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Abst rac t  

Many e l i g i b l e  persons do n o t  rece ive  food stamps. Explanations f o r  

t h a t  f a c t  include monetary c o s t  and wel fare  stigma. This  paper analyzes 

d a t a  on e i g h t  i n d i c a t o r s  of stigma. Some r e f e r  to  a c t u a l  o r  planned 

behavior  toward the Food Stamp Program, and o t h e r s  r e f e r  to  being 

embarrassed o r  bothered by wel fare ,  o r  the perceived r e s p e c t  of the com- 

munity f o r  r ec ip i en t s .  Severa l  ques t ions  a r e  inves t iga ted .  What pre- 

d i c  ts stigma, measured i n  var ious  ways? Do the i n d i c a t o r s  measure the 

same underlying concept? Is recipiency of food stamps an  i n d i c a t o r  of 

stigma, s i m i l a r  t o  the sub jec t ive  measures, o r  is i t  a  measure of econo- 

mic c o s t s  of pa r t i c ipa t ion?  The da ta  come from the Food Stamps Cashout 

P r o j e c t ,  a  study of e l d e r l y  e l i g i b l e s '  responses to  s u b s t i t u t i n g  cash f o r  

food stamps i n  s i t e s  i n  New York, South Carol ina,  and Oregon. 

Based on t e t r a c h o r i c  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  and un iva r i a t e  and 

ordered p r o b i t  models, the i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t ,  bu t  the e f f e c t s  of 

o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  s i m i l a r  i n  p red ic t ing  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and the o t h e r  

measures. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  higher  bonus amounts predic  t l e s s  l i k e l y  p a r  

t i c i p a t i o n  and more l i k e l y  embarrassment. The r e s u l t s  a r e  more favorable  

t o  the stigma i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  than to  the  c o s t  i n t e rp re t a t ion .  



STIGMA I N  THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM: A N  ANALYSIS 
USING OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE INDICATORS 

S e c t  i o n  1 . I n t r o d u c t i o n  

Many p e r s o n s  who a r e  e l i g i b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  food  s t amps  choose  n o t  

t o  do s o .  I n  t h e  Food Stamps Cashout  p r o j e c t  B lancha rd  e t  a l .  (1982)  

found  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  rate  t o  be o n l y  70%. T h i s  r a t e  f e l l  t o  o n l y  

50% when t h e  sample  was r e w e i g h t e d  t o  be r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of  t h e  popula-  

t i o n .  Beebout (1980)  e s t i m a t e d  a 47% p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r a t e  u s i n g  microsimu- 

l a t i o n ,  w h i l e  t h e  U.S. Genera l  Accounting O f f i c e  (1976)  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  

o n l y  76% o f  t h o s e  e l i g i b l e  a c t u a l l y  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

T h e s e  l o w  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r a t e s  are d i f f i c u l t  t o  e x p l a i n  i n  t h e  

f a c e  o f  s t a n d a r d  microeconomic t h e o r y ,  which p r e d i c t s  t h a t  t h e  outward  

s h i f t  i n  a p e r s o n ' s  budget  c o n s t r a i n t ,  o c c a s i o n e d  by t h e  r e c e i p t  o f  

f o o d  s t amps ,  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  u t i l i t y .  I t  is n o t  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  monetary  

i n v e s t m e n t  r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  food  s t amps  is l a r g e  enough t o  o f f s e t  

t h e s e  u t i l i t y  g a i n s .  S i n c e  t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  p u r c h a s e  r e q u i r e m e n t  

i n  1 9 7 9 ,  t h e  economic c o s t s  o f  o b t a i n i n g  f o o d  s t amps  is now t r i v i a l  

f o r  m o s t  p e o p l e - - i n v o l v i n g  n o t h i n g  more t h a n  time and  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

c o s t s .  S t i l l ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  low monetary  i n v e s t m e n t  r e q u i r e d  and t h e  

l a r g e  b e n e f i t s  a t t a i n a b l e ,  a s i z a b l e  number o f  e l i g i b l e  p e r s o n s  d e c i d e  

n o t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  A p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  f a c t  is welfare 

s t i g m a .  

T h i s  p a p e r  a n a l y z e s  d a t a  on  e i g h t  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  s t i g m a .  Some 

o f  t h e s e  i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  o b j e c t i v e  i n  t h a t  t h e y  refer t o  o b s e r v a b l e  

b e h a v i o r  ( e . g . ,  is t h e  pe r son  c u r r e n t l y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  f o o d  s tamp 

program?) .  O t h e r s  are s u b j e c t i v e ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  s e l f - a s s e s s e d  f e e l i n g s  

s u c h  as whe the r  one  would be embar ras sed  t o  r e c e i v e  f o o d  s tamps.  A 



number o f  q u e s t i o n s  w i l l  be i n v e s t i g a t e d .  F i r s t ,  what are t h e  d e t e r m i -  

n a n t s  o f  s t i g m a  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  w e l f a r e  programs?  Second,  d o  t h e  o b j e c -  

t i v e  a n d  s u b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s  measure  t h e  same t h i n g ?  If t h e y  do ,  

t h e n  t h e  u s e  o f  s e l f - a s s e s s e d  s t i g m a  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  p l a c e  of  b e h a v i o r a l  

m e a s u r e s  is j u s t i f i e d .  T h i s  would be a n  a d v a n t a g e ,  s i n c e  b e h a v i o r a l  

measu res ,  based  on  b e i n g  e l i g i b l e  b u t  t u r n i n g  down t h e  b e n e f i t s ,  a r e  

h a r d e r  t o  o b t a i n .  F i n a l l y ,  assuming t h a t  a l l  o f  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  c a n  

b e  t r e a t e d  as measu r ing  t h e  same f a c t o r ,  a model i s  e s t i m a t e d  t o  a s s e s s  

t h e  s t r e n g t h  of  s t i g m a  r e q u i r e d  t o  " t u r n  onv e a c h  i n d i c a t o r .  

The  r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h e  pape r  is o r g a n i z e d  as f o l l o w s .  S e c t i o n  2 

p r e s e n t s  t h e  t h e o r y  used  i n  t h i s  p a p e r .  S e c t i o n  3 d i s c u s s e s  t h e  d a t a  

s e t  and  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  s t i g m a .  The models  and  t h e  e s t i m a t i o n  r e s u l t s  

a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  S e c t i o n  4 .  F i n a l l y ,  S e c t i o n  5 c o n t a i n s  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s ,  

i n c l u d i n g  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  

d a t a  on s t i g m a  and  f o r  policy-making.  

S e c t i o n  2 .  The Theory o f  S t igma 

I n  p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  t h e o r y ,  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e :  f i r s t ,  

a n  a b s t r a c t ,  f o r m a l  d e f i n i t i o n ;  s e c o n d ,  t h e  s e t  of  measu res  u sed  i n  

t h i s  s t u d y  t o  i n d i c a t e  s t i g m a ;  and  t h i r d ,  a n  e c o n o m e t r i c  model. 

S t i g m a  i s  a p r e f e r e n c e  o v e r  s o u r c e s  o f  income,  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  

t h e  amount o f  income o r  t h e  c o s t  o f  o b t a i n i n g  i t .  Many examples  e x i s t ;  

w o r k i n g  f o r  t h e  ' I m i l i  t a r y - i n d u s t r i a l  complex" was once  a s o u r c e  o f  

s t i g m a .  Wel fa re  s t i g m a  is t h u s  a nonpecun ia ry  c o s t  o f  o b t a i n i n g  w e l f a r e  

income. The main q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  w e l f a r e  s t i g m a  is how o n e  c a n  a t t r i b u t e  

t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  a c c e p t  w e l f a r e  income t o  s t i g m a ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  some 

o t h e r  f a c t o r .  The o n l y  answer  is t h a t  one  must  c o n t r o l  f o r  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  

w h i c h  may i n f l u e n c e  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  of w e l f a r e .  These  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  



i n c l u d e  t h e  e x p l i c i t  monetary b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s  of  w e l f a r e ,  phys i -  

c a l / l o g i s t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  g e t t i n g  t o  t h e  food  s tamp o f f i c e ,  i n f o r -  

m a t i o n a l  p rob lems ,  and l e g a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o n  t h e  use  o f  t h e  w e l f a r e  

income o b t a i n e d ,  which r e d u c e s  t h e  i m p l i c i t  v a l u e  o f  t h e  f o o d  s tamps.  

A l l  a r e  measured and c o n t r o l l e d  h e r e  t o  some d e g r e e .  

The  b e n e f i t s  o f  welfare a re  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  nominal  amount 

o f  food s t amps  a v a i l a b l e .  A s  mentioned above,  t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  of t h e  

p u r c h a s e  r e q u i r e m e n t  (where a  sum o f  money was t r a d e d  f o r  a l a r g e r  

f a c e  v a l u e  o f  food s t amps)  h a s  r educed  t h e  monetary  c o s t  o f  o b t a i n i n g  

t h i s  w e l f a r e  t o  t ime  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  o n l y .  These c o s t s  are  

r e f l e c t e d  by t h e  d i s t a n c e  one  must t r a v e l  t o  t h e  food  s tamp o f f i c e .  

Even when t h i s  d i s t a n c e  is s m a l l ,  m o b i l i t y  o f  t h e  e l d e r l y  c a n  be h i g h l y  

r e s t r i c t e d .  Measures o f  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  w i t h  which a pe r son  g e t s  o u t  

o f  h i s  home are used  t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  t h a t  f a c t o r .  I n f o r m a t i o n a l  problems 

e x i s t  when peop le  f a i l  t o  r e c e i v e  food s t amps  s i m p l y  because  t h e y  t h i n k  

t h a t  t h e y  are i n e l i g i b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  them. These p e o p l e  a r e  n o t  d e c l i n i n g  

welfare income because  o f  s t i g m a .  Thus, a l l  p e r s o n s  who i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

t h e y  t h o u g h t  t h e m s e l v e s  i n e l i g i b l e  a r e  e l i m i n a t e d  from t h e  p r e s e n t  

a n a l y s i s .  F i n a l l y ,  l e g a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  ( e . g . ,  n o t  be ing  a b l e  t o  buy 

l i q u o r  o r  t o b a c c o  w i t h  food s t a m p s ) ,  h a r d l y  seem, a p r i o r i ,  t o  be l i k e l y  

p r o b l e m s  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y .  After a l l ,  food  s t amps  do s h i f t  o u t  t h e  

b u d g e t  c o n s t r a i n t ,  a n d  r e s t r i c t i o n s  s h o u l d  n o t  l e a d  t o  t u r n i n g  t h e  

food s t amps  down. 

I n d i c a t o r s  o f  s t i g m a  can  be o b j e c t i v e  o r  s u b j e c t i v e .  O b j e c t i v e  

m e a s u r e s  refer t o  o b s e r v a b l e  o r  i n t e n d e d  b e h a v i o r ,  s u c h  as a c c e p t i n g  

f o o d  s t a m p s .  S u b j e c t i v e  m e a s u r e s  refer t o  f e e l i n g s  as r e p o r t e d  by 

a p e r s o n ,  s u c h  as embarrassment .  A pe r son  may n o t  r e p o r t  any s u b j e c t i v e  



d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  ye t  s t i l l  not accept  food stamps, o r  may be embarrassed 

but not respond ove r t ly .  The ind ica to r s  may be very highly co r re l a t ed  

o r  a s soc ia t ed  t o  a  l e s s e r  degree. 

An est imable model expressing the  foregoing not ions  is a s  fol lows.  

Assume t h a t  stigma f e l t  by person i ,  S i ,  is an index which is a  funct ion  

of  v a r i o u s  p e r s o n a l ,  g e o g r a p h i c ,  and economic f a c t o r s .  The l a r g e r  

stigma i s ,  t he  more l i k e l y  i t  is t h a t  any one of t h e  i n d i c a t o r s ,  I j ,  

w i l l  "switch onv o r  be observed. However, t h e  ind ica to r s  d i f f e r  with 

r e spec t  t o  t h e  ease w i t h  which they occur.  For example, it is e a s i e r  

t o  tu rn  down money once than t o  do so  permanently ( i  . e . ,  i t  is e a s i e r  

t o  choose  n o t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  now than t o  s t a t e  t h a t  one w i l l  never 

p a r t i c i p a t e ) .  S imi l a r ly ,  i t  may or  may not be e a s i e r  t o  t u r n  down 

money than t o  be embarrassed. Both stigma and t h e  degree of stigma 

requi red  t o  t u r n  on an ind ica to r  a r e  sub jec t  t o  indiv idual  random d i s t u r -  

bance.  Thus, mathematically,  S  is stigma, R is a  l i m i t  above which 

an ind ica to r  I is observed t o  change, equal  t o  an average value Y plus  

an indiv idual  dis turbance n; X is a  s e t  of exogenous explanatory f a c t o r s ,  - 
B is a  s e t  of c o e f f i c i e n t s ,  and E and n a r e  d is turbances :  

Indica tor  j f o r  person i is defined by 



T h i s  d e f i n e s  a  p r o b i t  model. Assuming E~ and a l l  c l s  a r e  s t o c h a s t i c a l l y  

independent  o f  each  o t h e r ,  t h e  single-common-factor c o v a r i a n c e  s t r u c t u r e  

o f  B u t l e r  a n d  M o f f i t t  (1982)  a p p l i e s .  Dummy v a r i a b l e s  a r e  used t o  

e s t i m a t e  a l l  but  one of t h e  Y 1 s ,  one of  t h e  limits being s e t  e q u a l  

t o  z e r o .  

Note t h a t  B is assumed t o  be t h e  same f o r  a l l  i n d i c a t o r s ,  i . e . ,  - 
t h a t  one concep t  o f  s t igma  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  of  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s .  I f  t h a t  

i s  t h e  c a s e ,  it i m p l i e s  t h a t  s e l f - a s s e s s e d  measures a r e  adequa te  t o  

a s s e s s  s t igma .  I f  n o t ,  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  r e f e r  t o  d i f f e r e n t  f u n c t i o n s .  

The h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  - B is t h e  same f o r  a l l  of  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  is t e s t e d .  

S e c t i o n  3.  The Data 

The d a t a  a r e  drawn from t h e  Food Stamps Cashout p r o j e c t ,  which 

provided c a s h  o r  food s tamps t o  e l d e r l y  pe r sons  ( o v e r  64 y e a r s  of  a g e )  

i n  s i t e s  i n  New York S t a t e ,  South  C a r o l i n a ,  and Oregon. Aside from 

d e m o g r a p h i c  d a t a  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  used t o  a s c e r t a i n  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  

o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  d a t a  were o b t a i n e d  on a  v a r i e t y  o f  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  

s t i g m a .  ( F o r  more i n f o r m a t i o n  s e e  Blanchard e t  a l .  ( 1 9 8 2 ) . )  B r i e f  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  provided i n  a n  appendix  t o  t h i s  paper .  

The f i r s t  t h r e e  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  s t i g m a  a r e  o b j e c t i v e  measures.  

The f a i l u r e  t o  r e c e i v e  food s tamps ( n o t  now) is a n  o b j e c t i v e  f a c t .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  have made any formal  e f f o r t  t o  f i n d  o u t  whether 

one is e l i g i b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  food s tamps (no t r y )  and a n  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  

o n e  would  n e v e r  a c c e p t  food stamps (never  p a r t i c i p a t e )  a r e  measures 

of o b j e c t i v e  behav io r .  One cannot  be s u r e  abou t  o n e ' s  f u t u r e  b e h a v i o r ,  

b u t  such a n  a s s e r t i o n  a t  l e a s t  r e f e r s  t o  o b s e r v a b l e  behav io r .  I n  a d d i -  



t i on ,  f ive  subjective measures a r e  a l so  available.  Four inquire whether 

one i s ,  o r  would be ,  lfbotheredll or l lembarra~sed~~ by the  Food Stamp 

program o r  SSI.  The f i f t h  inquires whether the  community has l e s s  

r e s p e c t  f o r  people who receive food stamps. While we consider t h i s  

l a s t  i nd i ca to r  t o  be subject ive ,  note tha t  t h i s  question could a l so  

be answered objectively in the sense tha t  anyone could answer without 

r ega rd  t o  feel ings  or behavior. I f  t h i s  is the case,  t h i s  variable 

would generate quite d i f fe ren t  r e su l t s .  

For t h e  purposes of analyzing the raw data for  the  indicators ,  

1867 observations of the eight  indicators are  available.  A s  discussed 

above, a l l  persons who believe themselves t o  be ine l ig ib le  (92 of 1867) 

a r e  eliminated due t o  theoret ical  considerations, leaving 1775 observa- 

t i o n s .  For t h e  regress ions ,  various data a re  missing, reducing the  

sample s i z e  t o  1525 observations fo r  each of the eight  indicators.  

The combined models, therefore,  have 12,200 observations. 

Section 4 .  Models and Results 

The models used t o  analyze the indicators  of stigma a r e  as  follows. 

The raw data are  analyzed using te t rachor ic  corre la t ion coeff ic ients .  

I n d i v i d u a l  p r o b i t  models a r e  estimated for each of the indicators.  

The poss ib i l i ty  of combining the indicators  is tes ted.  They a r e  then 

combined i n  a  mult ivariate probit model t o  estimate the strength of 

stigma required t o  turn on each indicator.  Regardless of the r e s u l t s  

of the t e s t ,  the r e s u l t s  of the one-equation model are  discussed. 

Section 4 . 1 .  Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients 

In order t o  assess the re la t ionships  among the  indicators  in the 

raw d a t a ,  a  measure of c o r r e l a t i o n  appropriate fo r  dummy variables 



must be used. The indicators of stigma are  a l l  assumed t o  be repre- 

s e n t a t i v e  of an underlying scale  of stigma which is continuous and 

normally dis t r ibuted w i t h  unrestr icted range. The maximum likelihood 

e s t ima to r  of the correlat ion coeff ic ient  between two dummy variables 

under t h e s e  circumstances is the te t rachor ic  corre la t ion coeff ic ient  

( t c c ) .  The te t rachor ic  correlat ion coeff ic ient  between two dummy vari- 

ables is 1 . 0  or -1 .0 not only when they are  always both one or both 

zero o r  always add t o  unity, as the  Pearson product-moment correla-  

t i o n  i s ,  but a l so  when an off-diagonal combination--(I ,0 )  or (0 ,  I 1-- 

f a i l s  t o  occur. The only way a  c e l l  can be empty w i t h  underlying bivari-  

a t e  normality is fo r  the bivar ia te  normal t o  be r e s t r i c t ed  t o  a  l i n e  

in the plane, i . e . ,  the correlat ion is 1.0 or -1.0. 

Table 1 shows the t c c  fo r  the eight  measures of stigma. (Table 

2 shows the raw da ta . )  Standard e r rors  a re  shown above the main diagonal 

and omitted below i t  t o  make the  t ab le  eas ie r  t o  read. We note t ha t  

the  standard e r ror  is always a  small f rac t ion  of the estimated correla-  

t i o n .  The f i r s t  three measures (no t r y ,  never par t i c ipa te ,  and now 

now) have a  sequential  re la t ionship .  I f  a  person never par t ic ipated,  

she or he does not par t ic ipate  now. If a  person has not t r i e d  t o  f ind 

out i f  she or he i s  e l i g ib l e ,  then she or he has never part icipated.  

Thus  the  t c c ' s  in the upper l e f t  corner of Table 1 are  1.0. 

The average correlat ion in Table 1 (based on the 28 unique, non- 

diagonal elements) is  0.390. In the multivariate probit model estimated 

w i t h  these data ,  the estimated correlat ion coeff ic ient  i s  0.329. How- 

ever,  that  model excludes the unitary corre la t ions ,  since a l l  the correla-  

t i o n s  are  the same and necessari ly l e s s  than one, i f  the l ikelihood 



Table 1 

T e t r a c h o r i c  C o r r e l a t i o n  C o e f f i c i e n t s  Between 
P a i r s  of  Stigma I n d i c a t o r s  

( s t a n d a r d  e r r o r s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s )  

Bothered Embarrassed 
Never 

No P a r t i c i -  Not Less 
Try p a t e  Now FS P SSI ES P SSI Respect 

Did n o t  t r y  t o  1.000 1.000 
f i n d  i f  ( ,0000 
e l i g i b l e  

Would never  1.000 1.000 
p a r t i c i p a t e  

Not p a r t i c i -  1.000 1.000 
p a t i n g  now 

Bothered by 0.289 0.209 
FSP 

Bothered by 0.257 0.199 
SS I 

Embarrassed 0.439 0.388 
by FSP 

Embarrassed 0.164 0.086 
by SSI 

ESP l o s e s  0.061 0.043 
r e s p e c t  

T o t a l  sample s i z e  is 1775 i n  a l l  cases. 



Table 2 

Ind ica to r s  of Stigma 

Main diagonal:  number of persons answering yes 
Off diagonal :  number of persons answering yes t o  both row,and column quest ions 

No Never Not Bothered Embarrassed Less 
Try P a r t i c i p a t e  Now FSP SSI FSP SSI Respect 

No t r y  

Never p a r t i c i p a t e  

Not now 

Bothered by FSP 

Bothered by SSI 

Embarrassed by FSP 

Embarrassed by SSI 

Less r e spec t  

Tota l  sample s i z e  is 1775 in  a l l  cases.  



f u n c t i o n  is t o  be d e f i n e d .  The average  c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  Table  1 ,  exc lud ing  

t h e  t h r e e  u n i t a r y  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  is 0.317. 

Turning t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  one f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  

m e a s u r i n g  b o t h e r  a n d  e m b a r r a s s m e n t  a r e  h i g h l y  c o r r e l a t e d  (0.523 t o  

0 .769) .  The o b j e c t i v e  measures--not t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  i f  one is e l i g i b l e ,  

n e v e r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g ,  a n d  n o t  now p a r t i c i p a t i n g - - a r e  l e s s  c o r r e l a t e d  

wi th  b o t h e r  and embarrassment (0.007 t o  0 .439) .  Whether t h e  community 

h a s  l e s s  r e s p e c t  f o r  r e c i p i e n t s  of food s tamps h a s  q u i t e  s m a l l  c o r r e l a -  

t i o n s  wi th  t h e  o b s e r v a b l e ,  b e h a v i o r a l  measures.  I n  f i v e  of s i x  c a s e s ,  

o b s e r v a b l e  behav io r  toward t h e  Food Stamp program c o r r e l a t e s  more h i g h l y  

w i t h  t h e  b o t h e r  and embarrassment v a r i a b l e s  when t h e  FSP is t h e  b a s i s  

t h a n  when SSI is. Bother  and embarrassment have f a i r l y  l a r g e  c o r r e l a -  

t i o n s  w i t h  o b s e r v a b l e  behav io r ,  however. 

T a b l e  1 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  measures ,  whi le  c o r r e l a t e d ,  

m e a s u r e  d i f f e r e n t  f e e l i n g s .  The b o t h e r  and embarrassment v a r i a b l e s  

a r e  more a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  outward behavior  than  a r e  t h e  pe rce ived  f e e l i n g s  

of t h e  community toward food stamp program r e c i p i e n t s .  

S e c t i o n  4.2.  S e p a r a t e  P r o b i t  Models 

Each o f  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  is used a s  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  i n  a  

p r o b i t  model. I n  o r d e r  t o  i n d i c a t e  p a t t e r n s ,  t h e  s i g n s  and s i g n i f i c a n c e  

o f  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  d i s p l a y e d  i n  Table  3.  Tab le  4  p r e s e n t s  a l l  

o f  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a n d  s t a n d a r d  e r r o r s .  Here we d i s c u s s  o n l y  t h e  

g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n s .  A few v a r i a b l e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  and of  c o n s i s t e n t  

s i g n  i n  many o r  a l l  e q u a t i o n s .  Black people  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  r espond  

t o  a n y  o f  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  of s t igma .  More educa ted  people  a r e  more 

s t i g m a t i z e d  i n  most c a s e s .  The g r e a t e r  t h e  amount of  food  s tamps f o r  

which a person is e l i g i b l e  o r  t h e  more income t h e  person h a s  w i t h o u t  



Table  3 

S i g n s  and S i g n i f i c a n c e  of  t h e  C o e f f i c i e n t s  i n  t h e  I n d i v i d u a l  P r o b i t s  
(based  on MLE) 

P a r t i c i p a t e ?  SSI FS P  

No Try Never Not Now Bother .  Embarr. Bo ther .  Embarr. Respect  

Cons tan t  
Age minus 64  
Black 
Male 
Educa t ion  
L ives  Alone 
S i t e :  

NY Demo. 
NY Comp. 
SC Demo. 
SC Comp. 
OR Demo. 

FS Bonus 
NonFS Income 
Out D a i l y  
Out Weekly 
Male-Alone 
D i s t a n c e  
A s s e t s  
Rura l  
Knowledge 

* s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  5% l e v e l  
* * s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  10% l e v e l  



Table 4 

Never Embar- Embar- 
No Par t  i c- Not Bothered rassed Bothered rassed  Less 

Try i p a t e  Now SSI SSI FS P FSP Respect 

Cons t an  t 

Age minus 64 

Black 

Male 

Education 

Alone 

S i t e s :  
NY Demonstration 

NY Comparison 

SC Demonstration 

SC Comparison 

OR Demonstration 

FS Bonus 

Non-FS Income 

Assets  

Out Daily 



Table  4 ( con t i nued )  

Never Embar- Embar- 
No P a r t i c -  Not Bothered r a s s e d  Bothered r a s s e d  Less  

Try i p a t e  Now SSI SSI FS P FS P Respect 

Out Weekly 0.5176 
(0.2980) 

Male Alone 0.0680 
(0.01 16 )  

Dis tance  0.9850 
(0.7871 

Rural  

Knowledge -0.0056 
(0 .0336)  



food s t amps ,  t h e  more s t i g m a t i z e d  s h e  o r  he  is. Var ious  r e g i o n a l  d i f f e r -  

e n c e s  a r e  o b s e r v a b l e ,  bu t  t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  is t h a t  pe r sons  i n  South 

C a r o l i n a  a r e  more  l i k e l y  t o  a c t  s t i g m a t i z e d  and l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be 

bo the red  o r  embarrassed.  Residence i n  South C a r o l i n a  and age a r e  t h e  

o n l y  v a r i a b l e s  t o  have s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s  on t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  

and o b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s .  

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  food stamp bonus h a s  t h e  same e f f e c t  

i n  a l l  t h e  e q u a t i o n s  is q u i t e  impor tan t .  I f  t h e  bonus amount h a s  o n l y  

f i n a n c i a l  o r  budgetary  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  it shou ld  have a  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  

on n o t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  now and never  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  and no  e f f e c t  on any 

o t h e r  i n d i c a t o r .  I f  i t  engenders  s t i g m a ,  i t  shou ld  have a  p o s i t i v e  

e f f e c t  on  a l l  i n d i c a t o r s .  The r e s u l t s  r e j e c t  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  

budge ta ry  t h e o r y  and do n o t  r e j e c t  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of  s t igma  t h e o r y .  

The h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  a l l  e i g h t  e q u a t i o n s  can be combined is r e j e c t e d  

w i t h  a  ch i - squared  v a l u e  (based  on t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  r a t i o )  o f  419.3 and 

1 4 0  d e g r e e s  o f  f r e e d o m .  The l i k e l i h o o d  is 4920.5 f o r  t h e  combined 

e q u a t i o n  and 4710.8 f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e q u a t i o n s .  T h i s  t e s t  m a i n t a i n s  

t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  d i s t u r b a n c e s  a r e  independent  o f  e a c h  o t h e r .  

The t e s t  was redone  u s i n g  t h e  method of  moments t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  v a r i a n c e -  

c o v a r i a n c e  m a t r i x ,  t a k i n g  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of  t h e  d i s t u r b a n c e s  i n t o  

a c c o u n t .  A g i g a n t i c  ch i - squared  v a l u e  of 2778.3 r e s u l t e d  from t h i s  

t e s t .  The d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s  of  t h e  two t e s t s  a r i s e  owing t o  t h e  h i g h  

p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  which make a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  f a r  more s i g n i f i c a n t .  

A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  one  can e i t h e r  i g n o r e  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  combined 

e q u a t i o n  a s  i r r e l e v a n t ,  t r e a t  them a s  a  s t a t i s t i c a l  exper iment ,  o r  

t a k e  them s e r i o u s l y  a s  p a r t  of  t h e  p lanned s t u d y .  We f o l l o w  t h e  l a s t  

c o u r s e .  



Sect ion  4.3. One Probi t  Model 

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  combined es t imat ion  of one equat ion a r e  presented 

i n  Table 5. Three es t imates  a r e  presented. One a r i s e s  under the  MLE 

of the  model with t h e  s i n g l e  common f a c t o r  covariance s t r u c t u r e .  The 

o the r  two rep resen t  MLE w i t h  independent d is turbances ,  cons i s t en t  f o r  

t h e  parameters and incons i s t en t  f o r  t h e  s tandard e r r o r s ,  and est imated 

t h e  method of moments ( M O M )  w i t h  an u n r e s t r i c t e d  variance-covariance 

matr ix.  Black persons a r e  again l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be s t igmatized while 

b e t t e r  educated persons a r e  more so.  One d i f f e rence  from t h e  s i n g l e  

e q u a t i o n  es t imat ion  is t h a t  persons who l i v e  alone a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be s t igmatized while males l i v i n g  a lone  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more so .  The ne t  r e s u l t  is t h a t  females l i v i n g  a lone  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  

t o  be s t igmat ized  than o the r  people a r e .  General ly,  t he  s i g n s  of coe f f i -  

c i e n t s  match t h e  p r e v i o u s  r e s u l t s ,  bu t  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  does not .  

No s i g n i f i c a n t  s i t e  e f f e c t s  a r e  observed i n  t h e  combined e s t ima tes ,  

b u t  a l l  economic va r i ab le s  (food stamp bonus, non-food stamp income, 

and a s s e t s )  increase stigma. The d i s t ance  va r i ab le  con t r ibu te s  s i g n i f i -  

can t ly  when t h e  u n r e s t r i c t e d  es t imat ion  is used. 

A l l  of t h e  l e v e l s  a t  which i n d i c a t o r s  " tu rn  on" a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

g r e a t e r  than zero ,  t he  f ixed  value of t h e  cu tof f  point  f o r  not  p a r t i c i p a t -  

ing now. Note t h a t  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  est imated i n  Table 5 a r e  t h e  nega- 

t i v e s  of t he  r e l evan t  limits. The order  i n  which t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  t u r n  

on is: bothered by SSI ( l a s t ) ,  embarrassed by food stamps, embarrassed 

by SSI,  not t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  out  i f  you a r e  e l i g i b l e ,  never p a r t i c i p a t i n g ,  

community has l e s s  r e spec t ,  bothered by food stamps, and not p a r t i c i p a t -  

ing  now ( f i r s t ) .  Bother and embarrassment a r e  not  t he  same, but they 

s tand  in  no c l e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  each o t h e r .  The l i m i t s  f o r  t h e  long- 



Table 5 

Estimation of One Probit Model for All Eight Indicators 

Unre- 
Equal Zero stricted 
MLE MLE MOM 

Covariances: 
Estimation by: 

Constant 

Age minus 64 

Black 

Male 

Education 

Alone 

Sites : 
NY Demonstration 

NY Comparison 

SC Demonstration 

SC Comparison 

OR Demonstration 

Economi c ($ ) : 
FS Bonus 

Non-FS Income 

Assets ( 1  0000s) 



Table  5 ( c o n t i n u e d )  

Unre- 
E qua1 Zero s t r i c t e d  

MLE MLE MOM 
Covar iances :  
E s t i m a t i o n  by: 

Out Da i ly  

Out Weekly 

Male-Alone 

D i s t a n c e  (0.1 m i l e )  

R u r a l  

Knowledge 

Q u e s t i o n s :  
No t r y  

Never p a r t i c i p a t e  

Bothered--SSI 

Less  Respect  

Covar iance  of i n d i c a t o r s  

* s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  5% l e v e l .  



r u n  o b j e c t i v e  behav io r  a r e  ranked i n  t h e  middle  o f  t h e  r a n g e s  f o r  t h e  

v a r i o u s  s u b j e c t i v e  measures.  Because o f  t h a t  f a c t ,  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t h e  s i g n s  i n  Table  3  a r e  s i m i l a r  i n  most c a s e s  f o r  both  o b j e c t i v e  and 

s u b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s ,  t h e r e  is ev idence  t h a t  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  may s h a r e  

t h e i r  c a u s e s  t o  some d e g r e e ,  meaning t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  and s u b j e c t i v e  

m e a s u r e s  may b o t h  i n d i c a t e  s t igma .  S t i l l ,  t h e  e q u a t i o n s  themse lves  

were v i g o r o u s l y  r e j e c t e d  by t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t .  

The e s t i m a t e d  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  is 0.32902. T h i s  

means t h a t  a b o u t  10% ( 0 . 3 2 9 0 2 ~ )  of  t h e  v a r i a n c e  o f  t h e  d i s t u r b a n c e s  

is i n  t h e  v a r i a n c e  o f  t h e  s t i g m a ,  whi le  90% is i n  t h e  limits. T h e r e f o r e ,  

most o f  t h e  d i s t u r b a n c e  is found i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n s ,  

which s u p p o r t s  t h e i r  noncomparab i l i ty .  

S e c t i o n  5.  Conclus ions  

The p r i n c i p a l  c o n c l u s i o n s  o f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  a r e  a s  f o l l o w s .  The 

s u b j e c t i v e  and o b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  s t igma  have p o s i t i v e  bu t  unequal  

c o r r e l a t i o n s .  The c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  h i g h e r  between b o t h e r  and embarrass-  

ment and t h e  o b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s  t h a n  between pe rce ived  l e s s e r  r e s p e c t  

o f  t h e  community and t h e  o b j e c t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s .  The l a t t e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  weak.  The model o f  s t igma  which assumes t h a t  a l l  

i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  m e a s u r e s  o f  t h e  same u n d e r l y i n g  v a r i a b l e ,  wi th  o n l y  

a  random d i s t u r b a n c e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  them,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d e c i d i n g  

never  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  is broad ly  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  be ing  bo the red  o r  embar- 

r a s s e d ,  bu t  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  c u r r e n t l y  is a  lower h u r d l e .  T h i s  cou ld  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  somewhat l e s s  s t igma  is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  o c c a s i o n a l  p a r t i c i -  

p a t i o n .  The h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  a l l  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  measure t h e  same under- 

l y i n g  v a r i a b l e  is r e j e c t e d .  T h e r e f o r e ,  each  o f  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  is meas- 



ured w i t h  e r ro r  r e l a t i ve  t o  any other and they cannot be used in te r -  

changeably in models. 

The potent ia l  food stamp bonus amount is s ign i f i can t ly  and negative- 

l y  r e l a t e d  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n - - g r e a t e r  b e n e f i t  de te r s  par t ic ipat ion.  

I f  t h i s  r e s u l t s  from stigma attached t o  the rece ip t  and use of food 

stamps, then the  same e f f ec t  should be observed on the subjective indi-  

ca tors .  I f ,  instead,  t h i s  nonparticipation r e s u l t s  from an i n a b i l i t y  

t o  pay the  economic costs  of get t ing the  stamps, i . e . ,  t ranspor ta t ion 

and time cos t s ,  then the potent ia l  bonus should have no e f f ec t  on the  

s u b j e c t i v e  measures. The r e su l t s  indicate  t ha t  a  greater  potent ia l  

bonus amount is associated w i t h  greater  bother and embarrassment, contra- 

d ic t ing  the  cost  in terpre ta t ion in favor of the  stigma hypothesis. 

The only other variables in the analys is  found t o  have s ign i f i can t  

e f f e c t s ,  in general,  on the  indicators  of stigma a r e  race ,  t o t a l  income, 

and being from South Carolina as  opposed t o  Oregon or  New York. Blacks 

a r e  more l i ke ly  t o  pa r t i c ipa te  and l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be embarrassed a t  

receiving food stamps or SSI. Persoris of higher t o t a l  income a r e  l e s s  

l i k e l y  t o  receive food stamps and ins ign i f i can t ly  more l i ke ly  t o  be 

embarrassed o r  bothered.  Persons from South Carolina a r e  somewhat 

l e s s  l i ke ly  t o  pa r t i c ipa te ,  but somewhat l e s s  l i ke ly  t o  be embarrassed. 
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APPENDIX: THE DATA 

A l l  of t h e  d a t a  come from t h e  Food Stamps Cashout P r o j e c t ,  conducted 

by Mathematica P o l i c y  Research,  I n c .  T h i s  appendix  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  meaning 

o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  used i n  t h i s  s t u d y .  Everyone i n  t h e  s t u d y  is a t  l e a s t  

65 y e a r s  o l d  and l i v e s  i n  a household o f  a l l  e l d e r l y  peop le .  P r a c t i c a l l y  

e v e r y o n e  i s  i n  a household of  one o r  two pe rsons .  Everyone i n  t h e  

s t u d y  i s  e l i g i b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  food s tamps,  and 95% of  them know i t ,  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  answer t o  a d i r e c t  q u e s t i o n .  

Age. The a g e  of t h e  responden t  is s t a t e d  a s  y e a r s  minus 64 ,  which 

does  n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s ,  t o  a v o i d  

a l a r g e  ad jus tment  t o  t h e  c o n s t a n t .  

Black.  T h i s  is a dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  b l a c k s ,  0 f o r  w h i t e s .  Other  

r a c e s  a r e  n e g l i g i b l e  and c l a s s i f i e d  a s  w h i t e .  

Male. T h i s  is a dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  males ,  0 f o r  f emales .  

Educa t ion .  T h i s  is measured i n  y e a r s  of  fo rmal  e d u c a t i o n .  

L i v e s  Alone. T h i s  is a dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  pe r sons  who l i v e  a l o n e ,  

0 f o r  pe r sons  who l i v e  w i t h  someone e l s e .  Formal m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  

is ignored .  

S i t e .  S i x  s i t e s  o p e r a t e d ,  t h r e e  demons t ra t ion  s i t e s  where c a s h  was 

g i v e n ,  and t h r e e  comparison s i t e s  where food s tamps were g i v e n ,  

t o  e l i g i b l e s  who a p p l i e d  f o r  food s tamps.  

Food Stamp Bonus. T h i s  is t h e  monthly amount o f  bonus s tamps o r  c a s h  

f o r  which t h e  responden t  is e l i g i b l e .  I t  is n o t  t h e  amount r e -  

c e i v e d ,  which is z e r o  f o r  n o n p a r t i c i p a n t s .  



Non-Food Stamp Income. T h i s  is t h e  monthly amount o f  household income 

f r o m  a l l  s o u r c e s  o t h e r  t h a n  food stamps.  Most of  i t  is S o c i a l  

S e c u r i t y  payments. 

Out D a i l y .  T h i s  is a  dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  pe r sons  who g e t  o u t  of  

t h e  house d a i l y  o r  more o f t e n ,  0 f o r  t h o s e  who g e t  o u t  l e s s  o f t e n  

t h a n  d a i l y .  

Out Weekly. T h i s  is a  dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  pe r sons  who g e t  o u t  o f  

t h e  house weekly but  l e s s  o f t e n  t h a n  d a i l y ,  0 f o r  t h o s e  who g e t  

o u t  l e s s  o f t e n  t h a n  weekly. 

Male-Alone. T h i s  is t h e  p roduc t  o f  t h e  dummy v a r i a b l e s  Male and L ives  

Alone. 

D i s t a n c e .  T h i s  is t h e  d i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  food stamp o f f i c e  i n  m i l e s .  

A s s e t s .  T h i s  is t h e  v a l u e  o f  a s s e t s ,  most ly  bank a c c o u n t s  and automo- 

b i l e s .  

R u r a l .  T h i s  i s  a  dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 f o r  pe r sons  who i d e n t i f y  t h e i r  

r e s i d e n c e s  a s  being i n  a  r u r a l  a r e a ,  0 f o r  pe r sons  who i d e n t i f y  

t h e i r  r e s i d e n c e s  a s  be ing  i n  a  town o r  s m a l l  c i t y  o r  l a r g e r  c i t y .  

Knowledge. Th i s  is a  measure o f  knowledge o f  n u t r i t i o n ,  from 0 ( low)  

t o  4 ( h i g h ) .  I t  is t h e  number o f  t h e  b a s i c  f o u r  food g roups  r e p r e -  

s e n t e d  i n  t h e  answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "What k i n d s  o f  f o o d s  d o  you 

t h i n k  a  person shou ld  e a t  t o  ma in ta in  good health?" 

I n d i c a t o r s .  Each is a  dummy v a r i a b l e :  1 i+ t h e  i n d i c a t e d  s e n t i m e n t  

o r  p lanned o r  a c t u a l  behavior  is p r e s e n t ,  0 i f  n o t .  Some of  t h e  

q u e s t i o n s  a r e  phrased d i f f e r e n t l y  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and n o n p a r t i c i -  

p a n t s .  Each i n d i c a t o r  is coded s o  t h a t  a  1 i n d i c a t e s  s t i g m a ,  

0 t h e  absence  o f  s t igma .  



No Try .  Has t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  e v e r  t r i e d  t o  f i n d  o u t  i f  h e  o r  s h e  is 

e l i g i b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  f o o d  s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 i f  "no t r y "  

h a s  been  made, 0 i f  a t r y  h a s  e v e r  been  made. For  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

it is 0. 

Never  P a r t i c i p a t e .  Would t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  e v e r  choose  t o  r e c e i v e  f o o d  

s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 i f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  "neve r "  would ,  0 o t h e r -  

wise. For p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t h i s  is 0. 

Not Now. Is t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  r e c e i v i n g  f o o d  s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 

f o r  n o ,  0 f o r  yes .  

SSI--Bother .  Is t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  b o t h e r e d  o r  would s h e  o r  h e  be  b o t h e r e d  

t o  r e c e i v e  SSI?  T h i s  is coded 1 f o r  y e s ,  0 f o r  no.  

S S I - - E m b a r r a s s e d .  Is t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  embar ra s sed  o r  would s h e  o r  h e  

be  embar ra s sed  t o  r e c e i v e  SSI?  T h i s  is coded 1 f o r  y e s ,  0 f o r  

no.  

FSP--Bother. Is t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  b o t h e r e d  o r  would s h e  o r  h e  be b o t h e r e d  

t o  r e c e i v e  food  s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 f o r  y e s ,  0 f o r  no.  

F S P - - E m b a r r a s s m e n t  . Is t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  embar ra s sed  o r  would s h e  o r  

h e  b e  e m b a r r a s s e d  t o  r e c e i v e  f o o d  s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 f o r  

y e s ,  0 f o r  no.  

Respec t .  Does t h e  community have  less r e s p e c t  f o r  p e r s o n s  who r e c e i v e  

food  s t amps?  T h i s  is coded 1 f o r  y e s ,  0 f o r  no .  


