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THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AND LOW-INCOME 

HOUSEHOLDS' FOOD PURCHASES 


By Larry E. Salathe* 

The Food Stamp Program IS 
mtend.ed to' supplement the food 
budgets of low·lncome households 
The purpose of this article IS to 
analyze how food stamp reCIpients 
use their Increased buymg power­
the types of food Items they buy 
and the types they aVOId-as com 
pared with low-income house­
holds who do not participate In 

the program The study provides 
B base for assessing the Impact of 
elimmatmg the purchase require­
ment (as of January 1. 1979) when 
new data on food purchases by 
food stamp households become 
available 

The latest penod for whIch data 
are avadable for thiS analysIs IS 
1972·74 Since that penod, the 
Food Stamp Program has under 
gone malar change Dunng 1972·74, 
quallfie.d households received an 
allotment of food coupons based 
on the number of persons In the 
household, the reCIpient paId an 
amount (the purchase reqUirement) 
for the allotment based on the net 
total Income of the household The 
difference between the purchase 
requirement and the value of the 
food coupon allotment,was referred 
to 8S the "bonus" or the value of 
"free" coupons received On Jan­
uary 1,1979, the purchase require· 
ment was ehmlnated I Now, 
qualified households receive an 
allotment of food coupons equal 

"'The author IS an agricultural 
economISt with the National Eco­
nomics DIVIsion, ESS 

1 The Impact of elimInating the 
purchase reqUirement on partici 
pants' food purchases IS beyond the 
scope of thiS artICle, and the results 
presented do not apply dIrectly to 
the current Food Stamp Program 

Households partIcIpating In the 
Food Stamp Program Increased 
their food expenditures an average 
of 10 percent TheIr food-at-home 
expenditures rose 19 percent while 
Cood-away.from-home expenditures 
declined 36 percent Increases 
occurred for cereal and daIry prod. 
ucts, eggs, nonalcoholic beverages, 
pork, poultry, and processed 
vegetables The Food Stamp Pro· 
gram was estimated to be nearly 
three times as effective as a cash 
transfer program In expandmg 
food purchases These conclUSIOns 
are based on an analysIS of the 
1972·74 Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Expenditure 
Survey, when the purchase requlfe' 
ment was In effect 
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In value to the bonus Economic 
theory indicates that thiS change 
has reduced the program's abIlity 
to expand food purchases per 
dollar dIStributed as It permIts 
participants to spend more of 
their Income on nonfood Items 
(3) , 

DATA SOURCE 

Data for thiS analysIs are from 
the 1972.74 Bureau of Labor Sta· 
IIstlcs (BLS) Consumer Expendl 
ture Diary Survey (CEDS) The 
CEDS data were collected In two 
12·month penods (6) Data on 

2 italiCized numbers In paren­
theses refer to References at the 
end of thiS article 

partICIpatIOn In the Food Stamp 
Program were collected only m 
the second of these pellods In that 
second survey, 10,650 households 
prOVided complete mformatlon on 
Income and food purchases A total 
of 610 of these households (5 7 
percent) parlIclpated In the Food 
Stamp Program J Of those, 53 
households were elimInated from 
the study because (1) the house 
hold did not prOVide information 
on the value of food coupons 
received or on the (purchase re­
qUIrement) amount paid to obtain 
the food coupons, or (2) the house· 
hold's recorded before-tax Income 
for the prevIOus year exceeded 
tWice the maximum mcome ehglbIl­
Ity standard In effect dUring 
1973 74 The second criterion was 
used to ehmlnate households whose 
Income status seemed to have 
changed dramallcally between the 
prevIous year and the time they 
were surveyed 

Food stamp reCIpients had an 
average before-tax household In 

come of $3,424, whereas an house­
holds In the survey had an average 
before·tax Income of $11,295 A1; 

past studIes have indIcated that 
Income mfluences food purchases, 
a subsample of nonpartiCipants 
was selected With Incomes Similar 
to those of Food Stamp Program 
partIcIpants Income eligibIlity 
standards for the Food Stamp Pro· 

3 A disproportIOnate number of 
food stamp households did not 
prOVide data on theIr Incomes In 
the original sample, there were a 
total of 12,121 households. of 
which 826 partiCipated In the Food 
Stamp Program In 1974. about 9 
percent of all U S households 
participated In the Food Stamp 
Program 
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gram In effecl from July through 
December 1973 for the 48 contlg 
uous States and the District of 
Columbia were used as the selec­
bon crltena 

Household size Monthly Income 

Dollars 

1 183 
2 240 
3 313 
4 387 
5 460 
6 533 
7 600 
8 667 

Each addItional 
member 53 

The Income ehgIbllity standards 
were raised 20 percent to account 
for deductions (such as excessive 
housing and medIcal costs) that are 
subtracted from a household's in­

come when determining eligibility 
for Food Stamp Program benefIts 
(see (7), TItle XIII) 4 USing these 
Income cnterla, 1,697 households 
could have partIcIpated In the Food 
Stamp Program, but dId not 

The average weekly per capita 
(before-tax) Income of eligIble non­
partIcIpants was $27 23, whIle that 
of partIcIpants averaged $24 20 In 
additIOn, participants received, on 
average, a net transfer of $4 per 
person per week from the Food 
Stamp Program 

Generally, ellgtble nonparticI­
pant households were smaller and 
had older members than did partlel­

4 Survey data were inSUffiCient 

to de termme the actual value of 
deductions or food stamp elIgibility 
based upon asset criteria 

pant households The average 
household SIze was 2 87 members 
for eligible nonpartIcIpants and 3 4 
members for partIcIpants Of all 
eligible nonparticipant household 
members, 14 percent were under 
10 years of age, whIle 32 percent 
were over 65 years of age 5 In 
companson, 24 percent of all partic­
Ipant household members were 
under 10 years of age, and only 
19 percent were over 65 years of 
age One-fifth of all eligIble non­
participant households were 
black, whIle two-fifths of all partlcl 
pant households were black 

METHODOLOGY 

Differences 10 food purchasmg 
behaVior between participants and 
elIgJble nonparticipants may be 
attnbutable to differences In racial 
miX, household size and composI­
tIon, and other SOCioeconomiC and 
demographic characteristics Tradi­
tlonally, researchers have attempted 
to ISolate the Impact of the Food 
Stamp Program by speclfymg a 
functional relationship among 
household food expenditures, 
household charactenstlcs, and the 
bonus vaJue of food stamps 
received In thiS traditIOnal ap­
proach, the relatIonship between 
food expenditures and Income for 
participant households IS assumed 
continuous Alternatively, the 
Impact of a dollar of bonus food 
stamps on household food pur­
chases IS assumed either as not 
varymg as Income nses or as declin­
Ing monotonically as Income m­
creases 

5 Asset criteria may have elimi­
nated the eligibility of some house­
holds with members over 65 years 
of age 

A theoretical model developed 
by the author (3) mdlcates that 
thiS relatIOnship IS discontinuous, 
which could lead to Inaccurate 
estimates of the program's Impacts 
Accountmg for the dlscontmUity 
statIStIcally requires Identlfymg 
participant households who spend 
no more than the value of food 
stamps received on food at home 
EXI~tmg household survey data, 
however, do not contain the mfor­
matlOn reqUIred to IdentIfy these 
households Therefore, an alterna­
tive procedure was used to Isolate 
the Impact of the Food Stamp Pro­
gram on household food expendl 
ture behaVIOr (see (3)) 

The first step conSisted of estl­
matmg the functIOnal relatIOnshIp 
between the food expenditures and 
household characteristIcs of eligible 
nonparticIpant households The 
second step used the estimated rela­
tIOnships In the first step to denve 
estimates of ehgJble nonparticipants' 
food expenditures, assuming they 
possess the same charactenstIcs as 
partIcIpant households The dIffer­
ence between food expenditures of 
participants and eligible nonparticI­
pants after adJustmg for differences 
m household characteristics can 
then be used to measure the Impact 
of the Food Stamp Program on 
food expenditure behaVIOr 

ECONOMETRIC MODEL 

Least squares regressIOn was 
used to estimate the functional rela­
tionship between household food 
expenditures and household charac 
terlstlcs for eligIble nonparticipants 
The general form of the model was 
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Generally, eligible nonparticIpant households were smaller and had 
older members than drd partIcipants' households 

E,h ~ E,h '(URBNh, NEh, NC
h

, 

Sh' WHTh , PYh' NAGlh , (1) 
NAG2h, NAG4h, NAG5h , 

NAG6 , LNFMSh)h

where 

= per capita weekly E'h 
household expendi­
tures on food group I 

by the hth house­
hold, 

= 1 If the hth house­
hold's reSidence IS 
urban,O otherwise, 

~ 11f the hth house­
hold's reSidence IS In 

the Northeastern 
region, 0 otherwise, 

~ 11f the hth house­
hold's reSidence IS In 

the North Central 
regIOn,O otherwise, 
1 If the hth house 
hold's reSidence IS In 

the Soutliern'reglon, 
ootherwise, 

- 11f the hth house­
hold's head IS not 
black, 0 otherwise, 
per capita weekly 
before-tax Income 
of the hth house­
hold, 

'" proportion of 
members m the hth 
household under 
11 years of age, 

NAG2h ~ 	 prop.,rtlon of 
members m the hth 
household between 
11 and 20 years of 
age, 
proportIOn of 
members \0 the hth 
household between 

36 and 50 years of 
age, 

"" proportion of 
members m the hth 
household between 
51 and 65 years of 
age, 

NAG6h ~ 	 proportion of 

members \0 the hth 

household over 65 

yearn of age, and 

LNFMSh ~ 	 natunalloganthm of 

the hth household's 

size 

The speCificatIOn of thIS relatIOn­
ship was motivated by preVIous 
studies analYZInf household e~pen­
dlture behaVior The relationship 
expresses per capita weekly house­
hold expenditures as a function of 
per capita weekly Income, race, 
region, urbanization, and household 
size and composition The natural 
!oganthm of household size was 
Included to allow for economies of 
size In food purchasing 

The matnx of explanatory vari­
ables would be Singular If an urban­
Ization, race, region, and age 
categories were IOcluded In the 
speCificatIOn The excluded or base 
categones Include In the urbaniza­
tion category, non urban, In the 
regIon category, the western, In 

the racial category, black, and ~n 
the age category, 21 through 35 
years Thus, the coeffiCients of the 
Included urbanizatIOn, race, regIOn, 
and age categones denote the 
change \0 per capita food expendi­
tures relative to the particular 
excluded category For example, 
the coeffiCient of NAG4 denotes 

6 Many of these studies are 
summarized In (1 ) 

the difference In per capita house­
hold food purchases If all house­
hold members were 36 through 50 
years of age rather than 21 through 
35 years of age 

Table 1 presents t~e estimated 
expenditure relatIonships These 
relatIOnships mdlcate that house­
hold characterIStiCS are Important 
In explalnmg household food pur­
chase behavIOr For example, rural 
eligible nonparticipants spent Slgmf­
Icaotly less on beef and veal, fish, 
fresh vegetables, and food away 
from home, but SlgOificantly more 
on cereal products, fats and Oils, 
and sugar and other sweeteners 
than similar urban eligible non­
participant households House­
holds located m the Northeast 
spent more on total food, food at 
home, bakery products, beef and 
veal I other red J!1eats, poultry, 
fish, dailY products, and non­
alcoholic beverages than Similar 
eligible nonparticipants resldmg 
outside the Northeastern region 

The data m table 1 also suggest 
that race and household compoSi 
lion mfluence household food pur 
chase behaVIor White eligible non· 
participant households spent 
Significantly less on pork, poultry, 
and fish, but Significantly more on 
bakery products, dairy products, 
nonalcohohc beverages, miscella­
neous prepared foods, and food 
away from h_ome t~an Similar 
black households Households With 
children tended to spend less on 
food than households of, the same 
size With' only adults Households 
With members over 65 years gener­
ally spent more on food at home 
and conSiderably less on food away 
from home than SimIlar households 
With middle-aged adults These 
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Table 1-Estlmated weekly per capita food expenditure equations, eligible nonparticipant households 

Indepen­
dent 

vanable 

,Total 
food 

Food 8t 
home 

Cereal 
products 

Bakery 
products 

Beef and 
veal 

Pork 
Other 

red 
meats 

POultry Fish Eggs 

Dollars 

Intercept 88664 53374 03234 01858 05909 07580 03046 04145 01938 01974 
'17741 15231 14391 11631 12611 14221 13131 13101 12'431 13091 

URBN 6354 0127 - 1137 -0290 1773 - 0536 0512 0855 0828 - 0030 
11431 1031 1-3981 1-661 12021 1- 771 II 351 11651 12671 1- 121 

NE 22486 I 7838 -0569 2513 2472 0142 2656 2280 1370 0119 
13'691 13291 1-1451' 14151 12051 I 151 15 '121 13211 13071 1351 

NC -10786 - 6521 - 1012 0791 - 21 I 7 - 0154 0401 - 0274 - 0298 - 0228 
1-1931 1-1311 1-2821' 11421 1-1921 1- 181 1841 1-421 1- 771 1- 731 

S _ 5295 - 2713 - 0398 0445 - 0833 1091 - 0055 1081 - 0435 - 0061 
1- 991 1- 571 I-I 161 1841 1- 791 11 301 1- 121 II 741 I-I 171 1- 21 I 

WHT 4556 - 2206 - 0210 1394 0004 - 4425 - 0697 - 3021 - 1381 - 0295 
1921 1- 501 1- 661 12821 101 I 1-5671 1-1651 1-5221 1-3991 1-1061 

py 08285 06135 00275 00614 00849 00520 00138 00248 00068 00061 
14471 13721 12311 13.331 12321 II 791 1871 I I 151 1521 1591 

NAGI -34844 -8080 - 1137 1042 -4554 - 3384 - 1254 - 1276 - 0754 0468 
1-2301 1- 601 I-I 171 1691 1-1531 I-I 431 1- 981 1-721 1-721 1551 

NAG2 -19375 -1 2266 - 071 I 1041 -4146 - 1615 - 1470 - 1516 0204 - 0244 
1-1-901 1-1351 1-1091 11031 1-2061 I-I 01 I 1-1701 1-1281 1291 1- 431 

NAG4 7964 15173 1012 1576 1622 3395 0929 2445 0402 1195 
1681 11461 11351 11361 1701 II 861 1941 11801 1501 11841 

NAG5 I 7453 38475 1503 3705 4502 4988 0566 3228 1204 1971 
12061 15 111 12761 14411 12691 13761 1791 13281 12041 14171 

NAG6 , - 9454 29135 1351 3529 3098 3081 0138 1876 1017 1713 
1-1251 14331 12781 14691 12071 12591 1221 12131 11931 14061 

LNFMS -(3084 0729 0555 - 0236 0842 0902 0064 0154 0150 - 0056 
1-3191 1201 12 I I I 1- 581 11041 11401 I 191 1321 1531 1- 251 

R22 12 10 04 08 05 06 04 06 04 04 
SEE 3 741 659 48 74 146 I 16 63 86 52 41 

See footnotes at end of table Contlnued­



Table 1-Estlmated weakly per capita food expenditure equations, eligible nonparticipant households-Continued 

Indepan 
dent 

vanable 

Dairy 
products 

Fresh 
fruits 

Fresh 
vego­

tables 

Processed 
frUits 

Processed 
vege­
tables 

Sugar and 
other 
sweet­
eners 

Fats and 
oils 

Non­
alcoholic 
beverages 

Miscella­
neous 

prepared 
foods 

Food 
away 
from 

home 

Dollars 

Intercept 05541 02099 02214 02226 02204 02415 02202 02603 02300 35309 
13511 12361 12281 12951 12891 1291) 13241 1231) 11661 16061 

URBN - 0035 0226 0922 0069 0074 - 1152 - 1254 - 0323 - 0361 6228 
1-061 1651 12451 1241 1251 1-3571 1-4741 1- 741 1- 671 12751 

NE 3055 0282 0922 0274 - 0319 - 0349 - 0108 1886 1350 4647 
13631 1591 11 791 1681 1- 791 1- 791 1- 301 13151 11831 11501 

NC - 0406 - 1258 - 0483 - 0140 - 0594 - 0288 - 0450 - 0024 0013 - 4268 
1- 531 1-2891 1-1021 1- 381 1-1601 1- 711 1-1361 1- 041 1021 1-1501 

S - 0655 - 1679 - 0451 - 0495 - 0074 - 0708 - 0256 0534 0253 - 2583 
1- 891 1-4041 1-1001 1-1 411 1- 21) 1-1831 1- 81) 11021 1391 1- 951 

WHT 2419 0422 - 0055 - 0286 - 0188 0700 0499 1179 1743 6762 
13531 11091 1- 131 1- 881 1- 571 11941 11691 12421 12911 12681 

py 00665 00267 00280 00351 00290 00010 00326 00497 00699 00215 
12601 11851 11 791 12871 12351 1071 12971 12731 13121 12281 

NAGl - 0017 - 0396 - 1517 - 1326 - 0580 0967 - 0119 1224 4570 -26769 
1- 011 1- 341 1-1 191 1-1331 1- 581 1881 1- 131 1821 12 SOl 1-3481 

NAG2 - 1746 - 0786 - 1551 - 1108 - 0372 0438 - 0283 - 0623 2221 - 7108 
1-1 251 1- 991 1-1801 1-1661 1- 551 1591 1- 471 1- 621 11 811 1-1371 

NAG4 1588 -0228 1032 -0400 -0262 0519 0220 1234 - 1098 - 7218 
1991 1~251 11 051 1- 521 1- 341 1611 1321 11081 1- 781 1-1221 

NAGS 4437 2629 2096 - 0267 0580 2443 1920 2813 0235 -21034 
13811 14001 12931 1- 481 11031 13981 13821 13391 1231 1-4891 

NAG6 3773 2447 1877 1027 0672 1719 0993 0972 - 0056 -38600 
13621 14161 12931 12061 11341 13131 1221) 11 311 1-061 1-10041 

LNFMS 0116 - 0013 0114 - 0243 0010 - 0231 - 0067 - 0379 - 1022 -13820 
1211 1- 041 1331 1- 901 1041 1- 771 1- 281 1- 941 1-2061 1-6631 

R22 08 08 06 05 02 03 05 04 02 12 
SEE3 102 58 63 49 49 54 44 73 89 377 



The hJrge estimated declme In the food-away-from-home purchases 
IS surprlSmg 

results suggest that to measure,the 
Food Stamp Program's Impact on 
household food purchase behavIOr 
accurately requires controlling for 
differences In characteristics be­
tween participants and nonparticI­
pants 

IMPACT OF THE FOOD 

STAMP PROGRAM 


ON FOOD PURCHASES 


To control for differences 10 

charactenstlcs between partiCI­
pants and ehglble nonparticipants, 
I used the estimated relationships 
to predict food purchases by 
eligible nonparticipants assummg 
they possess the same (average) 
charactenstlcs as Food Stamp Pro­
gram participants Table 2 gives the 
mean values for these character­
IstiCS (mdependent variables) Thus, 
the predicted average per capita 
weekly total food expenditures by 
eligible nonparticipants possessing 
the same charactenstIcs as partIel 
pants are 

E = $9 28 = 8 8664 + ( 6354) 
( 8079) + (2 2486) ( 1688) 

- (1 0786) ( 2316) - ( 5295) 
( 4129) + ( 4556) (5943) (2) 

+ ( 0828) (24 1952) - (34844) 

('2432) - (19375) ( 1669) 


+ ( 7964) ( 0973) + (1 7453) 

( 1540) - ( 9454) ( 1942) 


- (13084) ( 9730) 


Similarly, average per capita weekly 
expenditures on food-away-from­
home, food-at-home, and selected 
food-at-hol!le'categones were esti­
mated for ehglble nonparticipants 
possessing the same characteristics 
as Food Stamp Program particI­
pants Table 3 presents these estl­

mates plus the actual food pur 
chases by Food Stamp Program 
participants and eligible nonpartici 
pants 

If we assume participants have 
the same purchasing ·patterns as 
similar nonparticipants, they would 
have spent $9 28 per person per 
week on food If they had not 
partiCipated 10 the Food Stamp 
Program However, they actually 
spent $10 16 per person per week 
on food, which ImplIes that the per 
capita bonus of $4 per week m­
creased per capita food expendi­
tures by 88 cents per week (9 5 
percent) Per capita food-at-home 
expenditures were Increased by an 
average of $1 45 per week (19 per­
cent), whereas per capita food­
away~from-home expenditures 
were reduced by 57 cents per week 
(36 percent) 

The large estimated declme m 
food-away -from-home purchases 
IS surpnslng Food stamps cannot 
be used to purchase food away 
from home But by partlclpatmg 
10 the Food Stamp Program, the 
household can use a portion of the 
Income formerly spent on food at 
home to purchase food away from 

home and nonfood Items The 
above results suggest however, that 
Food Stamp Program participant 
households not only do not allocate 
any of these savmgs to food away 
from home, but that they actUally 
reduce such expenditures One 
explanatIOn may be that low­
Income households VIew at-home 
and away-from-home-food pur 
chases as substitute sources of food 
And smce the Food Stamp Program 
SUbSidizes food-at-home purchases, 
thus causmg an mcrease 10 such 
purchases, Food Stamp Program 
participants react by partially sub­
stituting 1l1creases m food-at-home 
purchases for food purchased away 
from home 

Participation 10 the Food Stamp 
Program Increased purchases In all 
at·home food expenditure groups 
(table 3) Per capIta total at-home 
food expenditures rose an average 
19 percent Food-at-home cate­
ganes With large Increases Included 
cereal products (42 percent), 
processed vegetables (35 percent), 
pork (33 percent), nonalcohohc 
beverages (30 percent), eggs (23 
percent), dairY products (22 per­
cent), and poultry (22 percent) 

Table 2-Mean values of mdependent vanabies for Food Stamp Program 
partiCipants and el IQlble nonparticipants 

Independent vanable 

UR8N 
NE • 

NC 
S 
WHT 
py (dollars) 
NAGI 
NAG2 
NAG4 
NAGS 
NAG6 
LNFMS 

Eligible nonpartiCipants PartICipants 

07696 08079 
1721 1688 
2481 2316 
3972 4129 
8185 5943 

272338 24 1952 
1380 2432 
1515 1669 
0793 0973 
1617 1540 
3227 1942 
7797 9730 
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-----------------
Table 3-Estlmated Impact of the Food Stamp Program on per caplta_~~_ekly food purchases of low-Income households, 1973-74 

Item 

Total food 
Food at home 

Bakery products 
Beef and veal 
Careal products 
Dairy products 
Eggs 
Fats and oils 
Fish 
Fresh fru Its 
Fresh vegetables 
Miscellaneous prepared foods condiments, and seasonmgs 
Nonalcoholic beverages 
Other red meats 
Pork 
Poultry 
Processed fruits 
Processed vegetables 
Sugar and other sweeteners 

Food away from hom-e 

1Predicted weekly per capita expenditures of ellglblle nonparticipant households possessing the same characterIStics as Food Stamp Program participants 
2Column 1 minus column 3 A • mdlcates difference IS significant at the 0 01 percent level of confidence A •• mdlcatf!s difference IS significant at the 0 05 level 

of confidence 
3Column 4 divided by column 3 



on auerage, each dollar dIStributed through the Food Stamp 

Program Increased food purchases by 22 cents The Food Stamp 

Program is 2 7 tlmes more effectwe In expanding household. food 

purchases per dollar dLStrrbuted than IS a cash transfer program 


Food Stamp Program partIcIpatIOn 
also rwsed household expenditures 
on beef and veal (15 percent), 
bakery products (10 percent), fats 
and orts (17 percent), and fresh 
vegetables (16 percent) Partlclpa· 
tlon did not, however, expand 
~ousehold expenditures on fish, 
fresh and processed fruits, sugar 
and other sweeteners, and miscel­
laneous prepared foods slgmfi. 
cantly 

The,lnCreBse In food purchases 
per dollar dlStnbuted IS a measure 
of the Food Stamp Program's 
effectiveness For total food, the 
estimated effectiveness IS 88 cents 
dIVIded by $4 (the average bonus 
received per capita) or 22 cents 
(table 4) Thus, on average, each 
dollar dIStributed through the 
Food Stamp Program Increased 
food purchases by 22 cents In 
companson, the coeffiCients of per 
capIta Income (PY) In table 2 

indICate that a dollar of addItional 

Income would Increase participants' 
food purchases 8 cents The Food 

Stamp Program, therefore, IS 2 7 

bmes more effective In expandmg 
household food purchases per dol­
lar distributed than IS a cash Itrans­
fer p,ogram ThIS finding agrees 
WIth those of other stumes (2, 5) " 

Total at-home food purchases 
were Increased by 36 cents, whereas 
away-from-home food purchases 
were reduced by 14 cents-for each 
dollar dIStributed through the Food 
Stamp Program In compmson, a 
cash transfer would expand at· 
home food purchases by 6 cents 
and away-from-home food pur­
chases by about 2 cents per dollar 
dIStributed Compared WIth a cash 
transfer program, the pre·1979 
Food Stamp Program seemed to be 

substantIally,more effective In 
expandIng household purchases of 
food" 

IMPLICATIONS 

The Food Stamp Program ~as 
undergone major change SInce 
1972.74, the, study period The 
elimination of the Pl!rchase require­
ment on January 1,1979, likely 
reduced the program's effectiveness 
as It enables partIcipants to spend 
money preVIously used to purchase 

7 Related reports the reader may 
find useful are summarIzed m'(4) 

food coupons on Items other than 
food as well as food Also, because 
food coupons had to be used to 
purchase food for consumption at 
home, ehmlnatIon of the purchase 
requirement permits food stamp 
households to allocate more of 
their Income to food away from 
home The results presented likely 
overstate the Increase In .food-at­
home and the decline In food-away­
from home expenditures resultmg 
from partiCipatIon m the current 
Food Stamp Program However, the 
current Food Stamp Program IS at 
least as effective as cash transfers In 

Table 4-lmpact of $100 dl5tnbutecl through the Food Stamp Program and 
a cash transfer program 

Item 

Total food 
Food at home 


Bakery products 

Beef and veal 

Gareal products 

Dairy products 

Eggs 
Fats and Oils 

• Fish 
Fresh fruits 
Fresh "vegetables 
Miscellaneous prepared foods, 

condiments, and seasonmgs 
Nonalcoholic beverages 
Other red meats 
Pork 
Poultry 
Processed fruits 
Processed vegetables 
Sugar and other sweeteners 

Food away from home 

- = Not applicable 

Food Cash 
Relative

Stamp transfer 
dlfference2 

Program program 1 


--- DoUeTS ---- PefCent 

2200 828-- 27 

3625 {613 .J 59 

150 - 61 25 

350 85 4 1 

325 28 11 6 

550 66 83 

150 06 250 

100 33 33 


50 07 7 1 

50 27 19 


150 28 54 


75 70 1 1 

400 50 80 


50 14 36 

625 52 120 

275 25 110 


75 35 2 1 

225 29 78 


25 01 250 

-1425 215 


1 Estimated Impact of an additional $100 of mcome on food purchaS6s by 

low-mcome households The coeffiCient of PY m table 3 multiplied by 100 


2Column 1 diVided by column 2 
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expanding partIcIpants' food pur­ on Household ExpendItures Food Stamp Program A 
chases The results proVIde both AER-293 U S Dept Agr, ReVieW of Selected EconomIc 

,
• 

maximum and mlmmum estimates 
of the current program~s effective­ (2) 

Econ Res Serv, July 1975 
Reese, Robert B ,J G Feaster, (5) 

Studies ESCS-34 Sept 1978 
Food and NutntIon 

ness Each dollar dlstnbuted and C B Perkms Bonus Food Semce Report on the Food 
through the cunent Food Stamp Stamps and Cash Income Sup- Stamp Program, Response to 
Program mcreases total food piements MRR-I034, U S Senate ResolutIOn 58, Supple­
expenditures at least as much as Dept Agr, Econ Res Serv , ment. Sept 1975_ 
a dollar of added mcome would Oct 1974 (6) US Department of Labor, 
mcrease It (8 3 cents) but less than (3) Salathe, Larry E "Food Stamp Bureau of Labor StatIstIcs 
a dollar's worth of added food Program Impacts on House- Consumer ExpendIture Survey 
stamps would mcrease It (22 cents) hold Food Purchases Theoret- DUJry Survey, July 1972-June 

leal ConSiderations," Agncul­ 1974 Bulletm No 1959 US 

REFERENCES tural EconomIc IJesearch. Vol 
32,1980, pp 36-40 (7) 

Covt Prmt Off, 1977 
US Congress (95th sessIon) 

(1) Peterson, Hans P . Bnd (4) U S_ Department of Agncul- Food and AgTlcultural Act of 
Rueben C Buse A BlbllOgra­ ture, EconomIcs, Statistics, and 1977 PublIc Law 95-113, 
phy on Theory and Research CooperatIves Semce The Sept 29, 1977 
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