|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

What Drives Household Healthy Food Choices? Evidence from FoodAPS

Xi He, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of Connecticut,
Xi.he@uconn.edu;
Zhenshan Chen, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of Connecticut,
zhenshan.chen@uconn.edu

Selected Paper prepared for presentation at the 2017 Agricultural & Applied Economics Association

Annual Meeting, Chicago, lllinois, July 30-August 1

Copyright 2017 by Xi He and Zhenshan Chen. All rights reserved. Readers may make verbatim copies of
this document for non-commercial purposes by any means, provided that this copyright notice appears
on all such copies.



UCONN

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE,
HEALTH AND NATURAL

RESOURCES

What Drives Household Healthy Food Choices? Evidence from FoodAPS

X1 He; Zhenshan Chen
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of Connecticut

- Based on food at home purchase data of 4818 U.S. households

» Construction of Women’s Intra-household bargaining power

Abstract JResults

Trips with , , Trips with , ,

_ _ _ _ , Trips without , Trips without
over one week, we comprehensively investigate underlying Femle_Head; = ay + a;Age_Gap; + a,Edu_Gap; + Alltrips - SR SNAP Alltrips - SR SNAP
determinants of household dietary quality. asEmp_Gap; + a,HH _Size; + (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

o o . . . _ _ Shopper specific variables

- Empirical results show that preferences shaped by individual asEli NonSNAP; + aglneli NonSNAP; + ¢;. Female 1.754%%* 1.014 2.343%%%  2.521%** 0.463 3.144%**
characteristics, such as gender, education, marital status, and Female_power; = Pr(Femle_Head; = 1). Single T T
health habits, are the primary factors driving food choices. In - Construction of Food Accessibility index: We use Principle o (83327; 806736223 «2)61%;) (;gg;t; (;zgg) (tz;%)
particular, female, married and more educated consumers are Component Analysis (PCA) , which incorporates two 0.189)  (0.267) (0.262) 03200  (0.480)  (0.380)
more likely to purchase healthier food. dimensions of food accessibility: number of retailers within On diet 1(-30475*7*)* (ggég) 2{38;*0*)* 1(08226) (1136;‘:) 352011*3’;*

o :ina”y we find that SNAP households have a nutrition qua“ty certain diStanCeS, and distances to nearest retailers. Tobacco -2.367***  _2.52p%** -2.228%** -2.500%** -2.238* -2.798%**
! . . . _ . (0.454) (0.646) (0.621) (0.864) (1.304) (1.053)
cycle, and we attribute this cycle to mental accounting: - Basic Empirical Model: Obesity 0726 0.0927 1.300* 0,639 1.485 1374
households use SNAP benefits to buy healthier food, but use o 0500 (0738 L E— S
thEir own nOn-SNAP inCOme tO achire mUCh Unhealthier fOOd FNQ,'] o ﬁo + z ﬁl)/l] + z ylZl + gl]. Date since SNAP -0.0645** _0.113%** -0.0342 -0.0440 -0.116 -0.0190
(0.026) (0.038) (0.033) (0.044) (0.070) (0.052)

o 11 " 4 " y SNAP benefit ratio 3.001%** -0.815 4.078*** 3.146
Data and Index where FNQ;; denotes food nutrition quality of household i's trip j. 0459 o 058 o0

Y;; = {Female;;, Single;;, Edu;;, Diet;;, Tobacco;;, Obesity;;} Female power (jé’;;‘) (71;‘:;) (55399)
: , oL IS a vector of shopper-specific variables. Food Access 0.0368 0.0254 0.0666 0.0608 0.0454 0.0964
« USDA'’s National Household Food ACqUISlthIl and Purchase pp p (0.040) (0.051) (0.060) (0.082) (0.112) (0.098)
Survey (Food APS). Z; Resident size 0.164 0.0918 0.324 10.268 0.213 10.607*

- Sample: 4818 households, 12918 food purchasing trips. = {(Femalepoyer , F00dyccess;, Child;, Rural;, Rsize;, Income;, o~ OO;OOzZ) 0‘2;)201152)2 Ooi)ooizz) 033;250:** OE)OOZZ‘;; OOg’Oiz)
*Index measuring food nutrition quality, which Is In the same spirit Region;} Is a vector of household-level variables. (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

to the Healthy Eating Index (HEI) developed by USDA . . L x s LEoh 22 110 20 Bl

» To Investigate whether SNAP participation affects household R-square 0.045 0.026 0.043 0.066 0.055 0.075

food nutrition quality, we employ Propensity Score Matching
(PSM)

 To Investigate the food nutrition intake cycle, we add two other

variables, Day_Since_Receipt;;, SNAP_Ratio;;, to the basic

model, where Day_Since_Receipt;; denotes the days since

benefit receipt, SNAP_Ratio;; denotes the expenditure ratio
household 2.681 2,788 2,518 2.675 . I

I — aid with SNAP benefits for tri
Food nutrition score 34.112 32.104 34.178 35.524

Average food nutrition quality over the benefit month

38

Total number of trips

36

12918 4400 2369 6149
Number of trips per

Food nutrition quality
34

32

(13.534) (13.111) (13.618) (13.621)
Food expenditure per trip & - - - -
(dlallare) 28.159 28.506 25.254 29.030 _ Deyssince SNAPR benentreceipt
(38.781) (44.168) (35.055) (35.868)
—— ATT on food -.605 582 -.603 724 Conclusions
ObJECtlves LTI quallt\; (-546) (:518) (-503) (-494) 1. Household diet quality 1s mainly driven by individual preferences shaped by gender,
- ST - AP vs Non-SNAP : - -
- We incorporate both individual-level and household-level traits (SNAP vs Non ) education, marital status, and healthy habits, etc. . . o
into the framework of analyzing household food nutrition quality. Obs. on support 2. SNAP households have a nutrition intake quality cycle in that their food quality Is the
' 1277/644 1277/949  1277/1144 1277/1275 highest right after receiving benefits, and is lower toward the end of the cycle, and this

» We also Incorporate SNAP Into the study to investigate Its effect (Treated/Control)

on nutrition intake quality and whether there’s a nutrition quality
cycle related to SNAP benefits.

quality cycle can be accounted for by mental accounting effects

3. Another explanation for the failure of SNAP In improving household diet quality:
households use their own income to buy unhealthier food despite the fact that they use
SNAP benefits to buy heathier food.

Note: Bootstrapping (2000 replications) standard errors are in parentheses.
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