately surrounding job loss and UI benefit
terminations. We use both the 2001 SIPP panel, covering the period from late 2000 to late 2003,
and the 2008 panel, currently covering mid-2008 to early 2013, enabling a comparison across a
relatively mild and severe recession, respectively.

We identify large numbers of Ul exhaustees: Based on our weighted counts, about 3
million Ul recipients exhausted their benefits during the period covered by our 2008 SIPP extract
(roughly, between late 2009 and early 2013). Our descriptive analyses indicate that UI

exhaustees in both episodes have broadly similar characteristics to Ul recipients who find jobs

' Much of this work relies on administrative data that ends before the Great Recession. Even with data
covering the post-recession period, direct analysis of Ul to DI transitions is complicated by the extensive
time lags between initial DI application and eventual receipt (see e.g. Autor et al. 2011; Mueller,
Rothstein, and von Wachter 2013).
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before exhausting their benefits, with the obvious primary exception that exhaustees experience
longer unemployment durations. We then examine the dynamics of family income for the
exhaustee sample, using monthly data for the periods surrounding the initial job loss and the end
of Ul benefits. We find that recipients’ own earnings account for 55-60 percent of pre-separation
household income, and that among UI recipients benefits compensate for about half of the loss in
earnings following job loss. When Ul benefits are exhausted, we see small but sometimes
statistically significant increases in participation in SNAP, other forms of social assistance, and
Social Security retirement benefits. However, the increase in total payments from these
programs averages only around 2 percent of pre-separation household income, or less than one
tenth of the lost Ul income. Total family income falls by roughly 18 percent, and poverty rates
rise by about 15 percentage points (on a base of 20-25 percent). Although details differ
somewhat between the 2001 and 2008 panels—and the larger number of exhaustees in the 2008
panel allows for more precision and a larger number of statistically significant effects—the
patterns are broadly similar across the two cycles. In addition, the basic patterns are similar in
our descriptive analyses and in a more formal event-study regression framework (as described in
Section 6).

Our findings shed new light on the experiences of the long-term unemployed during an
exceptionally prolonged period of labor market weakness. However, our chosen data impose a
few limitations on the analysis. First, we cannot precisely identify the date on which UI benefits
were exhausted. We proxy “exhaustions” by long-term Ul benefit spells that end and are not
immediately followed by a return to work. (Details of our definition are provided in Section 4.)
In an unknown but likely small share of cases, these represent individuals who stopped receiving

benefits before their legal limits (perhaps because they stopped searching for work, a
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requirement for Ul receipt). Moreover, we miss some true exhaustions where the recipient
became reemployed immediately after his or her benefits expired. Second, we focus on
measures of family income, though the welfare consequences of UI exhaustion and the design of
optimal UI policy depend on consumption (Chetty 2008). It is possible that families are able to
smooth consumption across the sharp changes in family income that we document. However, in
light of the large reductions in family income during UI spells and the extended duration of these
spells in the Great Recession, families are unlikely to have substantial liquid assets at the time of
exhaustion (Gruber 2001). Third, our SIPP data and empirical methods are better suited for
capturing high-frequency changes in income in the months immediately surrounding exhaustion
than they are at identifying responses that happen months or years later. We therefore do not
emphasize effects of UI exhaustion on DI receipt, as the application process for DI can be quite
long and variable. We expect that our estimates understate the medium-term effects of Ul
exhaustion on Social Security income and Medicaid recipiency as well, but do a better job of

capturing effects on receipt of food stamps and other cash transfer programs.

2. Regular and Extended Ul in the United States

UI benefits are normally available for 26 weeks in the United States under the joint
federal-state Unemployment Compensation (UC) program. Unemployed individuals are eligible
to receive benefits if they lost a job other than for cause (typically due to a permanent or
temporary layoff) and if they meet state-specific requirements regarding work history and wages

during the 12 to 15 months preceding the job loss. Benefits are typically paid only to those who
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are available for and actively searching for work, although the exact rules vary across states and
are inconsistently enforced.’

In most states, Ul benefits equal half of the claimant’s pre-separation weekly wage, up to
a weekly maximum. This maximum varies between $235 (Mississippi) and $979
(Massachusetts, including a dependents’ allowance). Nationally, average weekly benefits are
around $300. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), passed in February 2009,
authorized an additional $25/week supplement. This supplement expired in May 2010.

UI benefit durations are often extended in periods of economic weakness. The Extended
Benefit (EB) program was established in 1970 to provide 13-20 additional weeks of UI benefits
in states with high and rising unemployment rates. States must choose whether to participate in
the EB program and, if so, under what conditions EB benefits will be paid. Costs of these
payments are traditionally split equally between the state and the Federal government. The
ARRA, however, provided for 100 percent federal financing of EB benefits, and many states
subsequently opted into the program.

Congress often supplements EB with additional temporary extensions during national
recessions.” The Temporary Extension of Unemployment Compensation (TEUC) program was
in effect from March 2002 through early 2004. This provided for 13 weeks of federally-funded
extended benefits in all states, with an additional 13 weeks in states meeting an unemployment
rate threshold. TEUC extended regular and EB benefits, bringing total potential durations as

high as 72 weeks. The analogous program for the most recent recession is Emergency

? It is often sufficient for a claimant to state that he or she is actively searching. UI administrators in some
states attempt to verify search effort by, e.g., suggesting that the claimant apply for a particular open
position. Anecdotally, enforcement efforts have been minimal during the Great Recession and its
aftermath, due to challenges posed by unusually large caseloads and also the scarcity of job openings.

? See Whittaker (2008) and Whittaker and Isaacs (2012) for details regarding the various historical and
recent programs that provide extended UI benefits.



Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

Unemployment Compensation (EUC), first authorized in 2008 and extended and expanded
repeatedly since then. At its maximum, it provided for as many as 53 weeks of benefits in high
unemployment states, allowing a total of 99 weeks in combination with 26 weeks of regular
benefits and 20 weeks of EB).* Although EUC (and EB) benefits were conditioned on state
unemployment rates, most states qualified for both, and between late 2009 and 2012 the typical
unemployed individual was located in a state where the full 99 weeks were available. Ul
availability declined substantially during 2012, through a combination of EUC changes that
reduced the number of weeks available, reductions in normal Ul durations below 26 weeks in
some states, and (most importantly) declines in state eligibility for EB and EUC benefits.

The first panel of Figure 1 shows the evolution of UI benefit durations over the last two
business cycles. The solid and dashed lines show the minimum and maximum durations of
benefits across states, while the dotted line shows the mean (weighted by the number of job
losers in each state, measured from monthly Current Population Survey data). The maximums of
72 and 99 weeks in the early 2000s and 2009-12 are immediately evident. The figure also shows
that mean durations of available Ul benefits were slightly above 40 weeks for most of 2002 and
2003, fell to 26 weeks from 2004 through mid-2008, then rose rapidly, reaching nearly 99 weeks
from late 2009 through early 2012.° The average fell to around 64 weeks by late 2012 and

stayed near that level through September 2013, the last month shown.

* For additional details regarding the prevalence, distribution across states, and labor market effects of
EUC and EB, see Rothstein (2011) and Farber and Valletta (2013).

> Generally, unemployment rates drifted down slowly through this period. This caused some states to lose
eligibility for some EUC benefits. In addition, EB rules limit benefits based on the two- or three-year
change in the unemployment rate; many states lost eligibility because their rates had fallen below their
lagged values, even though they remained high.

613 weeks of EB benefits were available in Alaska in mid-2005 and in Louisiana in late 2005 and early
2006 (following Hurricane Katrina).
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The second panel of Figure 1 shows the number of Ul recipients, separately for regular
state programs and for the extended and emergency programs. Both rose during each of the labor
market downturns and fell afterward. However, the cycle is more dramatic for the
extended/emergency programs: Regular program recipiency rose from under 3 million in 2007
to a peak of just over 6 million in 2009, then gradually returned to around 3 million by late 2013.
By contrast, EUC and EB caseloads rose from 0 in early 2008 to a peak just shy of 6 million in
early 2010, falling back to under 2 million by late 2013.

Figure 2 shows several measures of labor market weakness or slack—the unemployment
rate and the average duration of unemployment in Panel A, and the ratio of the number of
unemployed to the number of job openings in Panel B. Each shows that the 2007-2009 recession
was much more severe than the 2001 recession; that the labor market nadirs occurred near the
end of the 2007-09 recession but well after the end of the 2001 recession; and that labor market
weakness persisted for years after these nadirs, with slow recovery from 2003 through 2007 and

from 2009 through the end of the series in late 2013.

3. Ul Exhaustion and Alternative Income Sources

A long literature examines the effect of unemployment insurance extensions on labor
market outcomes (see, e.g., Katz and Meyer 1990, Card and Levine 2000, Rothstein 2011, and
Farber and Valletta 2013). Evidence from the 1980s (Katz and Meyer 1990) indicates relatively
large effects of UI benefit durations on the probability of reemployment, but analyses of more
recent data find much smaller effects (Rothstein 2011, Farber and Valletta 2013). Differences
might be due to changes in the structure of the labor market—in particular, to declines in the

incidence of temporary layoffs—or to differences in economic conditions between the periods.
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In addition, some of the earlier studies examined effects of benefit durations on unemployment
exit, and were unable to measure re-employment directly. The two recent studies find that the
primary channel by which Ul extensions affect unemployment duration is via labor force
attachment rather than job finding, and that the probability of labor force exit rises notably
following the exhaustion of UI benefits (see also Card, Chetty, and Weber 2007).

Other behavioral effects of unemployment insurance are less well understood. In
particular, there is little evidence regarding the way that Ul interacts with other income transfer
programs, such as food stamps, retirement benefits, disability insurance benefits, and cash
welfare. Ul may serve as a substitute for these programs, by providing temporary income
support during unemployment spells. Alternatively, Ul may act as a complement with other
programs, if UI disincentive effects reduce job-finding and recipients increase their use of other
programs to supplement low UI benefits during their extended unemployment spells.

Gruber (2001) examined the wealth holdings of the unemployed. He found that the
typical job loser in the 1984-92 SIPP panels had enough liquid assets to replace only 5.4 weeks
of earnings, with the long-term unemployed having less than half as much wealth as the short-
term unemployed. In other work, Gruber (1997) examined how the consumption spending of the
unemployed varies with the generosity of UI benefits. His results indicate that more generous
benefits are associated with higher levels of consumption during unemployment, suggesting that
UI benefits substantially enhance consumption smoothing for recipients.

Several recent papers examine the relationship between unemployment insurance and
disability insurance (DI) applications. Lindner and Nichols (2012 explore the effect of Ul
benefit generosity and eligibility criteria on DI applications. Rutledge (2012) and Mueller,

Rothstein, and von Wachter (2013) examine the effect of Ul durations on DI application.
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Rutledge finds that the presence of a Ul extension is positively associated with DI applications
among those who were claiming Ul when the extension was announced. Mueller et al., however,
use recent Ul extensions as a source of variation in the date of Ul benefit exhaustion and find no
effect of impending or recent exhaustion on DI application.

Beyond these studies, very little is known about the financial situation or consumption
behavior of individuals who have exhausted their UI benefits.” Gruber’s (2001) analysis
suggests that such individuals are quite unlikely to have substantial remaining assets upon which
to draw, but direct tests are difficult. We are aware of one study that used the 2001 panel of the
SIPP to investigate the characteristics of individuals who had exhausted their Ul benefits in late
2001 and early 2002 (U.S. CBO 2004).® Those who were still not employed as of three months
after the end of their Ul benefits had average monthly family incomes of $2,530, about half of
the pre-unemployment level. The vast majority ($1,970) of the post-UI income derived from
earnings of family members other than the exhaustee. Only 7 percent had Social Security
income, while one in ten were receiving food stamps. Of the UI exhaustees, 36 percent were in

poverty; this rose to 73 percent for those who did not have other earners in the family.

4. SIPP Nonemployment Spell Data

Our analyses of Ul recipients and exhaustees use panel data from the Survey of Income
and Program Participation (SIPP). The SIPP is a nationally representative sample of individuals
and the households in which they reside. It was designed specifically to “provide accurate and

comprehensive information about the income and program participation of individuals and

" Bitler and Hoynes (2013) find that UI benefits have been more strongly counter-cyclical than many
other safety net programs in recent decades, serving to substantially reduce cyclical variation in poverty.

¥ See also Needels et al. (2001) , U.S. GAO (2012).
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households in the United States, and about the principal determinants of income and program
participation.” As such, it is well-suited for the analysis of receipt of UI and other types of
income, changes over time, and related labor market outcomes. The SIPP is structured as a series
of non-overlapping panels, with new panels beginning every three or four years and respondents
to each panel interviewed every four months. Each interview collects income and related data
for each of the preceding four months, while labor force status is recorded for each week. This
permits direct measurement of employment transitions and duration of unemployment and
nonemployment.

The 2001 and 2008 SIPP panels coincide closely with the periods of UI benefit
extensions associated with the 2001 and 2007-09 recessions. The 2001 panel consisted of 9
waves, covering October 2000 through January 2004. For the 2008 panel, sixteen waves are
planned. Presently, data for the first fourteen waves, covering May 2008 through April 2013, are
available."

4.1. Sample construction

To construct our sample, we begin with individuals age 18 to 64 (at the time they enter
the panel) who report job separations followed by positive weeks of unemployment at any time
during the 2001 or 2008 SIPP panels.'' We restrict attention to separations that follow jobs that
lasted at least three months, as separations following short-term jobs are unlikely to result in new

UI eligibility. Although the SIPP does not record the reason for job separation, by limiting our

? See the description at http://www.census.gov/sipp/intro.html.

' Because interviews for each wave are staggered across a four-month period, the complete number of
calendar months covered by each panel is slightly larger than the number of waves multiplied by four.

"' See the Appendix for additional details regarding sample construction and definitions.

10
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sample for our primary analyses to those who receive Ul income we ensure that separations
reflect job losses rather than quits.

We use weekly labor force status to define the duration of post-separation unemployment
spells and time to reemployment. We count individuals as becoming reemployed when they
spend at least four consecutive weeks in employment (though we backdate the end of the
nonemployment spell to the beginning of this period).'* We apply a similar rule to identify labor
force exits, requiring four consecutive weeks without active search. To minimize arbitrary
censoring in the data, we exclude individuals who attrit from the panel prior to the final potential
data month.

In our analyses of Ul exhaustees, we focus on job separations that lead to Ul receipt for at
least four months during the non-employment spell. We define a UI exhaustion as occurring
when Ul benefits end at least one month before the last month of the non-employment spell. The
latter restriction is meant to exclude those who might have drawn more Ul benefits but did not
because they became reemployed.

A well-known measurement issue in the SIPP and other panel surveys is “seam bias,” or
the tendency for changes in reported outcomes to concentrate in the first month covered by a new
interview wave (see e.g. Moore 2007; Ham, Li, and Shore-Sheppard 2009). We see evidence of
this in our measure of Ul recipiency: Roughly twice as many measured exhaustions occur in the
last month of an interview wave as would be expected by chance. We take two steps to

minimize seam bias. First, our analyses generally focus on averages over four or more months

2 Many of our sample construction procedures follow Cullen and Gruber (2000) and Chetty (2008), for
example in regard to our rules for identifying re-employment. However, we broaden our samples beyond
the relatively narrow sets of unemployment spells that they examine, and we use a broader measure of
nonemployment, including individuals who leave the labor force, rather than unemployment. The four-
week requirement roughly corresponds to the CPS definition of non-participation.

11



Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

prior to or following exhaustion, so each period includes at least a full wave of data. Second, we
ran several robustness checks, including: (i) re-estimation of our specifications controlling for
the position of the month relative to the interview; (i1) exclusion of exhaustions that occur in the
last month of a wave; and (iii) reweighting the data to balance the distribution of exhaustions
across reference months. None of these alterations leads to substantive changes in the results.
4.2 Sample characteristics

Table 1 displays detailed descriptive statistics for our samples of nonemployment spells
from the 2001 and 2008 panels, with a breakdown by UI recipiency and exhaustion illustrating
the construction of our primary analysis sample of UI exhaustees.”> For each panel, we divide
the sample of spells into sub-groups defined by whether any UI income was received during the
spell, and if so, whether the UI income was received during the entire spell or else ended while
the individual was still unemployed.

The tabulations in the first few rows of Table 1 show that we identify about 11,400 job
separations leading to unemployment spells in the 2001 panel and about 16,500 in the 2008
panel, representing about 8,100 and 14,800 individuals (some individuals experience repeated
spells)."* The weighted counts in a subsequent row show, for example, that this represents nearly
54 million individuals experiencing job separation followed by unemployment in the 2008 panel.

While this is a very large number, it is readily reconciled with data on monthly gross labor force

" The SIPP sample includes cross-sectional weights and longitudinal weights for analyses of particular
calendar periods. None of these correspond very well to our sample definitions, which require only that
individuals remain in the sample until after their UI benefits end. Our primary analyses therefore rely on
unweighted estimates, though we have verified that our basic results are robust to using the SIPP cross-
sectional weights (as described in Section 6.3). The descriptive statistics in Table 1 and Appendix Table
1 are weighted for illustrative purposes, generally using the SIPP cross-section weights corresponding to
the final month of each nonemployment spell.

' In the full sample of separations, about one-third of nonemployment spells last for one month or less.
Among Ul recipients, the proportion is about half that (15-20 percent).

12
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flows from the Current Population Survey (CPS). The CPS data show over 2 million transitions
from employment to unemployment per month during the time period corresponding to the 2008
SIPP panel, for a total of much more than 54 million over our period. The difference is likely
explained by our more stringent criteria for identifying labor force transitions, which lead us to
count fewer flows for those who cycle between short-term jobs and unemployment than do the
CPS definitions

Columns 3-4 and 7-8 of Table 1 indicate that UI income is reported for only about one-
third of the unemployment spells in both panels and that in most cases it is received each month
of the reported unemployment spell. Among spells for which Ul income is reported, the
nonemployment spell extends beyond the end of UI benefits about one-fifth of the time in the
2001 panel and a little under one-sixth of the time in the 2008 panel. This corresponds to 504 Ul
exhaustee spells in the 2001 panel and 1098 in the 2008 panel, experienced by 414 and 822
individuals (implying multiple exhaustion spells for individuals in about one-fifth of the cases).
The weighted counts show that this corresponds to about 1.7 million individuals in the 2001
panel and about 3.0 million in the 2008 panel."

Table 1 shows that unemployment durations are longer in the 2008 panel, as expected,
and that those spells that we classify as “exhaustions” have longer durations than those that we
do not. This is the primary observable difference between exhaustees and non-Ul-recipients or
non-exhausting recipients. Appendix Table 1 provides a breakdown of additional individual

characteristics; it shows that older individuals are more likely to receive Ul benefits than are

younger workers.'® The second page of Table 1 lists tabulations of individual and household

"> A recent study from the U.S. GAO (2012), using data from the Displaced Workers Survey, identified
about 2 million exhaustees from 2007 through early 2010.

' Appendix Table 1 also shows that selected demographic groups are somewhat overrepresented among

13



Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

income. It shows that individual earnings prior to job separation are somewhat higher for Ul
recipients than nonrecipients, as expected due to the earnings history requirements for Ul
recipiency, but that they do not differ between exhaustees and other recipients. Total household
income prior to job separation is also somewhat higher for Ul recipients than nonrecipients. The
bottom row of Table 1 lists poverty rates for the sub-samples, showing relatively high rates for
UI exhaustees (based on income including transfers, and averaged over all months in the non-
employment spell). In addition, Appendix Table 1 lists selected components of total household
income, including earnings of other family members and also cash and in-kind income from
government programs. These additional income sources will be analyzed in detail in Sections 5
and 6.

Figure 3 provides additional information on unemployment and nonemployment
durations by plotting survivor curves separately for the 2008 and 2001 samples (based on the
complete samples of job separators from columns 1 and 5 of Table 1). These curves show the
percentage of spells (vertical scale) that are ongoing after a given number of months (horizontal
scale). We consider two definitions of spell survival for our samples of job separators—survival
in unemployment, using dashed lines, or survival in non-employment (including non-
participation), using solid lines. As noted above, each type of spell is allowed to continue beyond
brief periods out of the relevant state, and is judged to have ended when the individual exits the
state for a period that exceeds four weeks. The plot shows longer unemployment and
nonemployment durations in the 2008 panel than the 2001 panel, as expected based on the

greater severity of the labor market downturn in the recent period and the tabulations in Table 1.

UI exhaustees versus Ul recipients more generally, including women and ethnic minorities. This is
consistent with the finding from a study of UI exhaustion during the tight labor market of the late 1990s
(Needels et al. 2001).

14
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In the 2008 panel, about 25 percent of unemployment spells last 6 months or more, while
roughly 40 percent remain non-employed for this long. This compares to about 17 percent and
30 percent, respectively, in the 2001 panel."”

More relevant for our analysis is survival from the date at which Ul benefits are
exhausted. Panel B of Figure 3 shows survival curves from the end of UI benefits for our
exhaustee sample (as defined and listed in columns 4 and 8 of Table 1). It looks strikingly
similar to the distribution of survival times from the beginning of the unemployment spell (Panel
A), consistent with an approximately exponential distribution of spell lengths (i.e., with a
constant hazard rate that does not change dramatically after the exhaustion of UI benefits).
Many nonemployment spells continue long after the end of UI benefits. For example, in the
2008 panel, nearly one half of UI exhaustees remain unemployed or out of the labor force 6
months after their UI benefits end.

Many UI exhaustees receive fewer months of UI benefits than appear to be available in
their states at the relevant time. We are unable to distinguish whether these individuals were
eligible for less than the maximum benefit duration (due, e.g., to insufficient earnings histories),
whether their benefits were cut off, whether they voluntarily stopped claiming UI despite having
the option to continue, or whether their UI benefit durations are misreported. Panel A of Figure
4 displays the distribution of months of Ul receipt for Ul exhaustees, while Panel B displays the

distribution of the ratio of the number of months of benefits to the maximum number that should

' These spell durations are longer than those based on matched CPS samples (e.g., Rothstein 2011,
Farber and Valletta 2013). For example, Farber and Valletta (Table 3) report that in 2009-11 about 14
percent of unemployment spells following job loss in matched CPS data last 6 months or longer
(compared with 25 percent of spells in our 2008 SIPP panel). Both Rothstein (2011) and Farber and
Valletta (2013) discuss the likely mismeasurement of spell lengths in matched CPS data due to
classification errors in monthly status. It is likely that the panel features of the SIPP reduce these errors,
enabling more accurate measurement of spell durations than in the matched CPS data.

15
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be available given state and federal law.'® The ratio plot in Panel B shows that a substantial
number of exhaustees (by our definition) have UI durations notably shorter than the statutory
maximum available in their state (i.e., ratios well under one). In the 2008 panel, about 45
percent of our exhaustee sample receives fewer months of UI benefits than we calculate as their
maximum eligibility. Nevertheless, there is clear evidence of a “hump” in the distribution
around a ratio of one, corresponding to benefit durations equal to the statutory maximum. We
opt to include the shorter durations in order to maximize the available sample size and also
because it is likely that the duration of individual UI eligibility falls short of the state maximum
in many cases (in which case the shorter durations reflect actual outcomes rather than reporting
error). To minimize the influence of potential reporting error, however, we also discuss
estimates below that restrict the sample to spells exceeding 75 percent of the apparent

maximum. '’

5. Income Dynamics Surrounding Separation
We lay the groundwork for our analysis of Ul exhaustion by first examining outcomes

before and after job loss. This serves the dual purpose of identifying the outcomes of interest

'8 We measure the denominator by merging the SIPP data to a database of maximum UI durations by state
and month constructed from Department of Labor “trigger notices,” as described in Rothstein (2011) and
Farber and Valletta (2013). This database yields durations in weeks; we divide by 4.33 (52/12) to obtain
durations in months. The numerator is the number of calendar months in which benefits were received,
which can exceed the number of full months of benefits when spells start or end mid-month. Thus, the
ratio could legitimately be as high as 1.17 for uninterrupted spells (when 26 weeks of benefits are spread
across seven calendar months), and could be higher still when Ul spells are interrupted by short periods of
employment or non-participation. UI durations that exceed the maximum may also arise due to seam
bias, which could cause some individuals who exhaust UI during the first three months of the survey
wave to report exhaustion in the fourth (final) month of the wave. We discuss this issue in Section 4.1.

" The EUC program (as well as EB in many states) was temporarily suspended twice in 2010. This likely
interrupted individual benefit recipiency. However, the impact is minimal in our data, because the
suspensions were short and mostly did not correspond to complete calendar months, and because benefit
payments were made retroactively after reauthorization. We confirmed in our data that there is no
noticeable uptick in measured Ul exhaustion rates during the suspension months.
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and also providing a set of initial facts about the size of the “hole” in household budgets that UI
benefits are intended to help fill.

Figure 5 displays the time pattern of total household income during the period leading up
to and following an initial job loss, labeling the month in which the job was lost as 0 and the
surrounding period by the time relative to that month. Income is measured as a share of its
average level over the period 2-4 months before the job loss event. Estimates are shown for the
full sample of Ul recipients (including those who do not exhaust their benefits) and for our Ul
exhaustee sample. For the exhaustee sample, we show estimates for total household income and
for income less Ul benefits. Among all Ul recipients, household income falls by about 10
percent following job loss in the 2001 panel and by about 20 percent in the 2008 panel. In the Ul
exhaustion sample, household income drops about 20-25 percent following job loss. This reflects
roughly 50 percent declines in non-UI income, about half of which are made up by increases in
UL The larger decline in income (in 2008) and greater persistence in the exhaustee sample
relative to the full Ul recipient sample reflects the longer duration of unemployment spells
among exhaustees, as many Ul recipients become reemployed quite quickly and the income
decline following job loss largely evaporates within six months. Among exhaustees, income
does not recover meaningfully within the six-month window that we examine.

Table 2 summarizes household incomes and their composition during the three months
prior to and the six months after job loss, along with the difference between them. The sample is
restricted to individuals who remain nonemployed during the sample frame. Bold text indicates
a pre-post difference that is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.

The tabulations in Table 2 again show that household income drops about 20-25 percent

on average (or about $1,400) after job losses that lead to long-term unemployment spells and
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eventual Ul exhaustion. Own earnings account for slightly more than half of household income
prior to job loss in this sample of Ul recipients, and fall to near zero after separation. UI benefits
replace about 40 percent of the lost earnings on average. These two factors account for nearly
the entirety of household income changes observed after job loss.

Other income components show only small changes. Earnings of other household
members increase a bit following job loss (significantly so in 2008). The bottom portion of the
table shows that the incidence of positive earnings for other household members does not
change, so this indicates that work by other household members rises along the intensive margin
but not the extensive margin. Recipiency of SNAP (food stamp) benefits also increases after
separation, as does Medicaid coverage.”® As expected, the last row of the table shows large and
statistically significant increases in poverty rates following job loss. The poverty rates in our
sample rise from about 7-8 percent—lower than the 13-15 percent average for the general
population during our sample frame—to an elevated level of about 20-25 percent. All of these

patterns are similar between the 2001 and 2008 SIPP panels.

6. Income Dynamics Surrounding Ul Benefit Exhaustion
6.1 Average outcomes over time

We now turn to our examination of the period surrounding exhaustion of Ul benefits.
Figure 6 shows average total household incomes over this period, as before measuring them as a
share of pre-displacement income. Here, month 0 corresponds to the final month in which UI
income was received, and month 1 to the first month without UI income. (Recall that our

exhaustee sample is limited to individuals who do not begin an employment spell lasting four

2 Higher levels of SNAP benefits in the 2008 panel versus the 2001 panel are consistent with the
extensive analysis of the food stamp program provided in Ganong and Liebman (2013).
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weeks or more in the month following Ul receipt.) Estimates for the full exhaustion sample
show that household income falls by about 15 percent of its pre-displacement level in the month
following the end of UI benefits. Average incomes rebound somewhat thereafter. This reflects
the return to work of some exhaustees in months two and three. A second series shows estimates
restricted to individuals who remain non—employed.21 Here, there is no little or no rebound;
incomes remain 30-40 percent below the pre-displacement level through the end of our sample.

Figure 7 shows average income levels from different sources for ongoing non-
employment spells. It shows a slight immediate increase in own earnings after loss of Ul
benefits that fades after a few months, offset in part by consistent small increases in earnings by
other family members and receipt of government transfers other than UI benefits. Figure 8
repeats the exercise for poverty rates, showing that poverty rises substantially following the loss
of UI benefits.

As before, the patterns in Figures 6-8 generally indicate stability during the period
preceding and the period following the loss of UI benefits. We thus turn next to an examination
of average outcomes over the period three months prior to and six months following the
cessation of Ul benefits. Table 3 has the same structure and underlying sample of nonemployed
UI exhaustees as Table 2, but it focuses on the period surrounding UI exhaustion and includes
only observations from months during the non-employment spell. That is, an individual who
returns to work three months after exhaustion is included in the sample for months +1 and +2,
but excluded from the sample for subsequent months.

Table 3 shows that when UI benefits expire households lose UI income equal to about

one-quarter of pre-displacement household income, or about one-third of their income just prior

2! As noted earlier in the discussion of Figure 3 (Section 4.2), in the 2008 panel nearly one half of UI
exhaustees remain non-employed 6 months after their UI benefits stopped.
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to Ul exhaustion, roughly the mirror image of the increase following job loss. The drop in Ul
income is buffered somewhat by increases in other income sources. The main offsetting increase
is in own earnings from intermittent employment, amounting to a bit less than 10 percent of pre-
displacement income, or less than one-fifth of pre-displacement own earnings. We see some
significant increases in other income sources—SNAP benefits, other social assistance, and Social
Security payments—in the 2008 panel, but the dollar amounts are very small, adding up to not
more than one-tenth of the lost UI income.” As a result, the net effect of UI exhaustion is for
household income to decline by 10-15 percent of its pre-displacement level, or $400-$600 per
month, on average, and for family poverty rates to rise by about 16 percentage points (on a base
of 20-25 percent). Once again, all of these patterns are similar across the 2001 and 2008 SIPP
panels. Moreover, Appendix Table 2 shows that they are largely unchanged when we restrict the
sample to Ul exhaustion spells for which time spent on Ul is at least 75 percent of the legislative
maximum in the state.
6.2 Event study of Ul exhaustion

We now turn to more formal econometric analyses of income dynamics surrounding
exhaustion (or other termination) of UI benefits, accounting for time trends and for
unemployment duration effects. We restrict the analyses to our sample of Ul exhaustees (as used
in Table 3) and focus on a narrow timeframe around the last month in which UI benefits are
received (3 months before and after, excluding the month prior to the last month of Ul
recipiency). Although loss of UI benefits may have longer term effects as well, focusing on a
narrow time frame places the loss of UI benefits in stark relief.

We estimate regressions of the following form:

*? This is broadly consistent with the findings in U.S. GAO (2012), which uses a different sample and
method of identifying exhaustees.
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Visdt = Ois + Aat B + €isan (1)

In this equation, 7 indexes individuals and s indexes nonemployment spells (typically one per
individual, but some have multiple spells in our data). The vector a represents fixed effects for
each spell. The subscripts d and ¢ refer to two time dimensions (in months): time since the
beginning of the non-employment spell (d) and time since the end of the period of UI recipiency
(¢, with negative numbers corresponding to months before UI exhaustion). Equation (1)
includes complete vectors of fixed effects for each dimension, represented by A and . The term
¢ is a residual that is orthogonal to the explanatory variables by construction. The estimated
standard errors are clustered by individual. We estimate this equation for a set of income-related
dependent variables y, beginning with total household income, then considering income
components one at a time, and ending with an indicator for family poverty.

Our goal is to estimate the independent effect of UI exhaustion on the income-related
outcomes, controlling for individual heterogeneity and nonemployment duration effects. The
latter are captured through the S, coefficients. The controls for duration of nonemployment are
included because UI exhaustion is more likely to occur at longer durations and duration itself
may affect the other outcomes that we analyze, such as participation in other government income
maintenance programs. The fixed effects for each spell account for observed and unobserved
characteristics of individuals that affect their spell durations and may systematically relate to the
other outcomes we examine. Together, the duration and spell controls will absorb a wide variety

of unrelated determinants of outcomes that may correlate with the loss of Ul benefits, making it
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likely that our estimated exhaustion effects reflect causal impacts of that loss rather than other
individual characteristics and features of the economic environment.

Equation (1) does not include explicit controls for calendar time, though time-varying
economic conditions are likely to be systematically related to UI exhaustion and the other
outcomes that we examine. Importantly, spell effects (a;;), unemployment duration effects (y,),
and calendar time effects are not separately and nonparametrically identified — this is a version of
the age-time-cohort identification problem that is familiar from demographic studies. However,
the effects of interest in our analysis are the exhaustion-time coefficients ;. These are identified
from variation across cohorts and across states for any particular cohort in the duration of Ul
benefits (relative to an excluded category; we normalize f_;=0). Thus, in estimating versions of
equation (1) that include parametric or nonparametric calendar time controls, we found that none
of the substantive results regarding the effects of time since UI exhaustion effects differ from
those presented below.

6.3. Event study regression results

Table 4 contains the results for our primary event-study analysis of post-UI outcomes for
our sample of Ul exhaustees. We estimate equation (1), normalizing f.,=0 and setting f; = .5
for t<-5 and p, = p, for t>4. As above, the analysis is restricted to individuals who remain
nonemployed after the loss of UI benefits, and monthly observations following the end of the
nonemployment spell are dropped.

Not surprisingly, given the patterns seen in Figures 6-8, the S coefficients are fairly stable
before and after the “event” in period 0. Thus, in the interest of economy of presentation, we
report averages of the pre-exhaustion period (corresponding to (6.4 + f.3 + f-2 )/3) and the post-

exhaustion period ((f; + 2 + f3 )/3), along with the difference between them.

22



Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

The pattern of results with full regression controls in Table 4 are similar to those without
controls in Table 3, with respect both to the relative magnitude and statistical significance of the
effects of Ul exhaustion and to the similarity of results between the 2001 and 2008 SIPP panels.
The direct effect of Ul exhaustion is to reduce household income by about one-fourth of its pre-
displacement level, or about one-third of the level prior to exhaustion of UI benefits. This loss is
offset somewhat by increases in other income sources, mainly own earnings, with only trivial
changes in non-UI transfer payments. The net decline in total household income following loss
of UI (for individuals who remain nonemployed) is about 15 percent in both panels. Poverty
rates increase by about 15 percentage points after UI exhaustion.”

To probe these patterns further, Table 5 presents analogous event-study regression results
for sub-samples of UI exhaustees. For brevity and space considerations, we list only the average
difference between the period before and after the end of Ul benefits (corresponding to the
results in columns 3 and 6 in Table 4). We provide two breakdowns, by age (divided at 50) and
by three income groups (defined by terciles of household income prior to job loss). The results
differ little across the two age groups, with one exception: Individuals aged 50 and over show
the expected higher likelihood of receiving Medicaid and Social Security benefits and a lower
probability of slipping into poverty after UI exhaustion in the 2008 panel.** When we look
across income groups, as expected the loss of Ul benefits has the smallest proportional effect on

total household income in the top pre-displacement income group. In 2008, point estimates

* These results are all based on unweighted analyses; Appendix Table 3 replicates the analysis with SIPP
sample weights and shows that the results are not sensitive to the use or exclusion of weights. Also,
Appendix Table 4 shows that these results are largely unchanged when we restrict the sample to Ul
exhaustion spells for which time spent on Ul is at least 75 percent of the legislative maximum in the state.

** Additional age breakdowns not reported show that the results regarding Social Security receipt are
primarily driven by individuals age 62 and over, as expected given the normal age requirements
associated with claiming Social Security benefits.
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indicate that low-income households are more likely to turn to SNAP and other social assistance
than are other households, but these estimates are not statistically significant.

As expected, poverty rates prior to exhaustion vary substantially across the groups
defined by pre-displacement income—44 percent of the lowest income group in the 2008 panel
is in poverty four months before Ul exhaustion, as compared to 9 percent of the middle group
and 6 percent of the highest group. (The rates are similar in the 2001 panel.) Somewhat
surprisingly, however, the middle income group exhibits the highest absolute increase in poverty
following UI exhaustion, particularly in the 2001 panel. The highest income group’s increase is

smaller but still substantial; in the 2008 panel, this group sees the largest proportional increase.

7. Conclusions

Little is known about individuals who remain unemployed after their UI benefits are
exhausted, in part because in normal times this is an unusual occurrence. During the Great
Recession and its aftermath, however, the severity of long-term unemployment created large
numbers of UI exhaustees, despite the historically unprecedented extensions of available
benefits. Using panel data from the SIPP, we find that the characteristics of UI exhaustees
during this period and in the early 2000s are similar to the characteristics of other individuals
who are unemployed due to a job loss but do not exhaust their benefits. Of course, Ul
exhaustees have longer unemployment durations.

Our descriptive analyses and event-study regressions reveal that the loss of Ul benefits
creates substantial hardship for the large numbers of Ul exhaustees who remain nonemployed.
The non-UI social safety net does not seem to catch individuals who fall off of UI (with the

possible exception of Social Security benefits for older workers). Total household income falls

24



Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

by an amount that is close to the drop in UI income itself, with little to no offset occurring
through increases in any income sources other than own earnings through intermittent
employment. Living standards drop quickly and substantially for large numbers of UI
exhaustees, and the incidence of poverty spikes.

Our results imply that UI benefits in general, and in particular extended benefits during
our two SIPP sample frames of 2001-04 and 2008-12, function as an important element of the
social safety net in the United States that is not duplicative of other programs (consistent with
Bitler and Hoynes 2013). We find limited evidence for UI benefits operating as substitutes or
complements with other programs (Inderbitzin, Staubli, and Zweimuller 2013). Given the large
numbers of individuals who received extended benefits during 2008-12, and the subsequent large
numbers who have exhausted them, these considerations loom especially large in recent years.

There are two important caveats to our analysis, however. First, we measure income
rather than consumption—it is possible that consumption falls less sharply than income when UI
benefits end. In our view it is unlikely that UI exhaustees have substantial remaining savings,
however, suggesting that the consumption drop at UI exhaustion is likely to be non-trivial. It is
particularly unlikely in the post-2008 period: Few in 2007 foresaw such an extended downturn,
so few workers would have built up sufficient precautionary savings to carry them through such
long periods of unemployment.

A second caveat is that we look primarily at short-run consequences of UI exhaustion.
This may cause us to miss some program interaction effects, particularly with respect to
programs (like Disability Insurance or the Earned Income Tax Credit) with long lags between
eligibility and receipt. Further analyses that track UI exhaustees over a longer timeframe would

be useful in this regard.
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Appendix: Additional Details on the SIPP Extract Construction

Age: We restrict the samples to individuals age 18 to 64 when they first entered the panel
(wave 1 or later) and make the further restriction that individuals must always report being
between age 18 and 69.

Qualifying nonemployment spells: We include only individuals who separate from a job

and become unemployed after the beginning of the panel (or after entering the panel) and who
are present in at least two consecutive waves.

Nonemployment duration: Labor force status is measured on a weekly basis.

Nonemployment spells begin with a job separation and increment weekly until a valid spell end
is reached. The valid end of a nonemploment spell is identified by a string of four consecutive
weeks in which the individual is employed (with the spell identified as ending in the first week
of the 4-week string). Because we employ this 4-week forward-looking check, spells only
increment if there are actually 4 weeks of observations to check (which eliminates the final panel
month from the sample for all individuals).

Labor force transitions: The two transitions we calculate separately and use for the spell

survivor curves in Figure 3 are from unemployment to not in labor force (UN) and from
unemployed to employed (UE). As above, a transition occurs only when an individual spends
four consecutive weeks out of unemployment. A UE transition is judged to have occurred if the
majority of labor force status values in the 4-week check period are employed. If there is a tie
(e.g. with two weeks of employment and two weeks of nonparticipation), we look at the 5th
week. If there is no 5th week (end of sample period) or the 5th week indicates that the person has

returned to unemployment, then the transition is counted as an exit out of the labor force (UN).
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Ul exhaustion: Ul receipt is measured at the monthly level in the SIPP. We consider in
our UI analyses only individuals who received Ul for at least four months during their non-
employment spells. An exhaustee is a recipient who has at least one month of non-receipt
preceding the end of the non-employment spell.

Poverty measurement: We use the SIPP variable that indicates whether the household is

in poverty, computed by the Census Bureau using exact household composition and the official

Census poverty thresholds based on family composition.
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Figure 1. Ul Benefits
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Figure 2: Labor Market Conditions
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Figure 3. Spell Survivor Rates
Kaplan-Meier Estimates, by SIPP Panel
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Figure 4: Distribution of Ul Benefit Duration
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Figure 5: Household income (pre/post separation)
Ratio to pre-separation average
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Figure 6: Household income (around Ul exhaution)
Ratio to pre-separation average

Panel A: 2001 SIPP Panel

Lo
0
Q 0
e
(@]
(]
R=qTo]
~
I .
T —
(]
= M —
ke /~
(O]
Xw | //
© Full exhaustee sample /
e e == = Nonemp. spell ongoing —— — _/
© T - - e
I I 1
-3 0 3 6
Months from end of Ul spell
Panel B: 2008 SIPP Panel
Lo \/
0
0
e
(@]
O
S
™
I
(]
=™
<
O]
Xw
©
O
d T 1

-3 0 3 6
Months from end of Ul spell

Note: Sample restricted to Ul recipients who lose Ul prior to job finding
(Ul exhaustion sample). The final month of Ul recipiency is month 0.
Unweighted data. Each spell treated as a distinct event.
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Figure 7. Components of Household Income (around Ul exhaustion)
Ratio to pre-separation average HH income
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Note: See notes to Figure 6. For months > 0, only ongoing non-employment spells are included. Vertical axis
scale differs across panels.
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Figure 8: Poverty Rate (around Ul exhaustion)
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Note: See notes to Figure 6. For months > 0, only ongoing non-employment spells are
included.
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Variable
Number of spells
Percent of total
Number of individuals
Number of individuals (weighted)

Duration of nonemployment spell
Average
Share <27 weeks
Share 27-52 weeks
Share 53-99 weeks
Share >99 weeks

Exit routes
Exit to employment
Censored

Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics, SIPP Nonemployment Spells (2001 and 2008 Panels)
(completed or censored in final panel month)

(1 (2 3) 4) Q) (6) (7 (3
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
A_ll1 No UI Received UI income’ A_ll1 No Ul Received UI income”
Toendof  Ends before Toendof  Ends before
sloell3 spell ends spell3 spell ends
11377 8284 2097 504 23519 16526 5151 1098
100.00 72.81 18.43 4.43 100.00 70.27 21.90 4.67
8124 5916 1430 414 14755 10285 3190 822
33,473,622 24,167,998 6,001,962 1,743,253 53,829,009 37,477,637 11,664,926 3,039,469
16.1 13.4 14.1 56.9 23.7 17.8 24.7 97.1
0.821 0.867 0.849 0.096 0.751 0.826 0.674 0.060
0.117 0.086 0.135 0.464 0.126 0.098 0.193 0.212
0.045 0.034 0.015 0.310 0.071 0.042 0.115 0.295
0.016 0.012 0.001 0.130 0.052 0.034 0.019 0.433
0.803 0.821 0.797 0.569 0.783 0.810 0.753 0.534
0.197 0.179 0.203 0.431 0.217 0.190 0.247 0.466
(Continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

(M 2 3 “ ®) (6 (7 ®)
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
A_]ll No Ul Received Ul income” A_]l1 No Ul Received Ul income”
Toendof  Epds before Toendof  Epds before
spell’ spell ends spell’ spell ends
Income amounts (curre nt $)
Average monthly UI (UI>0 only) 952 911 1100 1089
Monthly earnings4
Prior to job loss 1931 1667 2644 2804 2167 1860 2948 2725
After spell ends (emp only) 1881 1697 2508 1980 1973 1807 2480 1973
Monthly HH total income
Prior to job loss 4707 4588 4966 5353 5409 5278 5725 5542
During non-emp spell 3892 3913 4033 3447 4458 4488 4484 3867
During non-emp spell - with Ul 3665 4136
During non-emp spell - no UL 3206 3549
Share of observations in poverty 0.215 0.228 0.138 0.292 0.240 0.264 0.156 0.276
Notes:

(1) Includes all spells, even those in which Ul is received for fewer than four months.

(2) Includes only spells in which UI is received for four or more months.

(3) Includes all spells in which UI income is still being received at the end of the spell or again within two months after spell ends.

(4) Monthly earnings not available for all spells (due to restriction that earnings are computed 2-4 months prior to (after) spell start (end).
Note: Calculations use SIPP cross-section weights (except unweighted "number" counts). Weight value generally corresponds to final month of
nonemployment spell, except weighted counts, which are based on the average final weight across all spell months.
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Table 2. Household income before and after job separation, 2001 and 2008 panels

@ 2 (€) “ &) (6)
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff
Household income ($/month) 4,898 3,345 -1,554 5,306 3,879 -1,426

[3,263] [2,936] (157) [3,483] [3,053] (122)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)

Total 1.000 0.711 -0.289 1.000 0.802 -0.198
[0.000] [0.446] (0.029) [0.000] [0.620] (0.027)
Own earnings 0.597 0.044 -0.553 0.553 0.028 -0.525
[0.292]  [0.122]  (0.020) [0.309] [0.166] (0.016)
Other HH member earnings 0.306 0.341 0.034 0.303 0.381 0.078
[0.294]  [0.368] (0.019) [0.303] [0.534] (0.022)
Ul 0.010 0.207 0.196 0.024 0.234 0.211
[0.055] [0.212] (0.014) [0.089] [0.229] (0.010)
SNAP 0.009 0.017 0.009 0.022 0.031 0.009
[0.040] [0.058]  (0.002) [0.081] [0.099] (0.002)
Other social assistance 0.011 0.011 0.001 0.010 0.015 0.005
[0.055]  [0.051]  (0.003) [0.052] [0.070] (0.002)
Social Security 0.035 0.045 0.010 0.049 0.065 0.015

[0.109]  [0.148]  (0.007) [0.126] [0.152]  (0.004)

Any income, by source
Own earnings 0.950 0.076 -0.874 0.943 0.043 -0.900
[0.171]  [0.155]  (0.015) [0.186] [0.122] (0.010)
Other HH member earnings 0.612 0.600 -0.012 0.579  0.579 -0.001
[0.475] [0.461]  (0.018) [0.479] [0.467] (0.014)

Ul 0.036 0.780 0.743 0.090 0.825 0.735
[0.148] [0.225]  (0.018) [0.258] [0.242] (0.015)

SNAP 0.076 0.125 0.049 0.130 0.175 0.045
[0.256] [0.302]  (0.015) [0.329] [0.355] (0.011)

Other social assistance 0.060 0.066 0.006 0.055 0.065 0.010
[0.232] [0.231] (0.012) [0.221] [0.233]  (0.008)

Social Security 0.137 0.152 0.014 0.177 0.203 0.026
[0.342] [0.352] (0.010) [0.376] [0.391] (0.009)

Covered by Medicaid 0.062 0.112 0.050 0.091 0.115 0.024
[0.237] [0.286]  (0.015) [0.278] [0.290] (0.010)

Household in poverty 0.074 0.239 0.165 0.079 0.209 0.130

[0.224]  [0.357] (0.022)  [0.248] [0.362] (0.015)

Notes: "Pre" columns report average values and standard deviations (in brackets) over the three months prior
to the month in which job separation occurred. "Post" columns report average values over the period
beginning the month after job separation and ending 6 months later or in the last month of the nonemployment
spell, whichever comes first. "Diff" column reports the difference in means and the standard error (in
parentheses) of this difference. Relative income measures divide monthly income by source by average
household income in the period 2-4 months prior to the initial job loss. Households for which this average is
below $500 are set to missing; ratios are censored at [0,10]. N=466 spells in 2001 panel, 1,035 spells in 2008
panel (columns 4 and 8 in Table 1, less observations with missing values of average household income).
Differences that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Table 3. Household income before and after the end of Ul payments, 2001 and 2008 panels

@) @) A) “ ®) ©)
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff
Household income ($/month) 3,421 3,001 -419 3,985 3,394 -591
[3,201] [3,012] (122) [3,021] [3,171] (92)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)
Total 0.739 0.635 -0.104 0.852 0.711 -0.141
[0.498] [0.523]  (0.029) [0.676] [0.775] (0.028)
Own earnings 0.019 0.116 0.096 0.020 0.093 0.073
[0.129] [0.297]  (0.021) [0.136] [0.387] (0.016)
Other HH member earnings 0.349 0.373 0.024 0.387 0.402 0.015
[0.431] [0.438] (0.018) [0.561] [0.626] (0.019)
Ul 0.246 0.000 -0.246 0.267 0.000 -0.267
[0.230] [0.000]  (0.015) [0.244] [0.000] (0.011)
SNAP 0.017 0.018 0.001 0.033 0.038 0.005
[0.059] [0.059]  (0.003) [0.103] [0.114] (0.002)
Other social assistance 0.014 0.016 0.002 0.016 0.022 0.006
[0.064] [0.069]  (0.004) [0.082] [0.096] (0.003)
Social Security 0.046 0.053 0.007 0.081 0.098 0.017
[0.152] [0.158]  (0.005) [0.194] [0.221]  (0.006)
Any income, by source
Own earnings 0.067 0.361 0.294 0.060 0.253 0.193
[0.249] [0.481]  (0.035) [0.237] [0.435] (0.021)
Other HH member earnings 0.618 0.631 0.013 0.601 0.619 0.018
[0.486] [0.483] (0.019) [0.490] [0.486] (0.013)
Ul 0.976 0.000 -0.976 0.982 0.000 -0.982
[0.152] [0.000] (0.010) [0.134] [0.000] (0.006)
SNAP 0.146 0.155 0.009 0.216 0.261 0.044
[0.353] [0.362] (0.019) [0.412] [0.439] (0.012)
Other social assistance 0.084 0.094 0.011 0.078 0.106 0.028
[0.277] [0.293] (0.016) [0.269] [0.308] (0.010)
Social Security 0.161 0.187 0.026 0.231 0.276 0.045
[0.368] [0.390] (0.011) [0.422] [0.447] (0.011)
Covered by Medicaid 0.133 0.155 0.021 0.126 0.169 0.043
[0.340] [0.362]  (0.018) [0.332] [0.375] (0.013)
Household in poverty 0.253 0.418 0.165 0.216 0.377 0.160
[0.435] [0.494]  (0.032) [0.412] [0.485] (0.021)

Notes: "Pre" columns report average values and standard deviations (in brackets) over the three months prior
to the last month in which UI income was received. "Post" columns report average values over the period
beginning the month after the last month of UI receipt and ending 6 months later or in the last month of the
nonemployment spell, whichever comes first. "Diff" column reports the difference in means and the standard
error (in parentheses) of this difference. Relative income measures divide monthly income by source by
average household income in the period 2-4 months prior to the initial job loss. Households for which this
average is below $500 are set to missing; ratios are censored at [0,10]. N=466 spells in 2001 panel, 1,035
spells in 2008 panel (columns 4 and 8 in Table 1, less observations with missing values of average household
income). Differences that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Table 4. Summaries of event study estimates for components of household income

Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

(coefficient estimates relative to last month of Ul receipt (t=0); standard errors in parentheses)

) @ (©)) “4) ) ©
2001 panel 2008 panel
Average, t=- Average, Average, Average,
-4,-3,-2  t=+1,+2,+3 Difference t=--4,-3,-2 t=+1,+2,+3 Difference
Household income ($/month) -106 -522 -416 -10 -595 -586
(84) (132) 171) (58) (73) (82)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)
Total -0.016 -0.148 -0.131 -0.018 -0.173 -0.155
(0.017) (0.026) (0.035) (0.014) (0.023) (0.024)
Own earnings -0.022 0.096 0.118 -0.034 0.041 0.075
(0.010) (0.016) (0.023) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008)
Other HH member earnings 0.007 -0.024 -0.031 0.013 0.023 0.010
(0.013) (0.020) (0.028) (0.008) (0.017) (0.019)
Ul -0.009 -0.236 -0.227 0.004 -0.270 -0.274
(0.007) (0.012) (0.015) (0.003) (0.008) (0.008)
SNAP 0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 0.004 0.005
(0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Other social assistance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.006
(0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)
Social Security -0.001 0.004 0.004 -0.006 0.006 0.012
(0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)
Any income, by source
Own earnings -0.024 0.146 0.170 -0.026 0.085 0.111
(0.009) (0.016) (0.019) (0.005) (0.007) (0.008)
Other HH member earnings 0.006 -0.005 -0.010 0.003 0.011 0.008
(0.012) (0.018) (0.024) (0.006) (0.009) (0.011)
Ul -0.088 -0.910 -0.822 0.017 -0.958 -0.975
(0.016) (0.017) (0.028) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
SNAP 0.012 0.007 -0.005 -0.008 0.016 0.024
(0.011) (0.016) (0.021) (0.005) (0.009) (0.010)
Other social assistance -0.010 -0.008 0.002 -0.002 0.019 0.021
(0.008) (0.014) (0.017) (0.004) (0.007) (0.008)
Social Security -0.011 0.016 0.027 -0.007 0.026 0.034
(0.006) (0.009) (0.012) (0.004) (0.008) (0.009)
Covered by Medicaid 0.004 -0.006 -0.009 0.000 0.016 0.016
(0.010) (0.017) (0.023) (0.005) (0.009) (0.010)
Household in poverty 0.005 0.156 0.151 -0.006 0.140 0.146
(0.014) (0.024) (0.027) (0.007) (0.015) (0.015)

Notes: Sample defined as in Table 3. See text for description of event study regression model. Standard errors are
clustered by individual. Estimates that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Table 5. Event study analyses for subgroups
(coefficient estimates relative to last month of Ul receipt (t=0); standard errors in parentheses)

) 2) E) NG NN ©) (6) () ® © (9
2001 panel - pre/post difference 2008 panel - pre/post difference
Low Middle High Low Middle High
Age <50 Age >=50 income income income Age <50 Age >=50 income income income
Household income ($/month) -419 -406 -287 -701 -478 -681 -440 -396 -813 -553
(198) (343) (130)  (248)  (552) (115) (110) (131)  (120)  (164)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)

Total -0.115 -0.181 -0.123 -0.171  -0.109 -0.176 -0.122 -0.197 -0.192 -0.078
(0.041)  (0.061) (0.055)  (0.061) (0.060) (0.037)  (0.026) (0.071) (0.027) (0.019)

Own earnings 0.124 0.094 0.176 0.120  0.026 0.087 0.058 0.104 0.072 0.054
(0.028)  (0.039) (0.040)  (0.039) (0.031)  (0.012)  (0.009) (0.022) (0.011) (0.010)

Other HH member earnings -0.022 -0.055 0.003  -0.033  -0.068 0.004 0.019 0.042 -0.009 0.003
(0.034)  (0.046) (0.043)  (0.051) (0.053) (0.030)  (0.019) (0.057) (0.020) (0.016)

Ul -0.228 -0.225 -0.319 -0.229 -0.115 -0.281 -0.264 -0.416 -0.265 -0.157
(0.017)  (0.033) (0.028) (0.025) (0.013) (0.010)  (0.013) (0.019) (0.011) (0.006)

SNAP -0.002 0.004 -0.002  0.002  0.000 0.006 0.002 0.010 0.003 0.001
(0.005)  (0.002) (0.008) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003)  (0.002) (0.006) (0.002) (0.000)

Other social assistance 0.000 0.001 0.004 -0.004  0.000 0.003 0.008 0.015 -0.001 0.003
(0.005)  (0.003) (0.009) (0.006) (0.001) (0.004)  (0.004) (0.010) (0.002) (0.002)

Social Security 0.001 0.017 0.008  -0.004  0.007 -0.001 0.035 0.014 0.011  0.009
(0.003)  (0.015) (0.007) (0.010) (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.009) (0.017) (0.006) (0.003)

Covered by Medicaid -0.022 0.024 -0.017  0.003  -0.012 0.004 0.031 0.042 -0.021 0.031
(0.026)  (0.043) (0.036) (0.051) (0.028) (0.013)  (0.013) (0.023) (0.013) (0.014)

Household in poverty 0.143 0.179 0.151 0.225  0.091 0.166 0.114 0.157 0.162 0.123

(0.030)  (0.056)  (0.045) (0.049) (0.041)  (0.020) (0.022)  (0.034) (0.023) (0.021)

Notes: Base sample, estimation, and pre/post differences defined as in Table 4 (columns 3 and 6). Income groups defined by tertiles of household income
prior to job separation. Estimates that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Appendix Table 1: Additional Descriptive Statistics, SIPP Non-employment Spells (2001 and 2008 Panels)
(completed or censored in final panel month)

(D 2 (€) 4) ®) (6) (7 ®)
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
A_]ll No Ul Received U income” A_ll1 No Ul Received Ul income”
Toendof  Ends before Toend of  Ends before
spell’ spell ends gpe_ll3 spell ends

Variable
Number of spells 11377 8284 2097 504 23519 16526 5151 1098
Age (years)

Average 37.9 37.0 40.4 41.2 39.7 38.7 41.8 43.5

Share <25 0.199 0.239 0.088 0.074 0.162 0.200 0.065 0.076

Share 25-44 0.493 0.474 0.539 0.542 0.465 0.458 0.496 0.418

Share 45-54 0.183 0.158 0.257 0.239 0.208 0.177 0.285 0.271

Share 55+ 0.125 0.129 0.115 0.145 0.166 0.164 0.154 0.235
Education categories

<High School 0.172 0.187 0.124 0.142 0.130 0.140 0.103 0.114

High School 0.340 0.328 0.382 0.366 0.298 0.295 0.305 0.319

Some College 0.312 0.311 0.325 0.272 0.367 0.357 0.388 0.383

College Grad 0.130 0.128 0.130 0.155 0.147 0.146 0.153 0.136

>College 0.046 0.047 0.039 0.064 0.058 0.061 0.051 0.048
Race

White 0.803 0.796 0.851 0.772 0.805 0.802 0.818 0.771

Black 0.147 0.154 0.108 0.153 0.128 0.132 0.118 0.141

Asian 0.032 0.031 0.027 0.056 0.030 0.029 0.030 0.040

Other 0.018 0.019 0.015 0.019 0.037 0.037 0.034 0.047
Female 0.446 0.458 0.388 0.462 0.409 0.428 0.351 0.423
Married 0.471 0.448 0.540 0.530 0.477 0.454 0.541 0.503

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 1 (continued)

2001 Panel 2008 Panel
A_ll1 No Ul Received U income” A_ll1 No Ul Received U income”
Toendof  Ends before Toendof  Ends before
spell’ spell ends spell’ spell ends
Income sources
Own earnings
Prior to job loss % $>0 0.916 0.902 0.960 0.947 0.889 0.874 0.929 0.928
Prior to job loss ($=>0) 2069 1811 2741 2927 2392 2085 3150 2900
During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.544 0.602 0.472 0.132 0.476 0.545 0.361 0.080
During non-emp spell ($>0) 1719 1525 2252 2447 2176 1895 2876 2775
Spouse earnings
Prior to job loss % $>0 0.853 0.858 0.832 0.850 0.810 0.814 0.799 0.800
Prior to job loss ($>0) 2801 2857 2640 3053 3388 3479 3135 3363
During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.848 0.854 0.833 0.830 0.806 0.810 0.791 0.804
During non-emp spell ($>0) 2846 2937 2586 2999 3401 3521 3086 3326
Other household earnings
Prior to job loss % $>0 0.099 0.096 0.106 0.125 0.105 0.100 0.116 0.110
Prior to job loss ($>0) 2041 2095 1929 1719 2311 2423 2056 2199
During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.097 0.095 0.105 0.121 0.102 0.097 0.114 0.106
During non-emp spell ($>0) 2010 2096 1806 1788 2276 2392 2042 2169
SNAP
Prior to job loss % $>0 0.080 0.088 0.049 0.074 0.160 0.176 0.122 0.131
Prior to job loss ($>0) 217 220 205 186 361 365 347 331
During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.098 0.104 0.066 0.119 0.186 0.194 0.156 0.202
During non-emp spell ($>0) 233 233 223 258 365 374 354 331

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 1 (continued)

2001 Panel 2008 Panel
A_ll1 No Ul Received Ul income” A_ll1 No Ul Received Ul income”
Toendof  Ends before Toendof  Ends before
sr)ell3 spell ends spe]l3 spell ends

Other means-tested programs

Prior to job loss % $>0 0.067 0.074 0.049 0.056 0.069 0.074 0.057 0.052

Prior to job loss ($>0) 501 486 625 457 655 656 647 596

During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.071 0.078 0.048 0.069 0.075 0.078 0.063 0.077

During non-emp spell ($>0) 511 498 608 522 667 670 657 616
Social Security

Prior to job loss % $>0 0.145 0.162 0.090 0.132 0.168 0.181 0.133 0.155

Prior to job loss ($>0) 935 962 808 848 1286 1322 1162 1207

During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.148 0.163 0.092 0.153 0.179 0.189 0.141 0.222

During non-emp spell ($>0) 956 971 837 977 1307 1338 1170 1321
Medicaid receipt

Prior to job loss % $>0 0.072 0.081 0.045 0.062 0.088 0.097 0.067 0.086

During non-emp spell % $>=0 0.085 0.090 0.060 0.116 0.102 0.104 0.089 0.135
Notes:

(1) Includes all spells, even those in which Ul is received for fewer than four months.

(2) Includes only spells in which Ul is received for four or more months.

(3) Includes all spells in which UI income is still being received at the end of the spell or two months after spell ends.
On weights: all values are weighted using the SIPP given final weight that corresponds to the final month of the spell.
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Appendix Table 2. Household income before and after the end of Ul payments

Rothstein and Valletta, Extended UI Loss

Sample with Ul duration >= 75% of state maximum

€] @ €)] “4) ) (6)
2001 Panel 2008 Panel
Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff
Household income ($/month) 3,579 3,082 -497 3,839 3,038 -800
(3,452] [3,130] (173) [2,690] [2,818] (115)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)
Total 0.750 0.626 -0.125 0.848 0.634 -0.214
[0.546] [0.546]  (0.042) [0.733] [0.638] (0.036)
Own earnings 0.002 0.105 0.102 0.003 0.038 0.035
[0.028] [0.307]  (0.028) [0.037] [0.162] (0.012)
Other HH member earnings 0.370 0.381 0.011 0.386 0.394 0.008
[0.465] [0.451]  (0.025) [0.624] [0.583] (0.021)
Ul 0.261 0.000 -0.261 0.290 0.000 -0.290
[0.254] [0.000]  (0.023) [0.269] [0.000] (0.021)
SNAP 0.012 0.013 0.001 0.034 0.039 0.005
[0.045] [0.051]  (0.003) [0.106] [0.107] (0.004)
Other social assistance 0.011 0.015 0.004 0.019 0.027 0.008
[0.055] [0.073]  (0.005) [0.101] [0.109]  (0.004)
Social Security 0.045 0.054 0.009 0.087 0.098 0.011
[0.166] [0.172]  (0.005) [0.207] [0.209]  (0.008)
Any income, by source
Own earnings 0.012 0.347 0.335 0.009 0.161 0.152
[0.111] [0.477]  (0.045) [0.094] [0.368] (0.028)
Other HH member earnings 0.640 0.665 0.025 0.585 0.606 0.021
[0.481] [0.473]  (0.027) [0.493] [0.489] (0.021)
Ul 0.988 0.000 -0.988 0.985 0.000 -0.985
[0.111] [0.000] (0.010) [0.121] [0.000]  (0.009)
SNAP 0.107 0.107 0.000 0.236 0.284 0.048
[0.310] [0.310]  (0.022) [0.425] [0.451] (0.022)
Other social assistance 0.070 0.074 0.004 0.081 0.116 0.036
[0.256] [0.263]  (0.021) [0.273] [0.321] (0.017)
Social Security 0.149 0.174 0.025 0.230 0.278 0.048
[0.357] [0.380] (0.016) [0.421] [0.448] (0.019)
Covered by Medicaid 0.124 0.145 0.021 0.116 0.191 0.075
[0.330] [0.352]  (0.024) [0.321] [0.394] (0.024)
Household in poverty 0.240 0.409 0.169 0.185 0.403 0.218
[0.428] [0.493] (0.045) [0.389] [0.491] (0.037)

Notes: "Pre" columns report average values and standard deviations (in brackets) over the three months prior
to the last month in which UI income was received. "Post" columns report average values over the period
beginning the month after the last month of UI receipt and ending 6 months later or in the last month of the
nonemployment spell, whichever comes first. "Diff" column reports the difference in means and the standard
error (in parentheses) of this difference. Relative income measures divide monthly income by source by
average household income in the period 2-4 months prior to the initial job loss. Households for which this
average is below $500 are set to missing; ratios are censored at [0,10]. N=242 spells in 2001 panel, 355 spells

in 2008 panel. Differences that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Appendix Table 3: The impact of sample weights

€] 2 (€)) “4) ®) (©)
2001 panel - pre/post difference 2008 panel - pre/post difference
from event study from event study
Sample with Sample with
Base weights  Weighted Base weights  Weighted
Household income ($/month) -416 -397 -328 -586 -670 -664
171) (188) (202) (82) (83) (96)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)
Total -0.131 -0.124 -0.122 -0.155 -0.180 -0.171
(0.035) (0.038) (0.038) (0.024) (0.020) (0.024)
Own earnings 0.118 0.115 0.111 0.075 0.064 0.069
(0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)
Other HH member earnin;  -0.031 -0.024 -0.029 0.010 -0.008 0.001
(0.028) (0.032) (0.033) (0.019) (0.014) (0.015)
Ul -0.227 -0.222 -0.218 -0.274 -0.271 -0.266
(0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009)
SNAP -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005 0.006 0.011
(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004)
Other social assistance 0.000 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.007
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005)
Social Security 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.012 0.014 0.011
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Any income, by source
Own earnings 0.170 0.155 0.156 0.111 0.099 0.099
(0.019) (0.021) (0.022) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009)
Other HH member earnin;  -0.010 -0.009 -0.003 0.008 0.000 0.011
(0.024) (0.027) (0.026) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013)
Ul -0.822 -0.822 -0.826 -0.975 -0.974 -0.964
(0.028) (0.030) (0.031) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012)
SNAP -0.005 -0.010 -0.008 0.024 0.022 0.030
(0.021) (0.024) (0.021) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012)
Other social assistance 0.002 0.019 0.027 0.021 0.028 0.031
(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.008) (0.009) (0.012)
Social Security 0.027 0.024 0.025 0.034 0.042 0.038
(0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.009) (0.011) (0.012)
Covered by Medicaid -0.009 -0.013 -0.015 0.016 0.026 0.030
(0.023) (0.026) (0.028) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012)
Household in poverty 0.151 0.149 0.154 0.146 0.148 0.149
(0.027) (0.031) (0.029) (0.015) (0.017) (0.018)

Notes: Base sample defined as in Table 3. Event study regression model corresponds to Table 4 (see text for
description). Columns 2 and 5 unweighted but restricted to samples with non-zero weight values. Estimates that
are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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Appendix Table 4. Summaries of event study estimates for components of household income
Sample with Ul duration >= 75% of state maximum
(coefficient estimates relative to last month of Ul receipt (t=0); standard errors in parentheses)

M @ €)] “4) ) (©)
2001 panel 2008 panel
Average, t=- Average, Average, Average,
-4,-3,-2 t=+1,+2,+3 Difference t=--4,-3,-2 t=+1,+2,+3 Difference
Household income ($/month) -13 -692 -679 -71 -726 -655
(119) (215) (285) (59) (99) (110)
Income components (relative to pre-displacement household income)

Total 0.007 -0.182 -0.189 -0.018 -0.213 -0.194
(0.023) (0.037) (0.048) (0.014) (0.029) (0.029)

Own earnings -0.006 0.068 0.074 0.002 0.015 0.013
(0.011) (0.020) (0.029) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009)

Other HH member earnings 0.010 -0.019 -0.029 -0.007 0.035 0.043
(0.018) (0.027) (0.037) (0.010) (0.019) (0.021)

Ul -0.012 -0.247 -0.235 -0.010 -0.283 -0.273
(0.010) (0.018) (0.021) (0.006) (0.015) (0.014)

SNAP 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.005 0.008
(0.002) (0.004) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004)

Other social assistance 0.003 0.002 -0.001 -0.002 0.005 0.007
(0.003) (0.006) (0.007) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)

Social Security -0.003 0.009 0.012 -0.004 0.002 0.006

(0.003) (0.006) (0.008) (0.004) (0.007) (0.008)
Any income, by source

Own earnings 0.005 0.119 0.114 -0.007 0.048 0.056
(0.009) (0.017) (0.022) (0.005) (0.009) (0.010)

Other HH member earnings 0.014 -0.011 -0.025 0.001 0.011 0.010
(0.016) (0.024) (0.032) (0.011) (0.015) (0.019)

Ul -0.091 -0.921 -0.831 -0.002 -0.955 -0.953
(0.023) (0.023) (0.041) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015)

SNAP 0.014 0.015 0.001 -0.024 0.018 0.042
(0.015) (0.023) (0.033) (0.009) (0.016) (0.019)

Other social assistance -0.012 0.010 0.023 -0.001 0.028 0.029
(0.014) (0.022) (0.029) (0.007) (0.012) (0.014)

Social Security -0.016 0.011 0.027 -0.010 0.023 0.033
(0.009) (0.015) (0.019) (0.009) (0.015) (0.019)

Covered by Medicaid 0.010 0.008 -0.003 0.003 0.046 0.044
(0.015) (0.026) (0.034) (0.010) (0.014) (0.016)

Household m poverty -0.002 0.167 0.169 -0.006 0.169 0.175

(0.019) (0.033)  (0.036) 0.011)  (0.027)  (0.029)

Notes: Sample defined as in Appendix Table 3. See text for description of event study regression model. Standard errors
are clustered by individual. Estimates that are statistically significant at the 5% level are bolded.
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