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ABSTRACT

Does More Money Make You Fat?
The Effects of Quasi-Experimental Income Transfers on
Adolescent and Young Adult Obesity

This paper examines how exogenous income transfers during adolescence affect
contemporaneous body mass index (BMI) measures and young adult obesity rates using
evidence from the Great Smoky Mountains Study of Youth. The effects of extra income differ
depending on the households’ initial socio-economic status, tracing out an inverted U-shaped
relationship between initial income and BMI. Youths who resided in families that had high
pre-treatment annual incomes experience no change in young adult obesity rates as a result
of the income transfers, while the BMI of poorer children increases. Part of this effect is due
to differential increases in height, as well as weight. An exogenous annual transfer of $4,000
per adult family member results in an almost 4 cm gain in height-for-age. Adolescents coming
from worse-off households experience an increase in weight only, without the corresponding
change in height. The cumulative effects of the increase in household income persist for
several years into young adulthood.
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I. Introduction

Since the late 1980s, the US has experienced a drastic increase in the prevalence
of childhood and adolescent obesity. According to the most recent National Health and
Nutrition Examination Survey (2008) 11.9 percent of children aged 2-19 were at or above the
97th percentile of the BMI-for-age growth charts and 17 percent were at or above the 95
percentile (Ogden et al, 2010).

The upward trend in obesity rates is steepest among poor children, reaching up
to 20 per cent in some social groups (Anderson, Butcher, and Schanzenbach, 2007).
Comparisons among different racial and ethnic groups within the US show that the incidence
of obesity is highest among Native American children. A recent study found that 31 per cent
of American Indian/Native Alaskan 4-year olds are obese (Anderson and Whitaker, 2009).
Childhood obesity is highly predictive of later-life morbidity, implying that health problems
such as diabetes and cardio-vascular diseases will persist at elevated levels for the Native
American population, unless policy interventions reverse current trends.

The poor have been hit particularly hard by the obesity epidemic, but the
direction of causality between income and body mass is unclear. Do higher earnings
contribute to slimmer bodies or are slender people likely to earn more?* The identification
problem is less severe if one considers children’s outcomes, since children in the US do not
work full-time and are dependent on their parents. But children’s outcomes may be strongly
correlated with those of other household members. For example, a number of correlational

studies have shown that overweight mothers are more likely to have overweight children.?

! There is research suggesting that this may be the case. Hamermesh and Biddle (1994) find that attractive
people tend to earn more than their plain counterparts. They also find that attractive people sort into occupations
where rewards for good looks are highest.

2 E.g. Malrid et al, 2004, Danielzik et al, 2004, Nguyen et al, 1996



The main contribution of this paper is to overcome the income-body mass
endogeneity problem. We use quasi-experimental evidence from a government transfer
program which exogenously increased incomes for one group of children while leaving the
comparison group unaffected. Moreover, we are able to compare the outcomes of children
across age cohorts who were affected for different lengths of time. The government transfer is
a per capita disbursement to adult members of an American Indian tribe; non-Indians in the
community do not receive these disbursements. Because the exogenous income transfers
depend only on American Indian origins and we are able to control for differences across the
two ethnic groups by using within-cohort and within-child comparisons, we identify a causal
relationship between extra household income and the BMI of adolescents. We examine the
effect of the transfer payment (derived from casino profits on the American Indian
reservation) on BMI, weight and height at different points in the adolescent’s development.
To trace out the differential impacts of extra income depending on initial conditions , we
estimate income-BMI, income-weight and income-height profiles for adolescents coming
from households of different pre-transfer income categories.

Theory predicts an inverted U-shape relationship between income and weight
(Lakdawalla and Philipson, 2002). The inverted U-shape results from a restriction in calories
due to an income constraint at the very lowest levels of household socio-economic status
(SES). As income increases, households and individuals increase their consumption of food
and consequently we expect to see an increase in weight. Beyond a certain threshold, the
wealthiest households are either able to purchase higher quality foods that are more nutritious
or pursue health-related activities, so the income-weight curve starts sloping downwards. To
our knowledge, there is no experimental evidence testing this prediction. This study confirms
the non-linearity of the relationship using exogenous changes in unearned income. We find

evidence that extra unearned income increases BMI among youths from poorer households.



At the same time, we find a significant reduction in obesity rates among children in wealthier
households. The children who are affected by the government transfer program for the longest
amount of time experience the strongest effects.

The transfer increased BMI among children from families with average incomes
below $40,000, but not among their better off peers. Further investigation reveals that this is
due to differential changes in weight and height among youths coming from different
economic backgrounds. We find evidence for a “BMI Kuznets curve”, which traces out the
effects of extra unearned income on adolescent obesity. Children from initially poorer
households increase their BMI over time as a result of the income transfer. Relative to the
highest household income category of $50,000 and over, the effect steadily increases by initial
household income category to a maximum at $20,000 - $30,000 and diminishes thereafter.
These results imply that growing up in a poor household has long-lasting effects on
adolescent health that cannot be immediately overcome by extra income transfers.

Decomposing the effects by weight, we find that adolescents from households
that receive the transfer payment and have initial incomes below $35,000 experience weight
gain relative to their initially wealthier counterparts. We also find that the beneficial effects
of the transfer payments on height are restricted to the highest bracket of the initial income
distribution; individuals from poorer households do not grow as much as their initially
wealthier counterparts. The two most likely explanations are that the extra income transfers
allow better-off households to make better nutrition choices or that the quality and amount of
physical exercise undertaken by the children is improved. While we are constrained by data
availability on nutrition choices, we offer some evidence against the second hypothesis.

The next section puts the present study in the context of the current literature on

obesity. Section 3 describes the data and the empirical strategy. Next, we discuss the results



and some of the potential mechanisms. In Section 5 we offer some robustness checks and

comment on alternative hypotheses. Section 6 offers some concluding remarks.

11. Background

When studying the determinants of childhood obesity in developed economies, economists
have concentrated primarily on the effects of the supply and quality of food consumed by
children. This research is highly relevant for public policy aimed at reducing adolescent
obesity rates. For example, it has been shown that fast food restaurants close to school
grounds increase the prevalence of obesity among 9™ graders (Currie et al, 2009) and higher
prices for fruit and vegetables in the neighborhood are associated with higher BMI, especially
among economically disadvantaged children (Powell and Chaloupka, 2009). Increased supply
of fast food or “bad” food potentially available to children contributes to higher incidence of
childhood obesity.

However, studies investigating the effects of changing access to different types
of food assume that the demand-side effects are negligible. In this study we ask the opposite
question: barring any significant increases in the supply of different types of nutrients, would
higher household incomes cause changes in obesity rates among youths? Even if policy
regulates the supply of fast food to remain at current levels, how would the growth in
disposable income affect children’s BMI? Our identification strategy allows us to control for
changes in the supply of nutrients to a geographic area and isolate an effect that is purely due
to exogenous changes in households’ disposable income.

One way to assess the contribution of increased incomes on adolescents’ BMI is
to consider exogenous changes in the affordability of different types of food. Affordability
can increase in two ways: by providing extra funds that can be spent on food only (such as

food stamps and other coupons) and by changes in expendable income. Previous studies have



found mixed results on the effect of food stamps on adult obesity rates (Townsend et al, 2001,
Chen et al, 2005; Kaushal, 2007). Two recent studies examine the causal effects of extra
expendable income on BMI. Schmeiser (2008) considers low income women while Cawley et
al (forthcoming) study Social Security recipients. Both utilize instrumental variable (IV)
strategies to estimate changes in BMI and obesity rates attributable to changes in income. Our
study differs in that we focus on children and have a quasi-experimental framework; in
addition we also capture the entire distribution of initial socio-economic conditions and can
estimate the effects of extra income on a more diverse set of households. We are not aware of
any previous economics research on the effects of exogenously increased household income
on adolescents’ BMI in the United States.

Empirically, the relationship between income and obesity is hard to identify.
Among studies using data on adult populations, the main problem is identifying the direction
of causation — higher incomes make food more accessible, but obesity and the associated
health problems make it harder to earn high incomes. People with higher incomes can afford
better food, and they are also less likely to be obese.” There is a separate literature estimating
the effect of BMI on earnings (Kline and Tobias, 2008; Cawley, 2004; Mocan and Tekin,
2009) and at least one study shows that overweight and obese adults are likely to suffer from
low self-esteem which may be underlying their lower earnings (Mocan and Tekin, 2009). To

plausibly capture the empirical relationship between income and weight, one has to

*Ina study examining obesity rates for adults over thirty years, Chang et al (2005) find that there has been an
increase at all levels. Their study differs from ours in that they are looking at an association between income and
obesity (they do not have an exogenous change to income) and they are looking at adults only. Halliday and
Kwak (2009) examine the correlation between children and their peers’ BMI in a nationally representative
dataset. This research does not examine the role of income on the adolescents’ BMI, however.

% Behrman and Deolalikar (1987) have shown that changes in income in a developing country are not necessarily

associated with changes in food consumption — they find that it depends on the income elasticity of food.



exogenously increase the amount of dispensable income available to the household without
affecting the extent of physical activity or physical attractiveness needed to earn that income.

Assessing the effect of exogenous income transfers on the BMI of children and
adolescents is attractive for two reasons. First, the transfers we consider in this paper come
from an exogenous source and their size is not affected by the initial financial situation of the
household. Second, the exogenous income transfer affects children while they are teenagers -
a time when most children earn little on their own®. The children in our study are subjected to
the income effect, but unlikely to be affected by a substitution effect away from labor. In
developing countries, the case would be quite different in that the additional household
income would allow children to work less and enter school which may have separate effects
on the child’s BMI.°

We find that extra income increases height as well as weight in children coming
from initially better-off households. There are several growth spurts in children’s physical
development, during which they gain significantly in height. For example boys in the US gain
up to 10 cm/year at age 13, and up to 5 cm/year at ages 14-16 (see, e.g. Figure 1 in Case and
Paxson, 2008). Even though environmental factors during childhood are thought to contribute
only 20% of height differences between adults (see Silventoinen, 2003 for a review of the
literature), there is evidence that children catch up with their better-off peers if exposed to

better conditions at some point during their growth path.” In our study, the youngest treated
y young

® Child labor laws and mandatory schooling requirements in the U.S. prevent children from working full time
until age 18.

6 See, for instance, the literature on child labor in developing countries. Edmonds (2008) provides a useful
overview of the findings.

" For example, African-American children in the US displayed a large increase in height after the age of 10

(when they typically entered work in the era of slavery) presumably because they started to receive more food

while working. Their ultimate adult height was only 1-2 cm shorter than contemporaneous Union Army troops



cohort were aged thirteen at the time that the income transfers were first received by the
parents. On average, these children would have gained around 25 cm (girls) and 28 cm (boys)
in height between their 13" and 20" year. Our estimates imply an additional height increase
of about 13%-15% attributable to the extra income isolated among children coming from the
best-off households. We find this estimate plausible in light of the previous literature on
nutrition and adolescent height.

This paper confirms that the relationship between household income and
adolescents’ body mass is non-linear; it actually resembles a Kuznets curve. Moreover, we
find that children coming from households earning $40,000 or more experience no change in
their BMI following the income transfer. Our results show that the turning point between
increasing and decreasing BMI as a function of extra unearned income is somewhere around
the $30,000 initial household income level.

We were concerned that the extra income would alter maternal labor force
participation among Native Americans which would then, in turn, affect the child’s obesity
levels into adolescence and young adulthood. We do not find any evidence for this in our
data. An additional concern was that the observed improvement (Akee at al, 2010) in the
child’s own educational attainment may play a role in reducing their obesity levels. Although
we find that the probability of graduating from high school and the number of years of
education increase for adolescents affected by the transfers, these effects are isolated to
Native American children coming from households previously in poverty and we find no or
positive effects on obesity rates in this group. Therefore, we conclude that improvements in

own education do not immediately transfer into improved BMI. We have also included an

(Steckel, 1987, 2008). Van Den Berg, Lundborg, Nystedt and Rooth (2009) find a similar result in a sample of

naturalized Swedes who immigrated to Sweden as children.



explicit control variable for completing high school in the estimations and this does not affect
our results.

We also test whether initial health conditions such as weight at birth affect
adolescent obesity rates. On average, children who were born with low birth weight (<2500
grams at birth) are less likely to be obese, and those born of high birth weight (>4500 grams)
are more likely to be obese at age 19 than the omitted category (normal birth weight, between
2500 and 4500 grams). These effects disappear by age 21. Including birth weight as a control
variable does not alter the coefficient estimates of the effect of extra income. We also
consider the hypothesis that the income-BMI relationship we estimate is due to the restricted
supply of nutrients in poorer areas, which precludes low-income families from buying better
food. Including county fixed effects that absorb unobserved heterogeneity between
neighborhoods does not significantly affect the results. We interpret this as evidence that
household consumption choices, rather than the supply of food and amenities, are the driving
force behind our findings.

Finally, the child’s (or the child’s representative’s) bargaining power within the
household is likely to be different depending on whether there are biologically non-related
members who may benefit from the extra income. Previous research in both developed and
developing countries has shown that exogenous changes to household income can have
different effects on children’s welfare depending upon who receives the income (Duflo, 2003;
Duflo and Udry, 2003; Duncan 1990 and 1994; Lundberg et al, 1997). Specifically, these
researchers find that additional unearned household income that accrues to the female parent
(mothers or female guardians) tends to increase spending on children and joint household
consumption goods as compared to when income accrues to the male parent. We find no
differences in children’s outcomes depending on which biological parent — the mother or the

father - receives the extra income.



I11. Data and empirical strategy

The Great Smoky Mountains Study of Youth (GSMS) is a longitudinal survey
of 1420 children aged 9, 11 and 13 years at the survey intake that were recruited from 11
counties in western North Carolina. The children were selected from a population of
approximately 20,000 school-aged children using an accelerated cohort design.® American
Indian children from the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians were over sampled for this data
collection effort Survey weights are used in the child outcome regressions that follow. The
federal reservation is situated in two of the 11 counties within the study. The initial survey
contained 350 Indian children and 1070 non-Indian children. Proportional weights were
assigned according to the probability of selection into the study; therefore, the data is
representative of the school-aged population of children in this region. Attrition and non-
response rates were found to be equal across ethnic and income groups.

The survey began in 1993 and has followed these three cohorts of children
annually up to the age of 16 and then re-interviewed them at ages 19 and 21.° Additional
survey waves are scheduled for these children when they turn 25 and 26 years old. Both
parents and children were interviewed separately up until the child was 16 years old;
interviews after that were only conducted with the child alone.

After the fourth wave of the study, a casino was opened on the Eastern Cherokee

reservation; the survey children were approximately 13, 15 and 17 years of age at that time.

8 See Costello E. Jane, Adrian Angold, and Barbara Burns, and Dalene Stangl, and Dan L. Tweed, and Alaatin
Erkanli, and Carol M. Worthman (1996) for a thorough description of the original survey methodology.

® Individuals are interviewed regardless of where they are living (whether on their own, in college, or still living
with their parents). No child is dropped from the survey because they moved out of their parent's home. We find
no statistically significant difference in selection between the treatment and control groups. American Indians
comprise 24% of the sample in the very first survey wave and comprise approximately 27% of the sample at age
21.

10



The casino is owned and operated by the tribal government. A portion of the profits are
distributed on a per capita basis to all adult tribal members.*® Disbursements are made every
six months and have occurred since 1996. The average annual amount per person has been
approximately $4000. This income is subject to the federal income tax requirements.

The outcome variables of interest are Body Mass Index (BMI), height, weight
and obesity. The first three measures are recorded at each survey wave. Interviewers
measured survey respondents using rulers and scales. Medically recommended levels of BMI
are between 20 and 25 for adults. Individuals with BMI levels of 25-30 are considered
overweight in adults; those with BMI greater than 30 are considered obese. In the analysis we
drop several extreme outliers (which we attribute to either recording error or measurement
error) for recorded BMI levels that exceed 100 or are below 10. We have constructed a simple
obesity index variable for our survey subjects (ages 19 and 21) which takes on the value of 1
when BMI is greater than 30 and is 0 otherwise. Similarly, we create an overweight (or more)
variable which takes on the value of 1 if they have a BMI of 25 or higher and 0 otherwise. For
adolescents, we utilize the Centers for Disease Control BMI-for-age chart for boys and girls.
These measures account for differential growth rates between the genders at different ages.
Adolescents are classified by age, gender, weight and height and assigned a percentile.
Individuals that exceed the 95th percentile for their age and gender group are considered
obese while individuals who are above the 85th percentile are classified as overweight

(inclusive of the obese). We employ these designations in the tables that follow.

10 Al adult tribal members received these per capita disbursements. If there were any non-compliers (American
Indian parents that either did not receive or refused the additional income) then any estimates found here would
be an under estimate of the true effects of additional income. All enrolled, American Indian children were
eligible for the casino disbursements themselves at age 18 if they completed high school; even if they did not
complete high school they would receive the casino transfers at age 21. While they initially did not know exactly
how much the transfers will amount to, tribal members had every reason to believe that this was a permanent

positive change in their incomes.
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Table 1 provides descriptive statistics. The sample is balanced on conditions at
intake such as age, sex, and maternal labor force participation between American Indians and
the rest. American Indian mothers are significantly less likely to have been to college, and
more likely to have completed high school. Native Americans are significantly less likely to
be of low birth weight (4.6% vs 6.5% in whites), but equally likely to be of high birth weight
(over 4500 grams). The incidence of obesity and being overweight is substantially higher
among American Indian youth. The majority of these adolescents are overweight (65%) as
compared to 39% of the rest of the sample. The difference comes from a ten-kilogram
difference in weight, while average height is very similar between the two groups. American
Indians also come from poorer families — on average, their households received ten thousand
dollars less in annual income in the three survey waves before the casino opened; household
income is provided in categories and a value of 6 corresponds to approximately $30,000 (the
average for non-Indians) while a value of 4 corresponds to an annual income of
approximately $20,000 (the average for American Indian households). The casino
disbursements (approximately $4,000) represent more than a ten percent increase in the
average household income of parent couples of mixed heritage, and more than 20 percent
increase in households of two American Indian parents. The casino transfers alone would be
enough to close the income gap between an average family with two white parents and
families composed to two Native American parents.

In Figure 1 we show a basic illustration of the changes in BMI attributable to the
exogenous income transfers. In these figures we hold the age of all three cohorts constant at
19 years for comparability; Panel A considers American Indians and Panel B considers the
non-Indian children. The solid line in Panel A traces out the distribution of BMI in the oldest
cohort of American Indian children (who resided the shortest amount of time in households

with increased household income), whom we consider a control group for the other two age

12



cohorts as they were minors for only one year of treatment'’. The long dashes illustrate the
corresponding distribution for the middle age cohort (15 year-olds at the beginning of
treatment); the dotted line shows the distribution among the youngest age cohort (13 year-olds
at the beginning of the treatment), who spent the greatest amount of time in households that
received the income transfers. While the entire distribution of BMI appears to be moving to
the right with each new cohort, it is clear from the graphs that the prevalence of high levels of
BMI (over 25) changed significantly for the second and third cohorts. Children whose parents
received extra transfers are moving from healthy bodies to being overweight and obese. By
comparison, the control group of non-American Indian adolescents, illustrated in Panel B, are
not experiencing any significant changes in obesity prevalence between cohorts. The
distribution plots offer strong initial evidence that the exogenous income transfers had an
effect on BMI, that the effect was concentrated among the treated group of younger American
Indian children, and that it resulted in a non-trivial change in the prevalence of obesity in

American Indian youths.

Empirical Estimation

Difference-in-Difference Regressions

We compare young adult outcomes for adolescents that resided for a total of six
(four years for the middle age cohort) years as minors in households with increased incomes
to adolescents who resided for at most two years as minors in households with exogenously
increased incomes. We employ a difference-in-difference methodology. This specification
allows us to compare the effect of four additional years of higher household incomes on the

incidence of obesity for these children. The two youngest age cohort variables (Age 9 and

1 We consider adolescents minors up to age 18.
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Age 11 at survey intake; ages 13 and 15 at first treatment) function as the "after-treatment"
cases and the oldest age cohort (Age 13 at survey intake; age 17 at first treatment) functions
as the "before-treatment™ case. We focus explicitly on the effect of the per capita transfer on
the incidence of obesity.

An examination of the effect of the treatment on household income indicates
that almost all of the additional cash transfer shows up as additional household income in each
survey wave.’? The size of the exogenous increase in household incomes can take on two
different values depending upon the number of American Indian parents in each household. It
is possible for there to be 0, 1 or 2 American Indian parents in each household. Clearly
households with two American Indian parents will have double the amount of exogenous
income than households with only a single American Indian parent. Households without an
American Indian parent serve as control households. We treat the number of parents as a
continuous variable and we therefore have two interaction variables which are of interest. The

equation below details the specification:

Y =a+ [ xAge9. + B, x Agell, + §, x NumParents+ y, x Age9 x NumParents, + 1)

v, x Agell. x NumParents, + X,'0 + ¢,

In the equation above, Y is the incidence of obesity for the survey children at ages 19 or 21
in young adulthood. In the equation above, the Age9 and Agell variables indicate whether or
not the child is drawn from the initially age 9 or age 11 cohorts respectively -- the age 13
cohort is the omitted category in this regression. The variable NumParents indicates the

number of American Indian parents in that child's household. The two coefficients of interest

12 We find that the effect of the treatment (household eligibility for the casino per capita transfer) results in
approximately $3900 additional household income at each survey wave. The average amount distributed per
person has been about $4000 per year. This suggests that households do not alter their labor participation in

response to this additional household income.
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for this research are y, andy,, which measure the effect of receiving the casino

disbursements and being in either the age 9 or age 11 cohorts relative to the 13 year old
cohort. The vector X controls household conditions prior to the opening of the casino and
includes average household income over the four years, the sex of the child, the race of the
child, mother’s labor force participation and education level of the mother. We estimate (1)
using probit models as our outcomes are binary. The probit coefficients are hard to interpret,
hence in the estimation tables we report marginal effects estimated after a probit regression.
Identification of equation 1 relies on the fact that the different age cohorts of children
were randomly sampled within American Indian and non-Indian groupings. The next section
provides evidence for this and also indicates that the two groups of households (American
Indian and non-Indian) faced similar conditions in the labor market and with regard to social
conditions.’®* It is also important to note that there were no new health or educational
programs which were created immediately after the advent of casino disbursements by the
tribal government. This is important in establishing the fact that time variant characteristics
that were related only to American Indians (such as tribally-funded health and nutrition
programs) are not the causal factor here. In later years new programs have been developed,
but for the crucial period in which these children were minors in their parents' households,
there is little evidence of new programs. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the revenues from
the casino operations were, at least in the short run, spent only on per capita disbursements to
the tribally-enrolled membership. Spending on large scale construction was not initiated until
2001, when the youngest cohort was around 17 years old. Therefore, the children in this study

were not minors when these new programs and facilities were operational.

13 See Appendix Figures 1, 2 and 3, which provide the pre-casino trends for the American Indian and non-Indian

children with regard to BMI, height and weight.
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Finally, we use global positioning system data (GPS) to compute a distance measure which
serves as proxy for other non-cash transfer related effects of the casino operations on
households. The average household is 32 miles (median is 36 miles) away from the casino,
with a minimum distance of 5 miles and a maximum distance of 75 miles. We find that
inclusion of this measure (which is available for all survey households) and an interaction

variable with treatment households does not diminish the effects reported in later tables. **

Fixed-Effects Panel Regression

Given the panel nature of the data, we are able to examine the effect of a casino transfer
payment on health inputs at each survey wave for the children in the survey. We examine
changes in the body mass index of children (BMI), as well as their weight and height
measures directly. Therefore, we employ a fixed effects regression for these three health

outcome variables. The regression is given of the form:

p =0 F Xit'ﬁ"' € (2)

In this regression, «; is the individual fixed effect and X is the vector of control variables,
including whether the individual child, i, belongs to a household that is eligible for casino
payments. This indicator variable is always zero for households without American Indian
parents; for households with American Indian parents the variable is zero for the first four

survey waves and then takes the value of one thereafter.

1% We include a measure of distance from each household to the casino (using Global Position System data) in
level and interacted with household eligibility for casino payments in the Appendix Table 1. One can think of
this distance measure as a proxy for the other non-cash transfer effects of the casino on households. The results

for this regression indicate that the proximity to the casino does not statistically affect obesity

16



Because the extra income was received by American Indian parents only, a
potential concern is that the estimates from (2) could be driven by differences in growth path
of height, weight, and BMI between American Indian children and the control group. For
example, if American Indian children “caught up” with their peers after age 13, then some of
the effect we attribute to extra income could actually be due to natural differences in
physiology between the two groups. To test for the validity of this concern, we compare the
growth paths of height, weight, and BMI between children of the oldest cohort, who were not
affected by the income transfer until age 17. From previous survey waves, we have those
children’s measurements from age 13 onwards, which coincides with the age at which the
youngest group of American Indian youths was first treated with the extra funds. We find no
significant differences (or evidence of catch-up), in the growth paths of the two ethnic groups

(see Appendix for the relevant figures).

IV. Results

We first present results from the difference-in-differences models (equation 1) comparing
outcomes between children of different cohorts and ethnic origins in adulthood. We then turn
to the panel level regressions (equation 2) which show the effects of additional household

income at each survey wave.

Obesity rates

Table 2 shows the results from difference-in-differences specification comparing children at
ages 19 and 21. The oldest age cohort (age 13 at survey intake; age 17 at beginning of
treatment) of children comprises the omitted category.

Table 2 reports estimates from 3 regression models for youths at ages 19 and 21.

Columns 1 and 4 show the difference-in-difference regressions based on the model in

17



equation 1. The coefficients of interest, while not statistically significant in these two
regressions, indicate that adolescents who reside in households with at least one American
Indian parent and in the youngest age cohort are less likely to be obese by ages 19 and 21.7
The interaction term for the second age cohort (age 11 at survey intake; age 15 at first
treatment) is slightly positive, but it is also not statistically significant.

The other covariates in these regressions are also informative in determining
obesity. We find that American Indian adolescents are between 33 and 42 percentage points
more likely to be obese than non-Indians. Comparing estimates for the same cohorts at age 19
and age 21, it appears that the correlation between American Indian race and obesity becomes
stronger with time. Additionally, we find that the average of childhood household income (in
the three years prior to the government transfer program) has a negative relationship with
obesity levels at age 19, but the effect loses significance by age 21.

It has been hypothesized that one of the confounders of the child obesity
epidemic is that mothers spend more time out of the household. It has been shown elsewhere
that the extra income did not reduce labor force participation for parents in this sample (Akee
et al, 2010). We add controls for maternal labor force participation, and two levels of

mother’s educational attainment. The omitted education category is high-school drop-outs.

1> We emphasize here that due to the structure of the survey data, we cannot distinguish differential effects by
age at the beginning of treatment versus the duration of treatment. For example, the comparisons between
cohorts 1 and 2 at age 19 capture both the fact that cohort 1 spent up to 6 years under treatment while cohort 2
spent only up to 4, in addition to the fact that cohort 1 began treatment at age 13 and cohort 2 began treatment at
age 15. Comparing outcomes at ages 19 and 21 across the same cohort allows us to gauge the differential effect
of 2 more years of treatment, conditional on starting the extra transfers at the same age and assuming that
children continue to receive some of the transfer money after age 18 from their parents. The alternative
explanation for differences in the coefficients is that the long-term effects of being exposed to exogenous income
transfers at earlier age are larger than the medium-term effects. These differences in effects could operate
through extra education or changes in the culture of nutrition. We discuss this possibility in more detail below.
Comparing outcomes for the same cohort at different ages is the only way for us to make inferences about the

effects of duration versus age at the start of treatment.
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Maternal high school education is insignificantly different from the omitted category, but
mothers with college degrees are less likely to have obese children. We find marginally
statistically significant negative coefficients for 21 year olds who have mothers with college
degrees.

We further explore the results for the negative effect of initial household income
in columns 2 and 5. In these regressions we interact initial household income with the
original difference in difference term from columns 1 and 4. We find significant coefficients
on the triple difference term. Our results confirm that differences in initial household income
tend to affect obesity for the household children later in life. At age 19, all the action is in the
interaction term. There are no significant level effects of the exogenous increase in incomes
across cohorts. But there are differential effects between youths in different parts of the
income distribution. The results suggest that exogenous income transfers reduce the
probability of obesity by 3% at 19 years of age with each $5,000 increase in initial household
income. The effects exist only for the youngest cohort of adolescents — youths who were first
treated at the age of 13.*°

In column 5, for the 21 year olds we find that the triple difference term and the
main effect of treatment are both statistically significant. The effect of extra household
income on obesity is positive but decreasing with initial income. The part of the initial income
distribution where the effect on obesity switches sign from positive to negative is around
$35,000-$40,000 in initial annual household income. Above that level youths start
experiencing a negative and increasing effect of extra income on obesity.

Columns 3 and 6 report the effects of extra income on the probability of being
overweight (inclusive of being obese) for 19 and 21 year olds respectively; overweight is

defined as having a BMI of 25 or higher. We find results that are qualitatively very similar to

16 A placebo test for the effect of these age cohort and casino payment interactions on the children prior to the

implementation of the transfer payments indicates no effect. These results are shown in Appendix Table 2.
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the coefficient estimates in the obesity specification for 21 year-olds; for 19 year olds, the
effect of the government transfers on the probability of being overweight is significantly

larger than the effect on the probability of being obese.

Government Transfers, Parents and the Effect on Obesity

Our initial results in Table 2 indicate that there is a long-run effect of the
additional household income on the young adult obesity rates of recipients. In this section, we
report whether the income effects differ according to who receives the income. Previous
research in both developed and developing countries has shown that exogenous changes to
household income controlled by an adult female can have beneficial effects on spending for
children and household consumption goods (Duflo, 2003; Duflo and Udry, 2003; Duncan
1990 and 1994; Lundberg et al, 1997). These findings indicate that household bargaining
power may dictate how additional income is spent.*’ In analysis not reported here, we do not
find any differential effect of casino payments by parental gender on adolescent obesity in our

sample.

Additional Controls

In the Appendix Table 3, we present additional results. Extra income transfers
might directly affect the child’s characteristics which in turn could affect their overweight.
For example, using the same survey data Akee et al (2010) find that the income transfers
improved high school attendance and completion rates particularly among children from
economically disadvantaged households. Increases in own education may account for some of

the observed effects on obesity. In Appendix Table 3 column 1 we report a specification

7 See Lundberg and Pollak (1996) for a discussion of this literature or Behrman (1997). Additionally, in a
previous paper (Akee et al, 2010) we report that household structure appears to be unaffected by the casino

income payments; we find no evidence for increased divorce or marriage rates over time.
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controlling for own high school completion at 21. The results are very similar to the baseline
specification reported in Table 2 except that the main effect of the extra income at age 21
becomes marginally statistically significant.

In column 2 of Appendix Table 3 we report a specification controlling for birth
weight. This is the best proxy for initial health status, or the child’s pre-treatment health
capital, that we have. We split birth weight into three categories — low birth weight (below
2500 grams), normal weight (>2500 and <4500 grams) and high birth weight (>4500 grams).
The omitted category in the estimation is normal birth weight. At age 21, there still is a
significant negative effect of low birth weight on the probability of being obese.

The differences we find between youths coming from different income
backgrounds could be due to nutrition supply, rather than demand effects. For example, if
low-income households reside in areas where high quality food is sparse, children would
receive worse nutrition even if parents have the financial means to provide better quality food.
To test for such effects we include county-level fixed effects in our main regression. The
results are reported in column 3 of Appendix Table 3. There are no significant changes in the
main coefficients, suggesting that the effects we find are due to household demand choices
rather than the availability of high quality food or amenities on the neighborhood level.
Finally, in column 4 of Appendix Table 3 we include a measure of the individual’s own
income at age 21. Even though the coefficient is negative, it is not statistically significant.

The main coefficient on the triple interaction term is not significantly changed.

Panel level regression analysis

We examine the relationship between income and BMI - as well as income and
height and weight directly — using changes over individual children’s development. The panel

estimations based on the model in equation (2) are reported in Tables 3-6.
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Adolescents residing in households eligible for casino transfer payments have
on average an increase in BMI by one unit which is equal to 14% of the standard deviation of
the mean BMI for American Indians. In column 2 of Table 3 we interact casino opening with
five initial household income categories. The initial household income categories are the
following: $0-$10,000, $10,001-$20,000, $20,001-$30,000, $30,001-$40,000, $40,001-
$50,000 and the omitted category is $50,001 and higher. The effect of extra income on BMI
shows that there is an increase in BMI that is increasing in magnitude up to the third
household income category ($20,001-$30,000). Extra household income still has a positive
effect for the next two income categories, however the estimated coefficients are diminishing
in both magnitude and statistical significance relative to individuals from households in the
reference initial household income category. These results generally carry over to the
specifications in columns (4) and (5) where we also control for non-linear effects of casino
transfers on BMI.

In the model in column 3 we introduce an interaction term between casino and
age to test for differential effect of casino disbursements with age. Confirming the findings
from the DDD estimates from Table 2, the interaction term coefficient is negative. Receiving
the income transfers later in life reduces the effect on BMI. In column 4 we show the
estimates from a model including interaction terms with initial household income.*® The signs
and relative size of the coefficients of interest remain similar across specifications.

Figure 2 plots the coefficients on the different income categories. The effects of
extra income on BMI are clearly non-linear with respect to initial income levels. BMI
increases by small but steady increments until income category four ($20,000), then starts

slowly decreasing across the remaining initial household income categories.

18 Additional specifications which includes age squared and further interactions do not change our main results

and are not reported here.
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In all regressions we control for maternal labor force participation, which may
have been affected by the income transfers. However, the effect is uniformly small and
statistically insignificant, implying that the large effects reported in the difference-in-
differences estimation are largely due to between-individuals differences. We include a
dummy equal to one if there is a child younger than six in the household. Consistent with

previous results in the development literature, the effects are negative and significant.

Weight and height

BMI has two components — weight and height; these components could be
affected differentially by extra household income. We investigate whether the differences in
BMI between adolescents residing in households from different parts of the income
distribution could be caused by the differential impact of extra income on these two
components. Table 4 reports the effect on the government transfer on adolescent weight. We
find that there is a strong statistically significant effect of an increase in household income on
weight gain. Being eligible for casino transfers increases children’s weight by 3.7 kilograms
on average. In column 2 we interact the indicator of receipt of the government transfers with
initial household income categories. The coefficients on the income category and government
transfer payment interaction variables are increasing in magnitude and statistical significance
up to category 4 ($30,001-$40,000). The estimated coefficient on the next highest income
category is smaller in magnitude and not statistically significant from the reference category.
The pattern holds when we introduce age interactions in column 4. In column 3 we test for
differential effects of government transfers across ages, and obtain a significant and negative
interaction coefficient. The shorter the period of exposure, the less likely it is that children
will gain weight as a consequence of the transfers. Figure 3 provides the graphical depiction

of these main results; specifically, weight increases across all initial household income
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categories until about $40,000 after which the effects of extra income start to decrease in
magnitude.

Similar to the results for weight, the effects of the government transfers on
height also differ according to initial household incomes. In Table 5 we show that children
who come from initially poorer families tend to have less height gain attributable to the extra
income transfers than their initially wealthier peers. Column 1 indicates that the direct effect
of the transfer payment has a positive effect on height, but it is not statistically significant. In
column 2 we, once again, interact the government transfer payment with initial household
income categories. We find that, compared to adolescents from the highest income category,
almost all of the individuals from lower initial household income categories have less
increases in height due to the extra transfers.

The negative interaction coefficient on casino transfers and age holds across all
specifications. The effects of extra income are non-linear in age, as the main effects vary
significantly after the inclusion of squares terms. This is intuitively plausible, as people tend
to stop growing in height by their late teens. Figure 4 shows the trend of the effect of extra
income across different levels of initial income.

Only adolescents from households with initial annual incomes above $50,001
experience an increase in height; while only adolescents from households with initial
household income less than $40,000 experienced an increase in weight as a result of the
transfer payments. This differential effect in height could be due to increased exercise or
improved nutrition among financially better-off children. Unfortunately the GSMS survey
does not include direct questions on either of these intermediate outcomes. Still, we are able
to test whether children and parents report better relationships and parents report better
supervision of children as a result of the income transfers. If parents are more involved in

their children’s everyday routine (e.g. they drive them to the pool/gym/stadium), that may be
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considered an indirect indicator for improved opportunities to exercise. Akee et al (2010)
show that parent-child relationships improve with the income transfer, but in additional
analysis (not reported, available from the authors) we find no differential impact depending
on the initial levels of household income. We also included controls for the quality of the
parent-child relationship in the height regressions reported in Table 5 and find no significant
change in the initial income coefficients. We interpret this as circumstantial evidence that the
extra income coming from the casino most likely “bought” different nutrition value for
children in better-off families, rather than improved access to previously unavailable facilities.
In Table 6 we provide more evidence in fixed effects linear probability models
of the probability of being obese, obese or overweight, and the probability that the young
adult has gained weight in the last 3 months before the survey interview. The last measure is
self-reported. We examine the effect across different income categories. The general pattern is
similar to what we found for weight and BMI - the adolescent obesity Kuznets curve holds
also in the panel specifications. The finding that having gained weight in the last 3 months is
restricted to income levels below $50,000 is particularly revealing. This suggests that changes
in the body mass of adolescents induced by the extra income happen continuously over time.
In unreported analysis we tested whether the government transfers were
significantly correlated with the probability that the respondent was on a diet or had any
nutritional problems such as bulimia and anorexia. We found no evidence that the casino

transfers resulted in differential eating behavior or eating disorders across treatment groups.

V. Discussion of Household Income — Obesity Connection
Rates of obesity among 12 to 19 year-olds in the US increased from 6.1% in
1970 to 15.5% in 2000 (American Obesity Association). Average BMI in 12-17 year-olds

increased from 20.7 (in the early 1970s) to 22 (around 2000) in whites and from 20.3 to 23.7

25



in blacks. Based on our estimates we can explain about 30% of the increase in adolescent
BMI with rising incomes at the lower half of the income distribution (initial household
incomes less $50,000).*° By comparison, Schmeiser (2009) finds that increases in income
explain between 23 and 29% of the increase in obesity prevalence among 25-45 year-old low
income women between 1990 and 2002. Cawley et al (forthcoming) report no significant
changes in the BMI of elderly Social Security recipients that can be attributed to changes in
Social Security income. Currie at al (forthcoming) explain 0.5% of the increase in obesity
among ninth-graders since the 1970s by the increased availability of fast food. The empirical
evidence to date suggests that effects of income increases on adolescent obesity are an order
of magnitude larger than the contribution of increased fast food supply.

In the next couple of paragraphs we discuss some of the relevant literature on
household consumption choices, assuming that the results we have found are mainly due to
household-level decisions on nutrition. There are at least two ways in which extra income
could affect children’s nutrition intake. First, there may be differences in the proportions of
extra income devoted to food consumption. Even though we are not able to trace families’
consumption choices before and after the casino payments, there is enough evidence in the
literature to suspect that consumption, and food consumption in particular, was affected in
different ways by the casino transfers depending on the family’s level of initial income. For

example, Souleless (1999) shows that liquidity-constrained households are more likely to

19 Based on simulations conducted by the authors using estimates of income mobility between 1970 and 2000
(as reported by the US Census 1970 and 2000) by $5,000 income categories. In short, we estimate the proportion
of households changing income categories across the income distribution between 1970 and 2000. We assign
the corresponding increase in BMI (based on the results from our study, table 3) for each of these upwardly
mobile households. We weight this increase by the proportion of households in the respective income groups to
come up with our final estimate of how much increases in income have contributed to the change in the average
BMI in 12-17 year-olds. We make the conservative assumption that a decrease in the number of households in a

lower the next lowest income bin, .

26



spend extra income on food and non-durables. He finds that total consumption increases by
significantly less among poorer households following an exogenous income shock.

Second, the amount spent on food could be spent on different baskets of goods.
The types of food that are bought with the extra income are also likely to differ depending on
the family’s finances. Reed et al (2005) estimate an array of own price and income elasticities
for different types of foods. According to their results, demand for fruits and vegetables has
the highest own price elasticity, while the demand for meats has the lowest. Home-cooked
food is a gross complement with fruits and vegetables, dairy products, and cereals, but serves
as a substitute for meats. On the contrary, food away from home is a gross substitute for all
other types of foods except for meats. Dairy is the most income-elastic food class, followed
by meats. Therefore, we expect that as households’ incomes increase, families that react by
increasing food spending are more likely to consume those foods.?’ This may be one of the
main factors behind our finding that casino payments increased the height of children from
the highest income groups.

The findings in the study are relevant for the debate about the causes of the great
increase in obesity rates in the US since the 1980s. We interpret this increase as partly due to
changes in households’ real income. It is implausible that food prices decreased for American
Indians, but not for the rest of the sample population at the same time as the transfers began.
The differential opening of fast food chains in territories more densely populated by American
Indians is also an unlikely explanation, and we offer some evidence against it by controlling
for distance to the casino and county fixed effects in sensitivity analyses. In earlier research,

Akee et al (2010) find that the casino transfers did not induce changes in labor force

20 Richards et al (2006) find, specifically for Native Americans, that the reduction in prices of carbohydrates
over time may have resulted in an increase in spending (and consumption) on these relatively high calorie foods.
The substitution away from protein rich food towards calorie-rich carbohydrates are driven primarily by

differences in prices and may be an explanation for increased incidence of obesity in this community.
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participation of parents, even though we cannot rule out the hypothesis that patterns of food
preparation may have changed as a result of the extra income (as suggested by Cutler at al,
2003). However, there must have been differential movement away from home-cooked and
into pre-processed food across the initial income distribution for this explanation to be valid
given our findings.

This study is informative to potential future policies intended to address the
increasing obesity epidemic in the US. In developing countries, cash transfer programs are
typically targeted at improving nutrition and child health. In Mexico, for instance, Hoddinott
and Skoufias (2004) report that the Progressa program affected the quality of foods that
people consumed; although this may also be due to changes in nutritional education programs.
Providing poor US households with extra income would probably increase the BMI of
household children; however, there may be detrimental long-run effects which affect the
children’s adolescent and adult obesity levels. There may be a need for educational and
nutritional programs to assist in improving household consumption decisions that mitigate

adolescent obesity.

V1. Concluding remarks
Due to the quasi-experimental nature of our data, we are able to identify the effect of a
permanent increase in household income on weight gain and eventual obesity in adolescents
and young adults. We trace out differential effects of extra income depending on the initial
financial conditions in the household.
We find that individuals who come from the poorest households tend to gain
significant amounts of weight after the introduction of the government transfer payments.
Additionally, we find some evidence that the height of children who grew up in the richest

families increases due to the extra income transfers. Overall this leads to differential
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increases in BMI and risks of becoming obese depending on initial conditions. We show that
these effects are not due to initial health conditions as proxied by birth weight or due to
increases in own educational attainment.

Taken as a whole, our findings support the notion that household income affects
adolescent’s body mass index in very different ways depending upon where the household
stands in the income distribution. This has significant implications for the design of policies

intended to address the continuing adolescent and young adult obesity epidemic in the US.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Main Outcomes and Control Variables

Non-Indians

American Indian

Obs. Mean St. Dev. Obs. Mean St. Dev.
Obese 6703 0.207 0.405 2339 0.447 0.497
Overweight (inclusive of obese) 6703 0.395 0.489 2339 0.654 0.476
Body Mass Index (BMI) 6728 23.344 5.978 2341 27.320 7.774
Weight in kgs 6728 62.389 21.920 2341 72.772 26.140
Height in cm 6728 161.549 14.144 2341 161.571 12.714
Age 6705 15.608 4,709 2339 15.779 4.605
Sex (1=male) 6728 0.545 0.498 2341 0.522 0.500
Number of American Indian
Parents 6728 0.021 0.156 2341 1.223 0.619
Mother with high school
education 6728 0.290 0.454 2341 0.342 0.474
Mother with college education 6728 0.516 0.500 2341 0.338 0.473
Mother participates in the labor
force 6116 0.853 0.291 1996 0.854 0.294
Average pre-casino household
income 6680 6.411 3416 2312 4.111 2.841
Low birth weight [<2500 grams] 6728 0.065 0.246 2341 0.046 0.210
2500 gr <Birth weight<4500 gr 6728 0.862 0.345 2341 0.878 0.327
Birth weight > 4500 gr 6728 0.073 0.261 2341 0.076 0.264
High school graduate 6107 0.916 0.277 2134 0.885 0.319
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Table 2: Marginal Effect of Casino Transfers on Obesity and Overweight Status at Ages 19 and 21; Probit Regressions

19 Year-Olds 21 Year-Olds
O G
VARIABLES Obese Obese Overweight Obese Obese Overweight
Age Cohort 1 x Number of -0.0284**  _0.0890*** -0.0444*** 00384
Al Parents x Average HH 0.0125 (0.0256) (0.0167) (0.0388)
Age Cohort 2 x Number of 0.00513 0,0000 0.00295 0.0530
Al Parents x Average HH ©0117) 0.0217) (0.0169) (0.0364)
Age Cohort 1 x Number of -0.0244 0.119 0.4971 **x* -0.0525 0.175* 0.178
American Indian Parents 0.0411) (0.0755) (0.167) (0.0513) 0.102) 0.199
Age Cohort 2 x Number of 0.0100 -0.0225 0.0694 00157 -0.0126 -0.00831
American Indian Parents (0.0426) (0.0753) (0.128) (0.0543) (0.109) (0.189)
Age Cohort 1 x Average 0.0125 0.0380** 0.0258* 0.0472%*
HH Income (0.0103) (0.0158) (0.0138) (0.0198)
Age Cohort 2 x Average -00121 0.00741 -0.00725 0.0247
HH Income (0.0102) (0.0156) 0.0142) (0.0209)
Al Parents and Average 0.00450 -0.00799 0.00147 -0.00921
HH Income (0.00865) (0.0149) (0.0123) (0.0222)
Average HH Income -0.0120%** -00118 -0.0253%** -0.00818 -0.0166 -0.0206
(0.00437) (0.00775) (00113) (0.00564) (00111) (0.0144)
Age Cohort 1 (13 yo) 0.0380 -0.0422 -0.162 0.0596 -0.102 -0.189
(0.0470) (0.0708) (0.106) (0.0540) (0.0926) (0.141)
Age Cohort 2 (15 yo) -0.0102 0.0657 -0.107 0.0189 0.0743 -0.136
(0.0428) (0.0390) 0.118) (0.0570) (0.120) (0.158)
Number of AI Parents -0.0379 -0.0488 0.0193 -0.0952* -0.0673 0.00686
(0.0379) (0.0614) 0.112) (0.0493) (0.0824) (0.143)
American Indian race 0.331*** 0.283*** 0.223* 0.424*** 0.311*** 0.234***
(0.0803) (0.0795) ©0.115) (0.0842) (0.0797) (0.0904)
Sex 0.0145 0.0130 0.0390 0.0508 0.0492 0.0816
(0.0329) (0.0317) (0.0474) (0.0399) (0.0395) (0.05549)
Mother has a High School 0.00266 -0.00236 0.0670 -0.00105 -0.00869 0.0611
Diploma (0.0574) (0.0553) (0.0908) (0.0692) (0.0676) (0.101)
Mother has Some College -0.0346 -0.0451 -0.0213 -0.135* -0.140* -0.103
or More (0.0596) (0.0590) (0.0856) (0.0770) ©.0777) (0.0930)
Average Labor Force -0.0285 -0.0315 -0.0531 0.0693 0.0643 -0.0423
Participation of Mother (0.0544) 0.0521) 0.0773) (0.0697) (0.0660) (0.0921)
Observations
Observations " 90 " 920 " o2 " o2 " o2 " o2

Robust standard etrors in parentheses

#xx p<0 01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

37



Table 3: Effect of Casino Transfers on BMI; Individual Fixed-Effects Panel Regression

Ld

| 4

| 4

Ld

©) @ (€)) )
VARIABLES BMI BMI BMI BMI
Household Eligible for Casino 1.120%** -0.422 4.623%** 3.102%*
Disbursement 027D (0.460) (1313 (1.441)
Age 0.617%** 0.618%** 0.612%** 0.614%**
(0.0365) (0.0365) (0.0366) (0.0367)
Interaction of Casino and Age 0.269%** 0241 ***
(0.0886) (0.0889)
Interaction of Al and Age 0.250%** 0.214%*
(0.0839) (0.0841)
Labor Force Participation of the 0.0559 0.0525 0.0516 0.0494
(0.0549) (0.0550) (0.0548) (0.0551)
N Children n HH <6 -0.424** -0.429%** -0.426** -0.433***
(0.166) (0.166) (©.167) (0.167)
Casmno x Lowest Average HH 1.726* 1.332
Income Cat in First 3 Survey Waves 0931) 0.926)
Casmo x 2nd Average HH Income 1.798% 1.436™*
Cat in First 3 Survey Waves 0.63% ©0.607)
Casino x 3rd Average HH Income 1.920%** 1.497**
Cat in First 3 Survey Waves 0.692) 0.683)
Casino x 4th Average HH Income 1.728* 1.405
Cat in First 3 Survey Waves 0.908) 0.386)
Casino x 5th Average HH Income 0.299 0.0246
Cat in First 3 Survey Waves ©0.753) ©Q.780)
Casmo x 6th and Higher Average HH ref erence ref erence ref erence ref erence
Income Cat 1n First 3 Survey Waves
Constant 1479 %** 14 83*** 14.04*** 14.17%**
(0.846) (0.845) (0.862) (0.862)
Observations r 5,008 5,008 5,008 5,008
R-squared 0.442 0.444 0.444 0.446
N IDs " 126 7 1216 " 1216 T 1216

Robust standard errors in parentheses
**% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 4: Effect of Casmo Transfers on Weight in Kilograms; Individual Fixed-Effects

Panel Regression

VARIABLES

T e @
Weight n  Weightin  Weightin  Weight n

Kilograms Kilograms Kilograms Kilograms

Household Eligible for Casino
Disbursement

Age

Interaction of Casmo and Age

Interaction of Al and Age

Labor Force Participation of the
Mother

Number of Children n Household
Less than 6 Years Old

3.769%%% 0180  42.81%** 39 g5¥x
(1.012) (2.035) (4.462) (5.149)
3.076%*%*  3.076%*¥* 3 131%*k 330k
(0.127) (0.127) (0.125) (0.125)
S2.5T70%KE ) 504Kk
(0.322) (0.326)
1.265%%% ] Q]]%**

(0.347) (0.350)

0.207 0.199 0.151 0.149
(0.208) (0.207) (0.204) (0.203)

-0.886 0915  -1157%%  1.179%*
(0.589) (0.594) (0.579) (0.583)

Casino x Lowest Average HH Income 3.7762 1.8776

Cat i First 3 Survey Waves (3.205) (3.033)
Casino x 2nd Average HH Income 3977 7 271

Cat mn First 3 Survey Waves (2.664) (2.382)
Casino x 3rd Average HH Income 4 807* 2484

Cat mn First 3 Survey Waves (2.601) (2.442)
Casino x 4th Average HH Income 8.955%* 7.218%
Cat mn First 3 Survey Waves (4.268) (3.870)
Casino x 5th Average HH Income Cat -0.585 -1.879
mn First 3 Survey Waves (3.435) (3.129)

Casino x 6th and Higher Average HH

Income Cat in First 3 Survey Waves

Constant

Observations
R-squared
Number of gsms

14.69%%%  1475%k% g 453%kx g GOQEk*
(2.906) (2.900) (2.977) (2.986)
5008 5008 5008 5008

0.626 0.628 0.638 0.640
1216 1216 1216 1216

4

ref erence ref erence ref erence ref erence

Robust standard errors i parentheses

*k%k n< 01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 5: Effect of Casino Transfers on Height n Centimeters; Individual Fixed-Effects Panel

Regression
v

VARIABLES

(D

Height n

©)

Height in

3)
Height in

@
Height in

Centimeters Centimeters Centimeters Centimeters

Household Eligible for Casino
Disbursement
Age

Interaction of Casmo and Age
Interaction of Al and Age

Labor Force Participation of the Mother

Number of Children in HH Less than 6
Years Old

Casmo x Lowest Average HH Income
Cat 1in First 3 Survey Waves

Casmo x 2nd Average HH Income Cat
in First 3 Survey Waves

Casino x 3rd Average HH Income Cat
in First 3 Survey Waves

Casino x 4th Average HH Income Cat
in First 3 Survey Waves

Casino x 5th Average HH Income Cat in
First 3 Survey Waves

Casino x 6th and Higher Average HH
Income Cat in First 3 Survey Waves

Constant
Observations

R-squared
number of IDs

0.0271
(0.711)

2.072%**
(0.0970)

0.165
(0.149)
0.518
(0.379)

3.819*
(2.194)

2.066%**

(0.0973)

0.174
(0.148)
0.492
(0.381)
-4.637*
(2.630)
-5.592%
(2.419)
-3.886
(2.433)
0.912
(3.398)

-4.154
(3.340)

41,21 %%
(2.823)
2.190%**
(0.0946)
-2.493%%*
(0.215)
0.539%*
(0.233)
0.103
(0.143)
0.105
(0.352)

46.66%**
(3.530)
2.178%**
(0.0945)
-2.584%%%
(0.209)
0.670%**
(0.222)
0.113
(0.143)
0.0980
(0.352)
-5.334%x
(2.447)
-6.108%**
(2.207)
-5.095%*
(2.260)
0.0415
(3.122)
-4.604*
(2.777)

ref erence ref erence ref erence ref erence

129 2%%:*

(2.228)
5,008
0.552
1216

129.0%**
(2.228)
5,008
0.556
1216

125, 3%
(2.205)
5,008
0.590
1216

124, g***
(2.197)
5,008
0.593
1216

Robust standard errors mn parentheses
k% 520 01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 6: Additional Body Mass Measures: Proability of being Obese,
Overweight or Gaming Weight in the past 3 months

v v | 4

¢y @ 3
in the Last 3

VARIABLES Obese  Overweight months
Household Eligible for Casino -0.06388 -0.0679 -0.0584
Disbursement (0.0602) (0.0752) (0.0583)
Age 0.000393 0.0130%** 0.00341

(0.00352)  (0.00376) (0.00275)
Labor Force Participation of the 0.00416 0.00394 0.00
Mother (0.00492) (0.00595) (0.00470)
Number of Children mn -0.0196 -0.0255%* 0.00382
Household Less than 6 Years
old (0.0135)  (0.0136) (0.00890)
Casino x Lowest Average HH 0.0460 0.00597 0.130%*
Income Cat in First 3 Survey
Waves (0.0980) (0.107) (0.0707)
Casino x 2nd Average HH 0.132% 0.0984 0.0825
Income Cat in First 3 Survey
Waves (0.0726)  (0.0815) (0.0633)
Casino x 3rd Average HH 0.111 0.0523 0.143%*
Income Cat in First 3 Survey
Waves (0.0768)  (0.0798) (0.0702)
Casmo x 4th Average HH 0.114 0.0845 0.0673
Income Cat in First 3 Survey
Waves (0.0860)  (0.0890) (0.0784)
Casino x 5th Average HH 0.0569 0.109 0.133**
Income Cat in First 3 Survey
Waves (0.0760)  (0.104) (0.0666)

Casino x 6th and Higher
Average HH Income Cat in First

e e e
3 Survey Waves ref erence ref erence  ref erence

Constant 0.296%*** 0.403*** 0.0376
(0.0849)  (0.0813) (0.0666)
Observations ¥ 5007 " 5007 T 4,992
R-squared 0.004 0.018 0.007
Number of gsms Y 1215 " 1215 "7 1213

Robust standard errors in parenth
*%k% 5o 01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 1: BMI distribution among American Indian and non-American Indian children from

the three survey groups at age 19; the vertical line at 25 indicates the border for overweight

BMI levels
Panel A
Distribution of BMI among Al youths at 19
8 i treated at 17
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treated at 13
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Distribution of BMI among non-Al youths at 19
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Figure 2: Plot of income*casino interaction effects on BMI. 95% confidence intervals of fitted

values in dashed grey lines
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Effects of extra income on BMI by income category
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Figure 3: Plot of income*casino interaction effects on weight. 95% confidence intervals of

fitted values in dashed grey lines
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Effects of extra income on weight by income category
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Figure 4: Plot of income*casino interaction effects on height. 95% confidence intervals of

fitted values in dashed grey lines

Effects of extra income on height by income category
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Appendix

Appendix Table 1: Effect of Cash Transfer on Child's Obesity at
Ages 19 and 21 with Distance to Casino Interactions

6 )
VARIABLES Obesity Obesity
Interaction 1: Age Cohort 1 x 0.0241 -0.125
Number of Al Parents (0.0799) (0.0917)
Interaction 2: Age Cohort 2 x 0.0460 -0.0223
Number of Al Parents (0.0774) (0.0950)
Interaction 1: Age Cohort 1 x -0.0829 0.0709
Number of Al Parents x Distance to (0.160) (0.225)
Casino

Interaction 2: Age Cohort 2 x -0.160 -0.180
Number of Al Parents x Distance to (0.189) (0.274)
Casino

Observations 856 853

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*H% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Includes all other covariates used in the main regressions as
well as the distance measure and the distance measure interacted
with the age cohort variables and distance interacted with the
number of Al parents. Sample size decreases from previous cross-
section regressions due to missing observations and covariates.



Appendix Table 2: Placebo Test of the Effect of Cash Transfer on
Child's Obesity at Age 13

VARIABLES Obesity
Interaction 1: Age Cohort 1 x -0.0501
Number of Al Parents (0.140)
Interaction 2: Age Cohort 2 x 0.0264
Number of Al Parents (0.0457)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*x% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Includes all of the variables from the main difference in
difference regression in Table 2. Sample size is slightly reduced
due to some missing observations at age 13.
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Appendix Table 3: Difference in Difference Regression with Additional Controls at age 21; marginal
effects from probit estimation method

0 ) 6) @
Obesity Obesity Obesity Obesity
Age Cohort 1 x Number of Al Parents x -0.176%** -0.179%** -0.196%** -0.159%**
Average HH Income (0.0656) (0.0650) (0.0696) (0.0670)
Age Cohort 1 x Number of Al Parents x 0.0110 0.0108 -0.0195 0.00151
Average HH Income (0.0675) (0.0671) (0.0725) (0.0695)
Age Cohort 1 x Number of American 0.675* 0.698* 0.807* 0.666
Indian Parents (0.399) (0.403) (0.417) (0.413)
Age Cohort 2 x Number of American -0.0418 -0.0496 0.163 0.0830
Indian Parents (0.413) (0.415) (0.430) (0.424)
HS graduate 0.151
(0.180)
Low birth weight -0.0942
(0.345)
High birth weight 0.274
(0.325)
County Fixed Effects? Yes
independent household income -0.0393
(0.0499)
Constant -0.651 -0.597 -0.448 -0.312
(0.497) (0.511) (0.580) (0.545)
Observations 912 912 911 817

Note: Includes all of the control variables from regression in Table 2
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Appendix Figure 1: Body Mass Index in First Three
Survey Waves by Ethnicity
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Appendix Figure 2: Height in First Three Survey Waves by
Ethnicity
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Appendix Figure 3: Weight in First Three Survey
Waves by Ethnicity
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