
Stith, Sarah S.

Article

Effects of work requirements for food assistance
eligibility on disability claiming

IZA Journal of Labor Economics

Provided in Cooperation with:
IZA – Institute of Labor Economics

Suggested Citation: Stith, Sarah S. (2022) : Effects of work requirements for food assistance eligibility
on disability claiming, IZA Journal of Labor Economics, ISSN 2193-8997, Sciendo, Warsaw, Vol. 11,
Iss. 1, pp. 1-31,
https://doi.org/10.2478/izajole-2022-0002

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/298396

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

  https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.2478/izajole-2022-0002%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/298396
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


Sarah S. Stith*

Effects of work requirements for food 
assistance eligibility on disability claiming

Abstract
Between 2010 and 2017, 42 U.S. states added work requirements as a food assistance eligibility 
criterion for Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents (ABAWDs). Another U.S. public assis-
tance program, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), provides food assistance without a work 
requirement, along with cash transfers and health insurance. Therefore, individuals for whom 
working is difficult may be induced to opt out of the labor force and into SSI in order to main-
tain access to food assistance. This study is the first to examine whether work requirements 
associated with food assistance eligibility lead to an increase in SSI applications and receipts. 
Based on difference-in-differences and event study analyses of comprehensive administrative 
claims data from the Social Security Administration and survey data from the Current Popula-
tion Survey, this study finds evidence of lagged effects on SSI applications overall, and reduced 
Supplementary Nutritional Assistance Program (SNAP) receipts followed by a delayed smaller 
increase in SSI receipts among individuals with self-reported disabilities. While most SSI 
applications induced by SNAP-related work requirements appear to be unsuccessful, a small, 
vulnerable population may move out of the workforce and into SSI in response to the imple-
mentation of work requirements.
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Acronyms
ABAWD: Able-Bodied Adult Without Dependents
ACA: Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
AFDC: Aid to Families with Dependent Children
CPS: Current Population Survey
CPS – ASEC: Current Population Survey – Annual Social and Economic Supplement
FNS: Food and Nutrition Service
FPL: Federal Poverty Line
PDMP: Prescription Drug Monitoring Program
PRWORA: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
SAMWD: Social Security Administration State Agency Monthly Workload Data
SNAP: Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
SSA: Social Security Administration
SSDI: Social Security Disability Insurance
SSI: Supplemental Security Income
TANF: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
USDA: United States Department of Agriculture

1 Introduction
Welfare recipiency can disincentivize some individuals from entering or returning to the 
workforce. As a result, public food assistance eligibility in the United States is contingent upon 
individuals meeting employment-related requirements, such as participating in job train-
ing programs or working or volunteering for a minimum number of hours. For able-bodied 
adults without dependents, such requirements are particularly strict with fewer non-employ-
ment options available to meet the requirements, especially when local unemployment rates 
are low. Unfortunately, particularly when economic conditions are good, those who remain 
unemployed tend to be among the least employable. Some individuals receiving food assistance 
surely are among these “least employable,” so that work requirements do not induce employ-
ment but rather force them to seek out other means of sustaining themselves, e.g., through 
other public assistance programs. The incidence of such effects is likely to be concentrated 
among individuals with characteristics that limit employment opportunities or increase eli-
gibility for public assistance programs, such as having a disability or very low income. This 
paper tests whether increased stringency in work requirements for food assistance eligibility 
led to increases in applications for and receipt of disability-related public assistance targeted 
at low-income individuals. As disability-related public assistance is substantially more gener-
ous than food assistance alone, such a shift in program participation could have costly fiscal 
implications.

In the United States, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
Act of 1996 (PRWORA) introduced time limits of 3 months within 3 years for receipt of food 
assistance benefits by able-bodied adults (aged 18–49) without dependents (ABAWDs). Once 
the time limit has been exceeded, the ABAWD must work a minimum of 20 h/week, while 
maintaining an income level <130% of the Federal Poverty Level in order to continue to receive 
food assistance benefits through the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP).
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In acknowledgment that the ABAWD requirements would be difficult to meet when few 
jobs are available, the PRWORA allows for ABAWD time limits and associated work require-
ments to be suspended if unemployment is sufficiently high. A “time limit waiver” entails that 
ABAWD work requirements and the associated time limit on SNAP receipt are no longer appli-
cable in the region which granted the waiver. Waivers are typically assessed on an annual 
basis.1 

Those with a disability are exempt from SNAP work requirements. To be classified as 
disabled in the context of SNAP enrollment, an individual must be receiving federal disability 
payments under the Social Security Act [including Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and 
Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI)], or  alternatively, receiving state disability pay-
ments based on SSI rules.2 Apart from disability requirements, SSI only is available to low-in-
come individuals with assets worth <$2,000 for individuals ($3,000 for couples). SSDI requires 
a sufficient work history for eligibility. The implementation of ABAWD work requirements 
could thus incentivize SNAP recipients, who are not enrolled in a disability program, to apply 
for disability benefits to be exempt from the newly implemented work requirements, in addi-
tion to gaining benefits in terms of direct payments and healthcare. Because SSDI requires 
sufficient work history for eligibility, SSI is more likely to be impacted by individuals for whom 
obtaining employment is difficult, and hence is the focus of the current study.3 Specifically, 
I test whether ABAWD work requirements increase the number of SSI applicants and recipi-
ents using the administrative claims data and whether ABAWD work requirements decrease 
SNAP receipt and increase SSI receipt using national survey data. 

My sample period begins with eight states having work requirements in place in 2010. 
By the end of my sample period in 2017, all states except Rhode Island had work requirements 
(Rhode Island implemented a work requirement in 2017). The administrative SSI claims data 
do not include receipt of SNAP alone or demographic information. Therefore, I use survey 
data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) to measure self-reported SNAP and SSI receipt 
overall and in the population most likely to attempt to obtain SSI through a qualifying disabil-
ity, individuals with self-reported disabilities and income <150% of the federal poverty line, 
the approximate income eligibility requirement for both SNAP and SSI. (The SNAP income 
threshold is 130% of the FPL).

Standard difference-and-differences analyses and event studies show little effect from 
work requirements on SSI applications or receipt, although treatment measures weighted by 
the affected population show a reduction in SNAP receipt. However, diagnostics suggest that 
substantial heterogeneity exists in treatment effects, depending on how units are compared 
(Goodman-Bacon, 2021). To correct for the issues associated with applying difference-in- 
differences techniques in the presence of variation in treatment timing and multiple time  
periods, I follow recent work by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). The adjusted event studies 
show a gradual effect that increases over time for SSI applications, peaking at a 10.6% increase 
from the mean or 3.6 additional applications/10,000 population. Overall SSI recipiency does 

1 https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/ABAWD/waivers. Accessed 08/03/20.
2 Some states supplement federal SSI payments, while others administer their own SSI programs. Details do not appear 

readily available with individuals directed by the federal Social Security Administration to contact their state offices. 
https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/text-benefits-ussi.htm. Accessed 08/05/20. The University of Kentucky Center for Poverty 
Research stopped recording this information in 2011. 

3 while SSDI applies only to individuals with sufficient work history (worked roughly 25 percent of their adult life and 5 
of the last 10 years before disability onset).

https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/ABAWD/waivers
https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/text-benefits-ussi.htm
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not appear to be affected using either administrative claims data or the CPS data. Focusing 
on SNAP and SSI receipt among individuals with self-reported disabilities or earning <150% 
of the FPL, I find that rates of SNAP receipt among individuals with self-reported disabilities 
experience a statistically significant decrease of as much as 24% from the mean in the first  
2 years following policy implementation with a potentially related, smaller, marginally statisti-
cally significant increase of 23% in the likelihood of reporting SSI receipt that becomes evident 
in the fifth year post-policy change. With processing times often in years, a delayed SSI recip-
iency effect is consistent with the decline in SNAP receipt in the CPS data and the increase in 
SSI applications from the administrative data. Lower-income individuals exhibit a marginally 
significant decline in SNAP receipt, but no corresponding effect on SSI receipt exists, poten-
tially reflecting the necessity of having a qualifying disability to apply for SSI. 

This study contributes to the literature on the effects of public assistance-related work 
requirements and whether individuals substitute across public assistance programs. Theoret-
ical work predicts that work requirements deter enrollment in the affected welfare program 
(Besley and Coate, 1992), which is in line with the results in this paper showing a decline in 
SNAP receipt among those with self-reported disabilities but is not supported by the insig-
nificant overall effects on SNAP receipt. The literature on specifically SNAP-related work 
requirements using national U.S. data so far has focused on primary enrollment effects and 
employment effects. SNAP enrollment generally decreases following the implementation of 
work requirements (Ganong and Liebman, 2018; Brantley et al., 2020), but employment effects 
are limited and vary across demographic groups (Harris, 2020; Gray et al., 2021; Wasif and 
Stith, 2020). The decrease in enrollment without an increase in employment suggests some 
individuals may be opting out of the workforce (Wasif and Stith, 2020), possibly to enroll in 
other public assistance programs. This study documents small and insignificant overall spill-
over effects from SNAP-related work requirements on SSI receipt, but larger, more significant 
effects among a particularly affected subgroup, which may help explain the mixed results on 
substitution across welfare programs found in empirical work. Burns and Dague (2017) find 
substitution between Medicaid obtained via the Affordable Care Act expansions and SSI par-
ticipation, but Baicker et al. (2014) do not. Other studies find substitution between TANF/
AFDC and SSI (Garrett and Glied, 2000; Schmidt and Sevak, 2004).

I contribute well to the literature on potential factors driving SNAP and SSI receipt, which 
include economic conditions, employment opportunities, especially among less-skilled work-
ers (Autor and Duggan, 2003; Schmidt, 2012; Ganong and Liebman, 2018; Thomas et al., 2019), 
and for SSI, local area earnings (Black et al., 2002; Charles et al., 2018; Vachon, 2015), as well 
as unrelated factors, which influence budget constraints, such as cigarette taxes in the case 
of SNAP enrollment (Rozema and Ziebarth, 2017). A 2019 study by the SSA notes a decline 
in SSI applications (SSA, 2019b), at least before the COVID pandemic. None of these studies 
addresses the possible spillover effects on SSI from SNAP-related work requirements. The cur-
rent study also evaluates SNAP and SSI receipt among a particularly vulnerable population, 
those most likely to be on the margin between applying for and potentially obtaining disability 
versus continuing to be counted among the “able-bodied” population. 

The results of this study are relevant to recent and proposed changes in U.S. fed-
eral public assistance programs. In December 2019, the Trump administration proposed 
making SNAP-related ABAWD waivers more difficult to obtain. Historically, a local 
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unemployment rate exceeding the national average unemployment rate by 20% qualified a 
county or state for a time limit waiver, but the December 2019 administrative change would 
have added the qualification that the unemployment rate must also exceed 6%.4 The change 
was challenged in the courts and the Trump administration ultimately chose to wait on 
attempting to add the qualification, given pandemic- and protest-related national emer-
gencies (Fadulu, 2020). Other public assistance programs also have work requirements 
that could affect individuals on the margin of continuing enrollment versus opting into 
a disability assistance program. Understanding whether SNAP work requirements shift 
claimants to SSI disability benefits and which recipients are most likely to be affected is 
also of policy relevance from a government expenditure standpoint, given the much more 
extensive benefits afforded under SSI. 

2 Institutional Background
This study looks at the intersection of two large federal programs: the Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program (SNAP), run through the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Food and 
Nutrition Service (FNS), and Supplemental Security Income (SSI), which is administered by 
the Social Security Administration (SSA). 

Each state administers its own SNAP program, following federal guidelines. Typically, 
households can not only apply in person at local offices but also by mail, via facsimile, or 
online. Eligibility is based on residency, immigration status, household composition, income 
and resources, and deductible expenses. Eligible households receive an electronic benefits 
card that can be used to purchase food but excludes alcoholic beverages, cigarettes, vitamin 
supplements, non-food grocery items such as household supplies and hot foods. In July 2020, 
241,793 retailers were authorized to participate in the program.5 In 2019, 38 million individuals 
received SNAP benefits at an average amount of $1.40/meal or $127/month for an individual 
and $256 for a household (CBPP, 2019a).

For households receiving SNAP based on income alone, they typically must reapply every 
6–12 months. Households receiving SNAP based on disability only have to reapply every 12–24 
months. SNAP benefits are automatically terminated if the household does not reapply, but can 
also be denied, suspended, or terminated by the state SNAP administrator. Households may 
appeal these decisions through the Department of Human Services’ Bureau of Hearings and 
Appeals, which receives approximately 100,000 appeals/year.6 

Concerns exist that individuals receiving SNAP and other forms of welfare are disincen-
tivized to work. Perhaps the largest single piece of legislation enacted to incentivize work rather 
than public assistance was the PRWORA, which expanded incentives for states to move public 
assistance beneficiaries from welfare receipt back to employment.

4 If the national unemployment rate were four percent, an unemployment rate of 4.8 percent would be 20 percent higher 
than the national rate, and thus that area would have qualified for a time limit waiver under the old rule. Under the 
new rule, the local unemployment rate would have to both exceed the national rate by 20 percent and exceed 6 percent 
in absolute terms, meaning that the same area with 4.8 percent unemployment would no longer qualify for a time limit 
waiver.

5 USDA SNAP Store Locations. https://usda-fns.hub.arcgis.com/datasets/USDA-FNS::snap-store-locations?geometry=-
48.912%2C-9.798%2C19.643%2C74.211 Accessed 07/09/20.

6 https://www.dhs.pa.gov/about/DHS-Information/Pages/Hearing-and-Appeals-Process.aspx. Accessed 07/09/20.
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Relevant to this study, the PRWORA included additional work requirements for ABAWDs 
receiving SNAP. These work requirements are dependent on local economic conditions and are 
waived at the county level. According to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), during the 
sample period from 2010 to 2017, the criteria by which states could qualify for a time limit 
waiver were: (1) a recent 12-month unemployment rate >10% overall in the county or state, (2) 
a recent 3-month unemployment rate >10%, (3) designation as a Labor Surplus Area7 by the 
Department of Labor; (4) qualification for extended unemployment benefits, or (5) a recent 
24-month average unemployment rate 20% above the national average for the same 24-month 
period (SNAP, 2015). Due to the Great Recession, in 2008, no states had work requirements. In 
2010, at the start of the sample period, eight states had work requirements reinstated in at least 
some counties. By the end of the sample period in 2017, all states except Rhode Island had work 
requirements in place in at least some counties. (Rhode Island followed in 2018).

SNAP has two sets of work requirements. Even before the PRWORA, applicants between 
the ages 16 and 59 and able to work needed to meet general work requirements to receive 
SNAP benefits. The general work requirements include registering for work, participating in 
SNAP Employment and Training or workfare if assigned by their state SNAP agency, taking 
a suitable job if offered, and not voluntarily quitting a job or reducing work hours <30 a week 
without a good reason. The work requirement for ABAWDs added by the PRWORA differs 
in that an individual can only receive SNAP benefits for >3 months within 3 years (the time 
limit) if that person finds employment. In other words, if an individual is aged 18–49, does not 
have any dependents, and can work, but does not find a job within the time limit, that person 
loses SNAP benefits while other SNAP recipients do not. States can also voluntarily institute 
work requirements, but these are not tracked in the USDA correspondence on which the work 
requirements data used in this study are based. The Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 
reports three instances where states implemented work requirements before exhausting their 
time limit waivers through the USDA (CBPP, 2019c).

The USDA allows states to exempt up to 15% of ABAWDs from work requirements, with 
some states taking advantage of these exemptions while others do not. Based on correspon-
dence from the USDA to states between 2012 and 2017, not all states that could use exemptions 
did. Even states that used exemptions typically did not use the full 15%. In 2012, four of eleven 
states with work requirements used exemptions, exempting about 1.6% of their ABAWDs on 
average. In 2017, 32 of 50 states with work requirements used exemptions, exempting about 
3.6% of their ABAWDs on average. States also can be banned from using exemptions due to 
exempting >15% of their ABAWD population in previous years. Both Florida and New Mexico 
were unable to take exemptions during the entire sample period of this study, due to exempting 
far >15% of their ABAWDs in 2009.

Individuals with disabilities that prevent them from working are not subject to work 
requirements for SNAP and may be able to obtain SNAP and additional benefits through 
SSI. SSI is limited to individuals with assets of <$2,000 or couples with assets of <$3,000, and 
individuals between the ages of 18 and 49 must meet the SSA’s disability criteria. Disability 
is defined as an inability to participate in any “substantial gainful activity,” which effectively 

7 A jurisdiction is classified as a labor surplus area when its average unemployment rate is at least 20 percent above the 
average unemployment rate for the nation during the previous two calendar years, with a ceiling of 10 percent and a 
floor of 6 percent for periods of very high or low national unemployment.
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meant earning >$1,260/month in 2020.8 The disabling condition must be terminal or have 
existed/be expected to exist for 12 months or more.

Applying for SSI can be done in person or online and an extensive, sometimes multi-year, 
appeals process exists. Approximately half of SSI applicants initially are denied an appeal, and 
only about 40% of all applicants eventually qualify (SSA, 2020b).

In 2019, the maximum SSI payout was $771/month for individuals and $1,157 for couples 
with 7.97 million individuals receiving federal SSI benefits of, on average, $549/month (SSA, 
2019a). Work on uptake of SNAP and SSI among the elderly suggests that cash benefits, such 
as those available through SSI, may be worth more than in-kind transfers, such as the SNAP, 
further increasing the relative benefits of SSI versus SNAP alone (Coe and Wu, 2014). SSI recip-
ients also qualify for Medicaid immediately in most states and almost all SSI recipients qualify 
for SNAP. SSI benefits commence after 1 month post-application when an individual is found 
eligible. 

3 Data and Variables
To measure the effect of work requirements on disability claiming, I use multiple data sources. 
The treatment variables are based on USDA correspondence, obtained in portable document 
format (pdf), while the outcome variables come from two primary sources, the SSA State 
Agency Monthly Workload Data (SAMWD) and the Current Population Survey (CPS). The 
USDA correspondences were graciously shared with me by Timothy Harris at Illinois State 
University, the SAMWD were downloaded from Social Security Administration website,9 and 
the CPS were obtained from the IPUMS-CPS database.10 

The implementation or waiver of work requirements occurs at multiple levels. It can hap-
pen at the county level, where multiple counties may be grouped to form a unit, or the entire 
state can act as a single unit. Work requirements are typically enacted for a full year, but in 
some cases may be enacted partway through the year. In a few states, it appears the USDA 
reinstated the work requirement for a month or two before waiving it in the subsequent year. 
USDA correspondence also indicates changes in the counties affected by the work requirement 
partway through the year, but these circumstances appear limited. At the state level, the CBPP 
lists seven instances when work requirements were waived for only part of the year during 
the sample period (CBPP, 2019b). The SNAP work requirement information used to create the 
treatment variable in this study was assembled from correspondence between the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) and individual states pertain-
ing to the application and granting of ABAWD time limit waivers between 2010 and 2017.  
Of the 50 states, eight states already had work requirements implemented by the beginning 
of the sample period, with the other 43 states implementing work requirements during the 
period 2010-2017, providing substantial variation within most states over time. (Only two 
states, Virginia and West Virginia reverse their work requirements during this period). The 
largest work requirement implementation happened in the year 2016 when ABAWD time limit 
waivers for 22 states expired and were not renewed. Figure 1 shows the number of states with 

8 Individuals with blindness as their qualifying disability are allowed to earn up to $2,110 per month in 2020 (SSA, 2020a).
9 SSA State Agency Monthly Workload Data, https://www.ssa.gov/disability/data/ssa-sa-mowl.htm
10 IPUMS-CPS, University of Minnesota, www.ipums.org

https://www.ssa.gov/disability/data/ssa-sa-mowl.htm
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work requirements by year (see Table A1 in Appendix further details the specific years in which 
states implemented work requirements).

I collapse the treatment variable at the state unit for the regression analysis. For the state-
level treatment variable, states are regarded as treated if any county within the state has an 
ABAWD work requirement. In the robustness checks, I further weight the state-level treatment 
variable with the proportion of the state population that likely is affected by the work require-
ment. I do so in two ways – first, using the CPS, I calculate the number of ABAWDs living in 
counties with work requirements and divide that by the total number of ABAWDs with county 
information reported. Because county information is not reported for many households in the 
CPS, I also use the percentage of counties affected by the work requirement as another measure 
of the intensity of the treatment at the state level.

The SAMWD is the only source for data on applications. Given administrative process-
ing lags in SSI receipt, applications are the outcome where I expect to see the most immediate 
effect from the implementation of work requirements. Although the SAMWD data are avail-
able every month, I conduct the analyses annually because of the difficulty in establishing 
the treatment dates every month with precision and because I do not anticipate an significant 
changes identifiable every month but can identify annually. The effect will take months if 
not years to develop due to delays in policy implementation, individuals still receiving food 
assistance for 3 months after the date of the policy change, exemption policies, time spent 
unsuccessfully looking for work, and time lags in completing the SSI application process, 
including medically documenting a disability through a healthcare provider. Recipiency 
faces the internal administrative processing lag as well, along with a potential appeals pro-
cess. I convert all the SAMWD outcome variables to the rate per 10,000 non-elderly adults 
using Census population data, to adjust for population size. The final sample includes 408 
state-years between 2010 and 2017.11 The data on the number of exemptions taken by states 
under the 15% exemption rule also come from USDA correspondence with the states, but 

11 The District of Columbia is included in the study sample.

Figure 1  States with work requirements by year.

Notes: Data are from USDA correspondence to states regarding their work requirement 
waivers.
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are only available from 2012 through 2017, reducing the total sample from 408 to 306 state-
years for any analyses accounting for the 15% exemptions. Of the 50 states that have work 
requirements during the sample period, 32 use exemptions at some point. Exemptions are 
used in 16% of state-year observations. On average, states exempt 4% of ABAWDs rather 
than the full 15%. Eleven states in 27 state-years exceeded the 15% maximum. The maximum 
number of ABAWDs ever exempted during the sample period was in Washington with 38% 
of ABAWDs exempted in 2017.

The SAMWD data are useful because they include the universe of applications and recip-
iency for SSI, and are the only source of data on applications, the disability claiming margin 
most likely to be affected by the policy change. However, the SAMWD lacks demographic 
information and does not include information on food assistance receipts. Therefore, I use the 
CPS data to create state-level measures of SNAP and SSI receipt overall and among two groups 
with characteristics likely to affect SSI eligibility, having a disability, or being in a low-income 
household. 

In addition to not including information on applications for SSI, one well-known limita-
tion with the CPS is the under-reporting of disability status and enrollment in public assis-
tance programs. Under-reporting of public assistance receipt, in general, is well-documented 
(Klerman et al., 2005; Pascale et al., 2009; Meyer et al., 2018; Parker, 2011). Concerning SNAP 
specifically, as many as 50% of recipients do not report receipt in the CPS (Meyer et al., 2018; 
Parker, 2011). Only about 80% of SSI benefits received are captured by the CPS (Parolin, 2019). 
However, the CPS does offer the most comprehensive measure of disability available and the 
ability to create SSI receipt outcomes for subgroups based on disability status and income., i.e., 
average reported probabilities of SSI enrollment, overall and among individuals reporting a 
disability or income <150% of the FPL. 

The CPS data are based on a monthly survey of U.S. households conducted by the 
U.S. Census Bureau for the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), which includes a six-question 
sequence regarding any “serious difficulty” with hearing, vision, memory, physical difficulty, 
mobility limitations, and personal care limitations. At the annual level, the CPS also includes 
the Annual Economic and Social Supplement (ASEC), which is colloquially referred to as the 
“March Supplement” for the month it is administered and contains respondent information 
for the previous calendar year. The March Supplement queries respondents whether they 
have a health condition or disability that prevents them from working. Neither the monthly 
question nor the annual question is sufficient on its own, as well documented in the litera-
ture. Using the 2010 CPS and focusing on SSI and SSDI recipients, who presumably have a 
disability so severe that they cannot engage in “substantial gainful activity,” Burkhauser et 
al. (2012) found that only 84.1% of the population reporting SSI or SSDI receipt report a work 
limitation while a mere 63.3% of the population reporting SSI or SSDI receipt answered “yes” 
to any one of the six-question sequence. Combining the measures improves identification 
of those with a disability – 92% of the population reporting SSI or SSDI receipt answered  
affirmatively to either the work limitation or one of the six-question sequence. I list the 
six-question sequence and work limitation question in Appendix B. The work limitation 
question is only measured at the annual level, making analyses for this subgroup only pos-
sible at the annual level. 
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In generating the analysis sample, I begin by restricting the data to the 1,581,887 respon-
dents surveyed between 2010 through 2017. Restricting the sample to adults between 18 and 
49 without children reduces the sample to 297,424. These data are then collapsed at the state-
year level, yielding 408 observations for analysis. Outcomes are aggregated for SNAP and SSI 
receipt overall and for SNAP and SSI receipt among those reported disabilities or work lim-
itations and among those reporting incomes <150% of the FPL. In the underlying sample, 
11% report a work limitation, 15% report a disability or a work limitation, and 22% report an 
income <150% of the FPL.

Robustness checks on the main specification include state-level controls from the CPS 
and other data sets. From the CPS, I calculated the fraction of the population by race/eth-
nicity (White, Black, Hispanic), by prime working age (ages 25-54), by gender (female or 
male), and with a high school diploma. Caseloads for AFDC/TANF per 1,000 population, 
which proxies for the institutional environment concerning public assistance; the unemploy-
ment rate; the poverty ratio (proportion of the population below the FPL/total population); 
and the state minimum wage were obtained from the Kentucky Center for Poverty.12 The 
unemployment rate, the state minimum wage, and the poverty ratio are intended to control 
general economic conditions. Medicaid expansions have been shown to decrease SSI receipt 
(Burns and Dague, 2017), so I created variables using data on Medicaid expansions from the 
Kaiser Foundation.13 Because medical cannabis laws may increase applications and receipt 
of SSI (Maclean et al., 2019), and recreational cannabis laws may increase SSI applications 
(Maclean et al., 2020), I use data on medical and recreational dispensary access from Powell 
et al. (2018), the Prescription Drug Abuse Policy System, local news sources, and Procon.org. 
to create controls for cannabis access. In addition, because Prescription Drug Monitoring 
Programs have been shown to affect opioid use (Buchmueller and Carey, 2018), which in turn 
affects labor market outcomes (Harris et al., 2020), I use data on “Must Access” PDMPs from 
the Prescription Drug Abuse Policy System.14 Such laws require prescribers to access the sys-
tem before issuing a prescription.15 Approximately 20% of the sample state-years occurred 
after the implementation of “Must Access” PDMP laws, 28% after entry by legal medical can-
nabis dispensaries, and 4% after entry by legal recreational cannabis dispensaries (Table A2 
in Appendix shows descriptive statistics for the control variables and the results from tests 
for differences in the control variables between state-year observations with and without 
work requirements). 

4 Empirical Strategy
The following equation shows the linear model estimated by Ordinary Least Squares for the 
main difference-in-differences analysis.

12 University of Kentucky Center for Poverty Research Data, http://ukcpr.org/resources/national-welfare-data
13 Status of State Action on the Medicaid Expansion Decision. https://www.kff.org/health-reform/state-indicator/state-

activity-around-expanding-medicaid-under-the-affordable-care-act/?currentTimeframe=0&sortModel=%7B%22colI
d%22:%22Location%22,%22sort%22:%22asc%22%7D. Accessed 08/03/2020.

14 Prescription Drug Abuse Policy System. Pdaps.org. Accessed 08/03/2020.
15 I use “Must Access” PDMP laws, which the literature has shown drive the effect of PDMPs on opioid prescribing 

(Buchmueller and Carey, 2018), and cannabis dispensary access, which Powell et al. (2018) showed is necessary for 
medical cannabis laws to affect opioid use. I assume that recreational cannabis dispensaries similarly have a much 
larger effect than legalization alone and use recreational cannabis dispensary access rather than just legalization. 
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Outcomest = a + g * WorkReqtst + ls + ht + est (2)

Outcomest represents the SAMWD and CPS outcome measures in state s in year t, 
adjusted by population. WorkReqtst is an indicator variable for whether state s has SNAP- 
related ABAWD work requirements in time t. State fixed effects and year fixed effects are 
given by ls and ht, respectively. Both SNAP and SSI are sensitive to economic conditions 
and labor market-related policies, underscoring the importance of controlling for changes 
over time in general economic conditions and state-specific time-invariant differences in 
labor market conditions. I supplement the difference-in-differences strategy with event 
studies to evaluate treatment leads and lags. To implement the event studies, I include 
the full range of possible treatment leads and lags. For Rhode Island, which implemented 
work requirements in 2018, I use policy leads based on policy implementation in 2018. 
Although I do not have the underlying documentation before 2010, CBPP analyses indi-
cate that some states that implemented work requirements in 2010 were already doing 
them in phases during 2009 (CBPP, 2019b). This issue is explored by estimating group- 
specific effects, with groups based on the first year in the data with a work requirement 
in place. Work requirement implementation occurs in period zero. Note that because  
Virginia and West Virginia both gain and lose work requirements during this time period, 
they are not included in the event studies, reducing the total number of observations to 
384 state-years.

I assume that the supply side is not changing meaningfully within states during this 
time period beyond what can be captured by state and year fixed effects and corrobo-
rated by including the control variables. (Partly, this ref lects an absence of data available 
on the supply side with a corresponding gap in the literature). Time-varying differences 
affecting all states and counties will be subsumed in the year fixed effects in the empiri-
cal analysis, and time-invariant state-level characteristics will be controlled for with state  
fixed effects. 

Recent work shows difference-in-differences estimates are biased when the timing of 
treatment varies across units (Borusyak and Jaravel, 2017; Athey and Imbens, 2022; Good-
man-Bacon, 2021; de Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille, 2020). To identify the extent of 
the variation across treatment comparisons, I conduct diagnostics as described in Good-
man-Bacon, 2021. Based on these diagnostics, I further explore the robustness of the 
results, following Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) in estimating treatment leads and lags by 
treatment cohort before averaging the leads and lags. Because of issues with time-varying 
covariates confounding the policy effect, the main analyses include only state and year-
fixed effects. I run supplemental regressions controlling for state-level demographics, poli-
cies, and economic conditions.

I also conduct additional robustness checks on the treatment variable by weighting the 
work requirement variable by the size of the likely affected population, using the percentage of 
ABAWDS reported as living in counties with work requirements, and using the percentage of 
counties with a work requirement. I also test for any impact from the ability of states to exempt 
up to 15% of the ABAWD population by weighting the treatment variable by the percentage of 
ABAWDs affected, accounting for any exemptions taken. 
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5 Results
5.1 Descriptive statistics

Figures A1–A3 in Appendix show how the raw data have evolved over time and indicate a 
general decrease in applications and receipt although the decline in applications is steeper than 
the decline in recipients. These trends run contrary to trends before 2010, with the causes of 
those earlier increases extensively studied (Autor and Duggan, 2003). This general decrease in 
disability claims since 2010 was documented in SSA Briefing Paper No. 2019-01 (2019b). The 
trend appears relatively uniform except in 2015 when the decline appears to temporarily pla-
teau before declining again. SNAP receipt among all groups is generally flat in the first part of 
the period before trending downward starting around 2015, while overall SSI receipt is fairly 
flat over time, but the likelihoods of reporting SSI receipt among individuals with self-reported 
difficulties or who are with lower income trend similarly to the applications and recipients 
measured using the administrative claims data.

Although work requirements were reinstated over this time period in all states except 
Rhode Island, they do not appear to be causing an increase in SSI as evident in the raw data. 
Table A3 in Appendix compares the outcome and control variables for state-years with and 
without work requirements across the two data sets using means comparisons. Because all but 
nine states implemented work requirements during the sample period, state-years with work 
requirements are compared with those without rather than further differentiating between the 
eight states that began the period with work requirements and Rhode Island, which did not 
implement a work requirement until 2018. States without work requirements consistently have 
higher SSI applications and SNAP and SSI recipiency rates.

5.2 Regression analyses

Tables 1 shows regression results for applications and recipients of SSI per 10,000 population 
from the SAMWD and SNAP and SSI recipiency rates from the CPS. The first panel of the table 

Table 1 Regression results – overall effects

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

  SSI  
applications 

per 10K

SSI  
recipients  

per 10K

SNAP rate SSI rate

Panel A: Main Results
Any work requirement -0.002 0.333 -0.000 -0.004

(0.510) (0.241) (0.001) (0.003)
Observations 408 408 408 408
Within R-squared 0.625 0.426 0.068 0.234
Standard R-squared 0.967 0.915 0.852 0.743
Mean 33.43 11.19 0.13 0.02
% Change from mean 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% -20.0%
Partial Eta-squared 0.000 0.007 0.008 0.000
90% Conf. interval 0 – 0.019 0 – 0.028 0 – 0.030 0 – 0.006

(continued)
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includes only year and state fixed effects, while the lower panel includes the state-level controls. 
No statistically significant effects exist from work requirements on SSI applications and recip-
ients from the administrative claims data or on the rates of SNAP and SSI recipiency from the 
CPS. The magnitudes of the coefficients are generally also quite small relative to the means of 
the outcome variables. The partial eta-squared values suggest that the Any Work Requirement 
variable has little explanatory power. 

Table 2 follows the same structure as Table 1 and shows that even among those more 
likely to be eligible for SNAP and SSI, the effect of work requirements is not statistically 
significant, and this lack of significance changes little with the inclusion of a large number 
of state-level controls. As in Table 1, the magnitudes of the coefficients are generally small 
relative to the mean and the partial eta-squared values suggest that work requirements do 
little to explain changes in SNAP and SSI rates among those with self-reported disabilities 
or low income.

Following Goodman-Bacon (2021) in decomposing the results, Figure 2 shows substan-
tial heterogeneity exists depending on the group comparisons. In particular, in both Panel A 
and B, the most positive effects come from comparing the group treated earlier with the later 
treated group acting as a control, while other comparisons indicate negative or zero effects. The 
differences in weighting also are substantial.

Table 1 Continued

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

  SSI  
applications 

per 10K

SSI  
recipients  

per 10K

SNAP rate SSI rate

Panel B: Including State-Level Controls
Any work requirement -0.201 0.173 0.000 -0.002

(0.500) (0.185) (0.001) (0.003)
Observations 400 400 400 400
Within R-squared 0.700 0.552 0.110 0.329
Standard R-squared 0.974 0.938 0.858 0.774
% Change from mean -0.6% 1.5% 0.0% -10.0%
Partial Eta-squared 0.001 0.004 0.003 0.000
90% Conf. interval 0 – 0.013 0 – 0.022 0 – 0.020 0 – 0.007

Notes: Underlying data come from the SAMWD and CPS (2010–2017). Each column within 
each panel represents a separate regression. Outcomes in Columns 1 and 2 are measured 
per 10,000 population; Outcomes in Columns 3 and 4 are rates. All regressions include state 
and year fixed effects. In Panel B, state-level controls are added, including TANF caseload, 
unemployment rate, state minimum wage, poverty ratio, high school completion rates, 
Medicaid expansions, fractions of the population that are White, Black, Hispanic, of prime 
age, and female; Governor’s political party affiliation, “Must Access” PDMP, medical can-
nabis dispensary access, and recreational cannabis dispensary access. The first panel 
includes 408 state-years, while the lower panel includes 400 state-years because the Dis-
trict of Columbia does not have a Governor. Standard errors are clustered at the state level 
and reported in parentheses.

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
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To correct for these obvious issues and to evaluate the possibility that policy effects may 
differ over time and across treated units, I proceed with the event studies. Traditional event 
studies regressing outcomes on a series of policy leads and lags are included in Figures A4 and 
A5 in Appendix. Given the issues identified in the decomposition in Figure 2, the unadjusted 
event studies suffer from a variety of biases, driven by differences in the number of units across 
treated groups and differences in the timing of treatment. Therefore, for my main event study 
approach, I follow recent work by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), through which I estimate 
separate event studies for groups of states, defined by the year the work requirement was imple-
mented, with leads and lags averaged for each group and weighted by the number of states in 

Table 2  Regression results – rates among those with self-reported disabilities or low  
income 

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

SNAP  
rate – difficulty

SNAP  
rate – low 

income

SSI  
rate – difficulty

SSI  
rate – low 

income
Panel A: Main Results
Any work requirement -0.001 0.004 -0.013 -0.007

(0.008) (0.004) (0.011) (0.011)
Observations 408 408 408 408
Within R-squared 0.072 0.018 0.102 0.106
Standard R-squared 0.372 0.518 0.489 0.569
Mean 0.29 0.32 0.22 0.06
% Change from mean -0.3% 1.3% -5.9% -11.7%
Partial Eta-squared 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.002
90% Conf. interval 0 – 0.019 0 – 0.014 0 – 0.004 0 – 0.017
Panel B: Including State-Level Controls
Any work requirement 0.002 0.005 -0.007 -0.002

(0.008) (0.004) (0.012) (0.010)
Observations 400 400 400 400
Within R-squared 0.124 0.067 0.167 0.179
Standard R-squared 0.410 0.542 0.526 0.606
% Change from mean 0.7% 1.6% -3.2% -3.3%
Partial Eta-squared 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.003
90% Conf. interval 0 – 0.013 0 – 0.007 0 – 0.007 0 – 0.022

Notes: Underlying data come from the SAMWD and CPS (2010–2017). Each column in each 
panel represents a separate regression. Difficulty refers to those with self-reported dis-
abilities and Low Income refers to self-reported income <150% of the FPL. All regressions 
include state and year fixed effects. In Panel B, state-level controls are added, including 
TANF caseload, unemployment rate, state minimum wage, poverty ratio, high school com-
pletion rates, Medicaid expansions, fractions of the population that are White, Black, His-
panic, of prime age, and female; Governor’s political party affiliation, “Must Access” PDMP, 
medical cannabis dispensary access, and recreational cannabis dispensary access. The first 
panel includes 408 state-years, while the lower panel includes 400 state-years because the 
District of Columbia does not have a Governor. Standard errors are clustered at the state 
level and reported in parentheses.

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
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each group to calculate overall effects by period. (Table A4 in Appendix shows the averaged 
coefficients by period (year) relative to when the work requirement was implemented).

The event studies shown in Figures 3 and 4 show little evidence of pretrends, decreasing 
concerns about policy endogeneity. Figure 3 shows a lagged effect on SSI applications, but 

Figure 2  Decomposition of DID results. Panel A: Decomposition of overall results. Panel B: 
Decomposition of results for those with self-reported disabilities or low income.

Notes: Decomposition based on Goodman-Bacon (2021).
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little overall effect on SNAP receipt or SSI receipt, whether the latter is measured using the 
administrative or the survey data. Figure 4 suggests that effects may be concentrated among 
those with self-reported disabilities, who report a drop in SNAP receipt with the implemen-
tation of the work requirement followed by a weaker lagged effect on SSI receipt. Table A4 in 
Appendix reports the period-level coefficients. Relative to the mean values, the coefficients 
indicate marginally significant, period-specific increases in SSI applications ranging from 
5% in year 2 to 10.6% in year 4. For SNAP receipt, no overall effects are statistically signif-
icant, but among those with self-reported disabilities, a marginally significant decrease of 
15% in year 1 is followed by a statistically significant decrease of 24% in year 2. The decreases 
in SNAP receipt may explain the marginally significant 23% decrease in SSI receipt in year 
5 among those with self-reported disabilities. For lower income individuals, a marginally 
significant decrease of 12% in SNAP receipt appears to exist with no corresponding effect on 
SSI receipt. Figures A6 and A7 in Appendix show the results by group, confirming that the 
earlier adopters of work requirements are driving the increase in applications, in line with 
the documented lagged effect. The group-specific effects for the other outcomes are less clear 
with general reductions in SNAP receipt and SSI receipt. The results for the two subgroups 
indicate heterogeneity across groups with negative effects on SNAP recipiency for cohorts 
of states implementing work requirements in the middle of the sample period. Effects by 

Figure 3  Event studies – Overall effects.

Notes: Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are graphed by year relative to work 
requirement implementation. ATTs are calculated by running event studies separately for 
each group as defined by year of work requirement implementation. Leads and lags are 
then averaged, weighting by the share of states in each group. Virginia and West Virginia 
gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are omitted from the 
event study analysis. Outcomes are measured per 10,000 population in the first two graphs 
and are rates in the second two graphs. Underlying regressions control for state and year 
fixed effects with standard errors clustered at the state level.
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subgroup for SSI receipt do not show a clear pattern and are generally insignificant at the 
group level.

Table 3 presents an averaged summary of the treatment effect from the Callaway and 
Sant’Anna (2021) estimates, paralleling the difference-in-differences estimates in Tables 1 and 
2. As in Figures 3 and 4, and in contrast to the biased results in Tables 1 and 2, the estimates in 
Table 3 suggest the possibility of an increase in SSI applications overall and a decrease in SNAP 
recipiency among those with self-reported disabilities. The implementation of work require-
ments is associated with a marginally significant 4% increase in the number of applications 
per 10,000 population, and a marginally significant decrease of 12.8% in SNAP receipt among 
those with self-reported disabilities. The magnitudes of the (highly) insignificant coefficients in 
Table 3 are generally small (5% or less of the mean).

As a final robustness check or extension of the main analysis, I evaluate whether the results 
in Table 1 vary meaningfully with the size of the affected population with results reported in 
Tables A5 and A6 in Appendix. The coefficients remain insignificant as in the main results in 
Table 1, except for the rate of SNAP recipiency on which any work requirement has no sta-
tistically significant effect. When weighted by the number of counties affected the coefficient 
for the treatment variable becomes negative and marginally statistically significant. When 
weighted by the number of ABAWDs affected the coefficient on the work requirement variable 
becomes statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The coefficient becomes larger when the work 
requirement measure is further adjusted by the number of exemptions taken. 

Figure 4  Event studies for SSA recipients.

Notes: Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are graphed by year relative to work 
requirement implementation. ATTs are calculated by running event studies separately for 
each group as defined by year of work requirement implementation. Leads and lags are 
then averaged, weighting by the share of states in each group. Virginia and West Virginia 
gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are omitted from 
the event study analysis. Underlying regressions control for state and year fixed effects with 
standard errors clustered at the state level.
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6 Discussion
Using administrative claims data, this study found suggestive evidence of a relatively small, 
lagged increase in SSI applications, following the implementation of SNAP-related work 
requirements. Survey data indicate no overall changes in the rates of SNAP or SSI recipiency 
following the implementation of work requirements, but among those with self-reported dis-
abilities, SNAP receipt appears to drop substantially following the implementation of work 
requirements, potentially leading to a delayed increase on SSI receipt in subsequent years. 
Lower income individuals may also experience a reduction in SNAP receipt, but no corre-
sponding effect on SSI receipt was found in this study. Evidence using continuous treatment 
measures indicates that the effect on SNAP receipt may vary with the size of the population 
affected.

Although it appears that most applications induced by food assistance-related work 
requirements are not successful, given no corresponding increase in overall recipiency, it 
appears that among those with self-reported disabilities, substitution across welfare programs 
may exist with potentially severe consequences for those affected. Among young adults receiv-
ing SSI, future employment probabilities are substantially reduced (Deshpande, 2016). Even 
among those on SSDI, which requires some workforce attachment, at least historically, future 
employment likelihood is significantly reduced (Bound, 1989; Maestas et al., 2013; French and 
Song, 2014; von Wachter et al., 2011). These effects are likely greater for SSI. Previous work 
documents the total expected time on SSI pre-retirement to be 10.5 years, including multiple 
spells, with the average spell for adults only eligible for SSI estimated to be 6.4 years, and for 
those receiving SSI and SSDI, 1.3 years (Rupp and Scott, 1995). Receiving SSI may also increase 

Table 3 Average treatment effects from Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) analysis

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

SSI  
applications 

per 10K

SSI  
recipients  

per 10K

SNAP rate SSI rate

Any work requirement 1.339* 0.460 0.001 -0.001
(0.806) -0.499 -0.004 (0.001)

Mean 33.43 11.19 0.13 0.02
% Change from mean 4.0% 4.1% 0.8% 5.0%

SNAP  
Rate - Difficulty

SNAP  
Rate - Low 

Income

SSI  
Rate - Difficulty

SSI  
Rate - Low 

Income
Any work requirement -0.037* -0.016 0.010 0.001

(0.019) (0.018) (0.018) (0.006)
Mean 0.29 0.32 0.22 0.06
% Change from mean 12.8% 5.0% 4.5% 1.7%
Observations 384 384 384 384

Notes: Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are calculated by running event 
studies separately for each group as defined by year of work requirement implementation. 
Leads and lags are then averaged, weighting by the share of states in each group. Virginia 
and West Virginia gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and 
are omitted from the event study analysis. Underlying regressions control for state and year 
fixed effects with standard errors clustered at the state level.
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eligibility for housing assistance, further raising the cost of ever leaving SSI once enrolled 
(Hembre et al., 2019). 

 My inability to measure lagged effects for the majority (28) of states that implemented 
work requirements in 2016 and 2017 limits the conclusions of this paper. It may be that the 
sample period was too short to detect an effect in those states or I may not be fully captur-
ing the relative attractiveness of staying in SNAP and working versus switching to SSI in the 
context of the growing economy that existed during the sample period, even after controlling 
for a variety of state-specific characteristics. In addition, Deshpande and Li (2019) document 
changes during this time period in supply-side constraints with likely increased search costs 
due to office closings, particularly for those with moderately severe conditions. The office clos-
ings they report, based on confidential data, were common during the sample period and are 
found to be associated with reduced SSI claiming. Such an effect could be negating the effect 
of the work requirements if office closings are correlated with the implementation of work 
requirements. Across states, it is also almost impossible to verify how work requirements are 
operationalized. Some states administer the work requirements themselves, while an unknown 
number outsource the enforcement of work requirements to private vendors. The market in 
which these private vendors operate is opaque and the popular press reports that exist sug-
gest that applicants and participants do not benefit from private outsourcing (Brown, 2019;  
McMillan, 2019). 

7 Conclusion
In conclusion, this study suggests that policies designed to incentivize employment through 
work requirements have limited direct effects and cause few spillovers to SSI. However, poten-
tially negative direct effects with possible associated spillovers to SSI may exist among those 
with self-reported disabilities, a particularly vulnerable population. 

These results have implications for existing work requirement programs in TANF, 
housing assistance, and particularly Medicaid, where work requirements have been heavily 
litigated. They also suggest the state and federal governments might consider using caution 
moving forward with the increased work requirements that they currently have placed on hold. 
Those negatively impacted by work requirements seem likely to be among the most vulnerable 
members of society. Policymakers might consider weighing the costs to this population against 
the limited documented benefits of work requirements, which at best appear to only marginally 
increase employment (Brantley et al., 2020; Harris, 2020; Wasif and Stith, 2020). In addition, 
while some cost savings may be realized through individuals dropping out of SNAP (Harris, 
2020; Brantley et al., 2020), any substitution across programs indicates potential cost increases 
to public spending – SNAP benefits alone cost much less than SSI benefits and SNAP applica-
tion costs are lower for both recipients and the government. Costs associated with the imple-
mentation and administration of work requirements also may not be negligible. Estimates of 
state-level costs of implementing Medicaid-related work requirements range from $10 million 
in New Hampshire to $250 million in Kentucky (GAO, 2019). 

The findings in this study document what appear to be limited demand-side responses 
to work requirements overall with a stronger response among a population on the margin 



Page 20 of 31  Stith. IZA Journal of Labor Economics (2022) 11:02

between participating in SNAP alone or opting into a disability program. How important sup-
ply-side factors are overall and relative to demand-side responses remains an ongoing question 
with respect to public assistance more generally and one that must be answered before the 
causal mechanisms behind the effects of work requirements on disability claiming can be fully 
understood. 
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Appendix A
Table A1 State and year information on work requirements

Work requirements added by year
Pre-2010 Colorado, Delaware, Nebraska, New York, North Dakota, South Dakota, 

Texas, West Virginia
2011 None
2012 New Hampshire, Utah, Vermont, Wyoming
2013 Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Virginia
2014 Hawaii, Maine, Montana, Wisconsin
2015 Indiana, Louisiana, Washington
2016 Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, 

Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Virginia, West Virginia

2017 California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Michigan
Work requirements reversed by year
2012 West Virginia
2014 Virginia

Source: USDA correspondence to states

Table A2 Descriptive statistics overall and by work requirement status – control variables

  FULL  
SAMPLE  
(N = 408)

NO WR  
(N = 225)

WR  
(N = 183)

NO WR  
V. WR

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. p-Value
TANF cases per 1,000 4.42 3.05 4.99 3.72 2.81 2.90 <0.001
Medicaid expansion 0.28 0.45 0.19 0.39 0.40 0.49 0.683
Unemployment rate 6.34 2.16 7.64 1.78 4.74 1.38 <0.001
State minimum wage 7.66 0.96 7.58 7.76 1.07 1.06 0.064
Poverty ratio 0.14 0.03 0.15 0.12 0.03 0.03 <0.001
Fraction white 0.69 0.16 0.67 0.71 0.16 0.15 0.012
Fraction black 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.09 <0.001
Fraction hispanic 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.598
Fraction prime age adults 0.40 0.02 0.40 0.39 0.02 0.02 <0.001
Fraction with high school diploma 0.68 0.03 0.68 0.69 0.03 0.03 <0.001
Sex ratio (female to male) 0.51 0.01 0.51 0.51 0.01 0.01 <0.001
Medical cannabis dispensary 0.26 0.44 0.24 0.03 0.28 0.03 0.374
Recreational cannabis dispensary 0.03 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.02 <0.001
“Must Access” PDMP 0.17 0.38 0.12 0.02 0.25 0.03 0.001

Notes: Data cover the period from 1/1/2010 through 12/31/2017. p-values are from  
two-sided t-tests for continuous measures and from chi-squared tests for dichotomous 
measures.
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Table A3 Comparing outcomes for state-years with and without work requirements

  FULL SAMPLE NO WR WR NO WR 
V. WR

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. p-Value
SSI applications per 10,000 33.43 13.97 38.10 0.98 27.69 0.78 <0.001
SSI recipients per 10,000 11.19 3.84 12.20 0.29 9.95 0.20 <0.001
SNAP recipiency 0.13 0.04 0.14 0.00 0.12 0.00 <0.001
SNAP recipiency – difficulty 0.29 0.09 0.31 0.01 0.27 0.01 <0.001
SNAP recipiency – low Income 0.32 0.08 0.34 0.01 0.29 0.01 <0.001
SSI recipiency 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.002
SSI recipiency – difficulty 0.22 0.07 0.23 0.00 0.20 0.00 <0.001
SSI recipiency – low income 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.276

Notes: Data cover the period from 1/1/2010 through 12/31/2017. SSI applications  
per 10,000 population and SSI recipients per 10,000 population are based on the SAMWD 
data. SNAP and SSI recipiencies are from the CPS. All population measures are for the 
whole population. p-values are from two-sided t-tests.

Table A4  Averaged coefficients by period from Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) event studies

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Period SSI  
applications 

per 10K

SSI  
recipients 

per 10K

SNAP  
rate

SSI  
rate

SNAP  
rate - difficulty

SNAP  
rate - low 

income

SSI  
rate - difficulty

SSI  
rate - low 

income
-7 -0.496 -0.451 0.014*** -0.002 -0.020 0.0234* 0.003 0.008

(1.176) (0.743) (0.004) (0.002) (0.193) (0.012) (0.035) (0.006)
-6 0.883 0.174 -0.006 –0.001 0.020 -0.013 -0.044 -0.016

(0.711) (0.223) (0.005) (0.001) (0.023) (0.016) (0.032) (0.008)
-5 -0.467 -0.005 0.008 0.001 -0.006 0.004 0.024 0.014

(0.561) (0.252) (0.005) (0.001) (0.036) (0.020) (0.026) (0.007)
-4 -0.414 -0.032 0.007 0.000 -0.033 -0.005 0.020 -0.001

(0.482) (0.217) (0.004) (0.001) (0.025) (0.016) (0.018) (0.008)
-3 -0.233 -0.242 -0.005 0.000 0.006 0.002 -0.006 -0.001

(0.486) (0.199) (0.006) (0.002) (0.025) (0.016) (0.022) (0.007)
-2 -0.004 0.353** 0.000 0.000 -0.006 -0.004 -0.016 -0.009

(0.442) (0.179) (0.004) (0.001) (0.026) (0.014) (0.022) (0.008)
-1 1.068 0.062 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.025 0.013 0.002

(1.112) (0.334) (0.005) (0.001) (0.023) (0.019) (0.020) (0.007)
0 -0.027 0.161 0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.011 0.018 0.009

(0.272) (0.150) (0.004) (0.001) (0.017) (0.018) (0.021) (0.007)
1 0.459 0.102 -0.001 -0.001 -0.045* -0.039* 0.002 0.005

(0.579) (0.280) (0.005) (0.001) (0.024) (0.022) (0.017) (0.007)
2 1.693* 0.375 0.003 -0.002* -0.070*** -0.020 -0.002 -0.006

(0.930) (0.446) (0.005) (0.001) (0.024) (0.020) (0.020) (0.006)
3 2.451* 0.791 0.007 -0.002 -0.050 -0.023 -0.018 -0.004

(1.325) (0.662) (0.006) (0.002) (0.031) (0.028) (0.030) (0.012)
4 3.560* 0.851 0.000 0.000 -0.042 -0.003 0.030 -0.003

(continued)
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Table A4  Continued

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Period SSI  
applications 

per 10K

SSI  
recipients 

per 10K

SNAP  
rate

SSI  
rate

SNAP  
rate - difficulty

SNAP  
rate - low 

income

SSI  
rate - difficulty

SSI  
rate - low 

income
(1.861) (0.995) (0.008) (0.001) (0.044) (0.037) (0.028) (0.008)

5 1.444 0.383 -0.005 -0.001 -0.006 -0.030 0.049* 0.009
(1.970) (0.940) (0.011) (0.001) (0.043) (0.043) (0.028) (0.013)

6 4.854 2.248 0.004 -0.001 -0.108* -0.070 0.014 -0.022
  (3.471) (2.673) (0.013) (0.002) (0.056) (0.043) (0.048) (0.014)

Notes: Underlying data come from the SAMWD and CPS (2010–2017). Outcomes in Columns 1 and 2 are measured 
per 10,000 population; Outcomes in Columns 3–8 are rates. All regressions include state and year fixed effects. 
Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are measured by Period (year) relative to the period in which work 
requirements were implemented (Period = 0). ATTs are calculated by running event studies separately for each 
group as defined by year of work requirement implementation. Leads and lags are then averaged, weighting by the 
share of states in each group. Standard errors clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses.

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.

Table A5 Weighted treatment – overall samples

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables SSI  
applications  

per 10K

SSI  
recipients 

per 10K

SNAP  
recipiency

SSI  
recipiency

Any work requirement -0.002 0.333 -0.005 -0.000
(0.545) (0.258) (0.003) (0.001)

Weighted by counties affected -1.125 -0.271 -0.013* -0.001
(1.304) (0.497) (0.007) (0.001)

Weighted by ABAWD population -1.985 0.311 -0.037** -0.002
(3.245) (1.242) (0.018) (0.004)

Weighted by non-exempted 
ABAWD population

-2.300 0.444 -0.041** -0.003

(3.090) (1.237) (0.019) (0.004)

Notes: Underlying data come from the SAMWD and CPS (2010–2017). Each cell represents 
a separate regression. Outcomes in Columns 1 and 2 are measured per 10,000 population; 
Outcomes in Columns 3 and 4 are rates. All regressions include state and year fixed effects. 
Standard errors clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses.

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
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Table A6 Weighted treatment – subgroups

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables SNAP  
rate - difficulty

SNAP  
rate - low income

SSI  
rate - difficulty

SSI  
rate - low income

Any work requirement -0.013 -0.007 -0.001 0.004
(0.012) (0.011) (0.009) (0.005)

Weighted by counties affected -0.030 -0.015 -0.010 0.006
(0.025) (0.027) (0.020) (0.011)

Weighted by ABAWD population -0.081 -0.054 -0.019 0.013
(0.069) (0.067) (0.049) (0.028)

Weighted by non-exempted ABAWD 
population

-0.091 -0.067 -0.029 0.001

(0.075) (0.069) (0.052) (0.029)

Notes: Underlying data come from the SAMWD and CPS (2010–2017). Each cell represents a separate regression.  
Outcomes in Columns 1 and 2 are measured per 10,000 population; Outcomes in Columns 3 and 4 are rates. All regres-
sions include state and year fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses.

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.

Figure A1  SSA applications and recipients per 10,000 population by year.

Notes: Data are from the SAMWD.

Figure A2 Probability of SNAP recipiency over time.

Notes: Data are from the CPS. SNAP – Difficulty includes all individuals reporting a disability 
based on the six-part monthly difficulty question and the annual work limitation question. 
SNAP – Low income includes individuals earning <150% of the federal poverty line.
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Figure A3 Probability of SSI recipiency over time.

Notes: Data are from the CPS. SSI – Difficulty includes all individuals reporting a disability 
based on the six-part monthly difficulty question and the annual work limitation question. 
SSI – Low income includes individuals earning <150% of the federal poverty line.

Figure A4 Event studies.

Notes: Event studies are run including the full range of leads and lags available in the data 
and state and year fixed effects. Policy implementation occurs at time t = 0. Virginia and 
West Virginia gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are 
omitted from the event study analysis. Standard errors are clustered at the state-level. 95% 
confidence intervals are reported. 
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Figure A5 Event studies – Difficulty or low income.

Notes: Event studies are run including the full range of leads and lags available in the data 
and state and year fixed effects. Policy implementation occurs at time t = 0. Virginia and 
West Virginia gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are 
omitted from the event study analysis. Standard errors are clustered at the state-level. 95% 
confidence intervals are reported. 

Figure A6 ATT by treatment group – Overall.

Notes: Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are graphed treatment group, as 
defined by the year the work requirement was implemented. ATTs are calculated by running 
event studies separately for each group as defined by year of work requirement implemen-
tation. Leads and lags are then averaged, weighting by the share of states in each group, 
before being aggregated to calculate the group-specific treatment effect. Virginia and West 
Virginia gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are omit-
ted from the event study analysis. Underlying regressions control for state and year fixed 
effects with standard errors clustered at the state level.
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Figure A7 ATT by treatment group – Overall.

Notes: Average Treatment Effects on the Treated (ATT) are graphed treatment group, as 
defined by the year the work requirement was implemented. ATTs are calculated by running 
event studies separately for each group as defined by year of work requirement implemen-
tation. Leads and lags are then averaged, weighting by the share of states in each group, 
before being aggregated to calculate the group-specific treatment effect. Virginia and West 
Virginia gained and reversed work requirements during the sample period and are omit-
ted from the event study analysis. Underlying regressions control for state and year fixed 
effects with standard errors clustered at the state level.
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Appendix B: CPS Disability-Related Questions
Disability Six-Question Sequence (Monthly):

1. Is anyone deaf or does anyone have serious difficulty hearing?
2. Is anyone blind or does anyone have serious difficulty seeing even when wearing glasses?
3. Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, does anyone have serious diffi-

culty concentrating, remembering, or making decisions?
4. Does anyone have serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs?
5. Does anyone have difficulty dressing or bathing?
6. Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, does anyone have difficulty doing 

errands alone such as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping?

Work Limitation Question (March Supplement):
1. (Do you/Does anyone in the household) have a health problem or disability which pre-

vents (you/them) from working or which limits the kind or amount of work (you/they) 
can do?


