
I

Contract No.: FNS 53-3198-9-58
MPF, Refcrcuc_ No.: 7891-012

THE EFFECTS OF CASH-OUT ON FOOD USE
BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

IN SAN DIEGO

.September1992

This study was conducted under Contract Number 53-3198-9-58 with the Food and Nutrition Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, under the authority of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended.
Points of view or opinions stated in this report do not necemnly mprment the oKx/al position of
the Food and Nutrition Service.

An_ors:

lames C. Oh]s
Thomas M. Fraker
Alberto P. Martini

Michael Pon,,,

Submitted to: Submittedby:.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Mathematica Policy ReseaxclLInc.
Food and Nutrition Service P.O. Box 2393
Office of Analysis and Evaluation Princeton, NJ. 08543-2393
3101 Park Center Drive, 2nd Floor (609) 799-3535
Alexandria, VA 22302

Project Officer: Boyd Kowal Project Director:. James C. Obis
Sm'roy Director:. Anne C,iemzu_
Editor:. Laura Bcrcmon



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to.th.ank the many people who have helped with this study. At the U.S.

Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service (FIGS), Boyd Kowal, the Project Officer,
provided continued valuable direction and advice, and Pat Dinkelacker gave untiring assistance in
designing and implementing the food-use survey and analysis. Valuable suggestions were also given
by Stcven Carlson and Christy SchmidL Ann McCormick and David Bailey of FNS helped set up the
operations of the demonstration to be consistent with the evaluation requirements.

The San Diego County Department of Social Services generously provided assistance in
undertaking the survey and the evaluation. Special thanks go to Jerry Hug]as and Susan Gardner,
who served in liaison roles between the county and MPIL

Much of the data on which this study is based were obtained from an exceedingly challenging
survey of San Diego food stamp recipients. As the survey director, Anne Ciemnecki did a superb job
of coordinating all aspects of the survey operations. Joy Cxianolio ably managed the day-to-day
operations of the survey, and Patti Rossi supervised the quality control work. The survey effort could
not have been successful without the dedication and professional support of the field supervisors,
Susan Drury, Shirley Fleischman, Irene Reiman, Mari]yn Feldnlail, Lee Ricker, Sonnle Gavin, and
Thuy Vu. Approximately 100 field interviewers worked under their direction. Field staff were ably
trained by Susan Sprachman, $ul/e Moran, John Homrighamen, and Rita Stapulonis of MPR and by
Stephan/e Walker, Patrice Barnes, and Cheryl Lawson of National Analysts. These individuals
prepared training materials as well as conducted the trslnlng. Stephanie CoUiTt,:and Donna Adubato
helped coordinate administrative needs during trslnlng. Special thanks are extended to the
respondents who took the time not only to parfidpate in the interv/ew, but also to keep track of food
used in their households.

Data entry and nutrition-related coding work were performed by MPR's subcontractor, National
Analysts. Lucy Wilson managed the overall subcontract for National Analysts and made valuable
contributions to the study's design. Mary Henderson oversaw the production of the data files. Staff
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Human Nutrition Information Service, under the direction

of Mary Hama, provided valuable technical advice on food-coding issues.

Rhoda Cohen ably designed and conducted the focus group data collection effort. We would
also like to thank the 28 San Diego food stamp recipients who participated in these discussions.

Barbara Devaney reviewed an earlier draft of the report and provided valuable suggestions,
which have greatly improved the current version Important technical advice was also rece/ved from

Chuck Mctcalf. Valuable comments on earlier versions of this report were received from Margaret
Andrews, David Bamhart, Gary Bickel, James Heimbach, J. W'filiam LevedahL and David Smallwood.
Exemplary programming assistance has been provided by Gary Swemiagen, Cam Hendricks, Jim
Sears, and Susan Lund. Excellent report production support was patiently provided by Isa Pierre,
Monica CapiT_i, Denise Dunn, Debra Jones, Gloria Gust_ and Marjorie Mitchell

iii



GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

AFDC Aid to Familia with Dependent Children

AM_ Adult Male Equivalents (a measure of household size, scaled to take into account
different nutritional requirements due to differencms in age, gender, and pregnancy
and lactation status)

ASSETS Alabama State's welfare reform program, Avenues of Self Sufficiency throu_
Employment Training Services

DSS San Diego County Depanmeat of Social Servic_

HBT EleoUonic Benefits Transfer, an alternative form of food stamp benefit issuance

HNU Eq_t Nutrition Units (ame. mu_ of homehold _ scaled to take into account
different nutritional requirements due to differences in age, gender, pregnancy and
lactation status, and numbea of meals eaten at home)

FC'U Food Consmnption Unit (thc household mcmbel_ who eat meals together)

FIP WBhingmn StaWs welfarer_otm program,Fam_yIndependence Project

FNS U.S. Dep_,'tment of Agri,mltum, Food and Nutrition Sen, i_

PSP Food Stamp Program

HH Household

ID Identification

MPC Marginal Propensity to Consume (the increase in food purchases resulting h'om a
$1.00increase in incomeor in food stamp benefits)

MPR Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

NSLP National School Lunch Program

RDA Recommended D_tary Allowance (the da_ consumption level of a nutrient believed
to be su_cicnt for good health for most persons; it varies by age and gender)

SBP School Breakfast Program

SSI Supplemental Security Income
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EXE_ SUMMARY

This _ Summary descn_ the impacts of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration on the food-purchasing and food-me patterns of Food Stamp Program (FSP)

recipients. Under the demonstration, which is taking place in San Diego County, California, food
stamp recipients receive their program benefits as checks, rather than as the traditional food coupons.

This report is the first of two that w/Il present findings from the San Diego evaluation. This
report focuses on the impacts of cash-out on food stamp recipients; the second, which will be
prepared after additional experience with full cash-out has been accumulated, will consider effects
on administrative costs, proipam participation, the vulnerability of the issuance system to fraud, and
the operations of food retailers in San Diego County.

PoucY corr

The debate about how b_fits _ould be paid out under the _P has been of long standing.
Advocates of the current coupon systma argue that coupons are a direct and inexpensive way to
ensure that food stamp benefits are used to purdmse food. Coupon advocatm contend that, despite
some evidence of fraud and benefit diversion under the current system, the unauthorized use of food

stamps is relatively llmlt__,_ In addition, they contend that coupons provide some measure of
protection to food budgets fzom other demands on limited household

Advocates of cashln s out the FSP _ that the _rrent system tlmlts the food-purchasing
choices of rec/pients and places a stilpnn on participation. Moreover, they c/te the cumbersome
nature and cost of coupon issuance, trnr,,n_,_/on, and redemption.

The current debate about the desirability of one form of benefit over the other is limited by the
paucity of available emp/r/cal evidence comparing coupon and cash food benefits. The U.S.
Department of Agriaalture, rood and Nutrition Serv/ce (l=lhtS) conducted two stud/es in the early
198(h: (1) the Supplemental Security _ Demomtrntion, and (2) the Puerto Rico
Nutrition Ass_ce Program (NAP) c-valuation. Although both _ produced valuable 6-dings,
they examined cash-out as applied to highly atypical food stamp populations-in the first instance, to
elderly participants in the program, and, in the second, to the extremely-low-income Puerto Rico food
stamp caseload. Thus, the results of these studies could not be reliably generalized to the broader
food stamp caseload.

Therefore, it ia important to obtain additional information about the effects of cash-out, so as
to better inform the policy debate. The San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration has been
designed to allow a rigorous evaluation of the effects of cash-out. The San Diego demonstration is
one of four tests of the cash_ut approach that FNS has undertaken since 1989. The other three are:
(1) the Washington State Family Independence Program (FIP), (2) the Alabama Avenues to Serf-
Sufficiency through l::-mployment and Training Services (ASSB'I_) Demonstration, and (3) the
Alabama "Pure" Cash-Out Demonstration.

:dii



The Washlngton State FIP and the Alabama ASSETS demonstrationsare testing cash-out in
conjunction with other changesin the welfare systemsin thosestates. However, the Alabama 'Pure"
Cash-Out Demonstration, like the SanDiego demonstration, is testing cash-outwithout any other
changes. Comparisonsof the latter two evaluations,when the results of both are available, will
therefore, be of particular interest.

THE DEMONSTRATION AND 1TS SEFI1NG

The SanDiego Food StampCash-Out Demonstration was implemented in two stages. During
the first Stage,whichextendedfl'om July of 1989through August of 1990,a randomly selectedsample
of 20 percent of the food stamp caseload in San Diego County was cashed out. Dudug the second
stage, which beipm in September of 1990, cash-out was extended to the full caseload.

San Diego County is the southernmost county in Califo_ The western half of the county,
which contains most of the county's population (and most of the food stamp caseload), includes San
Diego City and is highly urbanized. Overall, the county conta/m aplm:zl/mately 2.4 millinu pem_ns,
175,000 of whom received food stamps in a typical month in 1991.

A relatively high proportion of the food stamp caseload in San Diego (88 percent) receives Aid
to Fnm_ies with Dependent Children (AFDC")assistance. This proportion, which is far higher than
that for the national food stamp caseload, reflects principally two flu:tots: F_rst, Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) recipients in Califo_ receive food stamp benefits as pan of their SSI benefits
and do not apply for food stsmps separately. Thus, many elderly and disabled people who would be
part of the food stamp caseload in most other states are not directly included in the progr-m in
California, making the proportion of AFDC cases higher. Second, during the time coveted by the
evaluation, California had one of the most iFmerousAFDC paymentlevels in the nation. As a result,
householdswho would not havequalified for AFDC asaistanoein manyother stateswere eli_'ble for
AFDC in Califo_

BecauseAFDC incomeistela_ high, flxxl stampbenetit levels,telati_ to home.hold income,,
are lower in San Diego than they ate in many parts of the counttT. The petoentage of food stamp
benefits ascompared with overall household income plus food stamp benefits is 12 percent in the San
Diego food stamp caseload, compared with 23 percent nationally.

It is important that these aspects of the FSP in San Diego County be kept in mind when
assessing the evaluation findings reported in this summary. They also highlight the importam2 of
considering the San Diego findings jointly with the results of the other awh-out evaluations, which
are under way.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OUTCOME VARIAB_

, The findin_ presented in tht, report address the following research questions:

-what are the effects or cash.out on the value or purcbas_ and nonpurcbsed rood used at borne?

The regular coupon-based FSP provides benefits that can legally be used to purchase only non-
restaurant food. Tiffs earmnrking is intended to further the program's stated objective of"fa/sing the
levels of nutrition among low-income households," by encouraging household purchases of food for
home use. Thus, the program's direct impact is expected to be on the amounts of food purchased
for home use. The analysis reported here enmnines the effects of cash-out on the value of purchased
food used at home in order to obtain direat evidem:e as to whether cash-out alters the means (that
is, food purchases) through which the program is expected to affect nutrition.

The principal measure in the study of the value of purchased food used at home is based on
detailed survey data on the value of purchased fix:d used at home by households during thc seven
days that precexied a survey conducted for the evaluation. In parts of the analysis, tiffs measure is
adjusted for differences in household size and composition by dividing the value of food used by the
number of 'adult male equivalent" (AME) pemml in the househokL This measure states household
size in terms of the number of adult males that would be e:spoct_ to oonsume the san_ amount of
food as that consumed by the household, l_ven its age and gender composition. A second adjustment
measure, "equivalent nutrition un/ts' (ENU), further adjusts household _ to control for d/fferences
between households in the percentages of meals that household members eat from the home food
supply.

The analysis also ,,_*mines effects on the money value of al/food used at home. Although food
coupons and food checks only d/rect/y affect purchased food, cash-out might have effects on
nonpurchased food, as we!l, by making households more h'kely or less likely to make use of food
received through direct government food programs, food received as gifts, or home-grown food.
Therefore, it is important to assess not only effects on purchased food, but also effects on all food
used at home.

The principal outcome variable for the analysis of the value of all food used at home is drawn
from the same survey as the outcome variables dman'bed above. The dollar values of nonpurchased
food were estimated by using imputed prices based on prices of simHsr items in the data for
purchased foods.

What ar_ the effects of cub-out on nutrient availability?.

To the extent that the value of food used at home is altered by cash.out, this alteration may be
associated with changes in the nutrients available to members of the household. Average levels of
nutrient availability are -'vnmined in comparison with recommended dietary allowam_ (RDA) for
key nutrients for members of the household.
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Does cash-out lend to households running out of food?.

Critics of the cash-out approach have been concerned that, under cash-out, households might
spend their benefits on other goods and services soon after __rpr.eivingthe benefits and, consequently,
might run out of food by the end of the month. It is important to assess whether this has happened.
The analysis is based largely on survey responses to questions about the adequacy of thc food
available to the household in the month preceding the survey.

Does cash-out lend households to switch to food purchased and used away f/om home?

In general, coupon benefits cannot be used in restaumn_ However, cash benefits may be used
to purchase food in any location. Therefore, it is of interest to consider whether cash-out leads
households to switch the/r food e_penditures from food used at home to food purchased away from
home. This issue is examined by analyzing both the absolute value of food purchased away from
home and the share of all food expenditures from food used away from home.

Does cash.out result in switches to or awuy from other espemlttnrs cntejories?

To the extent that cash-out affects expenditures for food, it b of interest to _rnmlqe what other
types of consumption items may also be affected. To emmtine this issue., the stmiy has analyzed
changes in the shares of cons,,,,,ption expenditures fro' all major cat_ of foods and services.

What are the attitndes of program pmrficipmmsImmrd mb-omtT

A full assessment of the cash-out appwach must consider how program partic/pants perceive
cash-out. Of particular interest are their attitudes toward tho relative _ility of cash,out and to
potential problems in food budgeting created by the use of checks. We uae the survey data to
examlne these/._ues.

What experiences have clients had when cashing food stamp checks?

It is important to assess whether the value of food stamp benefits to program panic/pants is
significantly eroded by any fees that clients may have to pay in order to cash their checks. We use
the survey data to examine this and oth_ possible difficulties in the check-4:ashing process.

RESEARCH DESIGN

During thc first year of the cash-out demomtration, the mahout policies were implement_! only
for a randomly selected sample of 20 percent of the San Diego fi:od stamp _ For much of
the analysis of the impacts of cash-out reported in this s. mmm*y,dm obtained during this period of
limited cash-out were used to maim comparisom between check recipients and ooupon redpients.
Because the cash-out participants during this period were selected randomly, we can expea them to
have similar charactcristica tO the coupon recipients, except for sta_ sampling error. Therefore,
any systematic differences observed between the groups can be atirt'tm_ to cash-out.
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This report is based largely on data obtained from an in-pcn_n survey of apprarimately 600
check recipients and 8)0 coupon recipients that was conducted between May and August of 1990.
Thc survey obtained detailed information on household composition and income receipt, h also
collected very extensive data on the foods used by each household during the seven days preceding
the interview. In the survey,respondentswere alsoaskedquestionsabout their households'attitudes
toward and experiences with cash-out. The survey atudned an overall response rate of 78 percent:
79 percent for coupon recipients, and T7 percent for check recipients.

To supplement tiffs survey information, we also draw in this report on information obtained
during two focus group discussiom with I=SPparticipants. The discussions were held in San Diego
County with panic/pants who had previously received their benefits as coupons, but whose benefit
form had been converted to checks. The focus groups enabled us to explore issues related to client
experiences with cash-out in greater depth than was possible in the structured survey.

FINDINGS

The following sections summarize the key fiud/ngs of the study concev_ Z each of the research
questionshighlighted previously.

F_ on the Money Value of Food Used at Home

The evidence from the household survey suligests that cash-out had a relatively small, but
statistically significant, downward impact on household food use. The weekly value of purchased food
used at home (the measure of food use that is nlost directly affected by the FSP) mas _.5.1T,or 7.5
percent, lower for check recipients than for coupon recipients (Table 1). This difference is
statistically si?i_cant at the 95 percent co_ level. When the measureis scaled by HNUs,
which adjustsfor differences in householdcompo_'on anddifferences in the numbersof mealseaten
at home, the relative magn/tudeof the estimatedeffect is essentiallyunchanged. In this case,the
estimatedeffect isa reduction of $2.42per ENU, or 6.8 percent.

We found similar results for the weekly value ora//food used at home, including both purchased
and nonpurchased food received through food-mmistance programs or as gifts. The money value of
all food used at home by check-recipient households is 6.6 percent lower than that used by coupon-
recipient households.

Taken together, these findings strongly suggest that cash-out reduced the _ of the
FSP in stimulating food use. The resultant redt_'t_ons in the value of food used atthome ranged from
S percent to 8 percent.

Of particular concern is whether cash-out affects food use by food stamp redpients who tend
to use relatively low amounts of food and who, therefore, are presumably attgreatest nutr/tional risk.
To examine this issue, we compared food use for different quart/les of households, as defined by their
food use per ENU. The results indicate that cash-out had no discemable effect on the use of food
at home per ENU by households that are in the lower end of the distribution of food use.
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TABLE 1

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Money Value of Purchased
Food Used at Home (dollars
per week)

For the overall household 63.94 69.11 -5.17 -7.48 2.09'

Per equivalent nutrition
unit f6r energya 33.28 35.70 -2.42 -6.78 2.45et

Money Value of all Food Used
at Home (dollars per week)

For the overall household 68.00 72.82 -4.82 -6.62 1.88r*

Per equivalent nutrition
unit for energya 35.95 37.63 -1.68 -4.46 1.62t

Sotmc_: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demomtration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

'Household size in "equivalent nutrition units" is an adjusted measure of household size that takes
into account differences in food energy requirements among households with different compositiom
in terms of the ages, genders, and pregnancy and lactation statuses of household members. In
addition, this measure takes into account the percentages of meals eaten at home by household
members, az well as meals served by the households to guests.

tStatistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
_Statistica!ly significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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Recipients of food stamp checks in San Diego reduced their food costs by cutting back on the
overall quantity of food _ and by shifting their purchases fi'om higher-priced food groups to lower-
priced food groups. These savings were partially offset by the tendency of check recipients to use
foods Rom specific food groups that were higher priced than those used by coupon recipients.

Nutrient Availability

The reductions in the money value of food used at home resulting from cash-out were
accompanied by decreases in the amounts of food energy and protein contained in the food that was
used (Table 2). These reductions, although relatively small (roughly 5 percent each), are statistically
significant.

When assessing there findings, it is important to note that underconsumption of food energy and
protein is not considered to be a health problem for most Americans. Ninety-seven percent of the
sample was estimated to be attaining the RDA of protein; this percentage was essentially unchanged
by cash-out _l'hus, the reduction in the average availability of protein does not appear to be a
problem

However, for food energy, the percentage of households attaining the RDA was about 5
percentage points lower for check than for coupon recipients (69 percent venus 74 percent), and the
difference is statistically significant. This finding suggests that the demonstration had an adverse
effect on the consumption of food energy for some households.

The evaluation also examined the e/iects of the demonstration on the use of seven

micronutfients that are regarded as potentially problcmatic from a public health pers_ (Table
2). The effects of cash-out on nutrient availability were found to be generally small and inaignificant.
Statistically significant negative effects on nutrient availabi]/ty were estimated for two of thc seven
micronutrients, with the estimated effects ranging from 4 percent to 4.5 percent. The demonstration
had no statistically significant effects on the percentages of households attaining the RDA for any
of thc seven micronutricnts.

The limited impacts of cash-out on the availability of the micronutrients may reflect the greater
'nutrient efficiency' of the foods used by check recipients. The ratio of the avaii,,bility of the
micronutfients to the availabilityof food energy was higher for cash-out recipients for six of the seven
micronutrients studied; however, only one of these differences is statistically significant at the 90
percent confidence level. Some participants in the focus group discussions, which we have referred
to previously, indicated their belief that checks helped them to purchase food more economically.
The participants felt that the checks did so by allowing them to shop at stores that generally do not
accept food stamp coupons, such as farm stands and large discount stores.

Impacts on Households Rmming Out of Food

Cash-out did not increase the incidence of acute shortages of food in households, hldeed, as
shown in Table 3, the percentage of households that reported having insufficient amounts of food
at some point during the month preceding the survey was 4 percentage points higher for coupon
recipients than for check recipients (31 percent versus 27 percent). However, this difference is not
statistically significant.
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TABLE 2

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER EQUIVALENT NUTRITION UNIT
(Nutrient Levels as a Percentage of the RDA)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Food Energy 133.58 140.00 -6.42 -4.59 1.76t*

Protein 249.34 263.08 -13.73 -5.22 1.98rt

Vitamin A 210.92 214.40 -3.49 -1.63 0.38

Vitamin C 265.51 276.14 -10.63 -3.85 0.75

Vitamin B6 154.96 161.56 -639 -4.08 1.38t

Folate 225.38 230.54 -5.15 -2.24 0.54

Calcium 118.25 123.72 -5.47 -4.42 1.36t

Iron 163.43 160.61 2.82 1.76 0.49

Zinc 119.60 123.73 -4.13 -3.33 1_.1

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test
*tStatistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level one-tailed test.
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TABLE 3

RESPONDENT REPORTS OF THE ADEQUACY OF AVAILABLE FOOD

(During Previous Month)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Respondents Reporting
Household Did Not Have

"Enough" Food Some Days 26.88 30.90 -4.02 -13.01 1.50

Respondents Reporting
Household Members Had

to Skip Meals 17.77 21.63 -3.86 -17.85 1.64

Respondents Reporting
Household Made Use of
Food Banks or Food

Pantries 9.86 6.66 3.20 48.05 1.97 **

Respondents Reporting
Household Used Surplus
Commodities 8.03 5.20 2.82 54.23 1.87 *

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

· Statistically significant at the 90 percent confutence level, two-tailed teat.
· *Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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As indicated in Table 3, this finding is based on an interview question that asked respondents

- if they had always had "enough" food during the month. We do not know exactly how respondents
interpreted the concept of 'enough" food. However, it is interesting that substantial numbers of
households be_eved that they had not had "enough' food on one or more days dur/ng the month,

even though Table 2 shows the average caloric content of the food used to substantially exceed the
relevant RDAs. This difference may reflect several racers_. First, although average caloric

avnilab/lJty might have exceeAed theRDAs, substantial numbers of households were below the RDAs.
Second, households that were well above the RDAs for the month as a whole might have been below

them at certain times during the month. Th/rd,-there may be discrepancies between households' self-
definitions of "enough" and the RDAs.

Coupon recipients were also som__vhat more likely than check redpients to report that one or
more household members had to skip meals during that month because food was unavailable. Again,
however, the difference is not statistically significanL

One way that check recipients avoided acute food shortages was by making somewhat greater
use than coupon recipients of food pantries and food banks. Appm0rim*tely 10 percent of check
recipients reported having used these food sources in the month preceding the su,.-vey, compared with
7 percent of coupon recipients. The difference is stat/__tically significant-

Check recipients were also were more likely than coupon rm_/ents to participate in governm ent
commodity distribution programs. E./ght percent of check red'p/ents used surplus commoditi_,

compared with approximately 5 percent of coupon redpient_ a stat/stica!ly si_rrtlficant difference.

Impacts on the Purchase of Food Used Away from Home

Cash-out did not have any significant effect on the purchase of food used away from home.
Contrary to expectation.s, the weekly expenditures for food prepared and used away from home were
actually lower for check redpients than for coupon recipients ($3.00 per AM_ versus $3.48 per
AM.,_._);however, the difference is not statistically significant. Sim/larly, check recipients reported
eating a slightly lower percentage of theft meals away fxom home, but the difference is not stathtically
si_ificant. Th_ results suggest that the reduct/om that we have reported in the money value of
food used at home did not result from a shift to meals pumhased outside of the home. -

Impacts on Other Types of Consumption

The reductions in the money value of food used at home result/hi from cash-out were
accompanied by a decrease of 1.6 percentage points in the share of total household expenditures
nllocate_l to food (Table 4). In three expenditure categories-housing, med?..al costs, and education-
the increases in expenditure shares were statistically significant.

Participant Atl/tudes Toward Cash-Out

Virtually all members of the focus groups preferred checks to coupons. The major reasons cited
for this preference were: no stigma is assodated with receiv_ and using check benefits, check
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TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES. BY EXPENDITURE CATEGORY

(Entries Are Percentages of Total Expenditures in Each Category)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Expenditure Category Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

All Food 32.38 33.95 -1.57 -4.62 -2.11et

Food used at home 29.87 31.18 -1.31 -4.20 -1.80et
Food used away from home 2.51 2.77 -0.27 -9.75 -0.94

Shelter 51.42 49.42 2.00 4.01 2.02et

Housing 43.89 42.37 1.52 3.59 1.49t
Utilities 7.53 7.05 0.48 6.81 1.19

Medical 0.85 0.43 0.42 97.67 2.43et

Transportation 637 6.45 -0.08 -1.24 -0.14

Clothing 3.97 435 -038 -8.74 -1.04

Education 0.49 0.32 0.17 53.13 1.65et

Dependent Care 0.63 0.87 -0.24 -27.59 -1.11

Recreation 231 2.52 -0.21 -833 -0.77

Personal Items 1.58 1.69 -0.11 -6.51 -0.98

Total 100.00 100.00

SouacF: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household ,urvey,
weighted tabulations.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confuJence level, one-tailed test
**Statisticallysignificant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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benefits promote a feeling of serf-esteem, checks allow increased flem'bility in purchasing decisions,
checks make it possible to shop at a wider range of stores, and checks make shopping and budgeting
easier.

Survey respondents were asked a series of open-ended questions about the aspects of check and
of coupo n issuance that they thought were good and bad. The advantage of checks most commonly
cited by check recipients in thc survey was that checks could be used to purchase itcm$ other than
food. This advantage was mentioned by 42 percent of check respondents (Table 5). The other two

advantages that were mentioned by more than 10 percent of respondents were that check benefits
allow recipients to shop at a wider range of food stores, and that checks make it possible to avoid
embarrassment when using food assistance.

Coupon recipients tended to cite as an advantage of coupon issuance the fact that coupons
ensured that food benefits were spent on food. Fifty-five percent of the coupon recipients who

responded to the survey mentioned this characteristic. A related advantage of coupons, that they
make it possible to budget food expenses better, was mentioned by 10 percent of coupon recipients.

Chk-CubinS F..xperieacorParticip ts

Thirty-eight percent of check recipients cashed their food checks at a supermarket, grocery, or
other food store, and another 35 percent cashed or deposited them at a bank (Table 6). Most of
these establishments did not charge fees for c_thlqg FSI* checks. Hov,_ver, 19 percent of check

recipients used check-cashing agencies_ which did charge fees.

The majority of redpients (63 percent) paid no fee to cash their checks. Most of the rest (29
percent of rcdpients) paid a fee of $5 or less. Hight percent paid a fee that was higher than $$.

CONCLUSIONS

The potential impact of cash-out on the ability of the FSP to target its benefits specifically to
food has been a central component of the policy debate about the desirability of this policy
alternative. Opponents of cash-out have been concerned that issuing benefits in the form of checks
would greatly weaken the program's impacts on food use; proponents have felt that the purchase of
food would remain a high priority for recipients, even without the specific linkages to food purchases
provided by coupons.

Thc evidence from the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration suggests that, in San Diego County,
cash-out reduced food c,_pcnditures more than its proponents had hoped, but less than its critics had
feared. Statistically significant decreases in the value of food used at home were observed, but these
differences were relatively small-on the order of 6 percent to 8 percent. Similarly, evidence showed
that thc availability of food energy and protein d_reascd, but the effects were relatively small

In making an overall assessment of cash-out, it is important to remember that effects on food
use by FSP recipients, although very important, arc only om: of scvcrai criteria against which this
policy alternative must be judged. _ffects on admlni_trative coats, program participation, the
operations of food retailers, and the vulnerability of the issuance system to fraud are other potentially
important factors. The concluding chapter of this report s, mmari?J-_ how we will address these roues
in a subsequent report.
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TABLE 5

MOST COMMONLY MENTIONED ADVANTAGES OF CHECKS AND COUPONS

Percentage of Respondents
Mentioning Advantage

Advantages of Checks'

Can be used for items other than food 42.1

More choices of food stores 19.0

Do not feel embarrassed 16.2

Advantages 'of Coupo mb

Make sure benefits spent on food 55.4

Can budget food expenses better 10.1

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash'Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

aSample limited to check recipients.

bSample limited to coupon recipients.
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TABLE 6

CHECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES OF CHECK RECIPIENTS

Check-Cashing Experience Percentage of Respondents

Place Where Check Is Usually Cashed or Deposited

Supermarket or grocerystore 3t.0

Other food store 6.9

Bank 34.7

Check-cashing outlet 19.3

Other 8.1

Fee Paid to Have Check Cashed

$0 63.3

$0.01 to $2.00 23.0

$2.01 to $5.00 6.0

$5.01 to $10.00 5.0

$10.01 or more 2.6

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demomtration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes thc effects on participating households in San Diego County, California,

of cashing OUt the Food Stamp Program (FSP). The report focuses on the effects of cash-out on

household food _..._-mditures, food usc, and nutrient availability. In addition, it considers a number

of related issues, such as household experiences in running out of food, the attitudes of households

toward cash-out, and expenditure shifts to other goods and services.

Section A sets the stage for the analysis by highlighting key policy issues related to cash-out.

Subsequent _-tions discuss the relevant previous research (Section B), and the overall research

strategy with regard to cash-out that the U.S. Department of Agriculture CdSDA), Food and

Nutrition Service 0=NS) is currently pursuing (Section C). Section D descn'bes the San Diego Food

Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, which has provided the basis for the analysis. Section E highlights

key aspects of the evaluation design. Section F provides an overview of the report.

A. KEY POLICY ISSUES

The form that benefits paid out under the FSI' should take has been an hsue of long-standing

debate. Advocates of the current coupon system argue that the system is a direct and inexpensive

way to ensure that food stamp benefits are used to purchase food. Coupon advocates contend that,

despite some evidence of fraud and benefit diversion under the current system, the unauthorized use

of food stamps is relatively limited. In addition, they argue that coupons offer some measure of

protection to food budgets from other demands on limited household resources.

Advocates of cashing out the FSP argue that the current system is prone to abuse, limits the

food-purchasing choices of recipients, and places a stigma on participation. Moreover, they cite thc

cumbersome nature and cost of coupon issuance, transaction, and redemption.

A number of questions must be answered in order better to inform this policy debate. These

include the following:
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· What is the effect of cash-out on household food use, including both purchased food and

food received as gifts or through government program,s? Food use is a central roue
addressed in the cash-out studies. A key program objective is that households

participating in the FSP have sufficient food to meet their nutritional needs.

· What are the relative effects of cash and coupon benefits on household food

expenditures? It is important to examine how much households spend on food under
cash-out, what they buy, and where they buy their food.

· What are the effects of cash-out on household expenditures, by major budget categories?
Although both cash benefits and coupon benefits are intended to be spent on food,
households may choose to spend their cash food benefits and coupons differently. An
objective of the research is to determine if there are any changes in the amounts
households spend on major categories, such as housing and transportation.

· What are client attitudes toward cash benefits? Little information exists on how program
participants will respond to a cash benefit. On the one hand, cash may give participants
more fiem_ility in spending and relieve them of the ·stigma · of buying food with coupons.
On the other hand, cash may pose some _fies in household budgeting and control
over benefits.

· What are the effects of cash.out on food retailers? Authorized food retailers may 1o_
sales if household food-purchasing habits change under cash-out. These losses may be
partially or fully offset by savings from eliminating coupon redemption processing.

· How does cash-out affect program artmint_trative costs? The cashinv out of food stamp
benefits dramatically alters the benefit-issuance process. Cash-out elin_at_ a whole
range of activities, such as coupon storage and distribution, and replaces them with
checks or warrants. Staff levels may also be reduced as a result of eliminating coupon-
muance activities.

· What are the effects of cash-out on program participation? It is of interest to determine
whether cash-out encourages or discourages participation in the FSP. Any effects on
average benefits and the distn'bution of benefits are also important to consider.

· What problems, if any, are associated with cash-out? Although certain problems
associated with coupons will be eliminated (such as trafficking and unauthorized
purchases), others could emerge. Chief among these may be check forgery, high check-
cashing feet,, and additional food costs due to state and local sales taxes on food.

This report examines the first four of these research issues for the San Diego demonstration.

We will address the remsining questions in a subsequent report.



B. PAST FINDINGS

Research based on thc ongoing check muance of food benefits to all participants in Puerto

R/co's Nutrition Assistance Program (Beebout et aL, 1985; Devaney and Fraker, 1986) and on a 1981

demonstration of check issuance of food stamp benefits to elderly persons and recipients of

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) (Blanchard et aL, 1982; Buffer, Obi.% and Posner, 1985) shows

that, in the context of those smd/es, check hsuance is less expens/ve than coupon issuance. ] In

addition, the research found no evidence that check/s.suance reduced food consumption or lowered

diet quality. Unfortunately, the usefulness of these findings to policymakers is very ];mite_ because

they were noi based on data for broadly defined cwss-se_ons of FSP participants in the mainland

United States.

Additional ev/dence on th/s subject can be obtained from reports analyzing the food-con-qumption

patterns of food stamp households that have been included in national surveys. The findings from

virtually all stud/es based on nationally representative samples of low-income populations show that

food coupons have a much larger impact on food consumption than does ordinary cash income. 2

However, those stud/es had noncxpefimental deaigns and provide no direct information on the effects

of cash food stamp benefits on food consumption. Neverthel_,_-s__,some anal_ts have used estimates

of the mc.omc-food consumption relationship as a proxy for the potential effects of cash food stamp

benefits. Because the est/mated impacts of income on food consumption have con_tently been

lower than the estimated impacts of food benefits, the analysts have concluded that cash-out would

reduce food consumption by food stamp households. 2

iThe 1981 demonstration took place in two states, Utah and Vermont, and in portions of six
other stats, New York, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Minnesota, and Virginia.

2Fraker (1991) reviews many of the existing stud/es of the effects of food stamps on food
consumption and summarizm their principal findings.

3See. for example, page 31 of Allen and C,adson (1983) and page 42 of Senauer and Young
(1986).
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The contradictory findings from studie_ based on the actual experiences of highly restricted

populations with food stamp cash-out and from those based on nationally representative samples of

coupon recipients leave pollcymakers with inadequate and conflicting information about the merits

and effcacy of cash-out. The evaluations of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration

and of a number of related demonstrations, which are summarized below, have been designed to

prov/de pol/cymakers w/th reliable findings on the comparative costs of check and coupon issuance

and on the differential effect of these two benefit forms on household food use and nutrient

ava/lability.

C. OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH STRATEGY OF THE FNS FOR CASH-OUT

To increase policymakers' understanding of the effects of cash-out, FNS has approved cash-out

in four major demonstrations:

· Washtng_a State Family la_l__ _ (FIP). Recipients of Aid w Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are served by certain randomly selected weffare
offices in Washington State have theft food stamps cashed out as part of a broader set
of weffare reform initiatives being tested.

· San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Oat I)emomtration. In July of 1989, 20 percent of the
food stamp caseload was cashed out. All food stamp households in San Diego County
were convened to cash food benefits on September 1, 1990.

· Alabama Cash-Out DemonsU_tion. Approximately 2,100 households were randomly

selected to be cashed out in 12 counties for the period of May through December of
1990. These households will be compared with an equivalent group of households that
are receiving coupons.

· Alabama Avenues to Self. Sufndency through I_.mployment and Trainins Serviees

(ASSETS) Demonstration. Households participating in three sites in which the ASSETS
demonstration is being conducted are cashed out. These households will be compared
with a similar group of households in three sites in which ASSETS is not operating.

These sites vary substantially on a number of important charmer/sties, including the amount of

the average household food stamp benefits received, urbanidty, and the ava/lability of other

assistance, such as AFDC and General Assistance. Two of the demonstralions (San Diego and
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Alabama) are _pure' demonstrations, which involve only cash-out,and two (Washington FIP and

Alabama ASSL:TS) arc "mixed" demonstrations, which operate in conjunction with other policy

interventions.

Evaluations of cash-out are being conducted in each of the four demonstrations. Because the

San Diego and Alabama demonstrations do not involve any other policy changes, those c-valuations

will be the most comparable and will also have the greatest potential for shedding light on the specific

impacts of cash-out.

In this light, it is important to note that the San Diego and Alabama demonstrations provided

opportunitieg to observe cash-out in two very different settings. San Diego is a highly urbsniTed

county in a state with relatively high AFDC benefit levels. Alabama has relatively low AFDC benefit

levels, and 10 of the 12 counties included in the Alabama demonstration are predominantly rural.

D. THE CONTEXT AND DESIGN OF THE SAN DIEGO CASH-OUT DEMONSTRATION

With a population of Z4 million persons, San Diego County is the fifth largest county in the

United States. It is relatively affluent, with an average personal income per capita that is ? percent

higher than the national average. Low-income/smilies and individuals in the county may qualify for

California's comparatively high levels of cash public assistance. In 1990, California provided a family

of three persons with a mwdmum AFDC benefit of $694 per month, second only to that provided

by Alaska.

Each month, San Diego County's Department of Social Services (DSS) issues food stamp

benefits with a total value of about $7.8 million to some 55,000 households. 4 Approximately 83

percent of those households receive AFDC. San Diego issues more than 90 percent of all food

stamp benefits by mail.

*The figures cited are for the month of .Iuly, 1991.
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In 1988, San Diego County applied to the USDA for waivers of selected FSP regulations so that

it might conduct a four and one-half year demonstration program in which food stamp benefits would

be issued in the form of checks. 5 The USDA approved San Diego County's request for waivers, but

stipulated that the transition to check issuance occur in two phases, which would be designed to

permit an evaluation of the effects of cash-out on recipient households, retail food merchants,

program participation, and issuance costs. The first phase,//m/ted cash-out, which began in July of

1989, entailed the issuance of benefits in the form of checks to 20 percent of the existing caseload

and to 20 percent of newly certified cases. The check recipien:s were selected randomly on the basis

of the final dig/t in the sequential portion of their food stamp case numbers. The second phase, f u//

cash-out, began in September of 1990 and expanded check issuance to include the entire existing

caseload and all new _.

E. RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design for evaluating the effects of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out

Evaluation draws heav_ on the experimental design of Phase I of the demonstration, with random

assignment of households to cash-out and control status. Section 1 smnmarizes the basic analytic

approach used in much of the analysis. Section 2 descn'bes the data sources that were used.

I. Analytic Approach

The Limited cash-out phase of the demonstration provided an ideal program environment in

which to evaluate the effects of cash-out on households' use of food and nutrient availability.

Because households were randomly assigned to experimental or to control status, obmrved differences

between the two groups in key outcomes can only be due e/ther to the demonstration policies or to

SUnder the policies that have been implemented on the bash of the approved waivers, aH food
stamp households in San Diego County currently receive their food stamp benefits in the form of
checks. For households that also receive AFDC benefits, thc AFDC and food stamp payments are
combined in a single check, and information accompanying each check indicates how much of the
check is the AFDC benefit and how much is the food stamp benefit.
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statistical sampling error. Therefore, much of the analysis reported in subsequent chapters is based

on direct comparisons across the two groups.

2. ' Data Sources

This report is based largely on data obtained from an in-person survey of approximately 600

check recipients and 600 coupon recipients that was conducted between May and August of 1990.

The survey obtained detailed information on household composition and income receipt, and also

collected very extensive data on the foods used by each household during the seven days preceding

the interview. In addition, recipients were asked about households' attitudes toward and experiences

with cash-out. A respome rate of 78 percent was attained in the survey.

To supplement this survey information, we also draw in this report on information obtained

during two focus group discussions. The discussions were held in San Diego County with FSP

participants who had previously re.c.eived their benefits as coupons, but whose benefit form had been

converted to checks. The focus groups enabled us to explore issues related to client experiences with

cash-out in greater depth than was poss_le in the sn-uctured survey.

F. THE STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

This report presents findings based on data collected bom client households during the limited

cash-out phase of the demonstration. The report focuses on the effects of cash-out on households'

expenditures, food use, and nutrient avallab,qlty. A subsequent report will present findings about

retail food store operations, issuance costs, program participation, and other program outcomes; the

findings will be based on data from the full cash-out phase of the demonstration, as well as from

earlier periods.

Chapter II of th_ report describes the data and methods underlying the analyses of the impact

of cash-out on recipient outcomes. Section A describes the sampling and data collection procedures

used to collect the data on which the report is based. Section B descn'bes the analysis strategy.
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Section C defines key measures used in the analyses of the household survey data. Section D

describes the size and characteristics of the check and coupon household samples.

Chapter III presents findings about the demonstration's impact on household food use. Sections

A through C examine the effects of cash-out on the money value of food used at home, the kinds

and quantities of food used at home, and the nutrients provided by food used at home. Section D

presents data on the self-as.sessments of check and coupon recipients about the adequacy of the food

used by their households.

Chapter IV exsmlr,es the impact of cash-out on food and nonfood expenditures and shopping

patterns. Section A presents findings on the pattern of household expenditures for broad categories

of consumer goods and services. Section B presents findings from the household survey on household

food shopping patterns, including the types of stores at wh/ch food is purchased and the usual number

of shopping trips per month to each type of store.

Chapter V examines recipients' attitudes toward /nd exper/ences w/th cash-out. Section A

discu._es what recipient households like and dislike about food stamp checks and coupons. This

discussion is based on data from the household survey and fi_m the focus group discussions. Section

B presents findings from the same data sources on recipients' evab,-_ons of the utility of food stamp

checks and coupons in managing their households' food budgets. Section C descn'bes the types of

institutions at which recipients cash their food stamp checks, the charging of check.cashlng fees by

those institutions, and the incidence of problems associated with cashing the checks. For check

households that began receiving benefits after the commencement of cash-out, Section D presents

seN-assessments of how the benefit form influenced their decision to enter and to continue to

panic/pate m the F'SP.

Chapter VII recapitulates the principal findings and conclusions from the analysis of the effects

of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration on households.
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IL DATA AND METHODS

This chapter describes the data and methods underlying the analyses of the impact of cash-out

on recipient outcomes. We obtained the data from a household survey and [rom focus group

discussions. Section A descn'bes the sampling and data collection procedures for data [rom food

stamp recipients in San Diego County. Section B descn'bes the analysis strategy. Section C defines

key measures used in the analyses of the household survey data. Section D describes the size and

characteristics of the samples of check and coupon households.

A. DATA FROM FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS IN SAN DIEGO

We used two complementary data collection methodologies to obtain data from households that

were participating in the Food Stamp Program (FSI') during the limited cash-out phase of the

demonstration. The tirst methodology was a survey of coupon and check households, and the second

was focus group discussions with check recipients who had previously received coupon benefits.

These data collection methodologies are discus._i in the next two subsections.

1. The Household Survey

During the limited cash-out phase of the demonstration, MPR conducted a survey of a stratified

random sample of 1,226 food stamp households, which consisted of approximately equal numbers of

coupon and check recipients. Thc size and configuration of thc sample were chosen in response to

thc U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) specification that the evaluation be capable of

detecting a 10 percent change in food use resulting from cash-out !

1More precisely, F_IS specified that the evaluation must be capable of detecting a 10 percent
reduction m food use with 80 percent power. That is, if cash-out actually caused a 10 percent
reduction in food use, then the sample for the evaluation must be sufficiently large that an analyst
would have au 80 percent probability of concluding from a statistical test based on the sample data
that a reduction did occur. FNS further specified that the statistical test must have a 95 percent
confidence level. That is, the test criterion that must be met in order to conclude that cash-out

(continued....)

9



The instrument required two and one-half hours to administer in-person. 2 With this instrument,

thc survey obtained detailed data [rom the respondent households on their demographic composition,

income, consumption expenditures, food-shopping patterns, attitudes toward the FSP, and, most

importantly, the types, quantities, and prices of foods that they used during the week preceding the

interview? A response rate of 78 percent was attained. Appendix A contnlns additional details on

the survey instrument used in San Diego County.

a. Sampling and Data Collection Procedures

The sample frame for the survey of food stamp households was the active food stamp caseload

of 43,000 households in San Diego County at the end of March of 1990. At that time, a randomly

selected 20 percent of the county's food stamp caseload was receiving its benefits in the form of

checks. After stra 'tffying the caseload on the basis of whether households had earnings and were

receiving cash public assistance, we selected random samples of coupon recipients and check

recipients such that the samples had the same percentage distn'butions across the cells defined by the

stratification variables as did the full caseload. The sample observations were ordered randomly and

were released to field interviewers as needed, until the target number of 1,200 completed interviews

was attained. Appendix A descn_es the sample design and selection of the sample in greater detail

Field staff fully worked ali released cases during the period fl'om May through August of 1990.

As each sample observation was released to the survey field stsff an interviewer attempted to

l(...continu_)
caused a reduction in food use must be sufficiently demanding that, if met, there is a 93 percent
probability that the reduction actually occurred, and only a $ percent chance that it did noL The 80
percent power and 95 percent confidence requirements are conventional standards for evaluation
research

2More information about the time required for the interview is currently being tabulated and will

be included in the final version of this report.

_ne same instrument was also used in the evaluation of Alabama's demonstration of pure food

stamp cash-out and in the Cash-out component of the evaluation of Washington State's Family
Independence Program
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conduct an in-person screen;hi interview (the screener) with the household's principal food purchaser

and preparer. During that initial contact, the interviewer ascertained whether the household was

currently receiving food stamps. If it was, the interviewer asked the respondent to participate in the

survey and offered a $20 incentive to do so (payable on completion of the main interview). The

interviewer also obtained demographic data on each member of each screened household and on the

household's food-shopping patterns for the preceding month. Toward the end of the screener, the

interviewer explained that the principal objective of the survey was to gather data on ali foods used

by the household during the subsequent scv_ days and asked that the respondent save the labels of

foods used d_ring that period. The interviewer also asked the respondent to keep additional reco_,

including shopping lists, menus, grocery receipts, and labels from and prices of the foods.

Seven days after the screener was conducted, the interviewer returned to administer the main

survey instrument. When administering that instrument, the interviewer requested that the

respondent refer to the food labels and records as n_ in order to respond to the survey's

structured questions on the type, quantity, price, and related characteristics of each food item used

by the household during the seven-day reporting period.

After completion of survey field operations, the information on the type, quantity, and price of

each food item was used to construct measures of the aggregate money value and nutritional content

of the food that was used; these are key outcome measures in the analyses of cash-out's impact on

households that are presented in this report. Appendix C provides additional details on the data file

construction and editing procedures for the household survey.

b. Data on Household Food Use and Nutrient Availability

The use of food by food stamp households is a key issue addressed in this study. The household

survey provides detailed information on food used from the household food supply during the scven

days prex_ing the interview. The survey's measure of food used includes all food from the

household food supply that was consumed at home, food that was carried from the home and eaten

11



elsewhere, food that was prepared elsewhere (including "fast food" and delivered food) and then

brought into the home and consumed, food for humans that was fed to pets, and food that was

discarded The measure excluded food that was brought into the home but was not consumed, food

that was g/yen away or sold to persons outside of the household, ordinary pet food, and food that was

given to animals for commercial purposes. The measure of food use includes food that was purchased

with cash, credit, or food stamps; food that was received through other food assistance programs, such

as the Special Supplemental Food Programs for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) and local food

banks; food that was home-produced; and food that was received as a gift or as payment-in-kind.

Respondent households had been contacted at least seven days before the actual interview and

had been asked to maintain records that would help to provide information on food use. For each

food item used from the household food supply during the seven days, the interv/ewer recorded the

type of food, its form (fresh, canned, or frozen), the quantity used, the price paid (if appropriate),

and its source (purchased, WIC voucher, home-produced, gift, or in-lleu of payment). Data were also

collected on the number and type of meals (morning, noon, and evening) eaten from household food

supplies by household members and others, the number of snacks nnd refreshments eaten by guests,

and the number of meals eaten away from home by household members.

The data on the prices and quantifies were used to analyze the impact of cash-out on two key

measures of household food use: (1) the quantity of food used at home, and (2) the money value

of food used at home. In addition, data on the quantity of each food item used from the household

food supply were used to calculate the ava/lab/lity of food energy and certain nutrients. 4 These

measures of household food use and nutrient ava/lab/lity, as well as other key outcome measures, are

in greater detail in Section fICZ

4We used a USDA nutrient data base to convert the survey data on the quantity of food used
to data on nutrient availability. The data base provides/nformatJon on the nutrient content per
pound of roughly 4,000 foods and food combinations in the form in which they enter the household,
with adjustments for cooking losses and inedible components Of food. Hepburn (1982) provides a
description of the USDA's nutrient data base.
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2. The Focus Group Discussions

The second of the two methodologies used to collect data fi'om FSP recipients was focus group

discussions. We conducted the discuss/om with two groups, each including 14 recipients of food

checks who had been receiving coupons before limited cash-out began. The focus group discussions

were conducted in August of 1990.

Focus group participants were identified and recruited from the same FSP caseload data file

(March, 1990) that was used to select the household sample for thc recipient survey. To be

considered for the focus groups, participants had to meet several criteria: they were currently

receiving foc_d stamp benefits in the form of checks and had __r_-eivedcoupon benefits in the past,

they were not homeless, their primary language was English, and they had a telephone. After

stratifying the participants that met all of the criteria on the basis of whether their households had

earnings and whether they received cash pub]k; ass/stance, we randomly selected samples of rec/pients

from each of the four stratification cells and recruited them to pattie/pate in the discussions.

The focus groups were conducted in conference rooms at local public h'braries. Using a topic

guide, survey profess/onals led the groups through structured discussions of such topics as relative

preferences for checks or for coupons, check-cashlng experiences, and the effects of the form of the

food stamp benefit on household budgeting and expcnd/ture dealS/ohS. Appendix D contsirL_

additional dcta/Ls on the San Diego focus groups, including the criteria used to select participants,

recruitment, procedures for collecting the data, and the character/st/cs of participants.

B, THE ANALYSIS STRATEGY

We used the household survey data to conduct three related analyses of the impact of cash-out

on FSP households: (1) a comparative analysis of mean values of check and coupon household

outcomes, (2) a comparative analysis of regress/on-adjusted mean values, and (3) an econometric

analysis of the marginal propensity to consume food out of coupons, checks, and ordinary cash

income. The findings [rom the focus group discussions with food stamp recipients primarily were used
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to enhance understanding of the behavior underlying the r_ults from the household survey. The

remainder of this section contains overviews of these analyses.

1. Analyses of the Household Survey Data

a. Comparative Analysis of Mean Values , .

Reflecting the strength of the randomiTed design of the demonstration, our principal approach.

to thc analysis of the household survey data waz to compare check and coupon households on several

key outcomes and to assess whether the outcomes of the check households differed from those of

the coupon households. More formally, we compared the mean val_ of outcome measures for the

samples of coupon and check recipients and conducted statistical tests (t-tests) for the significance

of the observed differences. If the check-coupon household difference in the mean values of a

particular outcome was statistically different from zero, then, given the experimental design of the

demonstration, we concluded that cash-out affected that outcome.

For purposes of illustration, consider the analysis of the impact of cash-out on total expend/tm'es

for food. The hypothesis is that, because food stamp benefits under cash-out no longer are an "in-

kind" benefit earmarked specifically for food, recipients will reduce their food expenditures. Thus,

we test the null hypothesis,

Ho' No Check-Coupon Household Difference in Erpend_ut_ for Food,

against the alternative hypothesis,

HA: Check Households Spend Less than Coupon Homeho_ for Food.

The test of this hypothesis is based on simple check-coupon household differences in thc mean

values of food expend/Wes. If the value of the 'test-statistic' is less than the critical value -1.64 (the

level for a 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test), then we reject the null hypothesis.

That is to say, in this case, data from the household survcy on the simple difference in mean values
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of expend/tm-es for food between check and coupon households support the alternative hypothesis

that cash-out reduced household expenditures for food.

Note that, because we have a priori information in thh case on the expected direction of the

impact of cash-out (that is, cash-out may reduce food expenditures), the hypothesis that we test is

dh-ecfional and implies the use of a one-ts/led hypothesis test. For the majority of outcomes under

consideration, we will have a priori information on the expected direct/on. However, for some

outcomes, such as the quantities of specific types of foods used at home or the number of shopping

trips per month, we were uncertain a priori of the l/kely direction of the impact; for those outcomes,

we used a two-ta_ed variant of the illustrated hypothesis test. $

As Section ILD indicatca, one compl/cafion to thc approach based on simple check-coupon

household differences in mean values of outcomes arose because, by random chance, the check

recipient households in the study sample were somewhat smaller than the coupon households (3.35

versus 3.55 members per household). Because household size is an important determlnant of the

purchase and use of food, we reweighted the data to equalize the size dhm'but/ons of households in

the two samples. Thus, the simple differences in mean values of the outcomes of interest for check

and coupon households presented throughout the text are based on weighted data. Appendix B

provides deta/h on the weighting procedure.

When assessing the cro_-se_on, random-assignment experimental design used for the

evaluation, it may be useful to consider a number of possible alternatives, which we did not adopt.

5As an example of a two-tailed hypothesis test, consider the impact of cash-out on the number
of shopping trips per month to grocery stores. We test the null hypothesis, no check-coupon
household difference in the number of shopping trips per month to grocery stores, against the
alternative hypothesis, check households made either more or fewer trips per month to grocery stores
than did coupon households. If the value of the "test-stathtic_' in th_ case, the d/fferencc in the

mean values of the number of shopping trips per month to grocery stores for check and coupon
households d/aided by the square root of thc variance of thi._ die--ce, is less than the critical value
-1.96 or greater than the critical value +1.96 (for a 95 percent confidence level, w/th a two-_ed
tnt), then we reject the null hypothesis of no difference. That is to say, in this case, data from the
household survey support the alternative hypothesis that cash-out affected the number of shopping
trips per month to grocery stores. That estimated impact can be positive or negative, depending on
the sign of the difference in the mean values.
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One poss_le design would have involved a "before and after' approach, with a round of data

collection, followed by full cash-out, followed by a second round of data collection. We rejected this

approach because of potential difficulties in distingnhhing the effects of the demonstration from the

effects of changes across time in other factors affecting food use.

A second possible design would have been a 'compar/son site' approach based on comparisons

of household data from the San Diego cash-out site with data obtain, ed at a matched comparison site.

However, it was likely that effects of the demonstration would have been confounded with other

factors-in this case, cross-site differences.

A third possible evaluation design would have been a classical 'double d/fference' design that

would have used the actual random assignment, but that would also have involved collecting data on

households both before and after implementation of the demonstration, rather than conducting a

single cross-section survey, as was actually done. This approach would have had the potential

advantage of enabling us to better examine the dynam/cs of food use over time and the dynamics of

how households adjust to the conversion from coupons to cash. How_-ver, this approach would have

been considerably more expensive to implement, due to higher data collection cmts. In addition, the

double d/fference evaluation strategy would have delayed the start of thc demonstration, because we

would have had to develop and implement the data collection procedures before cash-out could

begin.

b. Comparative Analysis of Regrtssion-A_usted Mm Values

Simple differences in the mean values of outcome variables between the sample of check

recipients and the sample of coupon recipients are unbiased estimates of the true effects of cash-out;

however, they may not be the most precise estimates. Accordingly, for the outcome measures of

greatest interest-those based on the household food-use data-we also used regression analysis to

control for variation in the outcome measures arising from a limi!_,! number of household

characteristics.
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However, in this evaluation, the regres,_ion-adjusted estimates did not prove to be substantially

more precise than the simple-difference-in-means estimates. Furthermore, the conclusions that can

be drawn [rom the regression-adjusted results e_entiaUy are the same as those that can be drawn

from the simple differences in mean values. Therefore, the estimates of the effects of cash-out that

we present in the body of this report were obtained by using the simple-difference-in-means

approach. We occasionally refer to the regression-adjusted results, but their detailed presentation

is relegated to Appendix E.

c. Econometric Analysis of the Marginal Propensity to Consume Food

The analyses descnt_ in the previom two sulMectiom are designed to provide estimates of the

average effects of cash-out on the key outcome var/ables under consMe_fion. It is also of interest

to compare the _ impact of check benefits and of coupon benefits, that is, to determine

whether, and by how much, the impact of an additional dollar of check benefits differs from the

impact of an additional dollar of coupon benefits. Obt. i.lng these estimates of malcgillal impacts can

help to provide a richer understanding of the effects of cash benefits. The estimates also allow us

to directly compare our results with those of a number of earlier studies that have focused on the

marginal impacts of food stamp benefits on food expenditures.

To conduct a marginal-impact analysis, we developed econometric models that estimate the

marginal impacts of the two forms of food stamp benefits. The structure of these models is cons/stent

with that of models used in earlier studies to estimate the effects of an additional dollar of food

stamp benefits on the use of food at home. 6 This structural consistency ensures the comparability

of the estimates of the marginal effects of food stamp benefits produced by this study with those

produced by earlier studies. Although of considerable interest, the econometric estimates of the

marginal propensities to consume food out of food stamp coupons and out of food stamp checks are

6For a review of these early studies, see Fraker (1990).
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not central to the basic H_dings of this report. Therefore, we present these econometric estimates

in Appendix F.

2. Descriptive Analyses of Data Obtained from Focus Groups

All of the formal statistical results presented in this report are based on data collected in the

sample survey of food stamp recipients in San Diego. Because focus group results are based on a

small nUmber of nonlndependent observations, they cannot be used to test hypotheses about recipient

behaviors in any formal statistical sense.

Therefore, we used the findings f_m the focus group discu_iom to supplement the findings

from the household survey. We present quotation_ from focus group participants in various sections

of Chapter V in order to highlight recipients' perceptions toward and experiences with cash-out. In

addition, we use findings from the focus group discutaions to enhance tmdetstanding of the behavior

underlying the statistical results pre_nted in Chapter TII (I-Iousehold Food Use) and in Chapter IV

(Shopping Patterns and Food and Nonfood Expenditures).

C. DEFINITIONS OF KEY ANALYSIS VARIABI-_'-S

The survey of coupon and check households provides information on household characteristics,

income, program participation, expenditure patterns, food use, and attitudes toward check and coupon

benefits. This section defines the key variables used in thc analyses of the household survey data,

including household food use, nutrient availability, and food and nonfood expenditures. We begin

the section with a discussion of two measures of household size that were used to scale the key

outcome variables. The next three subsections define key outcome measuta concerning, respectively,

household food use, nutrient availability, and food and nonfood expenditures. Table 111 lists and

defines the main analysis variables.
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TABLE IL!

DEFINITIONS OF KEY VARIABLES USED IN THE ANAL_Rq OFTHE HO_EHOLD SURVEY DATA

Variable Dd_h_ '

Food Sump Unit (FSU) Persons IJ_mI bi Linedwellhj mar wino lire coqered by the redpient'l food ilamlP benefits (Lt. boaehold _ who lie
Ind,__ta3___h the food stamp mae).

Food Consumption Uuit (FCU) Pemoas #vioI b. tike duegkNI unit wbo are otwered by the t_lpiears food stamp benefits _ who eat fn_n the rued
stamp m_pJem*s bouseboM food mpp!y.

Adult Male !]quivaJents (AME) /a:fxxmts for the _ amd leader of the membenJ of the FCD. bch member of lite FCU reoe#es · Neellgbl'*delermbed
by tinenutritional reeommeadatiom for that membex far ',6c_ eaeq7 reletive Io the nutfitkxtal feeommendatkms for
food unefly of an aduit imJe ·led 23 to SOyear& l'ae mm of them weilbte live· FCU ske h AM]b.

_u_t Nu_lh Unb (_ _emmU b tho ale md _ d M / d dm _ md b _ _ meab ht _ eat _ k
bmm_M b m_. _ I d _ _ mm_u o _ _MmbM by b nut.mi mmmemhtbas
of ·mt I b food eimIDVrelMIm to Ibc untrkimd gemmmldmfol for food uneql_ of n Muit role aged 23 M
$Oyeanmd bylbelmq)ofiJunof mbealm at borne. Ideab serud to Inum are also tslma Intoaeeount The sum
of these welshts $#u dse of the FLU b BNtb.

..............._.........:..:.:::..:=-._::..:,.:.:.:,...........,:::=:::.=::::_==_:;::,=:_......._=::,=:=::,:.=,:,==:_i_:_.=·....." ' "'_ · ·::.'-{_:'.:_i:_:'_

_nfi_o[ _ U_ at _,m _r _U _r Week Qmnli_ of _M _ (b' _mb p _u_ _ _) b aB _ u_ st b2n_ a_ _Fa_ _ _ 31 _M ItOU_
Totsl mm_Mq _ _ _ _ _ _) _m I.___b__ _e_ w_ne _ _.m_" se_ m _-_U.
By food IrOUp

Tolal Moaey Valae o[ Food Umed81Home MoneywlI (In dolbn) of d !ood lied at bornedotinI Ihe m-dlly rel_Ottl_ I_ _ Msam b oblabed by
Per _mm_M muMplytm8 the quantity of mdt load lee,- u.ed by Its peke md sumsdaj le moaey values of eadh bdlvldun! _'=-<-_'-
Per A!VlB _em tamedal itome. Sm·nd ineasm_ of mune_mmlueo(__n___usedper AJM!)and per ENU Mededmedbydlvklh I
Per !_IU the mo·e/value of !und usedIt home i_r househofdby memure8of hunmitoM le b, nmpec_ely, AME und !_IU.

Money Value of Purdmsed Food Used a! Home Money mine (in don-H) of all I_m_med Iood used at home durinI the se_ea-day_.pofiln I period, it is oMa·ned by
Per bomebold maltlpl_ Ibc qlntJty d elel leod Item used at borne timt was purdIaed by lU nqpe_ prlee·ad summb,j the
Pet AME moneyuJuee of each IndlviduM pufdImM food item used at borne, hind measuresof the tntm_ value o(
Per _U p_m_ bM used per AMH and per _U ore _ by d_ _ m_ value of _m_ b_ u_ st

_t_ _r _m_mM by measures of _m_MM _ _ _e_, _mM _U.

M_ Va_ of Nonpumsed Food Used at Home Money line (fn _n) of an _m_ _ m_ al _ _ _ se_n_y _fi_l _ where
Per _M non_m_ b_ _m of bx__ _ b_ leee_ as a lift or h-_ of _nm_ a_ '_
Per AMR th_ O_ _4m_uee p_reI It h _h_ by mult_ _ quanli_ of ,--,4, f_ I_m m_ at
Per _U Ilut m not imtdmsed by aa Imputed prtee and mmmblI the mooey _linea of each _edl_dualnonpun_ed Ibod

hem u_ al _m_ Sm_ Msme0 of _ m_ u_ of nonpu_m_ food u_ per AME awl pet _U are .
ea_ _ by d_ _ money value of mm_m-,_4 _ used at home per _M by memnuu of
_ sb,. In, _a_, _ and _U.



TABLE ILl (oominued)

Variable Definition

Money Value of Food Used al Home per ENLI, by I_ value (in dollars per wuek) o( food used at home per ENU, by the 31 food ilmups in the TFP plus
Food Group alooholic bew:ralet 'll)e value la_l_d for each aBrepted food limup by summinl the money values of the

individual food items comprb_li dmt food Stoupand dividing Ihe'l_mll by bouachoMsize in ENU.

Shat_ of' Money Value of Food Lked at !-k)me per 'me share o( moucy Mabe o( food used at bomc per GNU, by food Imup, is the perceuta&,cof the total ax)ney
ENU, by Food Group value of food used by s houeehoM from Itu borne '.c_c_supply per pefseu that b acemmted for by ach of the 31 TFP

food lo)upa plus aleobolic beve_

NutrJeiM AuEBbJJ_ pet' BqU NutrienM ivlillble ffrom I n food uled by · boufudlmidfrom its borne ',c.,G_lupply durinfl the m-cl0y period e:q)ressed
on a per-ENU bads. It b cntalbUd by multiply_l the nutrient mnlmt per pound of each food item by the number
of ix2unda used o(each food item and summfq scrm0 the products for each food item. The nutrients ,---mined are
food eneqly, protein, and 0e_n alk:mautrJeotodmtare coaaideredto be potentially problematicf_)m a public health
perspective: v#amia ,4,WamJBC, Wamk Bd, Iblal_ calcium, ir(m, and zinc

Nutrient AulinbUkty per i_IU Compafnd with Avefalie nutrient availability per ENU am· Ri of the RDAs,cakMkted Ior the ,e_en mtcmouldcnts under
Reonemmded Db.tary Aksmacm (RDAs) condderatioe.

HmmeboMs/dlabdn I RDAs receen_aSe of bouschoMs wkoee MJlabillty of nutrients per IE_U equab or _s the RDAs, calculated for food enet_,
[xmeh, and the sewn mic_mutrkatts und_ munldemtkm.

fo
o Nutrient Deudtif_ NutrJent avaUablUtyper 1,000 IdJomlod_ of fbnd ___ caJoulatnd Ik)l'the seven nlJct_nutfients under eomiderntion.

Cak_btnd by divldbl tke aubbiy of each minunu_t by tbe amkbWty of food enersy.

NulrJeol kvnlbl)g_ per Dolbr M Food Uled It Nutr_t mliak4_ly per doUarof food tlaedl! a (_kled ix' [Mpolehlaid the n m_utrlenta under
Home a011Mera_ il equmb Ibe _ d eoch mstrksl divided by Ilie Iold mooey ube of food.used al home (in

doUm per wed)

Food ibeqy b Pro.b, OtWrate, and Fat Tile pmporUom of food cae_ derived h pm4efn, carbo&pn_ md (aL
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lmm the _) _._ h he sc_mer lo the bouscboM sunL'y.

8xpendltmu for Food Used Away from Home The housebold's fqx)raxl to&tiopendiuue for .,--Is, macks,and be_.q_es tht we_ eaten at restaurants, ban,
c_feleFi_ c_fe_ fid _Bstfood pkoes dlrbli the R dlyll p_(zdbt I _ inlefYic'wand thc amount paid hi the
cnJendar mollh peeoedbNl _ hlf_vJew b mdlKud.pd_ or russ-priceschool Mb and for meals or macks received
it · day care borne or center Of Ibc psg_alt for die food was separale from the payment for the carc_



TABLE I1.1(eoatiaued)

Vllriabk_ ]Definilioo

Total Expendllurea/or Food (IJ_a$ Data (mm the The _amo! the mona7 _lue of pmdlum_ _od _ at Ilome (Imm _ lalh questloemlim) madeq3eaditun_,hr food
Main Oueslionmlire Only) uned_ from home ([nxo the nmb qt_lionnlin_).

Total E:q)L'nditu_ for Food (Ud.I Ds'- _na me The sumof _x:=ad_ for food purdmed Lmmtara (from the m_eaer) .nd cq2aadilu_ br food u_l .qmlyimm
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..-:.'..::;:':;._9.'.:.:_:S_._:_..... _::_::_::;:::::::':;_';:::_::::::::::':::::::::::::::::::::::::_:_::_':';-'_"'_::_:?l:::''...... ..:_· ......... ;: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::$::::_'4:'.x:.S:_:i_:::_:_':'_'-.: :,' :- .:....... ...............:.......,:....':. ' _l::_:_?._..'...-.--_?_:_;,_?::':::.:::::::::::::::::::::::_..::i_L.,_:_ · '.:_ _ ::.._._:_'.,.:_-_._._'_:;_?:_gii_,_."..::.:_'_'_._'_i_.¥_-:b.g _
· +_ .......... ' .... _- ..... · . ' .-'._..' ._ .... '_ _>'"':.'."." ." ' '"'."-"' .".":c%",'-' ' _......... '" ' .' . :_. "... _!' _' -

Food and Noafood !_pendlmee Sham. (Llal.I Data The pmpofiio, of aH raptured entpendimn, nllk3_lad m · qm:ilfik:hdlal ,,.,_[m',/mmlmttd for u),-I food (and
hoe the Maim Oatnlk:mnlk Oily) aelmnllely for Itl ommllmm__ food reed Il Imme lad Im3dlaed calf/h home), and for the nine m_qlol'lle_of

noufo_d Im--houlnb utilltlu, nedknl, tum,[pomtin., dMk i-& mhnnli,_, depaadkmt (nrc, _llOn, and
penoMI ilem& U,_ _ vnk _ In,RMsed Ib_ und at homa-. I_ mn_ of .tpmdimm for food and al
home.

Food and No.{oocl Ihlpmdimm Sham (T.hinl Dna The _ of d _ .!m,dlmm hied I_ · _ _ mlel, oc/ot)mputad fo(' mai food (.mi
from _ Idab_ Oueatimmak_ md a.,- Semeaer) aepamtely for lb m_ta, IMd und M liomelad _ ulnd Ml_ h homt), and for the ube mtqodes of

mm*.g_iumo-boukf..tmtl_ medlmt,tmmpmuebu,doOdq,ed_mtJ0a,depeadmtca_ rectudoa,and
peramm! itemL Usea apeadM for Iood mtMonm (fmB die acrMmer)as _ meamai_of apeudlturea for food
uaed at bom_

t.J
t-d



1. Measures of Household Size and Composition

The principal measure of household size used in this report is the food consumption unit (FCU),

that is, the group of individuals that usually eats from the home food supply. The size of the FCU

is determined on the basis of two questions asked during the interview about each person living in

the dwelling unit: whether the person is covered by food stamp benefits, and, if not, whether the

person eats from the home food supply. Therefore, the size of the FCU cannot exceed that of the

household, that is, the total number of persons living in the dwelling unit. On the other hand, the

FCU may diverge in either direction from the o_0_food gamg tm/t (FSI. I), that is, the group of

individuals who are included in the food stamp case. The size of the FCU and the size of the FSU

could differ either for legitimate reasons or for reasons that may entail fraud under FSP regulations.

When computing the size of the FCU, we treat all household members identically. However,

FCUs of equal size may have different requirements for food used at home. The differences may

depend on the age, gender, and pregnancy and lactation status of hout_hold members; the number

of meals eaten at home by members of the FCU; and the number of meals served to guests.

Therefore, to take these differences into account, we use two modified measures of the FCU in this

report, the FCU in adu/t ma/t e_dva/e_ (A.M_), and the FCU in _ m,n_m un/U (ENU).

We describe these measures in the next two subsections.

a. Household Size ia AMEs

Household size in AM_ adjusts household size for the ages and genders of the household

members. ? The adjustment procedure weights each household member by the recommended dietary

allowance (Ri)A) for that member for a given nutrient, typically, food energy, relative to the RDA

?Henceforth, the term "household" refers to the FCU, unless explicitlystated otherwise.
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for that nutrient for an adult male aged 23 to 50 years. 8 The sum of these weights gives household

size in AMEs.

For example, consider the following household, with a male and female householder each aged

30 years, a boy aged 15 years, and a girl aged 12 years:

RDA for

Food Energy
Household Member (IGlocalories) Relative Needs

Male, aged 30 2,900 1.00

Female, age[d 30 2,200 0.76

Male, aged 15 3,000 1.03

Female, aged 12 2,200 0.76

Household size in adult male equivalents 3.55

The number of AM_ in this household, based on the relative needs of the household members for

food energy, is 3.55.

b. Household Size in ENUs

Household size in ENUs adjusts household size for both the age and gender composition of

family members, the proportion of meals eaten from the household food supply, and meals served

to guests. The adjustment weights each household member by the RDA for a given nutrient, such

as food energy, for that member relative to the RDA of that nutrient for an adult male aged 23 to

50 years and by thc proportion of meah eaten at home. It also adjusts for mcah served to guests.

The sum of these weights gives household size in ENUs.

SWe used the 1989 revised RDAs, which were determined by the National Research Council of
the National Academy of Sciences (1989b). Pregnancy and lactation status are also taken into
account in these recommendations and m the AME calculations.
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Continuing with the previous example, assume that the male householder ate two-thirds of his

weekly meals at home, and that the other household members ate all of their meals at home:

Proportion of Equivalent
Meals Eaten Nutrition

Household Member Relative Needs at Home Units

Male, aged 30 1.00 0.67 0.67

Female, aged 30 0.76 1.00 0.76

Male, aged 15 1.03 1.00 1.03

Female, aged 12 0.76 1.00 0.76

Household s'_,e in equivalent 3.22

nutrition units (]_rU)

The household size in ENUs for this hypothetical household, based on the relative needs of the

household members for food energy, is 3.22 persons.

2. Measures of How_hold Food Use

Food used at home (household food use) refers to all food and beverages used from the

household food supply during the seven days preceding the interview {see Section ILA. I.b for a

detailed description of this measure). The information obtained during the interview on the types,

quantities, and prices of the foods that recipients used at home was used to calculate the following

four measures of household food use: (1) the quantity (in pounds per week) of all food used at

home and, separately, for 32 food groups, (2) the money value (in dolla_ per week) of ali food used

at home and, separately, for purchased and nonpurcha._ food used at home, (3) the money value

of food used, by food group, and (4) the share of the money value of food used, by food group. We

descn'be these measures in the next four subsections.

a. Quantities of Food Used at Home

For the analyses of the quantifies of food used at home, we eammined the average quantifies of

food used (in pounds per person per week) for all food used at home and separately for 32 food
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groups-the 31 food groups corresponding to the USDA's Thrifty Food Plan ("rFP), plus alcoholic

beverages. 'Per person" in these analyses always refers to per-ENU.

b. Money value of Food Used at Home

To obtain the money value of a particular food item used at home by a household, we multiplied

the quantity of the food item used (in pounds) by its unit price. 9 Food that was not purchased

d/rectly, but that was used by the household (such as food obtained through XVIC vouchers, home-

produced food, or food received as a gift or in-lieu of pay), was valued at the average price per pound

that was pa/d for that food item by the survey households reporting its purchase and use. We

obtained the total money value of food used at home (in dolla_ per week) by summing the money

values of the individual food items.

We used several outcome measures for the analysis of the money value of food used at home.

FL,st, we examined the money value of purchatea/food used at home. This variable is of interest

because it reflects expenditures for food used at home-the factor that the FSP directly affects.

Second, because food received as gifts, food obtained through WIC vouchers, and food obtained from

direct food-assistance progrnm, are potential sulmitutes for purchased food, it is of interest to

examine whether there are demonstration effects on non/mm/rased food used at home. Third, we

ex2rnined the value of all food used at home, that is, the sum of the previous two measures.

_)uring the interviews, respondents were asked about the amount of each food purchased and
about the total purchase price. The unit price was then calculated by the computer. We used the
unit price to compute the money value of food used. Aa part of the editing pedormed to ensure as
much accuracy as possible in the data set, food items for which the computed prices were very high
or very iow in relation to the mean price of a food item were examined manually, using the hard-copy
instruments. In some instances, no apparent errors were identified. In other cases, errors were

identified and corrected. The quantity of the food purchased (which is used in the price calculation)
most often required revision.
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For each of the three measures, we calculated the total for the household, as well as two versions

scaled by household size-the AM_ and ENU measures of household size. l° The money value of

total food used at home per household is simply the total money value of food used fi'om the

household food supply. We obtained the money value of total food used at home per AME and per

ENU by dividing the houschold's money value of total food used at home by household size in AMEs

and ENUs, respectively. The measures for purchased and nonpurchased food used at home were

defined analogously.

Note that, of the three measures of the money value of food used at home, we believe the

results based on measures scaled by ENU are the most useful This measure takes into account

family size and composition and, because it controls for meal shiftin& shows the effects of cash-out

on total (purchased and nonpurchased) food used at home by those persons who use the home food

supply. Essentially, the ENU, by talcing into account the percentages of meals eaten at home,

provides the best measure of the dependency of household members on the home food supply.

c. Money Value of Food Used, by Food Group

We also present the mean values of the money value of food used per ENU, by food group (for

the 31 food groups in the TFP, plus alcoholic beverages). For any household, the money value of

food used at home (in dollars per week) per ENU for each aggregated food group was obtained by

summing the money values of the individual food items comprising the food group and dividing the

result by household size in ENUs.

cl. Share of Momey Value of Food Used at Home, by Food Group

The share of money value offood used at home, by food geoup, is the percentage of the total money

value of food used by a household from its home food supply that is accounted for by each of the

l°The ENId measure of household size that was used to compute scaled measures of the money
value of food used at home was based on the recommended intake of food enm_qly(National Research
Council, 1989b).
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31 _ food groups plus alcoholic beverages. When calculating mcan shares, wc have used averages

of individual food stnmp household ratios for each food group. For purposes of illustration, an

average expenditure share for check households for high-nutrient vegetables equal to 3.50 means that,

for the average check household, of every dollar spent per week on food used at home, an average

of 3.5 cents was devoted to high-nutrient vegetables.

3. Availability of Nutrients from Food Used st Home

When examining the effects of cash-out on the availability of nutrients from food used at home,

we considered two types of nutrients: (1) mm:roaalr/en_-protein, fat, and carbohydrate-which are

the principal sources of food eller_y, 11 and (2) _-vitnmln_% minerals, and trace

elements-which are essential to the proper growth and maintenance of the human body.

The survey obtained data on food used by households, but not on food eaten by household

members; consequently, the only nutrient measures that can be computed on the basis of the survey

data are measures of nutrient availab_ty. In this study, heir/mt aend/ab//_ is defined as the nutrients

available f_om all food used by a household flora its home food supply during the seven-day period

preceding the interview? Thus, a household's availability of calci um, for example, was computed

by multiplying the calcium content per pound of each food item by the number of pounds used of

each food item and summing across the products across aH food items. The availability of food

energy and other nutrients from the household food supply was derived analogously.

In this study, most measures of nutrient availability are reported on a per-ENU basis. 13 Thus,

llAleohol (ethanol) is the only other significant source of food energy. The survey data for this
study show that alcohol provides lcr_ than 0.2 percent of the energy obtained by food stamp
households m San Diego from food used at home. Consequently, we have omitted alcohol from the
analFsis of food energy and its sources that is presented in Chapter IlL

12Nutr/ent intake is defined as the nutrients provided by foods actually eaten by household
members and guests.

13For each nutrient considered in this study, we have computed a nutrient-specific measure of
household size m ENUs. This measure of household size incorporates adjustments for. (1) thc need

(continued...)

27



continuing with the example, the availability of calcium from food used at home per ENU equals the

availability of calcium in thc food used by a household from its home food supply divided by the

number of ENUs who draw on-the household's home food supply for their meals, taking into account

thc proportion of meals consumed from the home food supply and the number of meals served to

guests. When transformed in this way, the measure of nutrient availability can, subject to the

qualifications given in the following section, be meaningfully compared with the R.DA for an adult

male, thus permitting an assessment of the re/at/ye nutritional adequacy across population groups of

food used from the home food supply.

In the analyses of nutrient ava/lab/lity presented in Chapter fff; we calculate the mean values of

several measures. These measures are:

· Food energy and protein as a percent of the RDA, and the percentages of households
for which the availability of food energy and pwtein equals or csr.ee_ the RDAs

· The proportions of food energy derived from protein, carbohydrate, and fat

· Nutrient availability per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy (calculated for the seven
micronutrients under consideration)

· Nutrient ava/lability per ENU as a percent of the RDA (calculated for the seven
micronutrients under consideration)

· Percentage of households for wluch the ava/lab/l/ty per HNU of food energy, protein, and
each of the seven selected m/cronutrients equals or exceeds the RDAs

· Nutrient ava/lability per dollar of food used at home (calculated for protein and the
seven m/cronutrients under consideration)

The third and sixth measures require further discu_ion. _:n,,,ini,_g nutrient availability per unit

of food energy is of interest because it provides a measure of the average nutrient content, or density,

13(...continued)

of each household member for the nutrient in question, as indicated by his or her RDA for that
nutrient, (2) the proportion of each member's meals that is eaten at home, and (3) meals served to

guests. See the discussion in Section II.C. 1 for more details. It should be noted that, for analysis of
nutrient outcomes, the ENU measures used are specific to each nutrient. However, for analysis of
dollar-denominated variables, the ENUs for food energy are used.
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of food used. This measure can help us to understand reasons for observed changes in other nutrient

outcome variables. For instance, suppose that the demonstration was found to reduce the

consumption of food energy. It would be of interest to determine whether there was a concomitant

reduction in the consumption of key nutrients, or, alternatively, whether households had avoided such

a reduction by switching to foods having higher nutrient densities.

To calculate nutrient availability per 1,000 kilocalorics of food cnerEy for each household for thc

seven micronutrients, we divided the availab_ty of each micronutrient per household by the

availability of food ener/y. The mean values of these ratios equal the averages of individual food

stamp household ratios for each nutrient.

Similar considerations apply to the measure of nutrient ava/labRity per dollar of food used at

home, which provides a measure of how many nutrients households are getting for their expenditures

for food. To the ement that expenditures for food change, it is of interest to ,_-Amlne whether

households increase the nutrient availability per dollarof food so that the decrease in expenditures

is not fully reflected by a decrca._ in nutrients.

Nutrient ava/labil/ty per dollar of food used at home for protein and for each micronutrient

under consideration equals the availability of each nutrient per household divided by the total money

value of food used at home (in dollars per week). The mcan values of these ratios equal the averages

of the individual food stamp household ratios for each nutrient.

n. Limitntions of RDAs and Nutrient Avsdlnbi!lty in Assessin 8 Nutritio,ul Adeqnney

Many of the measures of nutrient availability used in this study entail either a comparison

between the sample mean availability of a nutrient per ENU and the RDA for an adult male, or a

determination of the percentage of sample households for whom the ava/lability of a nutrient per

ENU equals or cxceexis the RDA. It is important at the outset to note some limitations of using

RDAs as standards for evaluating the nutritional adequacy of food used by households, as well as o[

using data on nutrient availability, rather than on nutrient intake.
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RDAs for selected nutrients are established for demographic groups that are del'reed by age,

gender, and pregnancy and lactation status. The RDA of a particular demographic group for a given

nutrient reflects the average roquirement of the members of the group for the intake of that nutrient,

as well as the variability in their requirements. To accommodate that variability, for all nutrients

except food energy, the RDA exceeds the mean requirement by a large margin? Therefore, if a

demographic group's mcan intake of a nutrient equals or cxc.ee,_ the relatively high standard of the

RDA, the probability of inadequate intake is quite low for members of that group. Furthermore, an

individual whose intake of a nutrient other than food energy is leas than the RDA for that nutrient

may not be at nutritional risk, because the RDA exceeds the nutritional requirements of most

individuals.

At the same time, the finding that a nutrient is available in an amount that equals or exceeds the

RDA, either on average for all households or for specific households, does not necessarily mean that

the supply ot_ that nutrient is sufficient to permit the members of those households to have intakes

of the nutrient that equal or exceed the RDA. Not all of the food used by a household from its

home food supply is eaten by members or guests of the household; some is lost, wasted, or fed to

pets. To the extent that these events occur, the availability of nutrients from food used at home will

exceed the sum across all household members and guests of the intake of nutrients from that food.

Thus, the availability of nutrients from the household food supply overstates the/ntake of nutrients

by household members. In addition, the allocation of nutrients among household members may not

be optimal with respect to satisfying the nutritional requirements of these individuals. Furthermore,

current scient_c knowledge of the biological requirements of individuals for nutrients is limited in

several important ways, as is our ability to measure the long-term intake or availability of nutrients.

_4'The RD A for energy.., reflects the mean population requirement for each group, since
consumption of energy at a level intended to cover the variation in energy needs among individuals
could lead to obesity in most persons,' (National Research Council, 1989b, page 2).
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Consequently, the stathtica on the ava/lability of nutrients relative to the RDAs that we present

in Chapter III on thc bas/a of the above measurea should be used only to make re/at/ye comparisons

between check and coupon recipients in the nutritional adequacy of food used from the home food

supply. A finding that the mean availability of a given nutrient equals or exceeds the R.DA by a

greater margin for one of the groups, than for the other should be interpreted as indicating that the

group for which the margin is larger is at less nutritional risk than the other group of having

inadequate food avaflab/I/ty. Although intakes below the R.DA for a nutr/ent are not necesaarfiy

inadequate, the risk of some individuals' having inadequate intakes increases as the mean intake for

their group faits further below the RDA. Likewise, the finding that the proportion of households

for which the availability of a nutrient equals or exceeds the RDA is greater for one group than for

the other should be interpreted in a similar relativistic fashion. The reader is cautioned to avoid

drawing absolute conclusions from these findinp about the number or pwponion of coupon or check

households that are at nutritional risk.

4. Food ,*nd Nonfood Expenditures

This section describes the measures used to assess the impact of cash-out on food and nonfood

expenditures. The measures arc: (1) expendina'es for food used at home, expenditures for food used

away/rom home, and total eapenditures for food, and (2) food and nonfood expenditure shar_.

sc Expenditures for Food Used at Home

The first measure of monthly expenditures for food used at home is the mont/u_ m_ va/ue of

purchased food used at home, which is based on information obtained from the main questionnaire.

Thi_ measure is based on the seven-day accounting of each individual purchased food item that was

used/rom the home food supply (that is, the use of purchased food over the seven-day recall period).

The money value of each reported food item that was purchased was computed aa the quantity used

multiplied by the unit price. We obtained the total money value of purchased food used at home per
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week by s,,mrning the money value over all of the purchased food items used. This figure was

converted to a monthly figure by multiplying the per-week amount by 4.3 weeks.

Note that, in this approach, the monthly money value of purchased food used at home ia a proxy

measure of the expenditures for food used at home per month. It differs from the true measure of

expenditures for food used at home per month in that: (1) foods enter the measure as they are used,

rather than as they are purchased by the household, and (2) the measure is based on a seven-day

accounting period, rather than on a monthly accounting period.

A second measure of food expenditures was available in the data scl This measure, obtained

during the household screener interview, was based on household reports of the total amounts of

money spent by household members on food at various types of stores. The two measures differ

substantially, with the mcan of c:tpenditurca as estimated f_arn the screener questions being

approximately 32 percent lower than the mean based on the detailed food-usc data. In addition, the

two measures lead to somewhat different analytic results.

We believe that the expenditures estimated on the basis of thc detailed food-usc data are in ali

likelihood the more accurate, for two principal reasons. First, a priori, the very detailed probing

sequences involved in asking the questions on food used seem likely to have elicited more a__t-curate

information than did the summary questions on overall monthly expenditures at various types of

stores. Second, as dia_ in Appendix II, the means estimated on the basis of the detailed food-

use data are much closer than the screener-based means to independent estimates of food

expenditures by low-income households compiled as part of the 1988-1989 Consumer Expenditure

Survey, conducted by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

In light of these factors, the analysis in the body of the report is based on household

expenditures as estimated using the detailed food-usc questions. We present results based on the

alternative measure in Appendix II.
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b. Expenditures for Food Used Away from Home

The measure of monthly expenditures for food purchased and consumed away from home,

moatMy _ for food usat away from home, is based on information from the main

questionnaire. This measure includes the household's reported total expcnditures (including any

applicable sales taxes and tips) for meals, snacks, and beverages that were eaten at restaurants, bars,

cafeterias, cafes, and fast food places during the seven days prig thc interviewJ 5 It also

includes the amount paid in the calendar month preceding the interview for reduced-price or full-

price school meals and for meals or snacks ___-eivedat a day care home or center (if thc payment for

thc food was separate from the payment for the care).

c. Total Expenditures for Food

Total monthly _forfood was r21culated by SUmming the money value of purchased food

used at home and expenditures for food used away from home.

It is important to point out a limitation associated with this measure of total food expenditures.

In particular, the survey methodologies used to me2sure expenditures for food used at home and food

used away from home differ. The measure of expenditures for food used at home is based on a

seven-day assisted recall of each purchased food item used from the home food supply, whereas

expenditures for food used away from home is based on a recall of the aggregate household

expenditures for food used away from home during the seven days preceding the household interview.

Therefore, because of the d/fferences in survey methodologies, aggregation of the two measures

(cx'pcnditures for food used at home and expenditures for food used away from home) is somewhat

problematic.

Despite this measurement problem, we have conducted a l/m/ted amount of analysis of total

cx'pcnditure_ for food. Readers should keep in mind thc limitations of these measures.

lSTotal expenditures for the seven days were multiplied by 4.3 weeks to convert the seven-day
amount to a monthly amount.
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d. Food and Nonfood Expenditures Shares

Households were asked in the household survey to recall expenditures during the previous month

for the following eight broad categories of nonfood items: shelter (housing and utilities), medical,

transportation, clothing, education, dependent care, recreation, and personal items. These data were

converted into expend/m_ shares. An expenditure share is the proportion of ail reported

expenditures allocated to a specific budget category (for example, a h°usehold's expenditure for

clothing divided by the total dollar amount of all of its reported expenditures). We computed

expenditure shares for total food (and separately for its components, food used at home and food

used away from home) and for the eight categories of nonfood items. When calculating mean budget

shares for food and nonfood expenditure categories, we used avera!wa of individual food stamp

household ratios.

D. DESCRIFIION OF THE SAMPLES OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

The survey of food stamp recipients was conducted with 1,226 households (613 check households

and 613 coupon households). Of these, 83 were homeless food stamp recipients, for whom no food-

use data were obtained. In addition, not all interviews yielded data that could be used to analyze the

impact of cash-out on food use. For a number of reasons related to data quality, some of the

interviews had to be omitted [rom this pan of the illl_iS. 16

This reduction produced a final sample of 1,078 households (542 check households and 536

coupon households) that could be used to analyze the impact of cash.out on food use and nutrient

availability. However, for analyses that did not depend on food-usc data, such as respondents'

l('For 48 households (22 check recipients and 26 coupon recipients), the food-use data coUeamd
in the interview were deemed of insufficientquality,because the interviewwasconducted more than
48 hours after the end of the seven-day referenc_ period, or because the _od-u._ data mistakealy
were collected for more than seven days. Another nine households were nonhouselceeping
households--that is, households that consumed fewer than ten meals at home during the reference

wceL Finally, eight households were in group homes, where food was prepared centrally for several
unrelated individuals; obtaining consistent data on the entire set of individuals who ate together was
not feas_le in these cases.
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attitudes toward check benefits, we used a larger sample, which contained all interviewed households

other than the homeless recipients, for a total of 1,143 households (572 household check and 571

coupon households). Data from the interviews of the homeless were tabulated separately and are

presented in Appendix G.

This section presents descriptive statistics for the sample of 1,143 nonhomeless households. (The

characteristics of the smaller sample used in the food-based analysis are virtually identical to those

of this larger sample.) With the notable exception of household size, the two samples of check and

coupon households have similar demographic and economic charactemtics. In the first part of this

section, we (m_unine the dism'bution of check and coupon households by household size. In the

second part, we examine the other demographic and economic characteristics of the households in

the two samples.

1. Household Size

In the top panel of Table I].2, we present the average size of the FCU computed in number of

persons, number of AMEs, and number of ENUs, separately for check and coupon households. The

most important finding concerning measures of household size as shown in the table stems from the

comparison of various measures between the two samples: the average coupon household is larger

than the average check household, irrespective of the measure used. The t-statistics in the last

column of the table show that, for each of these measure, the check-coupon difference in mean

values is statistically signi6cant. This result is unexpected, given that random methods were used in

both the original assignment of food stamp recipients to check or to coupon status and in the

subsequent selection of households to be pan of the data collection sample.

We considered three explanations for this result: (1) some procedural error could have occurred

at either stage of random ar_ignment, resulting in a nonrandom allocation of check and coupon

households according to a criterion systematically related to household size, (2) the two samples could

have had identical household size distributions at the time of selection, but differential attrition during
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TABLE II.2

MEASURES OF HOUSEHOLD SIZE AMONG CHECK
AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value Difference in Means

Measure of Household Size Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Umveighted Dam

Number of Persons in the

Food consumption unit 3.35 3,55 -0.20 .5.63 2.05'*

Food consumption unit in
adult male equivalents 2.37 2.50 -0.13 -5.20 1.71'

Food consumption unit tn
equivalent nutrition units 2.09 2.21 -0.12 -5.43 1.81'

Weighted Data

Number of Persons tn the

Food consumption unit 3..30 3.37 -0.07 -Z06 0.78

Food consumption unit tn
adult male equivalents 2.34 2.37 -0.03 -1.27 0.43

Food consumption unit in
equivalent nutrition units 2-06 2.10 -0,134 -1.90 0.63

SampleSize 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on aH differences shown in this table..

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 peru_nt confidence level, two*_ test.

.36



data collection could have made them different, and (3) the result could be due to chance-that is,

a particularly 'unlucky" sample draw may have occurred.

We intensively reviewed thc sample selection p.reccdures and found nothing that could have

produced the discrepancy observed in Table ll.Z Moreover, wc found that the discrepancy could not

have bccn produced entirely by differential attrition, be/au,sc a post-survey analysis of food stamp

case size information obtained from San Diego County case records showed that the size difference

had been present in the sample at the onset of data collection. Therefore, it appears that the

systematic difference in household size was the product of chance.

The size d/screpancy between check and coupon households has the potential to affect the

estimated effect of cash-out on food consumption, because household size is an hnportant

determinant of food consumption, l? On the other hand, household size appears to be the only

dimension along which check and coupon households differ 'sagnificantly, as shown in thc nc:a two

sections, there are no statistically s/gn/ficant differences between the two samples in the other

demographic and economic character/sties. Therefore, we dec/ded to lese/oohr the observations in

order to equalize the dism'bution of household size across the two samples. The reweighting was

accomplished by using weights that make the distribution by FSU s/zc in thc two samples equal to

thc distribution by FSU size in the entire San Diego caseload.

Dcta/ls on thc construction of the we/ghts are provided in Append/x B. Essentially, the

rcwcighting implies that observations with household sizes that were underrcprescnted in the sample

17Without a correction for the larger average size of coupon households, estimates of the effect
of cash-out on the money value of food used would be biased toward showing a neg_ effect of
cash-out: households receiving checks might appear to spend less on average than coupon
households simply because they are smaller on average, even if cash-out had no true impact. By
contrast, an cst/mate of the effect of cash-out onper cap/m (that is, per-AMB or per-ENU) food use
would be biased in a pos/_e direction. To understand the reason for the opposite sign of this bias,
note that per capita food use typically declines as the size of the household increases, bec__auseof the
presence of economics of scales in food purchasing and preparation. Because the sample of check
recipients contains relatively "too many' small households, the average per capita food use among the
check households in the sample would tend to be/dq_er than it would otherwise be. This bias could

offset or at least dilute a truc negative effect of cash-out on per capita food usc.
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arc counted somewhat more heavily in thc tabulations, whereas those with household sizes that were

°VCrrepresented are counted somewhat less heavily. Appendix B lists the weighting factors used for

various household sizes. In general, the variation in these weights is relatively small compared with

the degree of weighting that is usually needed in stratified samples. In particular, all of the weights

lie between .5 and 2, and a majority lie between .8 and 1.2. As discussed in Appendix B, the major

qualitative results reported in the body of the report are not sensitive to the weighting; however, in

some instances, the weighting affects the quantitative magnitude of some of the estimated effects.

The weighting, is used only in the tabulations of the data. Because the regression equations use

household size as a control variable, they have not been weighted.

The bottom panel of Table II.2 presents the same descriptive statistics as those shown in the top

panel, but they are weighted. Note that the reweighting slmost completely eqvRiiT_ the size of the

FCU between the two subsamples, ls

In the remainder of this section, to show the characteristics of the basic sample, we use

unweighted data to compare check and coupon households. However, in the subsequent chapters,

all tabulations are performed with weighted data.

2. Other Demographic and Economic _cs of C!m=k ami Coupon Households

The following subsections compare check and coupons households along dlmcmiom other than

household size, such as family composition, demographic characteristics of the "sampled person," and

economic characteristics of the household, t9 As discussed, check and coupon households were

similar along all of the demographic and economic dlmension_ under consideration.

lSWeighted tabulations of the basic sample characteristics appear in Appendix 13. For most
variables, the weighting makes relatively little difference. However, the weighting increases the
percentage of households ___ non-Aid to F,m_;es with Depcndgnt Children (AFDC) assistance
for check recipients. The change resulti-g from weighting is _t to make the check-coupon
difference for this variable statistically si!Mificant at the 90 percent confidence level

19The "sampled person' is the person in whose name the food stamp case is maintained. Most

of the demographic information was collected in the survey only for the sampled person; only the age
of and the relationship to the sampled person were collected for all household members.
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L Demographic Characteristics

Considering the demographic composition of the FCU for check and coupon households, only

about 2 percent of both check, and coupon households contain an elderly person (Table H _). This

finding is explained by the fact that, in California, recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

are issued their food stamp benefits in the form of an additional mount on their SSI check, rather

than as a scparau: food stamp benefit. Consequently, from an admini-qlrativc perspective, most elderly

food stamp recipients in California are not considered to be pan of a county's food stamp caseload.

Ninety-two percent of check households and 9'3 percent of coupon households contain children.

In both samples, about 75 percent of households with children are headed by a single parent. Of

check recipients, about 7'/percent of sampled persons are female, and 25 percent are married. Of

coupon recipients, 79 percent arc female, and 22 percent are married. These differences are not

statistic,ally significant.

About 13 percent of sampled persons in check households and 12 percent in coupon households

were employed at the time of the interview. The percentage of sampled persons less than 35 years

of age is about three percentage points larger among coupon households than among check

households. However, these differences are not statistically sig-i6cant at conventional leveh.

Sampled persons in check households and coupon households are also similar in their educational

status. About 17 percent of sampled persons in check households and 15 percent in coupon

households completed no more than eight grades of school. F'dty-s/x percent of check households

completed high school, compared with 58 percent of coupon households.

The proportions of Asians and Hispanics in the two samples arc relatively similar. The coupon

households contain about three percentage points more blacks and about three percentage points

fewer non-Hispanic whites.
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TABLE II.3

DEMOORAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS
(Percentage of Households)

Percentage Difference in Percentages

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Composition of the Food
Consumption Unit

Contains Elderly 1.92 2.28 -036 .15.35 0.42

Contains Children 91.78 93.17 -139 .1.49 0.89

Single parent 75.05 76.32 -1.27 -1.66 0.48
TWo parents 24.95 23.68 1.27 5.36 0.48

CImractertstks oarthe Sampled
Person

Female 77.27 78.81 -1-54 -1.95 0.63

Mamed 24.65 22.07 2.58 11.69 1.03

Employed 12.59 12.43 0.16 1.21 0.08

Less than 35 Years Old 63.99 67.25 -3.26 -4.85 I. 16

Education

Did not complete
elementary school 16.78 14.71 2.07 14.07 0.96

Completed elementary
school 27.45 27.50 .0.05 .0.18 0.02

Completed high school 55.59 57.79 -2.20 -3.81 0.75

Race and Ethnicity

Asian 12.41 11.03 1.38 12.51 0.72

Hispanic 31.47 32.22 .0.75 -2.36 0.27
Black (not Hispanic) 19.76 23.12 -3.36 .14.53 1.38
White (not Hispanic) 34.27 31.52 2.74 8.69 0.99
Other 2.10 2.10 0.(30 0.00 0.00

Sample Size 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Om Demonstration, honsehoM survey, unweighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all differences shown in this table; none was statistically
significant.
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b. Economic Characteristics

This section compares the economic situation of check households and coupon households. As

with the demographic characteristics, the two samples of check and coupon households have similar

economic characteristics.

During the interview, respondents were asked whether the adults in the households had received

income during the previous month from each of 17different sources, including earnings from a job

or self-employment, several types of retirement/ncome, and benefits from a number of government

transfer programs. When an income source was reported, the respondent was asked about the

amount received during the month. Respondents were also asked to report the amount of their food

stamp benefits. To obtain the total cash income for the FCU, we s,mened the amounts of cash

income from all sources for ali of the individuals in the FCU.

During a preliminary analysis of thc income data, we noticed that a large fraction of check

recipients misreported their AFDC and food stamp benefit amounts (see Appendix C for an

explanation of this finding). To address this problem, we replaced the serf-reported amounts for both

types of income with the amounts obtained from the food stamp office's administrative records for

the interview month. To avoid treating observations differently according to their treatment or

control status, we made this replacement for both check and coupon rccipients_ For households

containing more than one FCU or AFDC unit, we made the replacement only for the 'primary" unit-

that is, for the FCU that was sampled to [;articipate in the study. Therefore, the total AFDC benefit

for an FCU might be the sum of one "official" amount and one or more self-reported amounts. The

same is true for the total food stamp benefit amount.

Table II.4 compares the economic circumstances of check and coupon households. Total

monthly cash income for the FCU averages about $880 for both check and coupon recipients.

Almost 20 percent of check households and almost 22 percent of coupon households receive wage

and salary tamings, with slightly higher average earnings by check recipients. However, none of these
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TABLE II.4

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Monthly Cash Income $872.95 $888.10 -15.15 -1.73 0.50

Percent Receiving Earned
Income 19.76 21.89 -2.13 -9.78 0.89

Amount of Earned Income
(recipients only) $632.03 $600.20 31.83 5.30 0.44

Percent Recenring AFDC 87..59 88.97 -1.38 -1.55 0.72

Amount of AFDC Benefits

(recipients only) $658.88 $6.58_58 0.30 0.05 0.02

Percent Receiving Other
Public Assistance 17.83 15.76 2.07 13.13 0.94

Amount of Public Assistance

Benefits (recipients only) $466._ $510.44 -44.17 -8.65 1.06

Food Consumption Unit
Monthly Food Stamp
Benefits $116.20 $116.46 -0.26 -0.22 0.07

Ratio of Monthly Food
Stamp Benefit to Monthly
Cash Income Plus the

Food Stamp Benefit a 11.75 11.59 0.16 1.38 NA

Percent Paying Rent 97.73 97.72 0.01 0.00 0.00

Amount of Rent Paid $404.26 $402.71 135 0.38 0.14

Sample Size 572 571
i

SOURCE:Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
unweighted tabulations.

NOTE: Monthly cash income figures exclude cash Food Stamp Program benefits.

Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all differences shown in this table; none was
found to be statistically significant.

aCalculated as the sum of all food stamp benefits in the sample divided by the sum of all food stamp
benefits plus income in the sample.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; NA - not applicable.
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differences is statistically significant. It is also useful to characterize the economic situation of check

and coupon households according to the households' rental status and rent expenditures. Almost 98

percent of both check and coupon households pay rent and spend an average of about $400 Der

month on rent.

Almost 90 percent of both groups of households receive AFDC benefits. Thc average monthly

amount of AFDC benefits ($659) is virtually identical for thc two samples. Eighteen percent of chcck

households and 16 percent of coupon households receive other forms of public assistance (SSI,

General Assistance, and Housing Assistance). However, this difference is not statistically si?i_cant.

Thc average amount of the food stamp benefit is virtually identical in the two samples-about

$117. This similarity implies that other factors, resulting in larger food stamp net income, must

counterbalance the larger size of coupon households, which by itself would produce a larger food

stamp benefit amount. The average ratio of food stamp benefits to total income (inclusive of food

stamp bcncfits) is about 12 percent in both samples.
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In. THE EFFE_ OF CASH-OUT ON HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE,
NUTRIENT AVA/LABrLITY, AND PERCEPTIONS

OF FOOD ADEQUACY

A central issue in the San Diego Cash-Out Demomtration Evaluation (and in the other cash-out

smd/m) is whether converting the benefit form f_m food stamp coupom to chec_ reduces

household food use and the nutrients provided by food used at home. In this chapter, we use data

from the survey of check and coupon homeholds to assess the impact of cash-out on household food

use, nutrient availability, and food adequacy in San Diego. The homehold survey obtained detailed

data from respondents' on the types, quantities, and prices of foods used at home during the week

preceding the intervi_, on respondeau' use of other program and nonprogrnm sources of food; and

on respondents' perceptions of the adequacy of their households' food Impplies. The analyses of the

impact of cash-out on household food usc, nutrient svallab_ty, and food adequacy entail presea_g

sample mean values for check and coupon households separately and conducting formal difference-of-

means tests to compare outcomes.

The chapter is organized into three sections. Section A descn'bes the findings on the impact of

cash-out on the money value, kinds, and quantities of food used at home. Section B discusses the

impact of cash-out on the availability of nutriems fi'om food used at home. Section C descn'bes the

findings on the impact of cash-out on respondents' perceptiom of the adequacy of their home food

supplies.

A. THE MONEY VALUE AND TYPES OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Because check benefits may be used to purchase any good or service, converting the benefit form

from coupons to checks may induce households in the Food Stamp Program (FSP) to purchase less

food, thereby leading to reduced levels of nutrition in the households' memben. Such an effect

would undermine a major objective of the FSP. The San Diego household survey was designed to

provide information on the impact of cash-out on food usc, especially on the money values of both
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purchased and nonpurchased food used at home. (Nonpurchased food includes food received as a

gift, food obtained from a food bank, food obtained by redeeming a Special Supplemental Food

Program for Women, Infants, and Children [WIC]voucher, and food _rece__ivedas payment for work. l)

This section uses information from the survey to investigate the effects of cash-out on the money

value of food used at home and on the kinds and quantifies of food used.2

1. The Money Value of Food Used at Home

We begin by discussing the impa_t of cash-out on the money values of purchased and

nonpurchased food used at home during the seven days _pre,_t_ thc interview;,we also discuss the

impact on the sum of those values-the money value of all food used at home. Three meamm= are

used in the discussion. In Section III.AA.a, to discuss the findings, we use the money _/_ _'food

mat at home per hotoe/ugd, which is simply thc total money value of fzxxi used from the household

food supply. In Section rrtA. l.b, we ,*vamlne tWOmeasures that adjust tho monoy value of food used

at home for family size and composition: (1) the mone2 _ qffood mm/at home pm' adMt

equivalent(AME), and (2) the money valueof'food used at home pm' equim!_ nun,Mort unit (ENIY)?

To summ_"izc the _lldill_S, th_ IHI_IS Ofthemoney value of food used by check and coupon

households indicates that cash-out reduced the money value of/mn:imm/food used at home by about

7 percent. The analysis also indicates that check households used somewhat more n/m_tehmmdfood

than did coupon households. The increase in the use of nonpurchased food by check households

partially off:set the impact of cash-out on the use of afl food used at home, relative to its impact on

the use of purchased food. We _matp_ that the money value of an food used at home was roughly

IFmdings from the household survey on the rel/ance of check rec/p/cnts on food banks, gift/pay
food, and surplus co,,,,-odi_es are presented in the final section of this chapter.

hms evaluation also assessed the impact of cash-out on nonimd comum_on behavior. Section
A of Chapter IV presents the results of that assessment.

_See Chapter IL Section C.2, for descriptions of the umcaled and scaled measures of the money
value of food used at home..
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4.5 to 6.5 percentage points less for check households than for coupon households. 4 We found no

evidence indicating that the reduction in food used at home was accompanied by an off:setting

increase in the consumption of food used away fn)m home.

n. Money Value of Food Used at Home per Household

Thc cash-out of food stamp benefits in San Diego reduced the money value of purchased food

used at home, but the reduction was offset somewhat by the fact that check households in the sample

comumed more nonpurchased fixxl used at home th.,, did coupon households. Thus, the estimated

reduction by cash-out of the total money value of food used at home per household was less than the

estimated reduction in the money value of purchased food used at home.

Table I_.1 shows that the money value of_m_nmnffood am_fat _mse was _5.17 less per week

for check households than for coupon households ($63.94 versus $69.11). With a one-tailed test, this

reduction is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence imml. The value of n0n_food

us_ at home by check households was $0.36 IP'eaterper week than that used by coupon households

($4.06 versus $3.70); however, this d,_m_nce is not sm 't_ significant. Thus, ovm-an, che_.k

households used food that was worth an average of $4.82 less per week than that used by coupon

households ($68.00 versus S72.82). This reduct/on, which equals 6.6 percent of the dollar value of

household food used per week by coupon households, is statistically significant at the 95 percent

confidence level, with a one-tailed test.

4_en assessing these findings, note that they are based on a measure of food expenditures
derived from detailed surv_ information on the foods used by households during the seven days
preceding the interview. The survey data set also contains a second measure of fxmd expendittn'es,
one based on respondent estlmntes of the amounts of money spent at various types of food stores
during the month before the interview. As r,_-'ponedin Chapter IV and Appendix H, this measure
docs not show that cash-out results in ally decrease in household food czponditures. We have
focused most of the analysis on the expenditures measure derived fzom the deta/led recall of food
use; for reasons discussed in detail in Chapter IV and Appendix H, we believe that this measure is
the more accurate measure of household food expenditures.
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TABLE Ilia

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

(In Dollars)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Measure of Weekly Food Use Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Money Value of Food Used m
Home

Purchased food 63.94 69.11 -5.17 -7.48 2.09"

Nonpurchased food 4.06 3.70 036 9.73 0.56
All fooc_ used at home 68.00 72.82 -4.82 -6.62 1.88"

Money Value of Food Used at
!iome per ENU

Purchased food 33.28 35.70 -2.42 -6.78 2.45 rt

Nonpurchased food 2.67 1.93 0.74 38.34 2.06 _
All food used at home 35.95 37.63 -1.68 -4.46 1.62'

Money Value of Food Used at
itome per AME

Purchased food 29.63 31.82 -2.19 -6.85 2.35 rt

Nonpurchased food 2.19 1.73 0.46 26.59 1.57'
All food used at home 31.83 33.55 -1.72 -5.13 1.78rt

SampleSize 542 536

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on aH check-coupon differences shown in this
table.

Table K. 1 in Appendix K presents median values of the variables shown in this table.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME - adult male equivalent.

tStatistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
rtStatistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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b. Scaled Measures of the Money Vatlne of Food Used at Home

The money value of food used at home per household does not take into account either the size

of the household or its age-gender compmition. The measure also does not consider the proportion

of meals consumed from the household food supply. In this section, we report findings that are based

on the AME- and ENU-scaled measures of the money value of food used at home. However, we

focus on the results for the HNU-scaled measme., because this measure controls for both household

size and composition and the proportion of meals eaUm from the home food supply. The AME.

scaled measure conUols only for household size and compogfion.

Table HL1 shows that the money value of_foog mat at/lame per ENU was $2.42 less

per week for check than for coupon house,holds ($33_8 versus $31.70). However, the money value

of nonpu_.hasa/food mini at kome per _ was $0.74 more per week for check than for coupon

households ($2.67 versus $1.93). Thus, overall, check households used food that was worth an

average of $1.68 less per week per ElqlJ than that used by coupon households ($35.95 veraus $37.63).

This reduction equals 4.5 percent of the dollar value of household food used per week per ENU by

coupon households. All of the check-coupon differences cited in this paralpaph are statistically

significant at either the 90 percent or 95 percent confidence levels,with a one-tailed teal s'6

SFor the money value of food used per ENU and for other key outcome variables discussed
subsequently in this chapter, we used 'lllmmed' _ of the variables to conduct alternative "robust"
tests for check-coupon differences. To conduct these tests, we lust en_luded f_om our calculations
of means the 1 percent of check and coupon cases having the highest values and the 1 percent having
the lowest values of the variable in question. We subsequently increased the tri,,,,,,i,,g to 5 percent
bom each tail of the c!lstn_ution. The puqmse of the t_immlnl[ was tO make our statistical inferences
less sensitive to cases with extreme values of food usage. Such values may have been misreported
or miscodext. We found that, with the 1 pemmt ll'immin_ the che_:k-coupon di_.ll_ in means
reported in this chapter perslsu-.gin the trimmed means. In addition, the results of _ests of statistical
significance were generally the same, whether based on trimmed or tltlltFimmedmeal_. The in_
in trimming fl_m 1 percent of cases in each tat'] to 5 pefce_t had DO

6The regression-adjusted estimates of the effect of cash-out on the money value of purchased
food used at home per ENU, of nonpuv:hased food used at home per ENU, and of all food used at
home per ENU have the same _ and are dose in mapgm_ and sta 'lzsticalsigl_ficance W the
simple-difference-in.means estimates. The regression-adjusted mean value of the money value of
.vu_haredfood usedat homeper ENU was $2.45 less per week for check than for coupon households;

(continued_.)
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Of particular concern is whether cash-out affects food use by food stamp recipients who tend

to use relatively low amounts of food and who, therefore, are presumably at greatest nutritional risk.

To examine this issue, we compared food use for different quartiles of households, as defined by their

food use per HNU. Cash-out had no discemable effect on the use of food at home per ENU by

households that are in the lower end of the clistn3ufion of food use. Figure K. 1 in Appendix K

shows that the cumulative d/stn'but/ons of the money value of food used at home per ENU are

virtually identical for check and coupon households up to the 25th percentile, after which they begin

to diverge. The greatest d/vergence in the two d/str/bu_m h in the third and fourth quartiles. ?

We observed a similar pattern when we used the _ed measure of the money value of

food used at home. Check households used total food worth an average of $31.83 per week per

AME, compared with $33.$$ for coupon households. The t4tatistic indicates that the check-coupon

d/fi_rence of $1.72 per week per AM]/is statistically s'qlaifimnt at the 95 percent confidence level,

with a one-tailed test. F._mlnlng the separate components (purchased and nonputchased food used

at home) shows that cash-out reduced the money value of purchased food used at homo by $2.18 per

week per AMF=,but that check households increased their cons-mption of nonpurchased food used

at home by $0.46 per week per AME. The former check-coupon household difference is sign/ficant

at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed teat; the latter _ is significant at the 90

percent confidence level

As noted, the ENU scaling cont_is for any ,-hnnges that might have occurred in the percentap

of meals eaten away from home. The fact that, in Table ffI_l, the mean value of this variable is

6(_continued)
the t-statistic equals 2.61. The _-adjusted mean value of the money value of nentew'etm_/
fooduas/at homeper ENO was$0.53moreper weekfor daeck than for couponhouseholds;the t-
statistic equals 1.51. Overall, the regression-adjust_ estimatm imply that check households used food
worth an average of $1.93 less pet week pet HNU than th,,_ used by coupon households (t-statist/o
equals 1.96). See Appendix E, Tables E.3 _ F..5, for the t_/on estlmnt_,

?Append/x K also provides the median values for the money value of food used per ENU and
the other variables in Table ffl_l (see Table K.1).
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si_iflcantly lower for check recipients than for coupon recipients tells us that the reduction in the

value of food used at home is lariely due to a reduction in the value of food used at home per meal,

rather than to a shift to a higher proportion of meals eaten away from home. Additional evidence

about this effect is provided in a later chapter, in which we show that cash-out had no significant

effect on thc percentage of meals eaten from the household food supply (Chapter IV, Table IV.l).

e. Money Vnlue of Purchased Food Used ns a Pereentnge of the Food Stamp Benefit Amount

We calculated the money value of purchased food used at home as a percentage of the food

stamp benefit. If the money value of purchased food used by a household does not exceed the value

of its food stamp benefit, this measure is less than or equal to 100 percent. Under this condition, a

coupon household m/ght prefer to reduce its food consumption and to increa_ its nonfood

consumption, but is prevented from doing so by the form of its food stamp benefit. Such a household

is said to be "constrained" in its consumption behavior by the coupon form of its food stamp benefit.

A constrained household is likely to respond to food stamp cash-out by diverting some of its food

stamp benefit away from the purchase of food and toward the purchase of nonfood items.

The concept of "constraint" can be clarified by considering an unconstrained household. A

coupon household that purchases food having a money value in excess of its food stamp benefit

amount Coy using some of its cash income to purchase food) is said to be 'unconstrained" in its

consumption behavior by the form in which it receives its food stamp benefit. Even in the absence

of cash-out, such a household could reduce its consumption of food and increase its consumption of

nonfood items, if it wished, by cutting back on its cash purchases of food and using the money saved

to increase its nonfood purchases. C.viven the exhtence of that opt/on, even under coupon issuance,

we would not expect an unconstrained household to change its consumption behavior in response to

cash-ouL

Because constrained households are likely to alter their consumption behavior in response to the

increased fiem_/l/ty afforded by check benefits, whereas unconstrained households are not, the money
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value of purchased food used as a percentage of the food stamp benefit for coupon households is,

in principle, an indicator of the size of the impact that cash.out might have on food consumption and

nutrient availability.

We computed the percentage of coupon households for which the money value of purchased

food used at home is (1) less than 100 percent of the food stamp benefit, (2) between 101 percent

and 110 percent of the food stamp benefit, and (3) greater than 110 percent of the food stamp

benefit. To allow for errors in the reporting of food use, we classified coupon households with a

money value of purchased food used at home that is less than or equal to 110 percent of the food

stamp benefit as possibly being "constrained" by the form of their benefit.

Table UI_2 shows that 94 percent of coupon households have a money value of purchased food

used at home that is greater than 110 percent of their food stamp benefit. Thus, 6 percent of the

coupon households are possibly constra/ned by the form of the food stamp benefit. Therefore, on

the basis of this evidence, we conclude that the great majority of coupon households are not

constrained, which is consistent w/th the relatively modest effects reported prev/ously.

2. Kinds of Food Used at Home

This sect/on investigates whether the reduction in the money value of food used at home per

ENU associated w/th food stamp cash-out is evenly distn'buted across all foods, or whether it is

concentrated in a subset of foods. We base thi._analysis on 32 food groups. Thirty-one of the groups

are defined in the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA); the TFP

is the least costly of the USDA's four family food plans (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Human

Nutrition Information Serv/ce, 1983). The monthly cost of purchns/ng the TFP foods is the bash for

thc food stamp allotment standard. The one non-TFP food group that we consider is alcoholic

beverages. Although food stamp regulations prohibit the use of food coupons to purchase alcoholic

beverages, redpients might usc cash to purchase them.
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TABLE 111.2

MONEY VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD USED AT HOME AS A PERCENTAGE

OF THE HOUSEHOLD'S FOOD STAMP BENEFIT

Comparison of Weekly Food Stamp Benefit with Money Value
of Purchased Food Used at Home Coupon

Percent of Households for Which the Money Value of Purchased
Food Used at Home Is

<100 percent of food stamp benefit a 4.76

101 percent to 110 percent of food stamp benefit a 1.46

>110 percent of food stamp benefit 93.77

Sample Size 536

SouRce: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

aThese households are potentially constrained by the issuance of food stamp benefits as coupons.
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We begin this investigation by examining the effects of food stsmp cash-out on the quantity, in

pounds, of food used, by food group. We then examine the effects of cash-out on the money value

of food used, by food group, and on each food group's share of the money value of all food used

from the home food supply. All outcome measures have been converted to a "per-ENU" basis.

To summarize the findings, cash-out resulted in a reduction of 5.6 percent in the quantity of all

food used at home per ENU; this reduction is about one percentage point less than the reduction

in the money value of food used at home per F,NU. The reductions in food quantities and money

values were not evenly distributed across all food groups. Apprmimately one-third of the 32 food

groups that we considered showed no reduction in tither the quantity or the money value of food

used, whereas another one-third of the food groups showed reductions in food quantities or money

values of approximately 10 percent or more. Cash-out resulted in large reductions in food quantities

and money values for several groups of higher-priced foods.

a. Quantity of Food Used, by Food Group

For all foods combined, check recipients reported using 5.6 percent fewer pounds of food than

did coupon recipients. This difference is statistically si?ificant at the 95 percent confidence level,

with a one-ta/led test. s Table HL3 lists the 31 TI_ food groups plus alcohol/c beverages and shows

that the food-quantity response to cash-out was qu/te unevenly distn'buted across the groups.

Beca_ check recipients have reduced their overall quantity of food used, it is not surprising

that, in Table ITIR, the largest estlmnt.a changes in the quantity of food used, by food group, and

the only statistically significant estlmnt_d changes, are reductions in food use by check recipients. Of

the seven food groups for which the estimated check-coupon difference in food use is statistically

sign/ficant, the one w/th the largest absolute estlmnted reduction is oth_ (0.69 pounds), and the

awe hypothesized that, ff cash-out has any effect on ali food used at home, it is to reduce total

at-home food use. Cdven this hypothesis, a one-tailed test is appropriate. However, given that we
generally have no prior hypotheses about the effects of cash-out on the use of food from individual
food groups, two-tailed tests of such effects are appropriate.
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TABLE HL3

OUA_rlTrY OF FOOD USED AT HOM_, BY FOOD OROU_
On Pounds per W_ _ ENO0

Mean Value Difference in Means

Fond Group (::beck Coupon Absolu_ Pe2_entqe t-Stamtic

Vegetables, Fruit

Potatoes 1.14 1.29 -0.15 -1221 1.67'
High-nument vegetables 1.9J 1.86 0.05 2.62 0.39
Other vegetables 2.26 2..23 0.03 1..33 0.24
Minutes, mostly vegetables; condiments 0.40 0.35 0.05 13.7'7 1.28
Viutmin -C-rich fntit 2.10 1.97 0.13 6.68 0.78
Other fruit 3.87 4.56 -0.69 -15.11 2.030*

Gruln Products

Whoie-$rMn_-h'ber bt'mkfast eem_ 0.30 0.34 -0.04 -14.16 1.78'
Other bmtkf, mt eem_ 0.35 0.38 -0.03 -6.26 0_3
Whoa_-nber nom-,meat.t_

pasta . 0.10 0.07 0.03 31.$3 0.66
Other flour, meal, ri_, pasta 1.8'7 1.78 0.09 .5.42 0.73
Whole-fzlin/high-fi beF h'ead 0.39 0.41 -0,02 -3.45 0.35
Other bfimd 030 0.80 0.(X) 0.00 0.05
Bakery l_nx:Jucts,not bread 0.7'2 0.82 .,0.10 -12.75 1.79'
Grain mbaures 0.41 0.36 00S 14.81 1.29

Milk, Cbms_ Ct_mm

Milk, yosun 8.49 8.93 -0._ .4.99 1.01
(_eese 0.46 0.52 -0.06 -11-_0 1.68'
Cream; mmuru, May milk 0.70 0.73 ,,0.03 -.S.09 053

Meat and Altaruatlvm

Lower-cmt red ments, variety meats 1.74 1.68 0.06 4.17 0.67
Higber-onst red meats, variety meats 1.09 1.37 -0.28 -20.30 2.69°.
Poultry 1.115 1,86 -0.01 -0.61 0.10
F,eh, zhe!lfish 0.61 0.66 -0.05 -6.28 0.59
Bacon, sausa_ iuncbonn meats 0,88 1.01 -0.13 -12.53 1.96°0
Eggs 0.74 0.80 -0.06 -7.63 1.53
Dry beam, peas, lentils 0.42 0.39 0.03 7.78 0.67
Mirtures. mostly meat, poultry, fish, egg,

legume 0.S8 0.68 -0.10 -15.14 1.49
Nuts, peanut butter 0.18 0.20 -0.02 -11.35 1.08

Other FoodJ

Fats, oils 0.78 0.82 -0.04 -5,88 1.06
Sugar, sweeu 1.15 1.21 -0.06 -4.88 0.76
Seasoninp 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.09
Soft drinks, punches, ades 4.59 $.16 -0.57 -10.88 1.60
Coffee, tea 0.10 0.09 0.01 4.94 0.35
Alcohol 0.30 0.39 -0.09 -23.26 0.90

Total, AJl Food 41.24 43.71 -2.47 -5.60 2.06tt

SampkSize 542 536

SOua_' Evaluation of the San Diego Food Sump Caah-Out Demonstration, weighted mbulaUom.

NOTE; Two-tailed statistical tests mm_ pe_orm_ on ali dmck.cou_n dl_enmem shown in this mb_ with the em:eption of the difference
for "Total, All Food,' for wl_ch a one-tailed test was performed.

ENU - equNnlcut nutrition unit.

· Statistically significant at the 90 pell::ent_ J_ twa,4Lalledtest.

t; °Sta.tistical_, signifi_nt at the _ percent confidence level, two-rafted t'"'t.
Statistically $1f_llliflcalll fsi the 95 ID_t _e_ JeW O_-[d_d trot.
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one with the largest estimated percentage reduction is td_ red _ and mr/e0, meats (20

percent). In total, for 11 food groups, the estimated percentage reduction in the quantity of food

used by check recipients relative to that by coupon redpients is 10 percent or more. The finding that

the reductions in the use of foods from certain groups are especially large re/nforc_ the conclusion

that cash-out affected the dism'bution of food use across food groups, as well as the overall quantity

of food used.

F/ye of the seven food groups for which check recipients used s/?i6cantly less food than did

coupon recipients had average costs per pound in excess of the average for ali foods. This finding

suggests that cash-out may have induced a shift away from more costly foods. However, the evidence

on this point is mixed, because check recipients also reported signiScanfiy less use of foods from two

groups with lower-than-average costs per pound: potato_ and oth_fm/t. 9

Despite the overall reduction in food use associated w/th cash-out, the survey data/nd/cate that

check recipients used more food than did coupon reSpients from 11 of the 32 food groups; however,

none of the estimated increases is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level The

largest absolute estimated/ncrease in food use is for damydn-C-dch_ (0.13 pounds), and the

largest estimated percentage increase in food use is for w_!e-gminlhigh..f_b_l_mr, meal, rice, and

pasta (32 percent).

b. Money Vaim of Food Used, by Food Group

The estimated effects of cash-out on the money value of food used at home, by food group, arc

presented in Table IlL4. The basic pattern of these effects is sln_ar to that obtained using the fixxi-

quantity outcome measure:.

_I'ne average cost per pound of aHfood used by the survey respondents was $026. The average
cost per pound of food from each of the seven food groups fro' which check redpients used
significantly less food than did coupon recipients was as follows: p0mm_, $0.40;,oduwjS'u/t, $0.50;
whole-grain/high-fiberbm_a.rt cm_Is , $2.2_,bake_p_, natbread,$Z0'2;dse_, $Z43; b/gher-cvst
redmea_ andvar/etymea_,$2.12;and bacvn,sausa_ and/uncbeonmere, $1.74.
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TABLE III.4

MONEY VALL_ OF FOOD USI_ AT HOME, BY FOOD GROUP
0n _t_ per w_t Vet_

Mean Value _ in Means

Food Group _ Coupon Absolute Peroentall e t-Sta_stic

Vqlembles, Fl'alt

Potatoes 0.46 0.52 -0.06 .10.99 1.44
High-nutriem vegetables 1.21 1.22 -0.01 .0.84 0.13
Other vegetables 1.61 1.55 0.06 3.75 0.68
Mi:nu.,_ molly Vglp_bles; .condiments 0.64 0.56 0.08 13.22 1.11
Vitamin-C-rich h'mt 1.09 1.11 .0.02 -1.39 0.18
Other fruit 1.96 2.2'/ -0.29 -12.78 2.0'7"

Grakn Products

Wheel-fiber bteakfa_ cereals 0.65 0.76 .0.11 -14.41 1.74°
Other breakfast cereals 0.90 1.00 -0.10 -10.08 1.37
Wbole_-fiber ilour, meal rk_

pasta 0.09 0.10 -0.01 -5.15 0.26
Other _ui, meat, flee, lmm 1-24 1.17 0.07 5,69 0.85
Whole.jgrain_lgh-§ber brmd 037 034 0.03 8.48 0.76
Other bread 0.74 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.05
Bake_ producu, not hem 1.48 1.63 -0.15 -9.15 1.17
Orain mixtures 0_2 0.47 0.05 11.60 1.04

Mill yogurt 3.16 3.O9 0.07 2.05 0.27
Cheese 1.12 1,24 .4).12 -9.110 1.48
Cream; mixtures, mestly milk 039 034 0.03 5.67 0.63

Meat and Mtematlves

Lower-o0st red meat_ variety meats 2.81 2.62 0.19 7.25 1.26
I-tigher-c_t red meam, variety m_ts 2.36 2.86 -0.50 -I7.54 2.49"
Poultry 1.96 2.04 -0.08 -3.54 0.60
F'tsb,shellfish 1.48 1.49 -0.01 -1.07 0.10
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.52 1.76 -0.24 -13.56 2.03"
F-ap O69 0.75 -0_6 -7.8O 134
Dry beans, peas, lentils 0.29 0.26 0.03 11.85 1.02
Mbaures, mmtly meat,poult_, _ egg,

legume 1.95 2.11 -0.16 -7.60 0.60
Nuu, peanut butter 0.35 0.38 -0.03 -8.53 0.79

Other Fooas
dF

Fats, oils 0.'79 0.85 -0.06 .6.88 1.13
Sugar.sweets 1.15 1.28 -0.13 -10.51 1.49
Semonmp 0.01 0.00 0.01 35.78 0.33
Soft dnnks, punc.bes, ades 1.65 1.95 -0.30 -15.17 2.47 ,°
Co, ce. tea 0.39 0.33 0.06 16.61 1.17
Alcohol 0.40 0.32 0.(_ 25.41 0,74

ToUd, AU Food 35.95 37.63 -LIB -4.46 1.62t

Sample Sine 542 536

SOORC_ Evmluation of the San Diego Food Stamp r-,h.Out Demomtratioa, Weil_Ued tabulaLkms.

Note: Two-tailed tern _m performed on -n dm:k. mupm diffeancn shown in this lable, with the eln.-ptim ot the d_et_ for
"Toud, All Food,' for which a one4ailed lest was perfotmmL

ENU ,. equivalent nutrition unit.

°Statistically silPdfiamt at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
*'Statistically significant at the 95 pen:eatcolffideace level, two-tailed test.
tStat"tica!ly significant at the 90 peroent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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· For roughly one-third of the 32 food groups, we estimate that cash-out increased the
money value of food used at home; however, the estimates are statistically insignificant.

· For another one-th/rd of the food groups, we estimate that cash-out reduced the money
value of food used at home by less than 9 percent; however, these estimates are also not
statisticaUy significant.

· For another one-third of the food groups, we estimate that cash-out reduced the money
value of food used at home by 9 percent or more; one-half (five) of these estimates are

statistically siL,nificant.

For four food groups, the est/mated effects of cash-out on food used at home are negative and

statistically significant, whether the outcome measure is the quantity of food used in pounds or the

money value of food used. Those four groups are: (1) otherfru/t, (2) wko/e-gra/n/_-_ breatfa_

cerea/s, (3) h/gher-o_t red meats and var/_ meats, and (4) bacon, sausa_ amt/une, h_n meats. The

presence on this list of the latter two groups is additional evidence that cash-out may have caused

a shift from higher-priced foods.

e. Share of Money Vldue of Food Used, by Food Greap

The two measures that we have just ,_rsmlned incorporate the effects of cash-out on both the

overall level of food use and the distn'bution of food use across food groups. In this section, we

factor out the overall effect of cash-out and consider only its distributional effects. Our outcome

measure is the percentage of the total money value of food used at home that is accounted for by

each of the 32 food groups.

Be.ca_e the share of the money value of food used is an outcome measure that factors out the

effect of cash-out on the overall level of food use, we anticipated that the number of food groups for

which the estimated value of this measure is larger for check redpients than for coupon recipients

would approximately equal the number of groups for which it is smaller. The findings presented in

Table IIL5 confiqn Our expec-tatiom the check-coupon ditference in the estlmA*_ share of the

money value of food used is positive for 19 food groups and is negative for 13.
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TABLE

SHARE OF MONEY VALIJE OF FOOD USED AT HOME
('Percent of Total Money Value of Food Used)

Mean Vfdue l:)i_,,.,,_ in bieam

Food Group Check Coupon Absolute percenutge t.Smtistic

Vegembks, Fruit

PcUtocs 1..:34 1.41 -0,07 -4.96 0.66
]..Ugb-nutrtcnt vegetables 3.50 3.32 0.18 $.42 0.84
Other vege_bles 4_57 4.16 0.41 10.10 2.14'*
Mixturm, me4tly vegemblm; ooedime_u 1.66 1.39 0.27 18.71 1.86°
Vitamin-C-rich fruit 3.09 2.88 0.21 7.29 0.98
Other fruit 5.49 5.74 -0.25 -4.18 0.82

Gndn Products

Vt/'hok_-l_ffi_li_ieh-*fiba' bt"esId,_ _ 1.83 2.01 -0.18 -8.96 1.12
Other bt'eak/mt ,-,-reals 2.59 2.78 -0.19 -7.19 1.02
_*fiber flour, _

prom 0.26 0.2S 0.01 4.00 0.12
Other flour,-meal, rk_ !mm 3.63 3.41 0.22 6.16 1.07
Whole-8mtnag_-Bbut bread 1.07 0.98 0.09 9.18 0.73
Other Ixead 2.13 2.04 009 4.41 0.65
Bakery peoduc_ not bread 383 4.14 -oil 7.49 1.14
Gram mixtures 1.58 1.28 0.30 23.44 2.04**

M!_ _ Crmm

Milk, yogurt 8.74 8.4i 0.33 3.92 0.70
om_ 3.14 3.34 -0.2o -5.99 0.95
Cream; m_ut_ merely i 2.38 2.16 0.22 10.18 1.16

Meet end AllerneUv_

Lower-cmt red meats, varimy meals 8_33 7_0 0.83 11.07 2.09'*
Higber-cmt red mea_ variety meals 6.53 7.52 -0.99 -13.16 2.08*0
Poultry 5.88 $.68 0.20 3.52 0.59
F'mh, d_dlfisb 4.01 3.91 0.09 2.56 0.25
B_on, mumge, luncheon meals 4.30 4.67 -0.37 -7.92 1.41
Eggs 2.07 2.22 -0.15 -6.76 1.27
Dry beans, peas, lentils 0,83 0.72 0.11 15.28 1.37
Mmuru, mostly meat, poultry, fhh, egg,

legume 4.46 4.84 -0.38 -7.85 0.72
Nuts, peanut butter 0.99 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.03

Otber Foods

Fa_ oib 2.24 2.35 -0.11 -5.11 0.91
Sugar,sweeu 3.25 3.29 -0.04 -1,22 0.18
Seasonings 0.02 0.01 0.01 100.00 0.48
Sob drinl=, punches, adea 4.46 5.14 -0.68 -13.23 2.670*
Coffee, tea 1.02 0.86 0.16 18.60 1.57
Alcohol 0.81 0.60 0.21 35.01 1.11

Total, M! Food 100.00 100.00

Smmpk Sl_ S42 536

SOURC_ Ev'lluation of the SanDiego Food Sump Crab-Out Demomtratio_ mnlghted mb_

NOTE: Two-tailed smmtiml tests _ _ c_ ali cbeak-coupon dlff_,;,_m dmem in tim table.

*StamticaUy significant at the 90 percent confiden_ Jevei, two-tailed test.
**StamticaUy significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-taUedrest.
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For two food groups, thc check-coupon difference is approx/mately one percentage point; and

for two, it is approximately one-half of one percentage point. These differences are statistically

significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a two-tailed test. For all of the other food groups,

the differences in estimated shares are smaller and, with two exceptiom, statistically insignificant.

The two largest differences in the estimated share of the money value of food used are an

approximately one percentage point lower share for check recipients relative to coupon recipients

for h/gh_'-cost nad_ and _ au_a_ ("higher-colt meats"), and an approximately one percentage

point higher share for check recipients for _ md amz_ and _ nu_a_("lower-cost meats").

These results suggest that cash-out may have induced a shift from higher-cmt meats to lower-cost

meats.

We interpret the results in Table IIL5 as evidence that cash-out did affect the pattern of food

use, by food group, in food stamp recipients. Note, however, that substantial distn'butional effects

occurred in only a small nmnber of the 32 food groups considered.

3. Decomposition of the Check. Coupon Difference in the Money Value of Food Used at Home

The 32 food groups can be used to decompose the difference between check recipients and

coupon rec/picnts in the mcan money value of food used at home into two components. The first

component is attn'butable to differences between check and coupon households in the mean quantity

of food used from each of the 32 food groups; the second ia attributable to diffe_mcea between check

and coupon households in the mean price per pound of the food used from each of the 32 groups.

Thh decomposition can be written algebraically as:

32 32

O) cost, - cost,. P CEC VT, - QU W,) ·  QUam, PRZCEd - I'RZCE,),
i.l i.I

where all prices are for one pound of food, all quantities of food used are in pounds per ENU per

week, all money values of food used are in dollars per ENU per week, and where:
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i -- index for the 31 TFP food groups plus alcoholic beverages

C0,_¢ = average money value of all food used by check households

COST, = average money value of all food used by coupon households

'PRIC£ i -- average price of food used in group i by check and coupon households l°

PRIC£_ = average price of food used in group i by check households

P._CE_ -- average price of food used in group i by coupon households

_UANT i == average quantity of food used in group i by check and coupon households 11

QU,4NTa = average quantity of food used in group i by check households

QUAIV7'_ = average quantity of food used in group i by coupon households

The results of the analysis show that, had there been no check-coupon differences in the average

pr/ce of the food used in each food group, check-coupon differences in the average quantity of food

used from each of the 32 food groups would have resulted in check households having an average

money value of food used at home per EIqU that was $'2.43 less than that of coupon households.

However, within many food groups, check and coupon households did use food having a different

average pr/ce. Considered in isolation, such price differences would have resulted in check

households having an average money value of food used at home per _ that was I0.74 higher

than that of coupon households.

Thus, by using less food, and by using food from less expensive food groups, check recipients

reduced their overall average money value of food used. That savings was partially offset by the

tendency of check recipients to usc, within food groups, food with a higher average price than that

used by coupon recipients. The net effect of these factors is an average money value of food used

per ENU that is $1.68 (= $2.43 - $0.74 - $0.01 rounding error) less for check recipients than for

coupon recipients.

l°PRICEi = (PRICEd'+ PRICE, i)/2,

IlQUANTi = (QI..IANTd + QUANTai)t2.
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The use of higher, cost meats and lower-cost meats provides a helpful illustration of the behavior

discussed in the previous paragraph. The households participating in the survey paid an average of

$0.53 per pound more for higher-cost meats than for lower-cost meats. Compared with coupon

redpients, check recipients used an average of 0.28 fewer pounds per week per ENU of higher-cost

meats and 0.07 more pounds per week of lower-cost meats. Given the price differential between

higher-cost and lower-c,mt meats, the check-coupon differences in average food quantities in those

groups tended to reduce the overall average money value of food used at home for check households

relative to coupon households. Check-coupon differences in food quantities such as these are

captured by the first term on the fight-hand side of equation (1). The second term on the right-hand

side of equation (1) captures the effects of check-coupon price d/fferences w/thin food groups. The

average price per pound of the higher-cmt meats used by check recipients was $0.07 more than that

used by coupon recipients. Likewise, the average price per pound of the lower.cost meats used by

check recipients was $0.05 more than that used by coupon redpients. These w/thin-food-group price

differences tended to increase the average money value of food used by check rec/pients relative to

that used by coupon recipients.

In $umm_y, recipients of food stamp checks in San Diego reduced their food costs by cutting

back on the overall quantity of food used and by shifting their purchases from h/gher-priced food

groups to lower-priced food groups. These savings were partially offset by the tendency of check

recipients to use foods from specific food groups that were higher-priced than those used by coupon

recipients from the same groups.

B. Nirl_ AVAIIABILrrY

This sect/on exam/nes the effects of cash-out on the ava/]ab_ty of nutr/ents from food used at

home by food stamp households. We consider two types of nutrients: (1) _ (2ro_
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fat, and carbohydrate), which are the pr/nc/pal sources of food energy, 12 and (2)

(vitnmins, minerals, and trace elements), which are essential for the proper growth and maintenance

of the human body.

Nutr/ent avn//ab///O is defined as the nutrients provided by all food used at home for a given

period; for figs study, the given per/od is the seven-day reference per/od for the food-use component

of the household survey, i3 A household's nutrient availability is computed by multiplying the

nutrient content per pound of each food type by the number of pounds of each food type used and

summing the prod_ 14 All measures of nutrient avallabRity are reported on a per-ENU basis. Is

When transformed in this way, the measure of nutrient availab/1/ty can, subject to the qual/fications

in Chapter IL Section C.3.a, be meanin!_dly compared w/th the recommended dietary allowance

(RDA) for an adult male.. 16

tZAlcohol (ethanol) is the only other significant source of food energy. The survey dam for this

study show that alcohol provided less than 0.2 percent of the energy obtained by food stamp
households in San Diego from food used at home. Consequently, we have omitted alcohol from the
analysis of food energy and its sources that is presented in this section. The use of alcoholic
beverages by food stamp households in San Diego is included in Tables ]11.3 through IK5 of the
previous section

13Nutr/ent/ntate is defined on the basis of the food ecma//y eaten by individual members of a
household, whereas nutrient availability is defined on the basis of food used by a household. As
explained in Chapter IL Section C.3.a, some food used by a household is lost, wasted, or fed to pets.
Thus, a measure of nutrient availability tends to overstate the nutrients actually ingested by household
members.

14We used a USDA nutrient data base to convert the survey data on the quantity of food used
to data on nutrient ava/lability. The data base provides information on the nutrient content per
pound of roughly 4,000 foods and food combinations in the form in which they enter the household,
with adjustments for cooking losses and inedible components of foods. Most of the nutrient values
are supported by laboratory analyses, but some are imputed on the basis of data for sim_ar foods.
Hepburn (1982) provides a description of the USDA's nutrient data base.

15For each nutrient considered in this study, we have computed a nutrient-specific measure of
household size in ENUs. This measure incorporates adjustments for (1) the need of each household
member for the nutrient in question, as indicated by tgs or her RDA for that nutrient, (2) the
proportion of each member's meals that is eaten at home, and (3) meals served to guests. See
Chapter II, Section C. 1, for additional discussion.

16Chief among the qualifications is the fact that the RDAs have been established as a basis for
evaluating the adequacy of nutrient intake. Nutrient availability tends to exceed nutrient intake.

(continued...)
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The statistics on the availability of nutrients relative to the RDAs that are presented in this

section should be used only to make relative comparisons between check and coupon recipients in

the nutritional adequacy of food used from the home food supply. A finding that the mean

availability of a given nutrient exceeds the RDA by a wider margin for one of the groups than for

the other should be interpreted as indicating that the group forwhich the margin is wider is at le.s.s

nutritional risk than the other group. (By nutritional risk, we mean the likelihood of having

insufficient nutrient availability for good health.) Although intakes below the RDA for a nutrient

are not necessarily inadequate, the risk of some individuals' having inadequate intakes increases as

the mean intake for their group falls further below the RDA. l.lkewise, the finding that the

proportion of households for which the availability of a nutrient exceeds the RDA is greater for one

group than for the other should be interpreted in a $1m_ar relativistic fashion. The reader/.v cautioned

to avoid absolute conclusions from these ftndings about the number or pmporrion of coupon hou.veholds

that are at nutritional risic The principal reason for thiscaution is that, as noted in Chapter IL the

nutritional requirements of persons differ, and the RI)As are set to exceed the average person's

requirements by a substantial margin.

We begin the analysis by e_mlnln_ the effects of food stamp cash-out on the availability of food

energy and its sources-protein, carbohydrate, and fat. We then compare the availability of nutrients

per kilocalorie of food energy in check and coupon households. The next section describes the

impact of cash-out on seven micronutrients relative to their RDAs, and the last section examines the

availability of food energy and nutrients per dollar value of food used.

To summa.rizc the findill_ the household food-use data show that cash-out reduced the

availability of food energy in food stamp households by about $ percent. Cash-out caused a small

shift from fat as a source of food energy to carbohydrate. The mean availability of six of the seven

micronutrients ex:_mined, expressed as a percentage of the RDA, is slightly smaller for check

t6(...continu )
Thus, a finding that nutrient availability exceeds the RDA does not necessarily mean that nutrient
intake also ex_ the RDA=
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households than for coupon households; however, only two of these d/fferences, those for vitamin

B6 and calcium, are statistically significant. The ratio of m/cronutr/ents to calories was higher/n the

cash-out group for six of the seven micronutrients; one of these differences, for iron, is statistically

si?iflcaut. This finding suggests that., relative to foods consumed under coupon issuance, cash-out

induced a slight shift toward foods providing more nutrients per kilocalorie.

1. Food Energy and Its Sources

The food used by households in the United States, including households below the poverty

threshold, generally provides amounts of food energy that are more than adequate to meet the needs

of the household members. Indeed, obesity resulting from the chronic intake of food energy in excess

of requirements is a major public health concern. The availability of food energy in food stamp

households in San Diego, which substantially exceeds the RDAs, reflects this pattern. Table IIL6

shows that the mean availability of food energy per HNU is 134 percent of the FDA for check

households and 140 percent for coupon households. The difference between the two groups is

statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test? Thus, the

evidence from the data in the household survey supports the conclusion that cash-out resulted in a

small (4.6 percent) reduction in the availability of food energy to food stamp recipients?

Table IIL6 also shows that the percentage of households using food that provides 100 percent

or more of the RDA for food energy is lower in check recipients (69 percent) than in coupon

ZTTheregression-adjusted estimate of the effect of cash-out on the ava/labil/ty of food energy is
also negative in sign and is close in magnitude and statistical significance w the simple-difference-in-
means estimate. See Appendix E, Table F.,.1,for the regression-adjusted estimate.

lSThe 6.4 percentage point reduction in the mean availability of food energy relative to thc FDA
is a 4.6 percent reduction relative to the mean availability of food energy under coupon issuance.
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TABLE III.6

AVAILABILITY OF FOOD ENERGY AND PROTEIN

Mean Value Difference in Means

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Average Availability of Food Energy
(percent of RDA) 133.58 140.00 -6.42 -4.59 1.76 **

Percent of Households Meeting or
Exceeding RDA for Food Energy 68.75 74.09 -5.34 -7.21 1.94 **

Average Availability of Protein
(percent of RDA) 249.34 263.08 -13.74 -5.22 1.98 _

Percent of Households Meeting or
Exceeding RDA for Protein 97.67 97.27 0.40 0.40 0.41

Percent of Food Energy from

Protein 14.89 14.85 0.04 0.27 0.20
Fat 37.76 38.79 -1.03 -Z66 2.04 **

Carbohydrate 47.35 46.36 0.99 2.14 1.76 *

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit, which is defined
as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from the household food
supply.

One-tailed tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in the first four rows of this
table. Two-tailed tests were performed on the check-coupon differences in the percentages of food
energy from protein, fat, and carbohydrate.

Table K.2 in Appendix K presents the median values of the variables shown in this table.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.

**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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recipients (74 percent). This 5 pewentage point difference is statistically significant at the 95 percent

confidence level, with a one-tailed test?

The fact that the reduction in the mean availability of food energy was accompanied by a five-

point reduction in the percentage of households for which the availab/lity of food energy is greater

than the RDA is troublesome. This finding indicates that at least some of the reduction in food

energy occurred in households for which its availability was only marginally greater than the RDA.

Thus, the implications of these results with regard to the availability of food energy are unclear.

Protein is the only macronutrient for which an RDA has been estab_ Table lu6 shows that

the mean availability of protein, expressed as a percentage of the RDA, is 14 percentage points lower

for check recipients than for coupon rec/pients. This difference is statistically si?ifcant and

represents a 5.2 percent reduction in the availability of protein, a) Much of the reduction appears

to be concentrated in check recipients who would obtain protein in excess of the RDA under coupon

issuance; the fourth row of Table IIL6 shows that there is no evidence that cash-out results in any

reduction in the very high percentage of households that use food providing at least 100 percent of

the RDA for protein.

Throughout this century, the proportion of food energy obtained from protein by Amer/cans has

remained relatively stable, whereas the proportion f_rom fat has increased and the proportion from

carbohydrate has decreased. The Food and Nutrition Board's Committee on Diet and Health

l_Fignre K.2 in Appendix K shows that cash-out had very little effect on the first two deciles (the
lowest deciles) of the cumulative distribution of food energy ava/lability per ]_N'U. However, a
substantial impact of cash-out is apparent be/inning at the 20th percentile. The impact of cash-out
on households in the third and fourth deciles is of particular interest, because the availability of food
energy in the,se households is just marginally under or over the RDA. The cumulative distributions
show that check households were S percentage points less likely than coupon households to have
food energy availability above the RDA. This effect oc,am_ because, despite having little effect on
households in the first two decries of the cumulative distribution of food energy availability, cash-out
had a substantial negative effect on households in the third and fourth decries.

2°The regression-adjusted estimate of the effect of cash-out on the availability of protein also is
negative in sign and is close in magnitude and statistical si,anificance to the simple-difference-in-means
estimate. See Appendix Table E. 1 for the regression-adjusted estimate.
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recommends that no more than 30 percent of food energy in the U.S. diet be pwvided by fat

(National Research Council, 1989a). In addition, the Food and Nutrition Board's Subcommittee on

the Tenth Edition of the RDAs recommends that more than one-half of food energy be provided by

carbohydrate (National Research Council, 1989b). However, from 1979 to 1980, protein contributed

approximately 17 percent of the food energy in the diets of low-income Americans, fat contributed

39 percent, and carbohydrate contributed 44 percent (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Human

Nutrition Information Service, September 1982).

In food stamp households in San Diego, fat provides coupon recipients with an average of 39

percent of total food energy and provides check recipients with an average of 38 percent. Table 111_6

shows that this difference is statistically signi_cant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a two-

tailed test. Carbohydrate provides one percentage point more of the food energy that is available

to check households than it provides to coupon households; however, this finding has somewhat less

statistical reliability than that for fat. Table m6 also shows that, in percentage terms, coupon and

check recipients rely equally on protein for food energy.

In summary, the data from the household food-use survey show that cash.out resulted in

reductions of approximately 5 percent in the mean availability of food eneqiy and protein. These

changes were accompanied by a five-point decrea._ in the percentage of households for which the

availability of food energy is greater than the RDA. No change occurred in the percentage of

households for which the availability of protein is grea_ than the RDA. Cash-out also resulted in

a small shift from fat to carbohydrate as a source of food energy. This outcome is desirable, because

it moved check households in the direction of compliance with guidelines regarding the percentage

of total food energy that should be obtained from fat and carbohydrate.

2. Nutrients per KilocMorle of Food Energy

If nothing else were to change._a cash-out-induced reduction in the ava/lability of food energy

would be accompanied by a reduction in the availability of mast nutrients. However, if check
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recipients were to use food providing more nutrients per kilocalorie of food energy (that h, food with

a greater _ dem-_), this effect would not necessan'ly occur.

For seven micronutrlents that are considered potentially problematic from a public health

perspective, Table HL7 shows the density per 1,000 kilocalories of the food used by check and

coupon recipients? For all of the seven micronutrients except calc/um_ the densities are greater

for check recipients, but only for iron is the dltTerence statistically siimit%ant at the 90 percent

confidence level, with a two-tailed test. These findings pwvide some evidence that cash-out induced

a sliffht shift toward foods providing more nutrients per kilocalorie than do the foods used under

coupon issuance.

3. Nutrient Availability

The reduced availability of food energy under cash-out, as well as the generally unchanged or

slightly greater nutrient densities, have ambiguous implications for the effects of cash-out on nutrient

availability. If, under cash-out, the percentage increases in the nutrient dendfies had been about the

same as the percentage decreases in the availability of food energy, then we would expect to observe

no change in thc availability of nutrients. However, the increases in nutrient density, which ranged

from 1 percent to 4 percent (Table ?HT), were somewhat smaller than the 4.6 percent reduction in

the availability of food energy (Table rtl6). This finding suggests that the increase in densities

dampened, but did not eliminate, the reduction in nutrient ava/lability associated with camh-out.

The survey finding_ on the availability of mlcronutrlents that are presented in Table lTL8 are

consistent with expectations based on the logic of the preceding paragraph. The entries in the first

two columns of this table show nutrient intakes as percentages of household RDAs. For instance,

thc first entry, 210.92, indicates that the average check household uses foods con_inlng 210.92

percent of the household's RDA for vitamin A. The table shows that the mean availabilities of six

23The seven micronutrients are those for which RDAs exist and that have been classified by the
Expert Panel on Nutrition Monitoring as either a current or potential public health issue (life
Sciences Research Office, 1989).
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TABLE Ili.7

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER 1,000 KILOCALORIES
OF FOOD USED AT HOME

(Nutrient Density)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Vitamin A (lagRE) 580.33 557.87 22.46 4.03 0.93

Vitamin C (rog) 53.99 52.04 1.95 3.76 0.74

Vitamin B6 (rog) 0.85 0.84 0.01 0.82 0.43

Folate (lag) 118.96 113.96 5.00 4.39 1.24

Calcium (rog) 390.59 394.05 -3.46 -0.88 0.36

Iron (rog) 7.34 7.04 0.30 4.35 1.88'

Zinc(rog) 5.21 5.18 0.03 0.55 0.38

SampleSize 542 536

SOURCE:Evaluation of the San Dieg° Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this
table.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE HI.8

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER ENU

(Percentage of RDA)

Percentage Difference in Means

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

VitaminA 210.92 214.40 -3.48 -1.63 0.38

Vitamin C 265.51 276.14 -10.63 -3.85 0.75

Vitamin B6 154.96 161.,56 -6.60 -4.08 1.38'

Folate 225.38 230.54 -5.16 -2.24 0.54

Calcium 118.25 123.72 -5.47 -4.42 1.36'

Iron 163.43 160.61 2.82 1.76 0.49

Zinc 119.60 123.73 -4.13 -3.33 1.21

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations. - -

NOTE: Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit (ENU),
which is defined as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from
the household food supply.

One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this
table.

Table K.3 in Appendix K presents median values of the variables shown in this table.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance..

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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of thc seven micronuuicnts, cxpre_ed as percentages of their RDAs, arc smaller for check

households than for coupon households. 22 However, relative to the availability of these nutrients

to coupon recipients, all of the reductions are smaller than the 4.6 percent reduction in the

availability of food energy? Only for vitamin B6 and calcium are the estimated reductions in

nutrient availability significant at the 90 percent confidence level, with one-tailed tests? Not

surprisingly, the largest relative reduction in nutrient availability (4.4 percent, for calcium) is for the

only nutrient for which the estimated cash-out effect on nutrient density is negative. The only

increase in availability (1.8 percent, for iron) is for the one nutrient for which the estimated cash-out

effect on nutrient density is positive and significant at the 90 percent confidence level (Table 111.8).

An alternative criterion for evaluating nutrient adequacy is the percentage of households for

which the availability of a nutrient per ENU equals or exceeds the RDA for an adult male. For the

seven micronutrients, Table IlL9 presents estimates of the effects of food stamp cash-out that are

based on this criterion. 2s For instance, the tirst entry shows that 81.31 percent of check households

had sufficient availability of vitamin A to equal or exceed their RDAs.

z_I'he results for coupon households that are shown in Table IIL8 are consistent with existing
estimates, based on the 1979-1980 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households of the
USDA, of the availability of selected nutrients per ENU relative to the R.DA (U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Human Nutrition Information Service, July 1982, page 27).

Z_'he estimated percentage reductions in nutrient a_ility for check households relative to
coupon households range from -1.6 percent for vitamin A to -4.4 percent for calci-m

_Regression-adjusted estimates of the check-coupon differences in mean availability of the seven
micronutrients, cxprm,sed as a percentage of thc RI)As, are presented in Appendix E, Table E.1.
Those estimates are negative for all seven of the micronutxients, including iron, and three of the
estimates are statistically significant at the 90 percent or 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed
test. The regression-_j_ estimates are slightly huger in magnitude than the simple,-dit_mn_-in-
means estimates that are presented in Table HI.8. The conclusion that one can draw from the
regression-adjusted results about the effect of cash-out on nutrient availab,'lltyis essentially the same
as that based on the simple.difference-in-means results: cash-out had a zero to slightly negative effect
on the availability of the seven micronutrients.

z'_'he results for coupon households that are shown in Table 111.9are consistent with existing
estimntes, based on the 1979-1980 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households of the
USDA, of the percentage of food stamp households that meet the R.DA for selected nutrients (U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Human Nutrition Information Service, July 1982, page 26).
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TABLE 1II.9

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER ENU

(Percentage of Households for Which Availability
Equals or Exceeds.the RDA)

Percentage Difference in Percentages

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Vitamin A 81.31 80.00 1.31 1.64 0.55

Vitamin C 89.36 88.61 0.75 0.85 0.39

Vitamin B s 79.19 78.77 0.42 0.53 0.17

Folate 88.82 88.51 0.31 0.35 0.16

Calcium 55.84 57.31 -1.47 -2.56 0.49

Iron 76.95 76.55 0.40 0.51 0.15

Zinc 58.47 60.71 -2.24 -3.69 0.75

Sample Size 542 536

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

No'l_: Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit (ENU),
which is defined as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from
the household food supply.

One-tailed tests were performed on all negative check-coupon differences shown in this table.
Two-tailed tests were performed on all positive differences.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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Whereas Table 121.8 focuses on average nutrient availability, Table m_9 focuses on the

distributionof nutrient availability in relation to the relevant RDA. It is interesting to note that these

different perspectives often provide quite different insights into nutritional adequacy. For instance,

Table ITI.8 shows that the average household has far more vitamin A available than it needs;

nevertheless, as indicated in Table ru9, the lowest 20 percent of households on the distribution of

vitamin A availability are below the RDA.

The check-coupon differences in Table 1II.9 are very small, and none is statistically sivnlHcant.

These results reinforce the finding that cash-out has little effect on nutrient availability?

In snmmary, the two criteria that _ have usedto evaluatenutrient availability (ava/lability as

a percentageof the RDA, and the percentageof householdsfor which availab_ equalsor exceeds

the RDA) indicate that food stamp cash-outin SanDiego either did not affect or slightly reduced

the availability of sevenmicronutrients. Our conclusion is basedon the findings fxom our analysis

of the data from the household food-usesurvey,that: (1) the differencesbetweencheck and coupon

householdsin nutrient availability asa percentageof the RDA vary somewhat in sign, but generally

are negative (that is, availability is smaller for checkhouseholdsthan for coupon households),(2) in

relative terms, all of the differences are small (4.4 percent, or less), (3) only two of the negative

differences are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, and (4) cash-out did not

significantly affect the percentageof householdsfor which the availabilityof the micronutrients equals

or exceedsthe RDA.

_Cumulat/ve dism'bufions of the availabRity of calcium and iron are presented in Figures K.3 and
K.4, respectively, in Appendix K. A comparison of the calcium ctistn_ufions for check and coupon
households shows that, whereas cash-out caused modest reductions in the availability of calcium for
households both above and below the RDA, it had little effect on the percentage of households for
which the availability of calcium equals or excee_ the RDA. The cumulative d/stn_ution of iron
availability is virtually identical for check and coupon households.
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4. Nutrient Availability per Dollar Value of Food Used

In principle, under cash.out, some households might have an incentive to economite- on food

purchases, so that money will be available for the purchase of nonfood items. One strategy to reduce

expenditures for food while '_g the impact of such a reduction on nutritional well-being would

be to shift to less-expensive food groups, and to shift from processed food and food with national

brand names to food that is not highly processed and to store brands or generic brands. Typically,

although such food is less expensive than processed, brand-named food, its nutrient content is not

necessarily lower. Evidence in the household-survey data that check recipients had adopted such a

strategy wotild be a higher ratio of nutrients per dollar value of food used for check recipients than

for coupon recipients.

Table 1TI10 shows that, for protein and for dx of the seven micronutrients, the sample mean

avallab/l/ty of nutrients per dollar value of food used is higher for check recipients. However, none

of these differences is statistically significant, with a tva>.tall_ test. Therefore, at a formal level, we

must reject the hypothesis that the foods purchased by check recipients are lower in price but no !ess

rich in nutrients than those purchased by coupon households.

C. PERCEPTIONS OF FOOD ADEQUACY

Several questions in the survey were designed to provide information concerning household food

adequacy. These included quest/om about (1) the perce/ved adequacy of household food supplies

(and, for households whose benefit form was convened from coupons to checks,changesin the

quantity and quality of purchased food), (2) whether households run out of food or skip meals

because the quantity of food or the resomces to bW food arc insu_cient, and,/f they do so, how

often, and (3) the actions households may take during the month to obtain food because the quantity

is insufficient.

This section presents the survcy respondents' descriptiom of the adequacy of their home food

supplies. Section III. C. 1 discusses the find/n/s on recipients' self-assessments of household food
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TABLE III. 10

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER DOLLAR VALUE
OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Mean Value Difference in Means

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Protein per Dollar
(gm/dollar) 28.15 27.99 0.16 0.57 0.34

Vitamin A per Dollar

(lagRE./dollar) 440.77 423.36 i7.41 4.11 0.96

Vitamin C pe!r Dollar
(rog/dollar) 40.39 39.60 0.79 2.00 0.39

Vitamin B6 per Dollar
(rog/dollar) 0.65 0.65 0.01 1.07 0.53

Folate per Dollar
(lag/dollar) 90.95 87.78 3.17 3.60 0.99

Calcium per Dollar
(rog/dollar) 299.70 302.57 - - -2.87 -0.95 0.37

Iron per Dollar (rog/dollar) 5.64 5.44 0.20 3.68 1.56

Zinc per Dollar (rog/dollar) 4.02 3.99 0.03 0.75 0..':,8

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical teats were performed on ali check-coupon differences shown in this
table.
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adequacy. In addition, for recipients whose benefit form was convexted from coupons to checks, the

section also discusses the findings imm the self-assessments on perceived changes in food quantity

and quality. Section ITI__ compares check and coupon households' experiences with rm,nning out

of food and describes actions to obtain food when quantities of food were insufficient. Section

ITI C.3. discusses the participation of recipients in other food-assistance programs and their use of

nonpurchased food from nonprogram sources.

To summarize the findings, data from the household survey strongly indicate that the perceptions

of check and coupon recipients about the adequat? of food supplies do not differ. The data also

indicate that, in general, check households are no more likely than coupon households to nm out of

food, skip meals, or try to obtain additional food. The majority of check recipients whose benefit

form had been converted from coupons believed that they were buying about the same amount of

food with checks as they had with coupon*, and that the quality of the food was the same. During

the month preceding the survey, roughly equal percentages of check homeholds with children and

coupon households with children reported participating in the National School Lunch Program

(NSLP) and the School Breakfast Program (SBP); roughly equal percentages of check and coupon

households with a pregnant/lactating woman or a child less than S year; old reported participating

in the WIC program. However, check households were more Klmly than coupon households to have

re,c_ive_ food assistance from food banks and food pantries, to have received USDA commodities,

to have bought food on credit, and to have used food that was received as a gift or in-lieu of

payment.
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1. Perceived Adequacy of the Household Food Supply

All recipients were asked to evaluate the adequacy of their household food supply? Clear

majorities of both check and coupon households reported that they perceived themselvcz to have had

adequate supplies of food during the previous month. Table HI. 11 shows that about 30 percent of

check rezipients reported getting enough of the desired kinds of food, and that 43 percent reported

getting enough food, although not always of the des/red types. Thc table also shows that about 28

percent of coupon rec/pients reported getting enough of the des/red kinds of food, and that 41

percent got enough food, but not always of the desired types. Thus, roughly 73 percent of check

households and /$9 percent of coupon households reported getting enough food in the previous

month

Substantial minorities of both check and coupon households reported that they sometimes or

often did not have adequate supplies of food dtuing the previous month. Table lll_ll shows that 27

percent of check households and 31 percent of coupon households reported that they sometimes or

often had inadequate supplies of food in the previous month.

These findings show that check households were no more//ke/y than coupon households to

report that they sometimes or often did not have enough food. In fact, in each case, check

households were/ess likely to respoad that their food supply was sometimes or often inadequate,

although the differences are not statisfical_ sign/ficaut. Thus, on the bash of the pewep_ns of food

stamp recipients about the adequacy of their previous month's food supplies, no evidence suggests that

cash-out diminished household food adequacy.

When interpreting thc results shown in Table Hill, it is important to ask why, despite the

findings in Tables I_6 and 1TI_8ind/cating that average nutrient ava/lab/I/fy is well above the RDAs,

z?Check and coupon households were asked, 'Which of the following statements best descn_)es ..

the food eaten in your household last month: enough of the kinds of food we want to eat; enough,
but not always the kinds of food we want to eat; sometimes not enough to eat; or often not enough
to eaL"
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TABLE III. 11

RECIPIENT PERCEPTIONS OF ADEQUACY OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLY

(Percentage of Households)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Measure of Household

Food Supply Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Adequacy of Food Eaten
During Past Mouth

Enough of types of food
we want to eat 29.49 27.75 1.74 6.27 0.65

Enough, but not always
types we want to eat 43.10 40.73 2.37 5.82 0.81

Sometimes or often not

enough 26.88 30.90 -4.02 -13.01 1.50

Any Days Household Without
Food or Resources During
Past Mouth?

Yes 33.53 37.77 -4.24 -11.2.3 1.50

Number of daysa 5.29 4.99 0.30 6.01 0.83

Any !!ousehold Member Skip
Meals due to Inadequate
Food or Resources During
Past Mouth?

Yes 17.77 21.63 -3.86 -17.85 1.64

Number of days when
meals were skipped b 5.77 6.10 -0.33 -5.41 0.41

Sample Size 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOT[: Two-tailed statistical tests were pcrformexl on all check-coupon differences shown in this
table.

'Past month' is the month preceding the survey.

_For households reporting at least one day without food or resources to buy food during the past
month.

bFor households reporting that a household member skipped one or more meals on at least one day
during the past month.
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substantial percentages of both check and coupon households-26 percent to 31 percent-reported

sometimes not having enough food. We have several poss_le explanations for this discrepancy. F'u-st,

as noted previously, although the average household might exceed the RDA for one or more

nutrients, substantial numbers of households at the lower end of the nutrient availability distribution

might not exceexi the RDA. Second, the reference period for the data on nutrient availability is a

single week, whereas the questions on perceived food adequacy were asked about the previous

month. Households could have had adequate nutrient avaflabfiRy during the week covered by the

food-use data, but could also have had im-_cient resources to buy enough food during other parts

of the month. Third, households' perceptions of food adequacy might be based on criteria other than

the ability to meet the RI)As.

We do not have sufficient information to enable us to choose between these alternative

explanations of the available data. However, it is important to note that the relationship between

the food-use data and the perceptions data are similar for check and coupon households.

The household survey provides additional evidence that check households do not generally

perceive their home food supply situation to have deteriorated under cash-out. The check

households whose benefit form had been converted from coupons at the commencement of the

cash-out demonstration were asked whether there had been any changes in the quantity and quality

of the food that they purchased. Eighty-six percent report_ buying either more food or about the

same amount of food with checks as with coupons, and 94 percent felt that the quality of the food

was the same or better. In a separate survey, the San Diego County Department of Social Services

(1991) found that 91 percent of a sample of check households that had been convened from coupons

reported spending as much or more for food under cash-out as they had under coupon issuance.

The finding from the household survey that 86 percent of converted check households perceived

that they were purchasing as much or more food under cash-out as they had under coupon issuance

contrasts sharply with our finding that cash-out resulted in a reduction in the money value of food
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used at home of 4.5 l_rcent to 6.5 percent (see Table rtl. l). Because the latter finding h based on

a detailed recall of food use, we believe that it more accurately reflects the true effect of cash-out

on the availability of food to food stamp households in San Diego. The former finding may reflect

a tendency by check recipients to view their current food purchasing in a positive light relative to that

under coupon issuance because, asdocumented in Chapter V, check recipients prefer to receive food

stamp benefits in the form of check3.

2. FSP Households' Experiences in Rmml_ Out of Food

The ho .usehold survey also included two questions that were designed to obtain somewhat more

objective information on the inddence of inadequate home food supplies. If budgeting food expenses

is more difficult with checks than with coupons, then check recipients may be more likely than

coupon recipients to have inadequate home food supplies.

One survey question asked households whether there were any days in the previous month

during which their household had neither food nor resources to buy food? A second question

asked whether any household member had sk/pped me,als because of a lack of food or of resources

to buy food? In general, check households were no more likely than coupon households to run

out of food or to skip meals. These findings are discussed in greater detail below.

Approximately one-third of both check and coupon recipients reported having neither food nor

the resources to buy food on one or more days in the most recently completed month preceding the

survey month (Table 1_.11)? Check households were no more//kdy than coupon households to

2sCheck and coupon households were asked: 'l._st month were there days when your household
had no food, money, or food stamps to buy food?; if so, on how many days did this happen?'

_Check and coupon households were asked: 'last month did anyone in your household skip any
meals because there was not enough food, or money or food stamps to buy food?; if so, on how many
days did this happen last month?'

X_rable HI. 11 shows that the percentage of respondents reporting having no food or no resources
to buy food on one or more days in the most recently completed month exceeded the percentage
reporting sometimes or often not having enough food to eat during the previous month. For

(continued_.)
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report this problen_ In fact, the percentage of check households reporting that they had neither food

nor the resources to buy food is smaller than the percentage of coupon households (34 percent versus

38 percent), although this difference is not statistically significant.

For households that had the problem at ali, both check and coupon households reported having

neither food nor the resources to buy food for an average of about five days in the month preceding

the survey. Thus, no evidence suggests that cash-out increased the number of days in which check

households lack food or the resources to buy food.

Although about one-fifth of both check and coupon households reported skipping meals, as

Table fU. 11 ind/cates, a smaller percentage of check households reported doing so (18 percent, versus

22 percent of coupon households). For the households that reported skipping meals, both check and

coupon households skipped meals on an average of six days. Thus, the data strongly reject the

hypothesis that check recipients are more likely than coupon redpients to skip meals because of a

lack of food or resources to buy food.

e. Actions Taken by Recipients Beennse Honseholds I,aeked Food

If cash-out causes benefits normally budgeted for food to be diverted to nonfood expenditures,

recipients might try to compensate by seeking out other program or nonprogram sources of food.

a°(...continued)
e:rnmple, 34 percent of check households reported going at least one day without food or resources
to buy food, whereas only 27 percent of check households reported that they sometimes or often did
not have enough food to eat. 'I'nis difference probably is due to differences in the questions that
were asked. The question about "enough' food y/elds a subjective measure of thc adequacy of the
household's food supply because it asks respondents to charactet_ household food supply adequacy;
the other question yields a more objective measure because it asks respondents to recall any days with
imul_cient food or resourc_ to buy food. It is also likely thnt, on some days, households _ the

day without food or resources to buy food, but were able to obtain food during the day (perhaps
through friends or food pantries) in order to meet meal requ/rements. A respondent in this dtuation
would probably have responded positively to the general question about whether the household had
had enough food to eat, but positively ns well to the question about whether the household had
sometimes been without food or the resources to buy food.
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The survey address ed this issue by asking households whether they took any of several actions to

obtain food during the month preceding the survey because there was not enough food? 1

The most frequently menu'oned actions taken to obtain food were: buying or serving less

expensive meals; serving smaller meals; borrowing money from friends or relatives; borrowing food

f_om friends or relatives; and eating at the homes of friends or relatives (Table IILI2). About 50

percent of both check and coupon households reported buying or serving less expensive meals, and

about 40 percent reported serving smn!ier meals. When interpreting these findings, note that these

two response categories were stated and coded in _ terms, such as 'smaller' and 'less expensive."

Many respondents might have been serving relatively small and inenrpensive meals thmu_ut the

month and did not alter their behavior in response to any specific food crises that might have arisen.

Roughly 25 percent of both check and coupon households reported borrowing money to buy

food. About 20 percent of both reported borrowing food from friends or relatives and eating meals

at the homes of friends or relatives.

Reliance on food bnn_, food pantries, or churches to obtain additional food and buying food

on credit are the only activities for which the percentages of check and coupon households differ

significantly. Ten pegcent of check households and 7 percent of coupon households reported

obtnlning food at food banks, food pantries, or churches. Check households were also more likely

than coupon households to buy food on credit (3.5 percent versus 2 percent). Both of these

differences are statistically significant at conventional confidence levels, with a one-tailed teat.

When extrapolated to the full food stamp caseload of 55,000 households in San Diego County,

the 3 percentage point increase in the reliance of check households on food bnnlrs, food pantries, and

churches implies that appro_mately 1,700 additional households per month would turn to those

31Respondents were asked: "last month did anyone in your household do any of the following
because there was not enough food to eat? Borrow food from friends or relatives; Eat at friends' or
relatives' homes; Take money out of savings to buy food; Borrow money to buy food; Buy food on
credit; Work extra hours or jobs; Buy or serve smaller meats; Eat one or more meals at a soup
kitchen or church; Get food from a place like a food bank or food pantry;, Apply for WIC benefits;
Apply for AFDC benefits; or, anything else?"
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TABLE II1.12

NUMBER AND TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN TO OBTAIN FOOD
DURING THE PAST MONTH

(Percentage of Households)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Measure of Household Food

Supply Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

llousehoid Took the
Following Actions to Get
Food During the Past
Month

Buy or serve less
expensivemeals 48.44 49.50 -1.06 -2.14 0.36

Serve smaller meals 37.42 41.82 4.40 -10.52 1.52
Borrow money to buy

food 25.73 25.13 0.60 2.39 0.23
Borrow food from friends

or relatives 22.07 22.47 -0.40 -1.82 0.16
Eat at friends'homes 19.58 22.78 -3.20 -14.05 1.32
Get food at food bank.

foodpantry,or a church 9.86 6.66 3.20 48.05 1.97"
Take money out of savings

to buyfood 7.10 9.18 -2.08 -22.66 1.29
Eat one or more meals at

a church, soup kitchen,
or seniorcenter 3.81 3.13 0.68 21.73 0.63

Buy food on credit 3.48 1.98 1.50 75.76 1.56'
Take on additional work

in order to pay for food 2.70 2.85 .0.15 -5.26 0.16
ApplyforWIC 2.70 2.67 0.03 1.12 0.03
Apply for AFDC benefits 2.47 3.58 -1.11 -31.00 1.10
Other action in order to

getfood 2.63 2.72 .0.09 -3.31 0.09

Number of Actions Taken by
itousehold to Get Food
During the Past Month
(percentage distribution)

None 34.12 33.20 0.92 2.77 0.33
One 16.33 15.10 1.23 8.15 0.57
Two 17.01 17.55 .0.54 -3.02 0.24
Three 12.51 11.94 0.57 4.69 0.29
Fouror more 20.03 22.21 -2.18 -9.82 0.90

Sample Size 572 571
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TABLE 111.12(continued)

SOURCE:Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

Note: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this
table.

'Past month' is the month preceding the survey.

WIC = Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children; AFDC - Aid
to Families with Dependent Children.

*Statistically sign/ticant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
VtStatistical!¥significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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organizations for food assistance under 100 percent cash-out. This figure would repreaent a 45-

percent increase in reliance on these organizations by FSP participants relative to what we would

expect under 100percent coupon issuance?

Additional evidence on households' use of other sources of assistance is available from the

findings of a survey of food pantries and other private assistance centers that the U.S. Department

of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), undertook in November of 1990. Twelve private-

assistance providers in San Diego County were asked whether they had noticed an increase in the

demand for their services at the time that 100 percent cash-out was put into effect. The majority of

respondents reported either no increase or only a small (leas than 10 percent) increase. One center

reported a large increase (30 percent), which it attributed to cash-out. Some of the reported

increases might have resulted from the downturn in the economy, which was occurring at that time,

rather than to cash-out,aa This evidence suggests somewhat smaller effects than those estimated

on the basis of the household survW.

Check and coupon households did not differ in the num_ of actions taken to obtain food.

Roughly two-thirds of both check and coupon households took at least one action to obtain food, and

about one-fifth of both reported taking four or more actions,a4

_Approximately 6.7 percent of coupon recipients reported that they had obtained food at food
banks, food pantries, or churches during the month preceding the household survey. When applied
to the full San Diego food stamp caseload of 55,000 households, that percentage translates into about
3,700 households that would rely on those organizations under 100 percent coupon issuance. The
add/r/onal 1,700 households that we estimate would rely on those orl_ni_tions under full rash-out
represent an increase of apprm_mntely 45 percent over the 3,700 households that would rely on them
under full coupon issuance.

_The FNS survey is descn_ed in an internal memorandum (including supporting documents) from
Karen Howard of the FNS Western Region office to Christy Schmidt of the FNS Office of Analysis
and Evaluation, dated December 20, 1990.

a4Table HI. 12 shows that the majority of respondents repo_ taling one or more actions to
obtain food because there was not enough food to eat, but Table ffLll indicates that the majority
also reported having adequate supplies of food. This set of Rudings is not contradictory when we
consider the following. When answering the subjective question on the adequacy of the household
food supply, it is reasonable that respondents considered the food supply to include food that was
obtained by household members because there was not enough food. For example, a respondent may

(continued...)
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3. Participation in Other Food-Assistance Prop-ams nd Avullabmty orNonpurchased Food
from Sources Other than Government Programs

The survey asked households about participation in other food and nutrition assistance programs

and about the availability of n0npfirchased food from nonprogram sources. The program sources of

food were the NSLP, SBP, the WIC progr*m; and the USDA commodity distn'bution programs.

Nonprogram sources of food consisted of home-produce, d food and food rece/ved as a gift or in-lieu

of payment.

a. Parficilmfion gmOther Food-As_

Of the four other program sources of food _mined in the household survey-the NSLP, the

SBP, the WIC program, and the USDA commodity distrl'bution programs-in only one was the

difference in participation between check households and coupon households statistically significant.

Check households were more likely to participate in commodity dism'bution pro.'ams; 8 percent

reported receiving USDA commodities, compared with 5 percent of coupon households (Table

IIL13). This difference is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed

test. Check households with a pregnant/lactating woman or child less than S years old were 1_2

percentage points more likely than coupon households to partidpate in the WIC program during the

month preceding the survey (16.71 percent versus 15.48 percent)? However, the difference is not

statistically significant.

Check households were sllghtly more blcelythan coupon households to participate in the NSLP

and the SBP during the month preceding the survey. However, neither of the differences is

statistically significant. Eighty-ei/ht percent of check hou.,_eholdswith children in kindergarten

34(...continued)
have reported that household members had to borrow food from Mends and to get food from a food
bank The respondent also may have ret_rt_ that the household had enough to eat if he or she
thought that the actions enabled the household to obtain an adequate supply of food.

3'_'he check and coupon household sample_ in this analysis are r_tricted to households with a
pregnant/lactating woman or child leas than age 5 because only households meeting this restriction
are eligible to participate in the WIC progrnm=
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TABLE rill3

PARTICIPATION IN OTHER FOOD-A,._I._I'ANCI_ PROGRAMS AND
USE OF NON'PURCHASED FOOD

s

Uu_ir,huxJ
Sample Size Mean Value Differs-ncc in Means

Source of Food Check Coupon Chec_ Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Participation in Other Food
Pros.am
National School lunch

Program

Percent of households

participating_ 304 312 87.85 84.49 3.36 3.96 1.24
Sub, dy value of school

lunches b 267 265 Sl? _n3 $12.04 0.79 6.56 1.07

School Breakfast Profrum

Percent of households
participatinl_ 163 176 63.51 57.47 6.04 1031 1.16

Subeidy value of school
bFenkfastsb 104 102 $7.28 $&S0 0.78 12.00 1.14

Surplus Commodities

Percent of households

rece_vi_ dm"lngpmut
month d 542 536 8.03 5.20 233 54.23 1.87tt

Food Obtained by Redeeming
a WIC Voucher

Percent of homeboldJ

reporting* 325 318 16.71 15.48 1.23 7.95 0.43
Rctafi value of WTCfoodb 54 49 S14.10 S11.8'7 2.23 18.70 1.27

Use of Nonpurr. hmed Food

Home-Produced Food

Percent of households

reporting _ 542 536 3.21 3.89 -0.68 -17.48 0.60
Retail value of home-

produced foodb 17 21 $1.63 $3.15 -1.q2 .48.25 1.39

Food Received aa Gill or
In.Payment

Percent of households
relxx_ 542 536 40.88 35.73 5.1.q 14.41 1.74tt

Retail value of
food b 216 189 $6.46 $7.01 -O.SS -?.85 038

Average Money Value of
Nonpurchmed Food d 542 536 $4.06 $3.70 0.36 9.73 0.S6
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TABLE IIL13 (continued)

Soc_ Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Crab-Out Dmom_tio_ ho_ m_,y, lighted mb_fiom.

Nor_: On_fil_ m_ mm _ _! cm I!1 dmck.caap_ di_ _m in thb mb_

"Past month' is the month pr_ the survey.

'For households with childnnn who ammd schools that _ comp{e_ USDA lunche_

t_'or households rcpo_ use of pro{p'am or food sotuccL

'For hauJeholds_th clztldrtmwho attend school, that s_.vecomplete USDA brtnkf_tt

dFor all households.

t'For households with pregnant/lactating women or child kslmthan age S years.

W]C - Special SUpplemental Food Pm{p-am for Women, infJma, and Clmildra; USDA - U.S. De_ent of A4p'icultm_

ttsml_t_lly silPaificant at the 95 peramnt eae_ level, ame_ test.
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through grade 12who attended schools serving breakfast or lunch reported participating in the NSLP,

compared with about 85 percent of coupon households; 64 percent of check households with children

in kindergarten through grade 12 reported participating in the SBP, compared with 57 percent of

coupon households?

Table ITI.13 also shows that, for each of the four food-assistance programs, the subsidy or retail

value of program benefits was larger for check households than for coupon households. However,

none of the differences arc statistically significant.

b. Nonpu:rcbased Food from Sources Other than Government Progrm_

Check households were more likely than coupon households to receive food es a gift or in-lieu

of payment (41 percent versus 36 percent); this difference is statistically si_it_cant (Table m13).

The retail veluc of food obtained by gift or in-lieu of payment was about $6 to $7 per month for both

check and coupon households that reported food fxom these sources. Roughly 4 percent of both

check and coupon households consumed home-produccd food; thc retail value of the home-produced

food consumed by coupon households was an average of $1.52 greater than for check households.

However, the difference is not statistically significant.

_l'he check and coupon household samples in these analyses arc restricted to households with
children in grades kindergarten through 12 because only households meeting this restriction are
eligible to participate in the NSLP and SBP.
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IV. THE EFFECTS OF CASH-OR ON FOOD-SHOPPING PATYERNS
AND EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD AND NONFOOD ITEMS

Because cash-out does not restrict program benefits to the purchase of eligible food items,

recipients may choose to spend their check benefits differently from how they would spend their

coupon benefits. Indeed, we presented evidence in Chapter TIT Section A.1, that cash-out affected

the purchasing behavior of check households in San Diego County;, that analysis indicated that check

households used purchased food used at home worth an average of $2.42 less per week per

equivalent nutrition unit (ENU) than that used by coupon households.

Because check benefits give recipients greater purchasing fiem'bility, cash-out may change

expenditures by increasing the mount of money used to purchase foods and snacks that are prepared

and eaten away from home. For instance, ff check households substitute expenditures for food used

away from home for purchased food used at home dollar-for.dollar, then total expenditures for food

will be unaffected by cash-out. Thus, one objective of our analysis is to assess whether food

expenditures have shifted from food used at home to food used away from home, and to determlrle

the impact of cash-out on the total amounts that households spend for food. In addition, if cash-out

does reduce the total mounts that households spend for food, it is of interest to determine how the

freed-up money is spent.

Converting the benefit form from coupons to checks may also affect the types of stores at which

recipients shop. For exsmple, in Puerto Rico, focus group discussions held subsequent to food stamp

cash-out revealed that some households shifted their food purchases from small grocery stores to

supermarkets (Stanford Klapper Assodates, 1985). In addition, cash-out may affect the frequency

with which recipients shop at different types of stores, because checks can be used at a wide variety

of stores, but coupons can be used only at authorized retail food stores.

We used data from the screening interview for the household survey (the screener) to address ..

questions about the impact of cash-out on household shopping patterns. To address questions about
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the impact of cash-out on food and nonfood expenditures, we used data from the main questionnaire

of the household survey. In the analyses, we present sample mean values separately for check and

coupon households and conduct formal difference-of-means tests to compare outcomes.

The chapter is organized into two sections. Section A discusses findings on expenditures for food

used at home and for food used away from home, and examines expenditure shares by broad

consumption category. Section B presents findings on the types of stores at which food is purchased

and the usual numtmr of shopping trips per month to each type. Appendix F pr_ents findings from

multiple regreuion analysis of the marginal propensity to spend coupons and ¢h_:s for food used

at home.

_i_llen _t,Xvnm;n;n_ the data on expenditure shares reported in Section A, note that evidence

suggests that not all of the expenditure information was reported accurately on the household survey

instrument. In particular, thc expenditure shares of food and shelter as measured in the household

survey (appro_dmately 33 percent and 50 percent, respectively) are significantly higher than those for

low4ncome households reported in the 1989 Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure

Survey (23 percent and 30 percent, respectively))

The very detailed questioning sequence used to obtain food-related information in the survey,

as described previously, leads us to believe that the food-usc data arc in all l_mlihood reaso_

accurate. In addition, most respondents are likely to have had accurate information about most of

their housing expenditures; thus, that category was measured accurately. However, during thc

interviews, in order to minimi_x_,respondent burden, we obta/ned information on other categor/es of

expenditures in relatively short questioning sequences, with relatively little structured probing. As

a result, we believe that respondents are likely to have significantly under-reported expenditures in

these categories. Nevertheless, although these fncton might have affected the levels of the

expenditure share estimates reported in Section A, we imow of no reason to believe that there was

1See U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1991) for the data on low-income
households.
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d/ffenmt/al reporting problems between cash.out and coupon recipients. Thus, compar/sons between

these groups are probably not substantially affected.

By eliminating the direct llnk between Food Stamp Program benefits and food purchases that

exists under the coupon-based system, checks may induce recipients to reduce expenditures for food.

In the following sections, we examine the impact of cash-out on monthly food expenditures for food

used at home and for food used away from home, as well as on total expenditures for food. We also

assess whether cash-out caused any changes in the share of expeaditures that households devote to

major categories of nonfood expenditures, such as housing and medical expimses.

The measure of monthly m:penditures for food used at home used in the analyses, the month/y

money value of purOms_ food used at home, is based on information obtained from the main

questionnaire. It is the same as that used in the analyses rq)oned in Chapter HI, Section A.1, except

that it has been convened from a weekly to a monthly basis.2 The measure of monthly expenditures

for food purchased and eaten away from home, month_ _forfcod used mmy_ home,

is also based on information from the main questionnaire and is comprised of the honsehold's

reported total expenditures for food eaten at restaurants, bars, cafeterias, cafes, and fast food places

during the seven days preceging the interview (multiplied by 4.3 weeks, to convert to a monthly

amount) plus the amount paid in the calendar month preceding the interview for school meals or

meals or snacks received at day care homes or centers? Total_forfood is the sum of the

ZThis measure is based on a seven_ accounting of each individual food item used from the
home food supp:y. The money value of each reported food item that was purchased was computed
as the quantity used multiplied by the unit price. The total money value of purchased food used at
home per week was arrived at by summing the money value over all of the different types of
purchased foods used. The total money value of purchased food used at home per month was
obtained by multiplying the per-week amount by 4.3 weeks. See Chapter II, Section C.4, for
additional details.

_3ee Chapter II, Section C.4, for additional details.
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money value of purchased food used at home and expenditures for food used away from home. 4

Monthly expenditures for food and eight broad categories of nonfood items were converted into

expenditure shares; an expenditure share is the proportion of all reported expenditures allocated to

a specific expenditure category.

1. Expenditures for Food Used at Home and Food Used Away from Home, and Total Expenditures
for Food

In this section, we use data from the main questionnaire to discuss the impact of cash-out on

expenditures for food.

4Two measures of monthly expenditures for food used at home are available in the data set. The
measure descn_ in the text is based on information from the main questionnaire.. The other
measure, montM2 _vend/m_ for food.from stora, comes from the screener and equals the amount

reported by respondents to have been spent for food at supermarkets, neighborhood grocers,
convenience stores, and specialty stores during the previous month. The existence of a second
measure of expenditures for food used at home means that we have two sets of findings on the
impact of cash-out on expenditures for food used at home: total food expenditures, and food and
nonfood expenditure shares.

Estimates of the impacts of the demonstration on food expenditures differ substantially,
depending on which measure of food expenditures h used. Therefore, it is important to consider .
wh/ch data source is likely to be more accurate. We beJicve thc findings fzcnn the main questionnaire,
in which the money value of purchased food used at home is used, are more acorn-ate. In part, our
belief is based on the fact that, as discussed in Appendix H, the entpenditure estimates that are based
on the main questionnaire arc much closer than the others to estimates of household food
expenditures compiled by the U.S. Depaz tment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. In addition, the

nature of the survey questions leach us to believe that the q_tions in the main questionnaire are
likely to have less measurement error than those in the screener. The data from the main

questionnaire are based on a detailed sequence of a/ded recall questions that used euttens/ve probing
to obtain information about food use during the seven days p __p,,e_ingthe q____/onna/re; in addition,
respondents had been asked before that period to keep cxtens/ve _p-torchabout their food use. By
contrast, the relevant questions from the screener cover a one-month period, and respondents had
not been asked to keep records in advance of the interview. Furthermore, the questions in the
screener were much less detailed than were those in the main questionnaire.

To provide a full overview of the survey findings, the report presents results based on both
measures of food expenditures. However, in light of the conddemtions discussed in the previous
paragraph, we recommend that attention be focused on the results that are based on data from the
main instrument. Therefore, we discuss the results based on data from the screener in Appendix H.
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a. Expenditures for Food Used at Home

As shown in Chapter HI, Section A. 1, according to analysis based on the measure of the money

value of purchased food used at home, check households spent less than coupon households for food

treed at home. Check households used purchased food worth an average of $274.94 lvcr month,

whereas coupon households used food worth $297.19 per month (Table IV.l). The t-statistic

indicates that the difference of $22.25 per month is stathtically significant at the 95 percent

confidence level, with a one-tailed test.

Taking household composition into account, check households used purchased food per adult

male equivalent (AME) worth an average of $127.43 per month, compared with the $136.82 per

AME used by coupon households (Table IV.l). The t-statistic indicates that this reduction of $9.39

per month per AME is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed

tesL

Thus, cash-out reduced expenditures for food used at home. On a per-household basis and on

a per-AME bash, expenditures for food used at home by check households are about 7 percent less

than those by coupon households.

b. Expenditures for Food Used Away f_om Home

The analysis provided no evidence that check households shifted food expenditures from food

used at home to food used away from home. In fact, check households spent an average of $2.61

less per month for food used away from home than did coupon households ($25.92 versus $28.53).

However, this difference is not statistically significant (Table IV.l).

Accounting for differences in the ages and Lenders of household members, check households

spent an average of S2.06 less per month for food used away from home per A2viE than did coupon

households ($12.88 versus $14.95). Again, this difference is not statistically significant.
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TABLE IV. 1

MONTHLY EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD USED AT HOME AND FOOD
USED AWAY FROM HOME

Mean Value D/fference in Means

Measure of Food Expenditure Check Coupon . Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Food Used at Home

Erpenditure for food used at home
(per household) $'274.94 $'297.19 -22,.25 -7.49 2.09 tt

Expenditure for food used at home
(per AlViE) $127.43 $136.82 -9.39 -6.86 2,35tt

Percent of .total food expenditures
for food used at home 9238 92.44 -0.06 -0.06 0.07

Percent ofmeals eaten at home 85.27 84.88 0.39 0.47 0.46

Food Used Away fi'om Home

Expenditure for food used away
from home (per household) $25.92 $28.53 -2.61 -9.15 0.82

Expenditure for food used away
from home (per AME ) S12-88 S14.95 -2.07 -13.78 1.26

Percent of total food expenditu_
for food used away from home 7.62 7.56 0.06 0.76 0.07

Percent of meals eaten away from
home 14.73 15.12 -0_39 -2.62 0.46

Total F.xpendimres for Food

Sum of the expenditures for food
used at home and expenditur_ for
food used away from home (per
household) $301.49 $32534 -23.85 -7.33 2.05ti

Sum of the expenditures for food
used at home and expenditures for
food used away from home (.Der
AME) $140.48 S151.46 -10.98 -7.25 2.39"

SampleSize 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulat/ons.

NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on aH check-coupon differences shown in this table.

Data are from the main questionnaire only.

AME = adult male equivalent.

ttstatJS[JCal_j significant at the 95 percent confidence lever, one-tailed test.
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c.. Total Expenditures for Food

Therefore, _ cash-out reduced the total amounts that households in the Food Stamp

Program (FSP) spent for food. Check households spent $301.49 per month, whereas coupon

households spent $325.34 per month (Table IV.l). Tiffs difference of $2325 per month is statistically

sioniflcant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test. Adjusting for household size and

composition, check households spent $10.98 less per month per AM]_ ($140.48 versus $151.46 for

coupon households). This difference represents a reduction of 7 percent relative to the mean

monthly expenditure for food per A.ME under coupon issmmce. The difference is statistically

significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test.

d. Additional Flvdin_=s

Check and coupon households did not differ substantially in the relative proportions of total food

expenditures for food used at home and for food used away from home or in the proportions of all

meals eaten that were eaten at home and eaten away from home. For both check and coupon

households, about 90 percent of food expenditures was for food used at home; about 10 percent was

for food prepared and eaten away from home (Table IV.l). For both check and coupon households,

about 85 percent of all meals eaten was from food used at home; about 15 percent was from

purchased food used away from home.

2. Food and Nonfood Expenditure Shares

Check households on average allocated a somewhat smaller share of total expenditures to food

than did coupon households. Expenditures for all food items-purchased food used at home, as well

as purchased food used away from home-accounted for 32 percent and 34 percent of the total

expenditures of check and coupon households, respectively (Table IV.2). This difference is

statistically signi6cant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test. As we have seen,
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TABLE IV.2

EXPENDITURE SHARES, BY BROAD CONSUlViP'HON CATEOORY
(Percentage)

Share of Total Expenditures Difference in Means

Budget Category Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t.Statistic

All Food 32.38 33.95 -1.57 -4.62 -2.11'

Food used at home 29.87 31,18 -1.31 -4.20 -1.80'

Food used away fi'om
home 2.51 2.77 -0.26 -9.75 -0.94

Ail Shelter 51.42 49.42 2.00 4.01 2.02 tt

Housing 43.89 42.37 1.52 3.59 1.49t
Utilities 7.53 7.05 0.48 6.81 1.19

Medical 0.85 0.43 0.42 97.67 2.43tt

Tl'ausportation 6.37 6.45 -0.08 -1.24 -0.14

Clothing 3.97 43.5 -0.38 -8.74 -1.04

Education 0.49 032 0.17 53.13 1.65n

Dependent Care 0.63 0.87 -0_4 -27_59 -1.11

Recreation 231 2.52 -0.21 -8.33 -0.77

Personal Items 1.58 1.69 -0.11 -6.51 -0.98

Total 100.00 100.00

Total Expenditures $942 $963

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on nil check-coupon differences shown in thi_ table,

Data are from the main queationnait_ only.

tStatistically simnificant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tsiled test.
"Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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thc difference h attributable primarily to differences in expenditures for purchased food used at

home.

The data from the main.questionnaire indicate that the resources freed up by reduced food

expenditures were shifted to medical and education expenditures, as well as to cxpc_ for shelter,

w/th the major shelter expense being housing? In only three of the eight broad nonfood

expenditure categories (medical, education, and shelter) are the mean expenditure shares of check

households larger than those of coupon households at the 95 percent confidence level, w/th a one-

tailed test. Table IV.2 shows that check households allocated 0.42 percentage points more of their

expenditures to medical expenses than did coupon households (0.85 vex_us 0.43 percentage points).

Check households allocated 0.17 percentage points more of their expenditures to education than did

coupon households (0.49 versus 0.32 percentage points). Check households also devoted a larger

share of their expenditures to shelter expenses-Z_ percentage points; this ditference is sj._ni6c-nnt

at the 95 percent confidence level

Table IV.2 also shows that check households had lower expenditure shares than did coupon

households for clothing, dependent care, personal items, recreation, and trnn<portation. However,

none of the differences is statistically sign/ftc/mt.

Expenses related to shelter and food expenditures comprise the bulk of household expenditures

for both check and coupon households. Table IV .2 shows that both check and coupon households

devoted more than 40 percent of their household expenditures to housing. If we consider utilities

to bca housing-related expense, then check and coupon households allocate about one-half of their

expenditures to shelter. Food is the next largest expenditure share. Both check and coupon

households devote about one-third of their expenditures to food.

SHousing costs include rent, mortgage payments, property taxes, and renter's or homeowner's
insurance.

99



B. FOOD-SHOPPING PATrERNS

The next two subsections discuss findings based on data from the screener interview on check-

coupon household differences in shopping patterns. The first subsection discusses differences in the

types of stores at which food used at home was purchased; the second subsection discusses differences

in the frequency with which the different typ_ of stores were patronked.

To summarize the findings on shopping patterns, data from the screener indicate that the

differences between check and coupon households in the types of stores that were patronized to

purchase food used at home in the preceding month were relatively m;nnr. The oaly statistically

significant difference was that check households were about five percentage points less likely to shop

at convenience stores. The total number of shopping trips made in the preceding month by check

households and by coupon households did not differ. Coupon households made about one trip more

to convenience stores than did check households; check households made 0.25 more trips to specialty

stores than did coupon household_

1. Types of Stores at Which Food Used at Home Is Purdmm_

Differences bcwccn check households and coupon households in the types of stores that were

patronized to purchase food used at home were relatively minor. Compared with coupon households,

check households were more _ to purchase food at grocery stores and specialty stores (4

percentage points and 3.5 percentage points, respectively), and five percentage points less likely to

purchase food at convenience stores (Table IV.3). Only the htter d/fference is statistically sign/ficant

(with a two-ta/led test, assure/rig a 90 percent confidence level). Check households were roughly one

percentage point less l/kely than coupon households to purchase food at supermarkets, but this

difference h not statistically significanL
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TABLE IV.3

SHOPPING PATIIiRNS FOR FOOD USED AT HOME

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Percentage of Households Usin8
Type of Store

Supermarket 97.03 97.95 -0.92 -0.95 0.97
Neighborhood grocery store 48.22 44.21 4.01 9.09 1.32
Convenience store 39.45 44.73 -5.28 -11.78 1.75'

Specialty store 35.79 3232 3.47 10.77 1.20

Number of Trips Past Month

Supermarket 5.42 5.38 0.04 0..56 O.11
Neighborhood grocery store 3.09 3.10 -0.01 -0.00 0.02
Convenience store 2.37 3.23 -0.86 26.63 2.43' *

Specialty store 1.22 0.95 0.27 27.37 1.74'
All stores 12.09 12.63 -0.54 -4.28 0.87

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stnmp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey (screener),
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on aH check-coupon d/fferences shown in this table.

'Past month' is the month preceding the screener.

· Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-roiled test.
· *Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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2. Number of Shopping Trips per Month, by Type of Store

Check and coupon households also did not differ in the total number of shopping trips in the

month preceding the interview. Check households reported making an average of about one-half

fewer shopping trips than did coupon households (12.09 trips versus 12.63 trips), but this difference

is not statistically significant. However, check and coupon households did differ in the number of

trips to some types of stores. 6 Check households made an average of 0.86 fewer trips to

convenience stores than did coupon households (237 trips versus 3.23 trips). This difference is

statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a two-tmled test. Check households

made 0.26 more trips to specialty stores in the preceding month (1.22 versus 0.95 trips). This

difference is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, with a two-ta_ed test.

6Note that the mean valuta for the nnmber of trips, by type of store, shown in Table IV3 are
calculated for all check and coupon households, rather than for those making at least one trip to a
particular type of store under consideration. For example, the mean number of trips to convenience
stores made by check and coupon households that patronized convenience stores is, respectively, 5.8
and 7.2. There numbers compare with, respectively, 2.4 and 3.2, based on all check and coupon
households. The latter set of mean values for the number of trips to convenience stores is lower than
the former because the latter includes check and coupon households that did not patronize
convenience stores (those households receive a value on thl, variable equal to zero).
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v. RECIPIENTS' ATrrrUDES TOWARD AND _a'_CES WITH CASH-OUT

Coupon benefits may place demands on some recipients that the recipients perceive as making

participation in the Food Stamp Program ('F_) burdensome or costly, l Coupons, which can be used

only at stores part/c/paring in the FSP, may limit the food-purchasing choices of recipients. In

addition, because recipients who use food coupons must pay separately for the portions of their

groceries that are food stamp.eligible and for those that are not, the check-out times at the cash

reg/ster may increase. Recipients may feel stigmatized or embarrassed when using food stamps,

because the cashier or the recipient must detach the coupons from the coupon booklet, signalling to

other patrons that the customer is a food stamp redpient. Under cash-out, each of these burdens

or 'costs" of program participation can be el_mlnated.

However, burdens or costs may also be a_:c/sted with the use of check benefits. Two aspects

of cash-out are of particular concern. FLrst, under cash-out, benefits may be used to purchase any

good or service, thus rahing concern that recipients vaT11find it more rllf_cult to budget food

expenditures with checks than with coupons. Second, rec/pients may encounter problems cashing

benefit checks (for example, some stores may refuse to cash FSP benefit checks) or may have to pay

check-cashing fees.

This chapter uses data from the household survey and focus group d/scussions to analyze

recipients' attitudes toward and experiences with the check and coupon issuance systems in San Diego

County. For topics for which we have household interview data, the anal_i._ entails presenting means

and distributions of responses to questionnaire items separately for check and coupon recipients and

then comparing the responses. The focus group discussions prov/de useful information on and

insights into the impacts of cash-out on several outcomes of interest, some of which are not addrer, sed

1The word "costly" is used in its broad economic sense. Direct charges to applicants are
prohibited by law.
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by the household survey. Because the results from the focus group discussions are based on a small

number of nonindependent observations, they c_nnot support tests of hypotheses about recipient

behaviors in any formal statistical sense. The analysis of data obtained from the discussions is

descriptive, and selected quotations are included in the text to highi/ght redpients' perceptions of

cash_uL 2

This chapter is organized into four sections. Section A describes the findings on what recipients

like and dislike about receiving check and coupon benefits, on wh/ch benefit form they prefer, and

on the reasons for their preferences. Section B discusses the findings on recipients' perceptions of

the relative utility of coupon and check benefits in food budgeting and speacl_ Section C descn'bes

the experiences of check redpients when cashing benefit chec, im and discusses check-cashing fees.

Section D discusses the incentives provided by check beaeXits to apply for benefits and to remain in

the program, as reported by check recipients whose benefits have always been in the form of checks.

A. RECIPIENTS' OPINIONS ABOUT BENEFIT CHECKS AND COUPONS

The household survey examined issues relating to prolpram part/c/pants' preferences for cash or

for coupons by asldng about what attn'butes of the issuance method were and were not viewed as

desirable. In particular, the survey asked respondents to identify as many as four things that are

'good about receiving food stamp benefits in the form of checks' and as many as four that are "not

good about check benefits.' The survey obtained analogous information about coupons? The

results presented in Sections V.A.1 and V.A.2 are based on the responses of check and coupon

recipients to these questions.

ZSee Appendix D for a discussion of methodology used to conduct the focus groups.

_l'hese questiom were open-ended. Respondents were first asked what they thought was good
about getting benefits as checks; then what was not good about getting benefits as check3; then what
was good about getting benefits as coupons; and then what was not good about getting benefits as
coupons.
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In the two focus groups, a total of 28 recipients who had used both checks and coupons were

asked which benefit form-checks or coupons-they preferred, and to give the reasons for their

preference. Section V.A3 presents the findings on preferences for checks or for coupons on the

basis of the focus group discussions.

To summarize the findings, responses to the survey questions on what is good and what is bad

about benefit checks and coupons, as well as the evidence fi.om the focus groups, indicate that both

check and coupon recipients favor checks; however, the margin of preference is wider for check

households than for coupon households. The major reasons given by participants for liking check

benefits were that the benefits can be used to purchase items other than food, that they eliminate

the stigma or embarrassment of program parti_'pation, and that they give recipiennts a wider choice

of stores.

1. Recipients' Pereeptlons of What Is Good and Bad About Checks and CouqDons

All respondents to the household survey were asked what they thought was good and what was

not good about checks and about coupons. Both check and coupon recipients gave very similar

responses to these questions. The lust subsection that follows discusses recipients' attitudes toward

benefit checks. The second subsection descn'bes attitudes toward coupons.

n. Attitudes Toward Benefit Checks

What Is Good Abont Checks. When asked what is good about check benefits, the feature that

was mentioned most often by both check and coupon households was that thc benefits can be used

for nonfood expenses; 42 percent of check households and 40 percent of coupon households

mentioned this benefit (Table V.1).

Both check and coupon homeholds also cited unt_tricted food-purchasing locations under cash-

out as an advantage of checks. Nineteen percent of check households and 13 percent of coupon

households mentioned having more choices of where to purchase food as a good thing about check
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TABLE 3/.1

RECIPIENTS' OPINIONS ON WHAT IS GOOD ABOUT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHEC_

(Perc_tafe of Households)

Chcck Households

Coaverted Checks Ail Check Coupon
What Is Good About Checks to Checks Always Households Households

Can be used for iten_ oth_ than food 39.9 47.9 42.I 39.7

Have more choicl_ of food ston_ 18.5 21.7 19.0 13.3

Do not f_ei emban-aaaed _ benefits 18.6 9.7 161 10.5

Mo_ convenient to uae/emier to spend 6.7 6.9 6.7 6,6

Do not cause problems at check.out o_mter 7.8 2.0 6,2 2.8

Can budget food _ better 7.3 2.7 6.0 2.5

Give more control over househoM budget 6.0 4.6 5.5 1.9

Allows you to feel dignified $.0 3.4 4.8 45

Are less likely to be stolen 43 3.5 4.0 3.7

Do nm bare m go to the muance off_e 2.7 1.4 2.4 2.2

Do not stand in line for a !on{ time (at chock-om) 3.0 0.7 2.3 1.3

Arenotdifficulttocash 2.2 0.7 1.9 0.5

lmucd thc umc time cm:h month 2._ 0.0 1.8 1.0

never late 2-0 0.7 1.7 0.7

Do not go to !x_t omcg to pick up 1.4 0.0 1.0 1.4

Benefitsmcash 0.9 0.0 0.6 1.1

Allow you to save money 0.7 0.0 0.5 0,2

Other 1.9 3.7 2.3 2.0

Nothing 7.5 7.1 7.3 15.9

No opinion 0.3 1,2 0.7 0.8

Do not know 2.4 3.9 2.9 10,2

Re._v_d to say 0.5 0.0 0.4 0.8

Number of House.bok_ 423 141 S72 571

Somtc_: Evaluation or thc Sam l)k_o Food S*-,,,p Crab-Out D_mtommntfioo, boo_ _, _ udmla_

NOTE: Percenta{_ do hoc mnn to 100 _ Ix_:ame reslx_ts could mmtim2 mot_ tb3momc tm-, that _ _ _ -_ a_
check beucfi*,

Sample sues of'Converted to C:beck_ired 'CbeclmAlways" bomeboldJ do notum to _mpk_ size Of'Ail Check H_
because the status of eight homehoids _ not be
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benefits. This was the second most frequent response of check recipients and the third most frequent

response of coupon recipients. ('Nothlng' was the second most frequent response of coupon

recipients to the question, 'What is good about checks?')

No longer feeling embarrassed when using lrSP benefits was the next most commorl]y mentioned

advantage of the check-issuance system. Sixteen percent of check households and 11 percent of

coupon households cited this feature. When the responses of check households whose benefit form

had been converted from coupons to checks were compared with those of check households that had

always received their benefits as checks, converted households were nearly twice as likely as check-

always households to rite the elimination of the stigma of program participation as a good thing (19

percent versus 10 percent). Tiffs difference is not surprising, because households that have always

received FSP benefits as checks may never have been subjected to the embarrassment that can occur

at check-out counters when coupons are used.

If we assume that responses in the categories 'do not feel embarrassed using benefits," "allows

you to feel dignified," and "no problen_ at the check-out counter" all express the sentiment that cash-

out eliminates the "stigma' of program participation, then 23 percent of check respondents and 15

percent of coupon respondents mentioned at least one reason related to the elimination of stigma

when asked what is good about check benefits (results not shown)?

What Is Not Good About Checks. "Nothing' was the most frequent rest_nse of check recipients

to the question, %Vhat is not good about cl_ecks?' and the second most frequent response of coupon

households. Forty-six percent of check households and 25 percent of coupon household gave this

response (Table V.2). Therefore, check households were twice as likely as coupon households (46

4Note that the percentage of check households mentioning a stigma-related reason (23 percent)
is somewhat less than the percentage obtained by simply summing the percentages for the three
categories (27 percent). The same relationship holds for coupon households (15.4 percent versus 17.8
percent). The former percentage is the correct one to report. One cannot simply sum the
percentages of the individual categories; doing so would overstate the percentage of respondents
holding this attitude, because respondents could mention as many as four things that they thought
were good about checks.
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TABLE V2

RECIPIENTS' OPINIONS ON WHAT IS NOT GOOD ABOUT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHECKS
(Percentage of Households)

Check Households

Conver_ed Ched_ All Check Coupon
What Is Not Goo_ About Checks to Checb Alwnys Households Households

Do not make sure beneats are spent on food 19.4 13.7 18.1

Do not budget food expenses aa_ 8.2 5,3 73 3.9

Benefits ate used to buy drugs 4.6 4.7 4.7 6.3

Benefits are used to buy ak_oi/dgam_n 3.2 2,6 3.2 3.9

Give less control over household budget 2.,9 4.6 3.3 2.2

Need to _ a fee to cnsh checks 1.S 4.2 2.4 3.9

Give more coau-oi over household _ 6.0 4.6 $._ 1.9

Can be used for itema other than food 2.6 0.0 1.9 12

Are difficult to cash 1.2 23 1.6 1.8

Not enough benefits to buy food 1.5 1.2 1.4 0.4

Have less value than food stamps (ind. chedt.caah_ fee) 1.5 0.0 1.1 1.1

Difiladt to budget (becauseissued first of month) 0.5 2.8 1.1 0.'7

Are more _ to be _tolen 0,8 0.0 0.6 1.8

Cause problems at check.out counter 0.4 0.0 03 0.0

Forced to pay hi_er prices 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.7

Too much money to cant around 0.2 0.0 0.2 02.

Feel ,._tmrraaaed 02. 0.0 0.2 0.7

Do not feel d_fied 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

Have fewer c/x_m of food m 0.2 0.0 02. 0.2

Easy to nmplaee cf lose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5

Other 3.4 5.0 3.8 2.4

Nothing 45.6 49.5 46.4 25.0

No opinion 1.1 0.6 1.1 1.1

Do not know 6.5 5.1 6.0 11.4

Refused to say 12 0.7 1.0 1.0

N-,,,ber of Homeho{ds 423 141 572 571

Soun_ Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stump Cash-Out Demonstration, homeb_ survey, _ighted tabuatio_

NOT_ Perce_tlgemdo Dot _ tO100 petcelt bacume tl_:_deatl could _tJol mole _knn OQe thtne th_ they t]_$ _ _ -_-_
about checlt __b_e___

Sam#e sizm of '_ to Chedm' and 'Check ANee/_ homebokls do not sum to sample size ot 'An Chee.k Homelmlds'
because the atatus of e/ght households could not be determined.
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percent venus 25 percent) to find no fault with check benefits; th__a finding is tl'lle for check

households whose benefit form was converted from coupons to checks and for those that had always

received benefits as checks.

Check and coupon recipients agreed about the features of check benefits that they perceived as

not good. When asked what is bad about check benefits, 18 percent of check households mentioned

that checks do not ensure that FSP benefits arc spent on food. Coupon households were more

concerned than check households about the potential diversion of cash benefits from food to other

household expenses; they were twice as likely as check households (39 percent versus 18 percent) to

mention this feature when asked what iabad about benefit checks. Check households whose benefits

had been converted from coupons were somewhat more I/kely than check-always households to cite

this character_tic of cash-out as a bad thing (19 percent versus 14 percent).

If we assume that responses in the categories 'do not make sure benefits are spent on food,' 'can

be used for items other than food,' 'benefits can be used to buy drugs," and 'benefits can be used to

buy alcohol/cigarettes" express the sentiment that cash-out reduces the l_r,el_ood that benefits will

be spent on food, then 25 percent of check respondents and 46 percent of coupon respondents

mentioned at least one reason related to the diversion of benefits from food to nonfood goods and

services (results not shown).

The only other feature of check benefits that appears to concern a significant number of

recipients is the effect of the benefit form on budgeting food expenditures. However, only a

relatively small minority of check and coupon households (7 percent and 4 percent, respectively),

mentioned not being able to budget food expenses as well with checks as with coupons.

b. Attitudes Toward Coupons

In general, the responses to the question, "What is good about coupons?' were the same as the

r_ponse_ to the question, 'What is not good about checks?" Conversely, recipients' responses to the

question, "What is not good about coupons?" were the same as those to the question, "What is good
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about checks?' We discuss the responses of check and coupon recipients about what is good and not

good about coupons in the next two subsections.

What Is Good About Coupons. The feature of coupon benefits that check and coupon

households liked most is that coupons make it more likely that FSP benefits will be spent on food.

Forty percent of check households and 55 percent of coupon households mentioned this feature

(Table V.3). Among check recipients, 43 percent of households whose benefits were converted [rom

coupons to checks mentioned this feature as a good thing, compared with 32 percent of households

whose benefits had always been in the form of checks.

"Nothing' was the second most common response of both check and coupon household

respondents to the question. Nearly 25 percent of check redpients, compared with 12 percent of

coupon recipients, responded that "nothing" was good about coupons.

The third most common response given by both check and coupon households was that it was

easier to budget household expenses with coupons than w/th chec_ Six percent of check

households and 10 percent of coupon households mentioned tiffs feature of coupons as a good thing.

Seven percent of households whose benefits were converted from coupons to checks dted this

feature, compared with 3 percent of check households that had always received FSP benefits as

checks.

What Is Not Good About Coupons. Check and coupon households cited several aspects of the

coupon-issuancesystem that they thought were not good (Tnble V.4). The feature cited most often,

by 25 percent of check households and by 22 percent of coupon households, is that FSP coupon

benefits c_nnot be used to purchase nonfood items. Another feature of coupons perceived by check

and coupon households as undesirable is the "stigma' experienced by participants when using their

benefits to purchase food. Twenty percent of check households and 19 percent of coupon

households mentioned their embarrassment when using food stamps as a feature that they disliked
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TABLE V.3

RECIPIENTS' OPINIONS ON WHAT IS GOOD ABOUT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM COUPONS
({'_tasc orHou,ehoM,)

Oleck _

Convened Checks All Check Coupon
What h Oood About Coupons w Checks Always Households Households

Make sure benefits surespent on food 43.0 31.6 40.1 55.4

Om _ food eglpem_ better 7.0 2.8 S.8 10.1

Cannot be used for items other than food 5.1 5.2 5.1 6.1

Give more control over household I_ 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.6

Get higher dollar valuewith coupom 1.8 1.3 1.6 0.2

Do not need to'pay chedr_ fee 0.9 3.2 1.5 0.9

No taxesctuu_d 1.6 0.0 1.2 1.6

Cannot be used for items oth_ than food 0.5 3.3 1.2 1.0

Cannot be med for al_tea 0.'3 2,.0 0.9 1.4

Cannot beused to buy drugs 0.7 1.3 0.8 0.4

Do not lurve to nu-ry cash 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0

Are lessIlkc_, to bc stolen 0.0 2.0 0.5 1.2

More convcment to me/graderto spend 0.4 0.0 0.3 1.8

Arc not difficult to uae 0.5 0.0 0.4 1.4

Have more choices of food stores 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.5

AUow you w save money 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

Do not fe_ em_ usins benefits 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2

Hard to sell 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

Other 2.1 2.5 2.1 1.4

Nothing 24.3 24.9 24.5 11.8

No opinion 1.3 1.8 1.4 0.7

Do not know &l 15.8 10.2 5.2

Refused to say 1.8 0.7 1.5 1.2

Number of Households 423 141 572 571

SouR,_' Evaluation o{ the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demommntion, household survey, wei_ted tabulations.

NOTE: Percentages do not sum to 100 percent becume _,._la could mention more than one ti_ timt t_ thought was good about
or)upon benefiu.

Sample sizes of "Convened to Checks" and "Ctmcks Alwnys" households do not sum to sample size of "AH Check Households"
bccausc thc status of eigbl households could not be delermingd.
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TABLE V.4

RECIPIENTS' OPINIONS ON WHAT IS NOT GOOD ABOUT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM COUPONS
('Pel,_ntage of Hou.sehol_)

i

Check Households

Converted Checks AU Check Coupon
_rnat h Not C.vood About Coupons to Checks Alwa_ Hom_hold._ HouaeholdJ

Cannot be used for items othe_ than food 23.8 28.8 25_3 22.3

Feed embarramed using benefits 21.9 14.1 20.0 18.5

Have fewer cboic_ of food stores 10.1 12`4 10.5 11.4

Cause probi_ at c_ck-out eount_ 9.4 1.8 7..3 6.9

Do not feel _ _ b_m_itl 4..3 2.7 3.8 4.4

Need to stand in line for a long time (at cbedt.out) 4.2 1.9 3.5 2.6

Involve going to the issuance office 3.3 2.7 3.1 4_3

Do not maim sure benefits arc spent on food (tratfickin_ 32. 0.7 2.5 1.9

Am more likely to be late 7..6 2.0 2.4 2.7

Give less control ov_ homebotd budl_ 2.2 0.6 1.8 13

Are more likely to be stolen 2.0 2.2 2,3 2.0

Bcnefiu _ been stolen 1.8 _ 1.2 1.7 0.8

Do not budget food ex_ as _ 2.1 0.0 1-5 1.8

Other 1.6 0.7 1.3 1.6

Nothing 18.3 15.9 17.4 21.7

No opinion 0.7 1.9 1.3 0.2

Do not know 6.4 12.3 7.8 5.4

Refused to say 2.6 0.7 2.1 1.0

Number of Households 423 141 $T2

Sotmc_ Evaluation of the San Diego Food Sump Cash-Om _tion, _ survey, we_hted tabulatlonL

NOTE: Per_ntages do not sum to 100 pem_ bemuse reapondema omdd mention mo_ than one thing that _ _t _ _ _
about oouponbcne/l_

Samplesizm o( 'Conv_ted to Cbedm" and 'C_cks A!wnys' _ do not sum m sample size o/"AIl Check Homeboids"
becausethe staumo( mght I_mebokla _ not be detemined.
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about coupon benefits. About 11 percent of both check and coupon households mentioned thc

limitations on their food-purchasing location choices ns an undesirable feature of coupons.

2. Indices of Recipients' Attitudes Toward Benefit Cheeks mad Coupoas

The household survey did not ask recipients directly which benefit form--checks or coupons-they

prefcrred. However, we used the number of reasons given by a respondent for why checks or

coupons are good or are not good to construct two indices, one measuring the respondcnt's attitudes

toward checks, and one measuring the attitudes towm'd coupons. The indices can be used to provide

evidence about whether recipients prefer checks or coupons.

The index of attitudes toward checks i$ simply the number of reasons cited by a respondent for

why checks are good, minus the numb_ of rfia_n._ cited for why chec_ are not good. Therefore,

a positive value of the index indicates that the respondent cited more good things than bad thln_

about checks. Conversely, a negative value indicates that the respondent cited more bad thlngs. A

respondent who cited an equal number of good and bad aspects of checkswould have an index value

equal to zero. We used the same procedure to construct the index of attitudes toward coupons. The

interpretation of that index is analogous to the interpretation of the check index. To simpli_ thc

findings based on the indices, we have coUapsed their values into three categories: (1) positive, (2)

neutral (zero), and (3) negative.

When examining tabulations of these indices, it is important to recogniT_, that we e_nnot be

certain about the degree to which the indicea reflect respondents' overall preferences for cash or for

coupons. For example, suppose that a respondent noted three advantages of checks, but only one

disadvantage. Implicitly, our index assumes that the responses indicate an overall positive attitude

toward checks. However, it is poss_le that the respondent could have viewed the single disadvantage

to be so serious as to outweigh the three advantages.

Neverthele_, we believe that the indices provide meaningful information about respondents'

attitudes toward checks and coupons. In part, as discussed in the following subsection, we base our
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belief on the fact that the findings obtained from the indices are broadly consistent with the findings

obtainedfrom thefocusgroups.

a. Attitudes of Check Recipients Toward Benefit Checks mad Coupons

A substantial majority of check recipients cited more re. om why checks are good than why they

are not good. Table V.5 shows that about 64 percent of check recipients cited more reasons why

checks are good than reasons why checks are had, whereas only 11 percent cited more reasons why

checks are bad. Twenty-six percent cited an equal number of good and bad things about checks.

When we restricted the sample for this analysis to check recipients whose benefit form had been

converted from coupons to checks, we obtained essent/aHy the same percentages (results not shown).

As measured by our index, the attitudes of check rec/pients toward coupons are much more

even_ distnl_uted acrc_ the "positive-neutral-negative' categories than are their attitudes toward

checks. Twenty-four percent of check recipients cited more good than bad things about coupons, 38

percent cited an equal number of good and bad things, and 38 percent cited more bad than good

things. As with attitudes toward benefit checks, these percentages nrc robust to a redeHnlt/on of the

sample to include only those check recipients whose benefit form had been converted from coupons.

b. Attitudes of Coupon Recipients Towstrd Benefit Cheeks mad Coupons

Forty-two percent of coupon redpients cited more reasons why checks are good than why checks

are bad, whereas 24 percent cited more reasons why they are bad. Thirty-four percent cited an equal

number of good and bad things.

Thirty-_n percent of coupon households dted more reasons why coupons are good than why

they are bad. Thirty-eight percent cited an equal number of good and bad thlngg_ and 25 percent

cited more bad things.

114



TABLE V.5

INDICES OF RECIPIENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD CHECKS AND COUPONS

(Percentage of Households)

Attitudes Toward Checks Attitudes Toward Coupons

Scale Check Coupon Check Coupon

Positivea 63.6 42.3 24.4 37.3

Neutral b 25.8 33.9 38.0 38.2

Negative c 10.6 23.8 37.6 24.5

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sample Size 572 571 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

apositive attitude means respondent said more good things than bad things about benefit form.

bNeutral attitude means respondent said equal number of good and bad things about benefit form.

CNegative attitude means respondent said fewer good things than bad things about benefit form.
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c. Conclusions

On the basis of our index of the number of reasons why benefit checks are good or are not good,

we estimate that six rimes as many check recipients have a net positive attitude toward checks than

have a net negative attitude (64 percent versus 11 percent). In addition, our results suggest that

check recipients are 40 percentage points more likely to have a net positive attitude toward checks

than they are to have a net positive attitude toward coupons (64 percent versus 24 percent). As we

shall see in the next section, these findings are broadly consistent with the findings from the focus

group discussions with recipients who had used both checks and coupons; virtually all of the

participants in the discussions expressed a preference for checks over coupons.

In addition, results based on our constructed index suggest that coupon recipients prefer checks

to coupons. More coupon recipients have a net positive attitude toward checks than have a net

negative attitude (42 percent versus 24 percent). Coupon recipients are also more likely to have a

net positive attitude toward checks than they are to have a net positive attitude toward coupons (42

percent versus 37 percent). However, for each of these findings, the differences in attitudes were

substantially smaller than those observed for check households.

When interpreting these results, note that the coupon households had not _rece__ived FSP benefits

in the form of checks, s The lack of direct experience with check benefits might have prevented

respondents from having clearer opinions about check benefits. 6 Of the check recipients whose

benefit form had been converted fxom coupons and who, therefore, had experience with both forms

of issuance, 65 percent had positive attitudes toward checks, and 2.6 percent had positive attitudes

toward coupons.

sIntcrvicwcrs briefly informed coupon household respondents about thc check-issuance system
so that respondents could give in/ormed answers about what is good and not good about checks.
However, experience using check benefits is a better source of information than is the simple
knowledge of the existence of such an issuance system.

_Evidence supports this view. Ten percent of coupon households responded 'do not know' when
asked what is good about checks, compared with 5 percent of coupon households, when asked what
is good about coupons.
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3. Additional Finrlin_s from Focus Group Discussions

In the focus groups, recipients who had used both checks and coupons wer_ asked m in_ca_

which benefit form they preferred, . and to g/ye the reasons for the/r preference. Recipients from both

focus groups unanimously preferred checks to coupons. The major reasons were that: (1) no stigma

is associated with receiving and using check benefits, (2) check benefits pwmote a feeling of self-

esteem, (3) checks increase fieml)ility in purchasing decisions, and (4) checks make shopping and

budgeting easier.

The reason given most often by both groups was the elimination of the stigma or embarrassment

az.sc)dated with using FSP benefits. Rec/pients reported that, when using checks, patrons or cashiers

at the check-out counters of retafi food stores no longer harassed or h_ted them. Recipients

also mentioned greater fee]/ngs of seN-esteem when m/n E checks than When using coupons. Some

e:rRmples of what partic/pants said about how cash-out el/m/hated the st/gma associated with

participation in the NSP are:

"I definitely prefer checks. Because with coupons, people [cashiers and cus'to_] get all
irritated when you're in line. They [cashiers] tap their fmgen while you're counting them out,
and they make a big deal about making change for thern. ¥ou know, my ldds won't go to the
store with me-they are embarrassed. It [using food s'tamps] makes you feel like a second-class
peI_oFL "

"It's difficult when you're holding food stamps, and they [customet_ and cashiers] are thinking
Oh, you're one of those people. And just the way they look at yotL They are thinking should
I pity you, or you're just a tax.stealing so and $o. That's the s_na attached to it"

"They give you looks at the cash regis. I saw them behind me_ Look at what she's buying.
[They are thinidn_ I can't buy that and I am working.'

"17_rtthchecks I write a check for my grocerits and no one knows where the money came front
It's better that way."

"Withfood checks they try to limit you to make sure you buy real food with it Like IYn being
told, well you know why we are giving you food stamps, because othtndse you'd spend it on
drugs or beer. {Nrtth checks] I feel like going well thank you for tmsltng me."
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Ia the focus group discussions, recipients expressed a preference for checks because checks give

recipients a wider choice of where to shop and what to buy, whereas coupons reatrict both the items

that can be purchased and the stores that can be patronized. A related advantage cited by focus

group members was the increased convenience of shopping with checks. Focus group participants

said:

'Whereyou can buy food is limited withfood stamps. If I want to go to a bread outlet and
get bargain bread, or a road stand and pick up buff, or a farmer's market and buy fresh
vegetables,theydon't takefood _mps. I have to go to a [participating]grocerystore instead,
and maybe they will chargeme mom'

'You know the point is that everybody gets fed [with either FSP checict or coupons].
Everybodygets fed, but witha little more choice in the matter [with checks].'

'1 think it makes it a lot easier to shop [with checks] because whenyou shop withfood stamps
you have to have such and such amount of cash so you can buy soap and other thing_ like
that. Then everythinggets separatedand you may end up gong over withnonfood item$. It
makes it a lot easier to shop.'

'You can _ have a bill [coupon] sqoaratedfrom your bookla; or else they won _tacc.in then_
,4 lot of times they were separate from the book and I'd get stuck with $10 or $15 worth of
stamps that I _idn_ ust That was really tough.'

'When I got food stamps, I would have to driveall the way over tofind a place that
food stamps. I didn't



were asked whether they thought coupon benefits or check benefits were more helpful when p)snning

and budgeting monthly food expenses. ?_ The focus groups with recipients who had used both

coupon and check benefits explored the role of checks and coupons in household budgeting more

deeply, as well as recipients' perceptions about the relative utility of checks and coupons when

planning and budgeting the household's monthly food expenses. The first section descn'bes the

findings on budgeting food expenses that are based on the household survw, and the second

describes the findings that are based on the focus group discussions.

TO stlmm_/.ze thc l'_'_ts, ]_P rt_pi_, who _ had e_i_ce with both checks Rlld coupons

prefer check' benefits when budgeting food expenses. In the household survey, a majority of check

recipients who had formerly received coupon benefits disagreed with the statement that 'food stamps

are more helpful than checks in planning and budgeting the household's monthly food expenses."

The majority of focus group pattie/pants who had received both benefit forms also preferred checks

when budgeting food expenses. Most of the participants in both focus groups believed that budgeting

household expenditures, including those for food, or household resources was easier w/th benefit

checks than with coupons. The main reason for preferring checks was that recipients were no longer

?Respondents were asked whether they strongly agreed, agreed, disngreed, or strongly disngreed
with the following statement: "Food stamp coupons are more helpful than food checks in plnnnin_
and budgeting the houschold's monthly food _Denses." All respondents to the household survey
were asked this question, irrespective of whether they received checks or coupons. Respondents who

did not receive check benefits were briefly informed about the check-issuance system. However, we
bel/cve that, as an information source, experience with check benefits is better than knowledge of the
existence of such an issuance system. (An _,_'nminntion of the percentage of check and coupon
households responding "don't know" to this question supports this belief, ns coupon households were
twice as likely as check households to respond "don't know.") Therefore, we focus our discussion on
thc responses to this question by check recipients who had formerly received coupon benefits.

SAil household survey respondents were also asked whether they strongly agreed, agreed,
disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the statement: 'Food stamp coupons give more control than
a food check over the household's food spending." However, we believe that there is sufficient
ambiguity in the meaning respondents may have applied to the word 'control' to cast doubt on the
question's validity. Some households might have thought in terms of "federal government" control
over the househoid's food expenses, because the question does not define who has more control. The
ambiguity could have been avoided if 'give more control" had read "give the house/toM more controL"

For this reason, the discussion in Section V.B. 1 focuses on the re-_ponses to the question about
budgeting the household's monthly food expenses.
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limited in where they could shop for food. Recipients felt that being able to shop at lower-priced

stores freed up resources for additional food purchases or for nonfood e_enditures.

1. Household Survey Findings on Budgetino Food Expenses

Coupon households, but not check households, believed that food stamp coupons were more

helpful than check benefits in planning and budgeting the household's monthly food expenditures.

S/xty-threc percent of coupon households either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement that

"food stamp coupons are more helpful in planning and budgeting the honsehold's monthly food

expenses,' whc'reas 56 percent of chock honscholds either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the

statement (Table V.6).

None of the coupon households in our sample had actual experience budgeting food

expcndi_ with check benefits. In addition, check households who were first-time participants in

the FSP also lacked this experience. Thus, we can appraise recipients' relative preferences for checks

or coupons in planning and budgeting food expenditures more accurately by examining the responses

of the subgroup of check households that had formerly received coupon benefits. Table V.6 shows

that a majority of recipients who had experience with both benefit forms did not believe that food

expenditures are more easily budgeted with coupons than checks; $7 percent strongly disagreed or

disagreed with the statement.

2. Additional Fimdinos from the Focns Group Discussions on B_ Food Expenses

In the focus group discussions with recipients who had received both check and coupon benefits,

participants were asked to discuss the relative utility of checks and coupons in budgeting household

expendiu_es. We first asked participants to compare their actions after receiving benefit checks

(including how they decide what to do with the money) with these after receiving benefit coupons.

We then asked whether it was easier to budget the honsehold's food expend/tures with checks or

coupons, and why.
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TABLE V.6

ATTITUDES ABOUT THE ROLE OF CHECKS VERSUS COUPONS
IN FOOD BUDGETING AND SPENDING

(Percentage of Households)

Check Households

Converted to Checks All Check Coupon
Attitude Checks Always Households Households

Food Stamp Coupons Are More
Helpful in Planning and
Budgeting the Household's
Monthly Food Expenses

StronglyagreeAgree 26.916'3}43.231.311'3 }42.628.5./'43.615'1']L 37.425'3}62.7

38.8 26.7 '_.
Disagree 38.0}56. 942.7 }57.4 }56.3 37.3
Strongly disagree 18.9 14.4 17.5 10.6 J

Sample Size 407 128 543 513

SOURCF: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: Percentages includes only households that expressed an opinion.

Sample sizes of "Convened to Checks' and 'Checks Always" households do not sum to sample
size of 'All Check Households' because the status of eight households could not be determined.
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Focus group participants generally reported that, because they had the option (albeit illegally)

of exchanging food stamps for cash under the coupon-issuance system, their decision processes and

actions were virtually the same under both forms of benefit issuance. Irrespect/ve of the form of the

benefit, most focus group participants reported first paying their rent and other major outstanding

b/lis {for example, util/ties, telephone, or car payment), and then mRIdngone large food-shopping trip

within the first few days of the month. Focus group partidpants said:

"Therent'sgot to bepaid, the ga& electric, and thephone-whatever the big onez are getpaid
tim; and whateveriv left,you knowyouYe got to feed your ki_'

"Welt,what I do is I get mine [combined AFDC/food stamp check] and I always have my
bills. I pay all my bills and then I always save money for food. [After the bills] that's [food
iv] first, because my kids got to eat."

"It'slike you pay your bills and you buyyour food andyou just stretch it {benefit check/until
the first [of the month]. That's all you do."

'Before the lazt week of the month I have a list of ali the bi_ that are due and I put the most
bltt, at the top. F'tr_iv rent,and thenfood and then the otherbillsfollow after that.

Xmade out the same way, _!rlthe same thing [with co_].'

Most participants reported that they treated their check benefits and other sources of income

as a single pool of funds that was used to purchase both food and nonfood items. A few participants

reported that, when budgeting food expenses, they distinguished income by source, just as they had

done when receiving coupon bene.fita. These participants reported using check benefits only for food,

and using money from other sources for either food or nonfood goods:

'1' don't look at it [benefit check] as cash to go buywhateveryou need or to pay a bill I look
at itaz my food mtmey. That [food _k,_] iv a bill. That money ivgoing on my food K_t."

Some participants indicated that the concept of 'household budgeting' was meaningless when

applied to them because their incomes were insufficient to meet their needs. Most of the other

participants bel/eved that it was easier to budget household expenditures with benefit checks than

with coupons. They cited two reasons for their belieL F'u3t, they reported that, because they were
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no longer limited in where they could shop for food, their benefits could be used at discount food

stores, such as "Price Clubs' or farmer's markets. Buying the same amount of food for less money

freed up resources for additional food purchases or for nonfood expenditures. Second, some

participants said that a benefit check enabled them to visualize the amount of resources avnilable for

food each month more accurately. Some ,'_*mples of what participants said about preferring checks

to coupons when budgeting expenditures are:

"1'want to go to a bread outlet and get ba_in bread, a road.ride stand and pick up puig or
a farmer's marketand buy vesetabler Theseplaces donortakefood _nampa I have to go to
a groct_ystore and maybe they_l chargeme mon_ It's harder to budget that way.'

"Alot of time.get bem_r_ on things like toiletpaper, all that sort of stuff thatyou can
buyfor less money. But anyway, it[vbetter. The cashpart's betterfor budgeting-buyingmore
with !ess money."

'It's [check_ are] like a pay check. At the beginningof the month it is easier w _ w_ _
have to work Mth for that montir"

Focus group participants suggested two changes in the FSP that they felt would help them to

manage their food expenditures better. First, some participants would prefer to receive benefit

checks twice per month (on the 1st and the 15th days of the month), rather than once per month,

bec.amc two issuances would make it easier to stretch the benefits over the entire month. Second,

some recipients would prefer to receive their benefit checks on the first day of the month because

they have financial obligations due on that day, as well as the need to purchase food.9 Focus group

participants said:

'Break it [benefit check] down witha check on the 1st and a check on the 15th like theyused
to do [for AFDC]. If you're tpending mart of your money in the first few days of the month
with one check, ifyou spend most of it on the 1_, you know [with two check,] you got that
other money coming throughso you're a'tringingit out"

9Most checks in San Diego County are issued through the "fiscal month end' process, under which
prcr.e_ing begins five working days before the first of the month. The checks are mailed at the end
of the month, which means that, depending on the location of their residences, respondents receive
their benefit checks sometime within the first five days of the month.
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'Give it to us in two installments. At the end of the month I_'n dying [for money]. If you got
it on the 1st and 15th, or whatever, it would be so much better. Check_ or coupons, it doesn't
matter, either way, but it does not last a mon& The second part of the month is always a
struggle. '

"Send the beneftt check on the last day of the month instead of the _ aay so that it gets there
before you have to get eveo_ing."

'Everything is due on the first and I just don_ want to feel panic _yuck. Being panic struck
ends up having a lot to do with what you end up buying and I don_ like to feel that way.'

C. CHECK-CASHING EXPEIt_ICF.,S OF CtlECK RECI]PIENTS

In the household survey, check recipients were asked about the types of establishments at which

they usually cash their checks, the amount of the check._,hln$ fee, if any, and any problems or

inconveniences experienced when using check benefits. In the focus group discu_ons, we e:rsmiBed

these issues, as well as the impact of check-cashing problems on recipients' future participation in the

FSP.

Section V.C.1 descnlaes the findings fxom the houschold survey and focus group discussions on

the establishments at which checks are usually cashed. Section V.C.2 describes the findings fxom the

household survey on fees paid by recipients to cash their benefit checks. Section V.C.3

check-cashing problems cited in the surv W and the focus group discussions.

To summarize the findings, most check households cashed their benefit checks at retail food

stores or banks; however, about 20 percen, t used check-cashlng agencies. Thirty-_ percent of

check households paid a fee to cash their benefit checks. The majority of households that paid a fee

paid $2.00 or less; however, some check households reported paying $5.00 or more. In general,

recipients paid higher check-cashing fees at check-csshln_ outlets than at retail stores or other places.

Relatively few check recipients mentioned encountering s'qpgficant problems when cashing or using

their checks. The most fxequently cited problems included difficulties cashing benefit checks because

of an improper ID or an irLsufficient number of IDs, limits _ by rota_ store_ on the amounts

of the checks cashed, retail stores having insufficient funds to cover the benefit checks, and store:
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refusing to cash benefit checks. The focus group discussions suggest that the problems experienced

when recipients cashed food benefit checks were similar to the ones earperienced when recipients

attempted to cash payroll or other checks.

1. Establishments at Which Food Benefit Checks Usually Are Cashed

A majority (75 percent) of check recipients reported that they usually cashed their food benefit

checks at retail food stores or banks (Table V.7); 38 percent cashed their checks at supermarkets,

grocery stores, or other food stores, and 35 percent cashed their checks at banks. However, a

substantial minority (19 percent) reported caslgng the/r checks at check.cash_g outlets. As the next

section will show, the latter finding is important, because recipients who use check-cashing outlets

may incur substantial checkw, ashing fees, thereby reducing the net benefits available to them to

purchase food.

The focus group discussions explored the recipients' use of check-cashing outlets in greater

detail. The discussions suggest that participants who use chock-cashin_ outlets do so m_inly because

they do not hav_ b_nk accounts. When those rcci-pients were asked why they did not have checking

accounts at local bsn_, several cited prev/ous account mismanagement' such as continuously

overdrawing their accounts, as the major reason. The focus group discussions revc. aled that tee/pleats

who have checking accounts also use check-cashing outlets, although much less frequently than those

who do not. Recipients with checking accounts reported using check _-'__ehingoutlets because the

outlets arc convenient (some are open 24 hours daily and on Sundays).

2. Check-Cashl_ Fees

Thirty-seven percent of check households were charged a fee to cash their benefit checks (Table

V.7). Three factors have reduced the incidence of recipients having to pay check-cashing fees. First,

San Diego County negotiated an agreement with the F'ust Interstate Bank, which has offices

throughout the most populous parts of the county, and which agreed to cash benefit checks free of
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TABLE V.7

CHECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES OF CHECK RECIPIENTS

(Percentage of Households)

All Check Households

Place Where Checks Are Usually Cashed

Supermarket or grocery store 31.0
Other ftxxt store 6.9
Nonfoodstore 1.7
Bank 34.7

Check-cashingoutlet 19.3
Deposit ir/bank 2.2
Other 4.1

Was Purchase Required to Cash Check? a

Yes 44.5
No 55.5

Was a Fee Charged to Cash Check?

Yes 37.3
No 62.7

Fee Paid to Have Checks Cashed b

$1.00 or less 38.1
$1.01to$2.00 24.5
$2.01 to $5.00 17.5
$5.01 to $10.00 13.3

$10.01to$20.00 4.9
$20.01ormore 1.8

Mean Feeb $3.46

Median Fee b $1.99

Sample Size 572

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

alncludes only households that cashed checks at retail stores.

blncludes only households that paid a fee to have checks cashed.
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charge. Second, as noted, substantial numbers of check recipients cash their checks at supermarkets

or grocery stores, many of which do not charge fees (although, as discussed below, the stores may

require rec/p/cnts to make a.purchase). 1° Third, some recipients with checking accounts deposit

their benefit checks. Because they can write checks off the accounts, they are able to avoid the

check-cashing fee.

Most of the check households that paid a fee reported that it was relatively small. Thirty-eight

percent reported paying $1 or less, and 25 percent reported paying between $1 and $2 (Table V.7).

The average fee for those that paid a fee is $3.46 (the median fee is $1.99). To place this amount

in context, joint Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)/lan3P recipients rece/ve an average

combined benefit check of $772 per month. Thus, a $3.46 check-cashing fee reduces available

benefits by less than one-half of one percent of the face value of the combined benefit check, ix

However, 20 percent of households that are charged a check-cashing fee reported paying more

than $5, and 2 percent reported paying more than $20. Generally, households using check-cashing

outlets reported higher fees than did those using food stores or other places (Table V.8). Of the

households that paid fees, 29 percent of those that use check-cashing oufiets, but only 15 percent that

use retail food stores, reported paying a fee of more than $5. Households paid an average of $3.66

to cash their benefit checks at check-ca.sh/ng outlets, compared with $2.96 at retail food stores that

charge a fee.

ioof the check households reporting in the household survey that they usually cashed their check
at retail stores (that is, at supermarkets, grocery stores, other food stores, and nonfood stores), 55
percent reported having to pay no fee..

UFor purposes of comparison, a recent government report (U.S. General Accounting Office,
1988) indicates that fees for cashing government checks range from no charge to 25 percent of the
face value of thc check, and that the average fee paid on a $500 check was $8.50, or 1.7 percent of
the face value.
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TABLE V.8

CHECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES OF CHECK RECIPIENTS. BY
PLACE WHERE CHECKS USUALLY ARE CASHED

(Percentage of Check Households)

Check-Cashing
Food Store Outlet Other a

Is There a Fee for Check-Cashing Service?

Yes 42.7 94.3 29.1
No 57.3 5.7 70.9

Amount of Fee Paid to Have Checks Cashed b

$1.00 or less 38.5 37.8 50.0
$1.01 to $2.00 29.7 17.3 37.5
$2.01 to $5.00 16.5 16.3 12.5
$5.01 to $10.00 8.8 20.4 0.0
$10.01 to $20.00 4.4 7.1 0.0
$20.01 or more 2.2 1.0 0.0

Mean Fee b $2.96 $3.66 $1.12

Sample Size 213 106 55

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, weighted tabulations.

aIncludes stores that do not sell food, and other establishments.

blncludcs only households that paid a fee to have checks cashed.
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Although the majority of check households that usually cashed their benefit checks at retail

stores did not have to pay a check-cashing fee, retail stores often required recipients to make a

purchase in order to cash their benefit checks. Forty-five percent of households that cashed their

benefit checks at retail stores reported having to make a purchase (Table V.7).

3. Problems Cashing Benefit Checks

Very few check recipients (15 percent) reported having any problems when c_hing checks

(Table V.9). Problems that were mentioned included: recipients not having the proper ID or a

sufficient number of IDs to cash the benefit check (5 percent); the store limiting the amount of the

check that it would cash (4 percent); _ the store refusing to cash the check (3 percent); and stores

having insufficient funds to cash the checks (3 percent).

The check-cashing problems reported by focus group participants are consistent with the

household survey findings. Problems that were cited by focus group participants were: fsfilng to have

the proper ID or the required number of IDs; recipients' combined (_ stamp) benefit

check exceeding the limit on the amount that the store would cash; recipients' bank account balances

not equalling or exceeding the amount of the check; retail stores having insufficient funds to cover

the amount of the check; and stores or banks refusing to cash the checks.

Some examples of what focus group participants said about problems encountered when cashing

food benefit checks are:

"Yeah, at some stores you have to buy a certain amount before they'll cash a check for you."

'At/name of supermarket] they will not _r,c.eed $300.'

_ZAs noted earlier, AFDC benefits are relatively high in C_!ifornia. In addition, for AFDC
recipients, the AFDC and food stamp benefits were combined in a single check under the cash-out
demonstration. Thus, the typical amount of the benefit checks being cashed under cash-out in San
Diego may have been significantly higher than they would be in other parts of the country.
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TABLE V.9

CHECK-CASHING PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED BY CHECK HOUSEHOLDS

(Percentage of Check Households)

Problem AliCheckHouseholds

None 85.4

Improperor InsufficientID 4.8

Store Refused to Cash Check 2.9

Store Did Not Have Enough Money to Cash Check 3.1

Limit on Amount of Check that Store Will Cash Without Purchase 3.6

Store Gave Credit Rather than Cash for Check 0.2

Other 2.2

SampleSize 572

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

No-m: Percentages do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could mention more than one
check-cashing problem.
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'I can't cash it at the supermat_ u_____it_ two men, you know, the two bosses who really
know me, they willcash my check. But wehave one that's not too nice and he won't cash the
check.'

"1'had to have a checking nccount to cash my checig and I needed to have a certain amount
deposited before they would cash my checic"

The focus group participants who cited problems emphasized that their check-cashing problems

were virtually identical to the problems that they had when attempting to cash payroll or other

personal checks. These recipients did not believe that check-cashing problems made FSP

participation under the check-i_uance system leas desirable than under the coupon-issuance system.

This sentiment is captured in the following comment by a focus group participant, who said:

"I've run into the same kinds of prvblems with reg,!,,r pay checks, too-to it's not likepeople
look differentlyat an AFDC or food stamp checic In faa; more places I think will cash
benefit check_ than they will a handwrittenpay check.'

D. ATrlTUDES ABOUT PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Ia the household survey, check households that had always received their benefits as checks were

asked about the incentives provided by check benefits to apply for and remain in the FSP. All of

these recipients were asked: 'Would the household stay in thc program if your benefits arc switched

from checks to coupons?' A subset of these check recipients, who knew when they applied for FSP

benefits that benefits were available as food checks, were asked: 'Would your household have

participated in the FSP if the benefit was not in thc form of a check?'

All of the recipients who had always received checks responded that they would continue to

participate if their benefit form were to be converted to coupons (Table V.10). Ninety-seven percent

of the subset of recipients reported that they would have applied for program benefits even if the

check form had not been available. Thus, although households that had always received benefits as

checks may prefer checks to coupons, in the absence of cash-out, they would have initially applied

for benefits and would participate in the program.
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TABLE V. 10

PERCEPTIONS OF IMPACT OF CASH-OUT ON PARTICIPATION

IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

(Percentage of Check-Always Households)

ParticipationMeasure Percentage

Would Household Stay in the FSP if Benefits
Switched to Cc,::_ons? a

Yes 100.0
No 0.0

Would Households Have Participated if Benefit in
the Form of Checks Had Not Been Available? b

Yes 97.3
No 2.7

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

aSample size = 138.

t'Sample size = 41.

FSP = Food Stamp Program.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND PLANS FOR ADDITIONAL RESEARCH

This report on the impacts of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration on Food

Stamp Program CP"SP)'participants and their food-use and spending patterns is one of two planned

reports on the demoustration. A second volume, which will be preparedafter the full cash-out phase

of the demonstration has been in operation for a longer period, will enmmlne the impacts of the

demonstration on variables related to program admlntqtration and program participation. This

concluding chapter discusses the policy imph'cafiom of the findings obtained thus far and descn'bes

the rest of _e planned rese,awh.

When considering the policy implications discussed in the next fu_'tion, it is important to note

that, as discussed earlier, evaluatiom of cash-out demonstrations are also being conducted in the

states of Washington and Alabama. To fully asses the cash-out approach, it will be important to

combine the findings from each of throe evaluations.

A. IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS ON RECIPIENT IMPACTS

A chief concern expreu_ by opponents of cash-out is that switching from coupons to checks

will weaken the !ink between FSP benefits and food consumption, thereby reducing the program's

ability to accomplish its objective of "rahing the levels of nutrition among low-income househokls."

The findings of the survey in San Diego provide some support for this concern, but they also indicate

that the size of the negative effects may be quite modest.

Tabulations of the household survey data show that, in San Diego, cash-out reduced the money

value of food used at home and that, in general, this negative effect _ statistically significant across

several alternative measures of home food use. The estimated reduction ranges from S percent to

8 percent.

A similar picture emerges when effects on nutrient availability are considered. Statistically

significant reductions of about 5 percent in the nutrient availability of food energy and protein were

133



observed. For protein, we estimated that 97 percent of the sample was attaining the recommended

dietary allowance (RDA) of the nutrient; this percentage was essentially unchanged by cash-out.

Thus, the reduction in the average availability of protein does not appear to be a problem under

cash-out.

However, for food energy, the percentage of households attaining the RDA was about 5

percentage points lower for check redpients than for coupon recipients (69 percent versus 74

percent), and the difference is statistically sig_it%ant. This finding suggests that, for some households,

the demonstration may have advenmly affected the availab/I/ty of food energy. Estimated effects on

seven micionutrients that arc a public health concern generally were observed to be reductions in the

range of only 1 percent to 4 percent, ! and only two of the estimated effects are statistically

significant. There were no statistically si?i_c_nt effects on the percentage of FSP partidpants

attaining the RDAs of these seven micronutrients.

No evidence in the survey suggests that cash-out increases the likeh_ood that households

lack sufficient food to eat. Roughly 30 percent of the food stamp participants who were surveyed

reported their perceptions that their households had not had enough food at least once in the

previous month, and about 20 percent reported that household members had to skip meals because

of this problem. Nevertheless, the incidence of these problems was actually greater for coupon

recipients than for check recipients, although the d/ffercnces are not statistically significant.

Considered together, these findings suggest that the impacts of cash-out on San Diego FSP

recipients were not as large as the opponents of cash-out had feared, but that they were larger than

its proponents had argued. Cash-out had negative effects on the money value of food used at home,

although the effects were small and were associated with even smaller effects on nutrient availability.

Furthermore, cash-out had no apparent effects on the adequacy of household food availab_ty as

reported by households.

1One estimated effect, although positive, is small and not statistically significant.
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When considering the implications of these findings, it is important to keep in mind that this

report has focused on only one of several types of impacts that must be e,,amined in a complete

assessment of cash-ouL Effects on ndmlrli_trative costs must also be e,-T_minedcareful]y, because

program simplification and cost reduction have been a major impetus for the cash-out concept.

Potential effects on program participation, food retailers, and impacts on the program's vulnerability

to fraud must also be considered. The next section provides an overview of plans for additional

research to examine these is,sues.

B. FURTHER RESF. ARCH PIANN!a:n

Add/tional information about the effects of cash-out will be provided in a second research report,

which will cover the effects of the San Diego demonstration on adm/nlstrative costs, participation,

food retailers, and thc program's vulnerability to fraucL Research plans in each of these areas are

descnq_e..dbelow.

1. Analysis of Administrative Costs

The analysis of thc effects of cash-out on a_trative costs will begin by carefully documenting

the issuance procedures used in San Diego County before and during the demonstration. Descriptions

of these procedures will be based on intervie_ w/th San Diego Count 7 FSP staff. Staff interview._

and county adminktrativc data will then be used to est/mate the impacts of the demonstration

procedures on staffing requirements for various aspects of the issuance process and to estimate thc

salary and overhead costs associated with these changes. Information will also be obtained from the

county on changes in other direct costs that are associated with the new issuance procedures, thc

most important of which is postage.

In addition to estimating the impact of the cash-out procedures on ongoing costs, it is also of

interest to examine the resources required to set up the procedures. The analysis will document the
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procedures used to design and implement the demonstration- The coGts associated with the start-up

procedures will also be examined.

Estimates of the effects of cash-out on federal-level costs, such as the cost of printing coupons

and the cost of clearing redeemed coupons through the Federal Reserve Syatem, will bc examined.

This analysis will draw largely on existing studies of these costs.

2. Analysis of Effects on Participation

The findings reported in this report indicate that moat FSP recipients in San Diego County

prefer checks to coupons, thus rahing the po_ibility that the availability of checks may have increased

participation in the FSP. To examine this poa_ility, we will compare trends in program participation

for San Diego County with trends in adjacent California counties and in the state as a whole..

We will examine these trends ov_ three periods: (1) before the demonstration was begun, (2)

during the period of 20 percent cash-out, and (3) durin'_gfull cash-out. It is important to examine

changes in San Diego participation/n comparison with change_ ia other counties, because caseloads

have increased substantially in San Diego County and throughout the country during the past two

years.

If ev/dcnce of potential participation effects from the demonstration are observed, we will

attempt to identify the types of parfidpants who are drawn into the program by the demonstration.

This analysis will involve comparing the demographic and economic clmmctefistics of the county's

caseload for the per/ods before and after cash-ouc However, a limitation of this analysis is the

difficulty of disentangling the effects of the demonstration and other factors on, participant

characteristics.

3. Analysis of _ffeela on the Vubuer_illly of the Food Stamp Program to Fraud

The analysis of the effects of cash-out on issuance system vulnerabilities will be based mainly on

comparing various types of issuance losses in the period before cash-out with thoae observed during
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cash-out; San Diego County aclmini._trative data wfll be used. 2 We will perform the comparisons on

a "per case month" basis and on a "per $1,000 of issuance" basis, in order to take into account changes

in the caseload and changes ia average benefit levels during the period.

4. Analysis of Effects on Food Retailers

Food retailers represent an important constituency of the FSP, and it will be important to

examine how they are affectext by the demonstration. We will examine effects on sales and effects

on store operations.

To obtain information with which to anmlne poss_le effects on sales volumes, we will attempt

to obtain store-level monthly sales data fzom three major supetmartmt chains in San Diego County.

Data from before and during the demonstration will be requestmt, to make it poss_le to examine

whether trends appeared to shift when the demonstration began. (Both the 20 percent cash-out

period and the full cash-out stage will be comidered.)

We will obtain simaar data for smaller, independent grocers. How=vet, to conserve the resources

available for the research, we will obtain who/_a/e sa/e# data from a major wholesaler in San Diego

County that serves these stores, rather than retai/sales data from the stores themselves.

To examine the effects of cash-out on store operations, we will conduct telephone interviews

with a sample of store managers in San Diego County. The managers will be asked to descn'be how

their check-out, front-office, and other operations have changed as a result of cash-out, with special

attention to be given to changes in staf_g requirements. We will also obtain information on the

attitudes of store managers about cash-out.

aAt least one complete year of data from the full cash.out period will be included.
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APPENDIX A

PROCEDURES USED IN THE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY



This appendix describes the household survey that was undertaken for the Evaluation of the San

Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration.

A. METHODS FOR SELECTING AND LOCATING RESPONDENTS

A total of 1.226 interviews were completed during a 15-week period that began on May 5, 1990.

The respondents for 1,143 of these interviews were a stratified random sample of all nonhomeless

San Diego Food Stamp Program (FSP) participants in the geographic area covered by the study. A

separate sampling and data collection effort addressed the approximately 6 percent of the program

participants _vho were homeless. This effort yielded 83 interviews with homeless participants, thus

bringing the total number of interviews conducted in San Diego to 1,226.

This section defines the study area, descn'bes the respondents who were included in the survey

sample, and discusses the information that was used to locate and contact respondents. Screening

criteria and the definition of the food manager (the respondent for the main interview) are also

discussed.

1. Defining the Study Area

To keep survey costs within available resources, the geographic area in which the survey was

conducted was limited to the western part of San Diego County. Specifically, the study area included

all of the incorporated areas of San Diego County, ali areas west of the ring of incorporated areas

around San Diego City, and a number of populous unincorporated areas contiguous to the selected

incorporated areas. Food stamp households that did not live in the study area were identified on the

basis of their zip codes and were excluded from the survey sample. Approximately 2 percent of food

stamp cases in the county were excluded by this definition of the study area.

2. Selecting Respondents for Inclusion in the Sample

The respondents for this survey consisted of a stratified random sample of all nonhomeless San

Diego FSP participants in the geographic area covered by the study. The respondents were selected
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randomly from a data tape that was prepared by the San Diego County Department of Social Services

(DSS) and that included all active food stamp program cases as of April 30. 1989. At that time,

approximately 20 percent of the FSP participants received checks and 80 percent received coupons.

In drawing the sample, three dichotomous variables were used to divide the households into eight

strata: (1) whether the household was receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),

in addition to food stamps, (2) whether the household had earned income, and (3) whether the

household was receiving benefits in the form of checks or coupons.

To obtain, equal numbers of coupon observations and check observations for the survey, we

oversampled households that received their benefits as checks. The households were stratified on

the other two variables (AFDC receipt and whether the household had earnings) to ensure that the

check sample and the coupon sample would be representative of the overall food stamp case

distribution on these variables. Within both samples, the samples were drawn with equal sampling

rates across strata.

To minimize response burden, we excluded two groups of households from the sample frame.

Thc first group, which contained 20 households, comprised households that had been included in the

pretest in March. The second group comprised 500 households that had already been selected for

interviewing in a study of the AFDC program that was being conducted in San Diego by another

contractor.

Each case in the entire data set of end-of-April active cases was assigned a random number. The

cases on the data tape were then divided into the eight strata. The cases in each stratum were sorted

by the random number, and the cases with the highest random numbers in each stratum were selected

into the sample. After eliminating the excluded cases, cases were selected into the sample in 200-case

replicates, with I00 check cases and 100 coupon cases in each replicate. Interviewers worked the

sample in replicate number order.
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Finally, the roughly 6 percent of food benefit recipients in San Diego County who are homeless

were sampled and interviewed separately. This effort is discussed more completely in Section C.

Methods for Collecting the Data.

3. Obtaining Contact Information for Respondents

The data tape prepared by the San Diego County DSS contained home addresses and telephone

numbe rs for the respondents selected in the sample frame. This information was used in the initial

attempt to locate the sampled persons. If the sampled person had moved, interviewers used other

locating tectiniques, such as searches via directory assistance, in-person follow-ups with neighbors and

relatives, or searches through the DSS for an address update. Interviewers used searches through

the DSS only after all other leads had been exhausted. These searches were coordinated through the

field supervisors and the MPR Field Coordinator.

4. Screening Criteria

Participation in the FSP was used as a screen criterion in the screening interview (the screener).

Specifically, sampled persons were eligible to participate in the survey if they had received FSP

benefits during the month preceding the screener and expected to receive benefits during the next

month. If the sampled person responded negatively to either one of these questions, that household

was terminated from the study. If the sampled person reported that his or her FSP benefit was in

a form different from that recorded on the sample, the information was recorded and the household

remained in the sample. This happened only very rarely, and in all cases the issue was resolved

through discussions with FSP staff members.

5. Defining and Identifying the Food Manager

The food manger is the person in the sampled person's household who has primary responsibility

for purchasing food and preparing meals. Although the interviewer had to conduct the initial portion

of thc screener with the sampled person, the food manager was the preferred respondent for the
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main interview. The food manager was identified during the telephone introduction to the screener.

If the sampled person and the food manager were the same person, the interviewer made an

appointment to complete the screener. If the sampled person and the food manager were two

different persons, an appointment was made with both of them. During the screener, the sampled

person was asked the screening criteria as outlined above. The second half of the screener and the

main food-use questionnaire were administered to the food manager.

B, SELECTION AND TRAINING OF FIELD STAFF

This section addresaes the selection of the seven field supervisors, the recruitment and hiring of

the field interviewers, and the training procedures and materials that were developed.

1. Recruiting Supervisors

Seven field supervisors were hired to oversee the hiring and management of the staff of field

interviewers. The supervisors were selected on the basis of a satisfactory prior work history with

MPR or recommendations from their supervisors in projects with other contractors. It also was

important that the supervisors be located throughout the geographic area covered by the survey so

that interviewer/supervisor assignments could be made according to regions of the county. In

addition, supervisors were recruited and given assignments on the basis of needed areas of expertise.

For example, one supervisor with experience interviewing in known high-crime areas was assigned

to interviewers with cases in such neighborhoods. Also, given the large Asian population in San

Diego, an Asian supervisor was hired to manage the team of Asian interviewers. (We discuss

bilingual interviewing in more detail in Section C, Methods for Collecting the Data.)

2. Recruiting and Hiring Interviewers

To hire field interviewers, newspaper advertisements were run in the major San Diego

newspapers. The advertisement explained the study, stressed the need for a car and a telephone, and

offered a higher hourly rate for experienced or bilingual interviewers. Because interviewer attrition

A.6



was anticipated and the field period was short, hiring goals were set high. Specifically, we recognized

that, given the lengthy and in-depth training session required, rehiring and retraining during the 15-

week field period would be highly inefficient. One hundred eleven interviewers were initially hired,

96 reported to training, and 93 passed training requirements.

Attrition occurred dunng the study for several reasons. Some interviewers decided that they

were not interested in the survey after they had begun training or interviewing. Other interviewers

were selected out because of problems with the quality of the data that they were collecting or

because of low productivity. Table A. 1 breaks down interviewer attrition by week. It also shows how

many interviewers passed the two major milestones of the field period, training and the on-site quality

control edit, which was conducted three weeks into the study. As attrition continued to occur, the

more productive interviewers were assigned new cases, but the less productive interviewers were not.

No new hiring or retraining was necessary.

3. Training Materials and Procedures

Training materials for the survey were developed by the National Opinion Research Corporation,

under a separate contract, with MPR providing significant input into these documents. Once the

training materials were available, the interviewers were sent advance study materials; at approximately

the same time. a "trainer's training" session was held to familiarize all of the individuals involved in

the training with the training plans. After that, all interviewers were required to attend the five-day

training seminar, which was held at the Hanalei Hotel in San Diego.

The advance study materials included:

· An introduction to the study, the data collection process, and the study team

· Instruction on general interviewing techniques, including avoiding bias, proper
probing, establishing rapport and gaining cooperation, and questionnaire and
recording conventions

· An overview of the study materials
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TABLE A. 1

INTERVIEWER ATYRITION

TimePeriod Numberof Interviewers

InitiallyHired 111

PassedTraining 93

WorkedWeek1 92

WorkedWeek2 88

Passed On-Site Quality Edit 85

Worked Week 3 83

WorkedWeek4 82

WorkedWeek5 81

Worked Week 6 75

WorkedWeek7 72

Worked Week 8 - 67

WorkedWeek9 64

Worked Week 10 63

WorkedWeek11 63

Worked Week 12 61

Worked Week 13 61

Worked Week 14 61

Worked Week 15 61

SOURCE: Administrative records from the Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration, household survey.

A.8



· A hypothetical, day-by-day, life cycle of a typical case

· A glossary of study-specific terms, to be learned before training was begun

The advance study materials also included a written probing exercise, which each interviewer was

required to complete after reviewing the manual and to return to MPR before training,

The second stage of training was the in-depth training seminar, which was held over a five-day

period in the week before the official beginning of the field period. To be qualified to receive cases.

interviewers had to attend all irn,e sessions and, through written and oral exercises at the end of

training, to d_:monstrate knowledge of all aspects of the survey procedures. One session was covered

during each day of the training period, and each trainer received a detailed training agenda listing the

items to be covered in each session. The sessions contained a mixture of training techniques,

including lectures, videos, written exercises, round-robin mock interviews, and one-on-one practice.

The sessions were organized as follows:

Session l-Introduction to the study, general interviewing skills, and conducting the screener.

Training techniques included: the General Interviewer Training Video, written probing and recording

exercises, and round-robin and one-on-one mock interviews with the screener. Length: 6 hours.

Session Il--Conducting the Income and Expenditures Module of the Questionnaire. Training

techniques included: a question-by-question review of the section and auxiliary materials to be used,

a writtcn matching exercise on the definition of income sources, and round-robin and one-on-one

mock interviews with that section of the questionnaire. Length: 5 hours.

Session Ill--Conducting the Food-Use Interview (Part I). Training techniques included: a

question-by-question overview, review of the recipe page, an audio-taped example of the section, and

round-robin and one-on-one mock interviews. Length: 5 hours.

Session IV--Conducting the Food-Use Interview (Part II). Training techniques included: a

question-by-question overview, review of the shopping form, a written exercise on recording food use

corrcctlv, and round-robin and one-on-one mock interviews. Length: 5 hours.
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Session V--Review of the Interview Process and Administrative Training. Training techniques

included: a step-by-step review of the interview process and all auxiliary materials, a written exercise

on gaining respondent cooperation and using the record-of-contacts form, a written exercise on

searching for hard-to-locate sampled persons, and instruction on administrative responsibilities.

Length: 4 hours.

C. METIIODS FOR COLLECTING THE DATA

The data collection effort was conducted so as to minimize respondent burden and maximize the

quality of the food-use data. This section discusses the survey process and illustrates how the timing

of the field period; the use of the multiple-contact approach, recall aids, and respondent payments;

and attention to special circumstances, such as bilingual and homeless sampled persons, contributed

to the successful completion of the survey.

1. Timing of the Field Period

The field period, which began on May 5, 1990, lasted 15 weeks. The timing of the survey was

balanced against the timing of full cash-out in San Diego, with data collection ending one full month

before the start of full cash-out. Table A.2 provides a breakdown of screener and interview

completions by week.

2. Multiple-Contact Approach

To gain and maintain respondent cooperation, a multiple-contact approach was used. This

approach eased the sampled person into the survey process and maintained interviewer and

respondent interaction from the time of the initial contact through the screener, recorclkeeping, and

completion of the main interview.

The first contact that a sampled person received from MPR was an advance letter. This letter

explained the purpose of the study, described what would be expected of a respondent, explained the

incentive payment, stressed confidentiality, and emphasized that FSP benefits would not be affected
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TABLE A.2

COMPLETIONS OF SCREENING INTERVIEWS AND MAIN INTERVIEWS,
BY WEEK OF FIELD PERIOD

Percent Screeners Percent Interviews

Completed Completed
Time Period (N = 1,550) (N = 1,226)

Week1 14.9 0.2

Week 2 13.3 12.9

Week 3 11.5 11.5

Week4 8.4 10.7

Week5 8.4 8.0

Week 6 5.9 11.6

Week 7 4.8 5.5

Week 8 5.8 4.6

Week9 7.3 4.7

Week10 4.7 7.3

Week11 7.2 7.5

Week12 4.8 6.7

Week 13 1.6 5.6

Week14 1.2 1.8

Week 15 0.0 1.2

100.0 100.0

SouRcE: Administrative records from the Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration, household survey.
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by participation or nonparticipation in the survey. The advance letter also contained the name and

telephone number of the MPR Survey Director and encouraged the sampled person to contact local

food stamp offices if he or she had questions. In addition, a fact sheet on the back of the letter

provided basic questions that the sampled person may have had, and answered the questions.

The second contact was a telephone call from the MPR interviewer to set up an appointment

with the sampled person and the food manager (if they were different persons) to conduct the

screener. The interviewer conducted the screener in person at the sampled person's residence,

usually within two days of the initial telephone contact. At that time, the interviewer completed the

screener, made an appointment to conduct the main interview, and explained to the food manager

how to track the foods used in the household during the seven days immediately preceding the main

interview.

The third contact was a postcard that was mailed midway between the week of the screener and

the main interview. The postcard contained a personal note from the interviewer reminding the

respondent of the forthcoming interview appointment and encouraging accurate recordkeeping. The

last contact between the interviewer and the sampled person was the in-person administration of the

paper-pencil food-use interview.

3. Recall Aids

To further reduce the burden on the sampled person and to 'minimizeerror, the interviewer gave

the food manager several recall and scheduling materials at the screening interview. The materials,

which were designed to help the food manager keep track of the foods used, included:

· A calendar page showing the food manager when to begin and when to stop tracking
food

· A letter providing instructions for keeping track of the foods used during the seven-
d: period

* An envelope in which to store receipts and on which to record food-use information
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· A clip-magnet to attach the envelope to the refrigerator, if desired, and a ball point
pen to write on the envelope

· A business card with the telephone number of an MPR representative, in case the
food manager had questibns or concerns after the interviewer left

4. Incentive Payment

Also used to lessen respondent burden was an incentive payment sufficiently adequate to

compensate the sampled person for the time required to participate in the survey. At the end of a

successfully completed interview, the interviewer gave the sampled person a check from MPR in the

amount of $20.00. Because the sample population comprised !ow-income persons, many of whom

may not have had bank accounts and who would have found cashing the incentive checks difficult or

impossible, MPR formed an agreement with The Check Cashing Place, which has offices throughout

the San Diego area. According to the apeement, if the sampled person presented valid

identification, such as the food-assistance card, The Check Cashing Place agreed to cash the check

for a fee of $1.00, which was paid by the respondent. The $1.00 fee reflected a reduction in the

agency's usual charge.

5. Special Circumstances

San Diego is a multi-cultural city with large Asian and Hispanic populations. We realized early

that these, and other, subgroups would require special interviewing techniques. Therefore, bilingual

applicants for interviewing positions were specially targeted in the recruiting process. Of particular

relevance were bilingual interviewers who spoke Spanish, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Lao, or Hmong.

We developed Spanish translations of the screener and food-use questionnaire. The Asian

interviewers used the English version, with key words and phrases written in their native languages

as a guide in administering the questionnaire to the sampled Asian persons.

Special techniques were also used to interview the homeless. Because it would have been

difficult to locate homeless FSP participants from the list sample frame, a different approach was
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used. Homeless FSP participants in San Diego go to their local food stamp offices each month to

pick up their benefits. Therefore, MPR selected two sites in areas with large numbers of homeless

clients for interviewing the homeless--the Logan Heights office and the Oceanside office. A specially

organized team of interviewers and a specially assigned supervisor went to these offices on the da_

when food-assistance benefits were issued. Welfare office staff channeled homeless FSP participants

to the interviewers, who randomly selected sampled persons and administered the specially adapted

questionnaire at that time.

6. Field Ma/aagement Procedures

The data collection effort had a management plan commensurate with the numbers of staff

involved. The team of 100 interviewers reported to one of seven field supervisors. Each interviewer

was required to report to his or her supervisor on a weekly basis. These weekly conferences covered

any problems in locating sampled persons or successfully administering the questionnaire. The field

supervisors also collected information vital to managing their caseloads efficiently and within budget;

this information included the status of each case, the numbers of hours worked and miles traveled,

and other expenses. Each of the seven field supervisors reported the information, by interviewer, to

the MPR field coordinator on a weekly basis. The MPR field coordinator maintained records on

interviewer productivity and survey costs, and reported to the survey director on a regular basis.

D. DATA PROCESSING AND QUALITY ASSURANCE

To ensure that data of the highest po_ible quality were being collected, quality-control measures

were implemented before, during, and after the data collection effort. This section disc_ the

methods that MPR used for routine survey procedures, such as callbacks and validations, as well as

special efforts undertaken to maximize the quality of the data.
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1. Processing Completed Interviews

Interviewers were instructed to check for mistakes by reviewing their completed questionnaires

after each interview. After performing this review, the interviewers sent their completed interviews.

screeners, and contact records to MPR. They kept respondent recall materials for use in resolving

problems that might arise during the quality-review edits. The completed questionnaires were

reviewed by Princeton-based MPR quality-control personnel, who identified any problems requiring

callbacks. In addition, 100 percent of the respondents in the household sample were sent a postcard

to validate the interview. MPR received 42 pew,ent of these postcards back, and no validation

problems were reported.

Sixty-eight percent of the household questionnaires required a callback to reconcile

inconsistencies or to retrieve missing data. First, quality-control personnel attempted to resolve

problems by asking the interviewer to look at the respondent's recall materials. If this procedure was

unsuccessful, the respondent was called back by MPR's quality-control personnel or, if necessary, by

an interviewer in San Diego. Of the questionnaires requiring a callback, 88 percent were resolved

successfully. If a respondent had not returned his or her validation postcard, but was contacted for

a callback, the short validation questionnaire was administered at that time. An additional 14 percent

of thc interviews were validated in this manner, bringing the total validation rate to 56 percent of all

completed household interviews (the homeless interviews had to be excluded from the callback and

validation process).

To ensure the quality of this process, MPR's quality control manager trained and monitored a

staff of quality-assurance personnel, who worked exclusively on this study. The quality-assurance staff

consisted of eight individuals who were hired specifically for this study. The manager trained the staff

over a three-day period on the goals of the survey, a question-by-question review of the

questionnaire, specific problem areas, and how to edit the questionnaire for overall internal

consistcn%.. After the staff was trained, the quality control manager completely reviewed their first
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five questionnaires. Subsequently, the manager reviewed 10 percent of each person's work for the

next four weeks. Finally, the manager reviewed all cases requiring a callback interview. These steps

ensured that the questionnaires were edited in a thorough and consistent manner.

After cases were edited fully and callbacks were resolved, cases were batched and sent to MPR's

subcontractor, National ,analysts, for data entry and processing of the food-use data. Cases were sent

to National Analysts on a weekly basis.

2. Special Procedures

Several additional steps were taken in San Diego to improve the overall quality of the data

collection effort. Before the beginning of data collection, a short pretest of survey procedures was

conducted; as a result of this pretest, the screener was improved and the reminder postcard was

added. After data collection began, and the interviewers had entered into their third week of

interviewing, the Survey Director and the quality control manager made an on-site quality-assurance

visit to San Diego. For this visit, each interviewer was to have completed one full screener and one

food-use questionnaire. The rapid feedback on each interviewer's first case from this visit enabled

the interviewer to avoid many mistakes later in the data collection effort. Furthermore, this process

identified interviewers who were unable to admini.ster the screener or questionnaire successfully, even

after intensive training and time in the field. Therefore, weak interviewers were selected out of the

data collection process early--further reducing quality problems later in the effort.

E. RESPONSE RATES AND OTHER FINAL STATUSES

This section addresses the disposition of the sample, including the breakdown of eligible and

ineligible cases, completed interview,s, and all other final statuses.

1. Eligibility Rates

A total of 1,773 cases were released in the San Diego sample (Table A.3). Of these, 206 were

defined as ineligible for the survey, leaving 1,567 eligible cases (88 percent of the total released).
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TABLE A.3

RESPONSE RATES

Total

Number Percent a

Total Cases Released 1,773

Ineligible Cases 206

Deceased 3

Moved Out of Study Area 56

No Longer Receiving Benefits 147

Eligible Cases 1,567 100

Completed Interviews 1,226 78

Refused 9

Screener 106

Interview 39

Cannot Locate 3

Screener not completed 45

After screener completed 9

ExhaustedAttempts 5

Screenernotcompleted 47

Afterscreenercompleted 27

Unableto AdministerScreener 2

Physicalor cognitiveimpairment 17

Language barrier 4

Other reason 4

Completed instrnment Lost in Mall 43 3

Sour<cE: Administrative records from the Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration, household survey.

a'I'he denominator is the number of eligible cases.
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Ineligibility was defined by one of three criteria: (1) deceased, (2) moved out of the study area, or

(3) no longer receiving benefits. Table A.4 breaks down eligible and ineligible cases for recipients

of coupons and of checks. Slightly more coupon recipients than check recipients (109 versus 97)

were ineligible.

2. Completion Rates

The overall completion rate for the San Diego Food-Use Survey was 78 percent. The

denominator for this calculation is equal to 1,484 eligible respondents from the sample frame list plus

the 83 homeless interviews, bringing the total number of eligible cases used to calculate the overall

response rate to 1,567.

Table A.4 presents the completion rates for check recipients and coupon recipients. A total of

613 interviews were completed with coupon recipients, and 613 with check recipients, yielding

respective response rates of 79 percent and 77 percent. These 1,226 interviews include the 83

homeless interviews but exclude 43 questionnaires that were lost in the mail. Table A.4 also shows

the final statuses of all noncompleted caaes, by coupon and check recipient. Refusals were the largest

source of noncompletion; 10 percent of coupon recipients and 9 percent of check recipients refute.

Other sources include uniocatable sampled peraona, exhausted attempts, physical or cognitive

impairments, and language barriers. It is important to note that Tables A.3 and A.4 show the

disposition for every case that was a part of the San Diego sample.

3. Interviews Usable for the Food-Use Analysis

Not all of the 1,226 interviews could be used to analyze the impact of cash-out on food

consumption. The 83 interviews with the homeless did not include the food-use data. In addition,

nine households were nonhousekeeping households, which contained members who consumed fewer

than ten meals at home during the seven-day reference period. Eight households were in group

homes. Finally, the data for an additional 48 households (22 check recipients and 26 coupon
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TABLE A.4

RESPONSE RATES, BY TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS

Coupons Checks

Number Percent a Number Percent a

Total Cases Released 883 890

Ineligible Cases 109 97

Deceased 2 1

Moved Out of Study Area 28 28

No Danger Receiving Benefits 79 68

Eligible Cases 774 100 793 100

CompletedInterview 613 79 613 77

Refused 10 9

Screener 56 50

Interview 21 18

CannotLocate 4 3

Screener not completed 23 22

After screener completed 5 4

ExhaustedAttempts 4 6

Screenernotcompleted 17 30

Afterscreenercompleted 12 15

Unable to Administer Screener 1 2

Ph_ical or cognitive impairment 5 12

Languagebarrier 2 2

Otherreason 2 2

SOURCE: Administrative records from the Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration, household survey.

aThe denominator is the number of eligible cases.
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recipients) were deemed to be of insufficient quality, because the interviews had been conducted

more than 48 hours after the end of the seven-day reference period, or because the food-use data

were mistakenly collected for'a period longer than the seven-day reference period.

These reductions produced a final sample of 1,078 households (542 check recipients and 536

coupon recipients). This sample was used to analyze the impact of cash-out on food expenditures

and nutrient availability. For analyses that did not depend on food-use data, such as respondents'

attitudes toward check benefits, the larger sample was used.

F. INTERVIEW LENGTH

The main household survey instrument (as opposed to the screener instrument) had two main

sections. Section I contained questions about household composition, household income, household

expenditures, and opinions about the cashed-out benefits. Section I took an average of 45.3 minutes

to complete. Section II, which contained the detailed questions on food uae and meals eaten, took

an average of 93.2 minutes to complete. Thus, the entire interview took an average of 138 minutes

to complete. Table A.5 provides frequency distributions of interview lengths for each section of the

survey instrument.
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TABLE A.5

SAN DIEOO INTERVIEW LENOTH

LENGTH OF SECTION 1, IN MINUTES

Length Part 1 Frequency Peroent Cumulative Frequency Cumulative Percent

0-14 Minutes I 0.1 I 0.1

15-29Minutes 128 12.8 129 12.9

:30.44 Minutes 379 2r7.9 508 50.7

45-59 Minutes 239 'r4.9 747 74.6

60-74 Minutes 177 17.7 924 923

75-90 Minutes 77 7.7 1,001 100.0

enNlumcyMiami-
Mean Length .- 45.3 Miamm

LENOTH OF SECIION II, IN MINUTI_

Length Part 2 Frequency Percent Otmulative Frequency Cumulati_ Percent

15-29 Minutes 7 0.7 7 0.7

30-44 Minutes 15 1.6 22 2.3

45-49 Minutes 75 IL0 97 10.3

60-74 Minutes 175 18.6 272 28.8

75-90 Minutes 266 28.2 538 57.1

90-104 Minutes 96 10.4 636 67.4

105-119 Minutes 108 113 744 78.9

120-149 Minutes 135 14.3 8'/9 93.2

150-179 Miautes 48 SA 92'7 9R.3

3-4 Hours 16 1.7 943 100.0

Fmlmmey Mimaf, - 156
Mean Length - 93.2 Minutes

LENGTH OF TOTAL INTI_VIEW, IN MINLrl'IBS

Total L,eagth Frequency Percent Cumulative Frequency Cumulative Percent

30-44 Minutes 2 0.2 2 0.2

45-49 Minut,'_ 2 0.2 4 0.5

60-74 Minutes 17 2-0 21 2.4

75-90 Minutm 74 8.6 95 11.0

90-104 Minutes 80 9.3 175 _)3

105-119 Minut-., 116 13.4 291 3.3.7

120-149 Minutes 265 30.7 556 64.4

150-179 Minutes 170 19.7 726 84.0

3-4 Hours 122 14.1 848 _.1

4-5 Houri 16 1.9 864 100.0

Frequency Missing - 235
Mean Length - 137.6 Minutes
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APPENDIX B

WEIG_G OF THE SURVEY DATA



As noted in the main text of the report, the average household size in the check sample is

approximately two-tenths of a person smaller than the comparable average for the coupon sample,

and the difference is statistically significant. An intensive review of the sampling procedure revealed

no errors in that component of the work. In addition, our comparisons of the sample with

information on household sizes that was obtained from San Diego administrative records indicated

that the sample, as initially drawn, had smaller households in the check subsample than in the coupon

subsample. This finding suggests that the differential in household size was not due to differential

sample attrition in the survey process.

Together, these findings indicate that the differential in household size was the result of chance.

Nevertheless, because household size can affect food use, most of the tabulations (but not the

regressions) in the report have been weighted to correct for the household size differential.

This appendix describes the weighting algorithm used, discusses potential impacts of the

weighting on the standard errors of estimated population characteristics, and examines the sensitivity

of the main findings of the report to the weighting.

A. WEIGIITING ALGORITHM

To construct the weighting algorithm, our basic strategy entailed separately weighting the check

households and the coupon households on the basis of the sizes of the households' food stamp units

at the time that the sample was drawn. We calculated the weights so that the weighted distribution

of check recipients and the weighted distribution of coupon recipients each mirrored the actual size

distribution of the full caseload of food stamp households at that time.

We developed two sets of weights. For analysis not involving variables computed from the

detailed food-use information on the survey questionnaire, data are available on 1,143 nonhomeless

households. A subset of 1,078 of these households have usable data from the food-use segment of

the instrument. Separate weighting systems were used for these two samples.
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The following algorithm was used to compute the weights:

(proportion of size j households in the population)

Wj = (proportion Of size j households in the sample)

For instance, if three-person households comprised 8 percent of the overall population of

nonhomeless food stamp households, and if three-person households comprised 10 percent of the

treatment sample, then the weight assigned to each three-person treatment household was (8/10).

When implementing this algorithm, all households with more than nine members were treated as a

single group.

B. EFFECTS ON STANDARD ERRORS

When performing the weighting, we are essentially treating the sample as a stratified random

sample, where household size is the stratification variable, and the weights are being used to correct

for different sampling rates in the different strata.

These different sampling rates and the attendant weighting have the potential to affect the

standard errors of estimates of variables v/s a v/s those that would be achieved in a sample in which

all observations have equal probability. This section derives an estimate of the "design effect," or

increased variance, due to this factor.

Define the following terms:

Xtj = the value of a variable to be estimated for the ith observation in the jtts stratum

N = sample size

)(u = the estimated value of the mean of X, assuming simple random sampling and
therefore no weighting

J_, = the estimated value of the mean of X, based on the weighting actually used in the
study

Wj = weight for observations in the jth stratum
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Assume that there are five strata and that nj is equal to the number of observations in the jth stratum.

Then:

s_

o
- J tN

s nj

Xw = J t

1

The variances of the weighted and unweighted estimators are:

var_.)-- J
( njw?:

I

N

The design effect, de, is defined as the ratio of the variances for the unweighted and weighted

estimates:

de=

van_,)

(z.j%):
.t

_,_x)
N
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Divided through by var(Xij ), this yields:

1

3/

This expression was used to calculate the design effect.

Table B. 1 displays the weights used in the analysis. As shown in the table, most of the weights

are quite near 1, and, as a result, the design effect is small, on the order of 4 percent. Given this

small design effect, the standard errors reported in the text are approximations that ignore the effects

on the standard errors of the differential sampling rates for different strata.

C. EFFECTS ON ESTIMATES

To examine the sensitivity of the results of the analysis to the weighting, we have produced

unweighted estimates for a number of key outcomes. This section discusses the results of this

analysis.

Table B.2 shows that the weighting has an effect on the sizes--but not on the signs--of the

estimated effects of cash-out on the money value of food used at home. As shown in the first line

of the table, the unweighted estimate of the unscaled 1 money value of food used at home is higher

without weighting than with weighting. This finding is to be expected, because the weighting corrects

for the fact that the average size of the check households in the data set is smaller than that of the

coupon households. The estimated cash-out effect is approximately $1.35 higher without weighting

than with weighting, compared with a total estimated effect of approximately $4.81.

As shown in the second and third lines of the table, when the money value of food is scaled by

a measure of household size, either equivalent nutrition units or adult male equivalents, then

weighting has the opposite effect: it raises the estimated size of the cash-out effect. Furthermore,

IUnscaled by household size.
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TABLE B. I

WEIGHTS USED IN THE ANALYSIS

Check Sample Coupon Sample

Size of Household Weight Frequency. Weight Frequency.

Food-Use Analysis

I 1.84 22 1.38 29

2 .97 120 I. 16 99

3 .92 135 1.08 113

4 1.00 104 .93 111

5 1.10 65 .94 75

6 1.07 39 .84 49

7 .77 29 .79 28

8 .68 15 .92 11

9 1.42 4 .56 10

>9 .65 9 .52 11

Other Analysis

I 1.71 25 1.29 33

2 .96 128 1.13 109

3 .87 150 1.06 123

4 1.03 107 .98 112

5 1.14 66 .97 77

6 1.12 39 .81 54

7 .81 29 .81 29

8 .72 15 .9O 12

9 1.50 4 .54 11

>9 .68 9 .56 11

SOURCE' Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey data files.
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TABI.E B.2

COMPARISON OF WF.IGI fi'ED AND UNWEIGtiTED ESTIMATF. S OF FOOD USED

AT !IOME AND FOOD USED AWAY FROM tlOME

Weighled Unwei_htcd

Check Coupon Check Coupon

Recipients Recipients Differcnoe I-Statistic Recipients Recipientstheinterview was voided.
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without weighting, the relevant t-statistics fall just below the critical value for a 90 percent one-tailed

test. In the second and third lines of the table, weighting alters the estimated effect of cash-out by

approximately $0.50, compared with a total estimated effect of approximately $1.70. The fact that

the unweighted estimates for the scaled variables are lower than the weighted estimates is consistent

with prior expectations. Because of economies of scale in food purchases, the differences in

household size between the samples would be expected to bias estimates of cash-out effects

downward for these variables. (Footnote 17 in Section II.DA discusses the reason for this.)

Therefore, overall, weighting does not alter the signs of the estimates of the cash-out effects on

the money value of food used at home, but it dom change their magnitude. The changes in the sizes

of the estimated effects are on the order of 30 percent; for two of the estimates, this change is

enough to alter the statistical significance of the estimates.

The remaining lines in Table B.2, together with Tables B.3 and B.4, show the effects of weighting

on the estimates of other key variables that are reported in the text of the report, including the

money value of food used away from home, the effects of cash-out on nutrient availability, and the

attitudes of food-benefit recipients toward cash-out. As shown in these tables, the weighting does

not substantially affect the estimates in theae areas.

h is also of interest to examine how weighting affects the characteristics of the sample. Tables

II.3 and II.4 in the body of the report presented unweighted characteristics of the sample. Tables

B.5 and B.6 show weighted characteristics. In general, the weighting does not change the basic

pattern of characteristics. However, it does make the check-coupon difference statistically significant

at the 90 percent confidence level for one variable--the percentage of cases receiving non-AFDC

public assistance.
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TABI .E B.3

COMPARISON OF WI_IOIll'FA) AND ilNWF. IGI fFED ESTIMAI'I-S OF NUTRIENT AVAILAI!I!.ITY
AS A PI-I(('F. NI'A(JE OF TI IE R!)A

Weif, hted tJnweighled

Check CAmpon Check Coupon

Nulnenl Recipients Recipients !)ilfen_nce l-Statistic Recipienls Recipients Difference I-Statistic

Food Energy 133.58 139.99 -6.41 1.76tt 13Z88 139.12 -6.24 1.7111

Pmtein 249. 34 263.07 .13. 73 1.981t 249.13 262.92 -13.79 1.971t

Vitamin A 210.92 214.40 -3.48 0.38 210.67 212.46 -I.79 0.19

Vitamin C 265.51 276.14 -10.63 0.75 266.47 274.77 -8.30 0.58

Vitamin B6 154.96 161.56 4.60 !.38 t 154.32 161.39 -7.07 1.45I

Folate 225.38 230.54 -5.16 0.54 225.38 231.64 -_.26 0.64

Calcium 118.25 123.72 -5.47 1.36 t 116.88 122.63 -5.75 1.44 t

Into 163.43 160.61 2.82 0.49 159.57 160.52 -0.95 O.17

t...a

o Zinc 119.60 123.73 -4.13 1.21 118.48 123.39 -4.91 1.44 t

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: One.tailed statistical tests went performed on nil check-coupon diffentnce$ shown in this table.

tStatistlcally silsnificant at the 90 percen! cOnFKlence level, one-tailed test.

ttstatistically significant at the 95 percent confkJence k'veL one-tailed test.
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('OM?ARISt)N ()1. Wl:.l(il[I F.I) AND tJNWI-I(_IF!'!-I) FSTIMATF. S OF ADEQUACY OF ^VA!I.ABI.!_ FOOl)

Weighled tJnweighled

(:heck (:()upon Check Coupon

Recipienls Recipients l)iffclcnce I-Statislic Recipients Recipicnls Difference I-Statistic

Perocnl o! Respondenls Rept)rling
Nol I laXOng"l-noulh" Food Some
Days 26.9 30.9 -4.0 i .50 26.7 31.0 -4.3 ! .61

Perccnl Where I louschold Membcs_

I lad Io Skip Meals 17.8 21.6 -3.8 1.64 17,5 21.2 -3.7 1.59

Percen! Making Use of Food Banks
or Food Pantries 9.9 6.7 3.2 1,97It 9.6 6.7 '2.9 1,82tt

Percenl Using Suqc)lus Commodities 8.0 5,2 2.8 1.87It 7.6 5.0 2.6 !.71 tt

SOUR('F: F_vMualion o1 Ibc San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Dcmonslralion, household survey,

)_, No'l E: One-lailed stmislical Icsts were performed on all positi_ check-coupon differences shown in this lablc. Two-tailed tests were performed on all negalivc differences.
).=,

tfSlati._licnlly significant al Iht 95 percent conf'Klence level, one-roiled lest.



TABLE B.5

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

(Percentage of Households)

Percentage

Check Coupon Difference t-Statistic

Composition of the Food Consumption
Unit

Contains Elderly 2.27 2.22 0.05 0.06

Contains Children 88.93 91.66 -2.73 1.56

Single parent 74.68 78.43 -3.75 1.46
Two parents 25.32 21.57 3.75 1.46

Characteristics of the Sampled Person

Female 75.99 78.87 -2.88 1.16

Married 24.47 19.77 4.70 1.92

Employed 12.41 12.68 -0.27 0.14

Less Than 35 Years Old 63.05 68.05 -5.00 1.78

Education

Did not complete elementary
school 16.55 13.57 2.98 1.41

Completedelementaryschool 27.28 26.98 0.30 0.11
Completed high school 55.99 59.45 -3.46 1.18

Race and Ethnicity

Asian 11.87 10.40 1.47 0.79

His pan ic 31.20 31.11 0.09 0.03
Black(not Hispanic) 19.81 23.53 -3.72 1.53

White (not Hispanic) 35.14 32.74 2.4 0.85
Other 1.98 2.22 -0.24 0.28

Sample Size 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all differences shown in this table; none was statistically
significant.
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TABLE B.6

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value

Check Coupon Difference t-Statistic

Monthly Cash Income $858.41 $859.83 -1.42 0.05

Percent Receiving Earned Income 19.96 21.41 -1.45 0.60

Amount of Earned Income (recipients
only) $630.55 $607.47 23.08 0._

Percent Receiving AFDC 84.65 87.47 -2.82 1.38

Amount of _,FDC Benefits (recipients
only) $657.02 $641.67 15.35 1.15

Percent Receiving Other Public Assistance 20.02 16.21 3.81 1.67'

Amount of Public Assistance Benefits

(recipients only) $434.38 $484.02 -49.64 1.21

Food Consumption Unit Monthly Food
Stamp Benefits $115.18 $111.42 3.76 1.07

Ratio of Monthly Food Stamp Benefit to
Monthly Cash Income Plus the Food

Stamp Benefit' 11.85 11.47 0.38 NA

Percent Paying Rent 97.71 97.81 -0.10 0.12

Amount of Rent Paid $399.87 $396.02 3.85 0.35

Sample Size 572 571

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Monthly cash income figures exclude cash Food Stamp Program benefits.

Two-tailed statistical tests were performed for differences.

'Calculated as the sum of all food stamp benefits in the sample divided by the sum of all food stamp benefits
plus income in the sample.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; NA = not applicable.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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APPENDIX C

DATA ENTRY AND DATA EDITING PROCEDURES



MPR's subcontractor, National Analysts, performed the data entry and food-related data coding.

with review and technical assistance from nutritionists from the U.S. Department of Agriculture

(USDA). This appendix describes the procedures used in these tasks.

A. DATA PREPARATION FOR SECTION I AND ASSOCIATED MATERIALS

Through a sequence of 52 questions, Section I of the survey instrument for the San Diego Cash-

out Evaluation obtained information on household composition, sources and amounts of income.

expenditures by major category, participation in food-assistance programs, recipients' opinions of

those programs, and the like. When constructing the evaluation's main data file, this information was

processed jointly with information from the screening interview (the screener). The processing

entailed the key-entry and verification of data from hard-copy survey instruments, followed by item-

by-item data logic and consistency checks.

· Data Entry

Section I was key-entered and 100-percent verified in batches of ten document sets.
A programmable entry system was used. which precluded in putting illegal values (for
example, alpha and out-of-range numeric codes), at both the entry and verifying
stages.

· Data Editing

Keyed and verified data records were forwarded to data cleaners, who built an initial
data file, cumulating the records in sequence by interview identification number.
Working in hatches of 100 to 300 records, the data cleaners ran the initial file through
a series of logic and edit checks, and obtained error printouts, by household, of the
problem cases. Each problem triggered a document look-up--that is, the source
document was consulted to determine whether the information in the file was correct.
If the file was wrong, it was adjusted to reflect the corrected information from the
questionnaire.

All adjusted problem cases were run through the cleaning program until no errors were
detected. The fully edited batch data records then were added to the final Mclean"data
file. Typically. each record was subjected to two interactions of cleaning processing--the
initial and the adjusted run--before becoming resident on the final clean file: however.
thc cleaning process was repeated until all problem situations were resolved.
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B. DATA PREPARATION FOR SECTION II AND ASSOCIATED MATERIALS

Section II of the survey instrument consists of the seven-day food-use recall. Associated with

these data are items used to develop the food-use variables, such as information on the number and

location of all meals eaten by members of the food consumption unit over the seven-day reporting

period, guest meals and snacks, and the recording and the interviewing dates. These data were

handled together with Section II entry and editing.

1. Data Entry

Section II data were entered through the data entry system used in the Nationwide Food

Consumption Survey. Under this interactive process, the person entering the data is prompted to

enter the letter and code number for the food item used; its form and variation; the quantity used

(in decimals): the code number for the units used (as recorded on the survey instrument); its source;

the quantity purchased (in decimals), if bought, and the code number for the units purchased; the

amount paid (in dollars and cents); and other information. Demiled information from the USDA

Human Nutrition Information System (HNIS) household food-use coding system is programmed into

the entry s_tem, so that any unusual input ia challenged (for example, frozen carrots untrimmed) for

accuracy, at the entry stage. The program ia also designed to accept partially coded and uncoded data.

In particular, the data entry person can key in alphabetic information for foods that are not in the

system, as well as quantities and units that are recorded in nonstandard measurements.

Section II information was key-entered onto diskettes in batches of one to two households.

These data were cumulated into a food-item file on a daily basis. A computer printout representation

of this portion of the questionnaire was prepared for each household. A verifier visually inspected

each field of data, and the printout information was compared against the questionnaire data line-by-

line. Any discrepancies between the data keyed into the file and the questionnaire were rectified and

noted on the printout. Both the annotated printouts and questionnaire documents were then

forwarded for data cleaning.
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2. Data Edits

Section II and related data were subjected to several levels of data editing and preparation. The

first level was the preliminary data file cleaning. Working with batches of approximately 20 records.

the data cleaner reviewed the annotated printout of the questionnaire and an 'Errors and Warnings

Report Mfor each individual questionnaire. Data problems were identified either as warnings (in the

case of unusual amounts) or errors (in the case of unallowable codes). Other problems that were

flagged at this stage were the absence of a code on the nutrient file corresponding to the code on

the data entry file, and weight or nutrient levels that exceeded prespecified edit checks.

To resolve problems, the data cleaner consulted the primary source document (the screener or

the main survey instrument), the computer printout, and manuals provided by the USDA. Any

adjustments to the record were entered directly into the file and noted on the computer printout.

Food coding and weight problems that could not be resolved from the data (or by contacts in the

field), were written up as technical assistance requests and were forwarded to FNS/HNIS for review.

The Section II record was run through the cleaning process iteratively until no errors remained

in the "Errors and Warning Report.' These data were then made resident on a cleaned data file, and

were ready for final preparation (for example, mean price calculation). An overview of the cleaning

activities for Section II is presented below.

a. Range Checks

We used two types of range checks. Warn/ngs indicated that the response keyed in (or

calculated, if the item was a derived variable) was higher or lower than the expected range of values

established for the item. Development of the upper (and lower) limits was based on previous

empirical findings, as well as on logically derived cut-off values. Warnings did not necessarily signify.

unacceptable values. Instead, they indicated unusual responses that should be reviewed critically

before being accepted at face value (for example, individual food items that were purchased for more

than $25.00). Errors indicated that the imputed or derived value was unacceptable. Although rare.
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this type of error could occur when a value response was inconsistent with the contingency, skip in

the questionnaire.

b. Linknge Errors

Linkage errors occurred when the food item specified in the questionnaire could not be linked

to the HNIS nutrient data file. Because linkage errors, unlike warnings, could not be allowed in the

final output file, the data cleaners reviewed the printout in each case to determine what changes

needed to be made. Typically, linkage errors occurred when interviewers used verbal descriptions,

rather than existing food codes, to report food use. Linkage errors generated requests to the USDA

either to determine the existing food codes into which the item was to be classified or to provide new

food codes.

Linkage errors also resulted from missing quantity information. In the rare cases in which this

occurred, quantity unit estimates were generated for use with specific food items.

c. Weight-Cheek Warnings

For 154 of the most commonly used food items, special attention was given to ensure their

correct entry into the file. Upper boundaries were set on the basis of empirical data by HNIS for

the quantities used for there items. If the amount _ of a food (regardless of the form in which

the quantity was reported) exceeded the cut-off, reported in pounds, then the item was identified for

closer inspection by the data cleaner.

The data cleaners examined the quantities used in the context of the amount consumed per

equivalent nutrition unit (ENU), as well as for the household as a whole. If the food item and

quantities were coded properly, then the unusually large amount was allowed to stand. If a problem

was noted, the data were corrected and recycled through the cleaning program.
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d. Nutrient Warnings

As with the weight-check warnings, document look-ups were triggered when a househoid's

nutrient consumption was outside the edit-check limitsset by the USDA. The program determined

the quantity of key nutrients used by each household. After standardizing for household composition

and the number of meals eaten at home by the household, these nutrient availability estimates were

compared with the households' recommended dietary allowances. For five key nutrients, both upper

and lower cut-offs were established that, if exceeded, signaled the data cleaner to re-examine the

printout for the household food-use section of the interview.

Nutrient Low Limit High Limit

Food Energy 0.50 3.00

Calcium 0.20 3.50

Vitamin A 0.20 3.50

Riboflavin 0.20 3.50

Vitamin C 0..30 6.00

To aid the data cleaners, the computer printout provided information about the individual food items

that were highest in that nutrient and, potentially, the likely source of the error.

e. Special Check Warnings

In addition to the routine edit checks, several additional special warnings were programmed for

the San Diego data. First, the data were checked to ensure that the food-use period was exactly

seven days, and that no interview was performed more than 48 hours after the end of the food-use

reporting period.

Next, any missing information about the number and location of meals in the food-usc period

triggered a document look-up and review. If appropriate values for thc missing data could not be

determined, the interview was voided.
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Several additional edits examined the completeness and reasonableness of the food-use

information. These include:

· Total number of food items reported--any interview schedule with less than 16 or
more than 79 separate food items reported was reviewed for accuracy of input.

· Total number of food pages of the survey instrument on which food items were
reported--any schedule with reported food items on fewer than six pages was reviewed
for accuracy.

· Total number of gift food items reported--any schedule with more than nine food
items received as gift or in-lieu of pay was examined.

· Total number of home-produced food items reported--any schedule with more than
five food items reported az home-produced was reviewed.

· Total number of WIC-purchased food items-any schedule with more than six food
items acquired with %VIC vouchers was examined for accuracy.

· Total number of missing pnc,es--any schedule with more than nine missing prices for
purchased foods was reviewed for acceptability.

· Money value of food used per ENU-if, after the missing price was imputed, the
money value of foods used was (1) $8.00 or leas, or (2) $80.00 or more per ENU, the
item-by-item data were reviewed.

3. Mean Price/Missing Price Imputation

The average reported prices of various kinds of food in the data set were used in two important

ways in the file editing and file creation process. First, we computed the mean price for each kind

of food, after which we examined "outlier' observations that were more than two standard deviations

from the means. This process was very useful in identifying errors in the quantity and food-code

information, which were common, as well as errors in the price data. Second, we used average prices

to impute missing price information.

To determine the money value of food used, all foods used had to be assigned a price, regardless

of whether they had been purchased. To derive a reasonable and stable imputed value for missing

price data, we applied two steps: (1) extreme-value checking, and (2) imputation.
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a. Step I -- Extreme-Value Checking

A program identified the mean price per pound per food item and identified those values either

(1) two standard deviations above the mean, or (2) two standard deviations below or 10 percent below

the mean. All of these values were designated 'outliers' and were reviewed individually. For many

of the observations, reviews revealed no apparent error; there observations were allowed to stand.

For the other observations, the incorrect entry of quantity, information onto the data file was found

to be the most common type of error. Such mistakes were corrected.

We then performed similar checks on a second version of the data fde, using means calculated

after the first round of corrections had been implemented. In this second round of checks, we

checked price observations that were at least three standard deviations above or two standard

deviations below the mcan. We also examined food items for which the standard deviations could

not be calculated because only one observation in the data set existed, but for which the prices

appeared particularly high or particularly iow.

In addition, we examined other observations if the maximum price per pound for the food item

was more than ten times the lowest price. The outlier prices were rcvicwed and corrected, as

appropriate.

Finally, we reviewed all foods for which the price per pound was greater than $3 and the number

of observations was three or lesa. This criterion was meant to identify incorrect price observations

that had not been caught by the criteria outlined above. Incorrect values were corrected, as

appropriate.

b. Step 2 -- Imputation

Once the editing had been implemented, we imputed missing prices. To impute prices, we

followed thc procedures specified in this subsection.

For most foods, we used the mean prices from observations with nonmissing price data for thc

relevant foods (excluding outliers) to impute the missing prices (assuming that there werc
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observations with nonmissing prices for the relevant foods.) l For each food for which the number

of missing values exceeded the number of observations for which data were available, the mean price.

excluding outliers, was examined to determine whether the mean price was reasonable. If the mean

price (without outliers) was reasonable, we used the mean price (without outliers) to impute the

missing price. If the mean price was not reasonable, a field person checked the prices of that food

item in supermarkets in the survey's geographic area that serve high proportions of low-income

households. (Only a very small number of foods met this criterion.)

We followed a two-step prcr, ess for foods in the data set for which there were no nonmissing

price data. First, the food code in the interview was examined to identify possible coding errors.

Second, if no error was identified, a local field person checked prices in supermarkets in a Iow-income

area.

C. IMPUTING AND EDITING OF INCOME AND FOOD STAMP BENEFIT AMOUNTS

We subjected the amounts for income sources and food stamp benefits to two types of editing.

First. we imputed missing income amounts by using regression procedures or simply by imputing the

mean of the sample distribution. Second, we substituted the self-reported food stamp and AFDC

amounts with amounts obtained from program records.

1. Imputing Missing Income Amounts

The questionnaire contains questions about 17 different sources of income. Respondents are

asked: ( l ) whether anyone in the household receives a specific type of income, (2) if anyone does,

who the recipient is, and (3) what amount has been received. When the person receiving the source

is not identified, the amount is not ascertained.

lin some instances, where the number of price observations for a given item was very Iow. that
item was combined with similar items in the data set to obtain a mean price estimate. (For instance.
the price observations for different types of canned vegetable baby food might be combined.)
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The three types of missing information have very different prevalence rates. Information on

whether a source of income was received at all (type 1)_ as well as the identity, of the recipient (type

2), is missing in a total of two'and four cases, respectively. By contrast, information on the amount

received is missing in a total of 87 cases in 61 different households. Given the relative infrequen_

of the first two types of missing information, we implemented no formal imputation procedure for

these cases. When the first type of information was missing, we assumed that the source was not

received. In all four cases in which the second type of information was missing, the person receiving

AFDC was not identified. However, because the AFDC amount was taken from program records,

we did not need to impute the missing amount

Table C. 1 shows how we handled missing information on amounts of income received. We used

different solutions according to the income source. For cases with a large number of observations

on reported amounts (namely, earnings and retirement income), we used a regreasion approach; for

the other cases, we used a more ad hoc approach.

For one observation, income was set to missing, rather than imputed. This case reported

receiving gross rental income of approximately $11,000, but would not provide information on net

rental income. We decided not to impute mean income to this observation, because the gross rent

information provided suggested receipt of considerably more than mean income. However, because

no basis for setting a different income figure existed, income was set to missing. This case was

excluded from all regressions and tabulations involving the income variable.

We examined the hard-copy instruments for each of the six cases with the highest reported

incomes in the raw data. After the correction of one definite error, all of these cases were found to

be reasonable, based on the detailed information and marginal comments in the questionnaires.

2. Replacement of Food Stamp and AFDC Amount with Amounts from Program Records

During a preliminary analysis of the San Diego income data, we noticed that a large fraction of

check recipients reported unusually high amounts for both AFDC and food stamps. A plausible
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TABLE C. 1

PREVALENCE OF MISSING INCOME AMOUNTS.
AND SOLUTIONS ADOPTED TO REPLACE THEM

Persons Persons

with with
Reported Missing Solution Used to Replace

Type of Income Amounts Amounts Missing Amounts (or Outliers)

Wage and Salary 302 56 regression imputation (see Section A. 1)

Business Income 16 8 regression imputation (see Section A. 1)

Social Security. 77 9 regression imputation (see Section A.2)

Other Retirement Benefits 6 7 regression imputation (see Section .4.2)

AFDC 1,030 1 program data were substituted for all food
stamp units except for homeless

SSI 121 1 assigned the mean (=S527)

Veteran Benefits 10 3 assigned the mean (=$195)

Estate, Interest, Dividends 15 1 assigned the no-outlier mean (=$217)

Other Income (Insurance,
Gift, Prizes) 70 I assigned the no-outlier mean (=$314)

Ul/Worker Compensation 36 0 none

General Assistance 81 0 none

Housing Assistance 29 0 none

Alimony 5 0 none

Child Support 73 0 none

Foster Care 2 0 none

Rental Income 50 0 none

Farm Income 0 0 none

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash.Out Demonstration, household survey data files.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; SSI _ Supplemental Security Income; UI =
Unemployment Insurance.
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explanation for this anomaly is that in San Diego County check food stamp recipients who also

receive AFDC are issued a joint AFDC-food stamp check, which makes it difficult for them to

distinguish between the two amounts. A large number of survey respondents reported the same

amount for both their AFDC benefit and their food stamp benefit. This amount was apparently the

gross amount of the combined AFDC-food stamp check. To address this problem of income

misreporting, we decided to replace the self-reported amount for both AFDC and food stamp benefits

with the amounts obtained from the food stamp office administrative records for the interview month.

This replacement was performed for both check and coupon recipients in order to avoid treating

observations differently according to their treatment or control status.
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APPENDIX D

FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION METHODOLOGY



The survey of Food Stamp Program (FSP) households conducted during Phase I of the

evaluation provided quantitative information about the impacts of cash-out on recipients' food

expenditures, food use, and nutrient availability, and some qualitative information on recipients'

check-cashing experiences, perceptions about what is good and what is not good about checks and

coupons, and preferences for checks or coupons for budgeting food expenditures. The in-depth

(focus group) study was designed to complement the impact analysis by providing additional

information about recipients' experiences with and attitudes toward check and coupon benefits. The

focus group discussions explored several of the topics in the household survey in greater depth (for

example, preferences for checks or for coupons, and experiences with and problems cashing benefit

checks). In addition, the focus group discussions obtained information on some issues that were not

covered in the household survey, including the prevalence of food stamp fraud. This appendix

describes the focus groups that were conducted for the Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp

Cash-Out Demonstration.

A. THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

Focus groups entail discussions in which a small number of respondents talk about topics of

special importance to an investigation. The focus group discussion is conducted as an open

conversation, in which each discussant makes comments, asks questions, and reacts to other

participants' comments and questions. The discussion is guided by a moderator, who ensures that all

topics of interest are discussed by the group, that all of the different views are elicited, and that

participants do not talk about topics unrelated to the study, t

The results presented in the report draw on two focus group discussions that were conducted

in San Diego County on August 8, 1990. One discussion session was held with food stamp recipients

BSee Krueger (1988). Morgan (1988), or Goldman and McDonald (1987) for a discussion of focus
group techniques.
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residing in an area serviced by the Kearny Mesa food stamp district office: the other was held with

recipients residing in an area serviced by the Escondido district office.:

1. Participant Selection Criteria

Focus group participants were identified and recruited from lists of FSP recipients extracted t'rom

the Case Data System (CDS), which is the master file containing records on all San Diego County

food stamp recipients. The extract from the end-of-May CDS master file that was used to select the

household sample for the recipient survey was also used to select participants for the focus groups.

In order to be considered for the focus groups, participants in each of the district offices had to

meet aH of the following criteria:

· The case had to be in the service area of the district offices under consideration (that
is. Escondido and Kearny Mesa).

· The case had to be active.

· Participants were receiving food stamp benefits in the form of checks, and had received
check benefits for at least three months.

· Participants had received FSP coupon benefits for at least three months sometime during
the past.

· Participants were not homeless.

· Their primary language had to be English?

· They had to have a telephone number.

2Nine district offices serve the food stamp caseload in San Diego County. They include three in
the northeast portion of the county (Oceanside, Escondido, and Northeast), three in the central
portion of the county (Kearny Mesa, El-Cajun, and Logan Heights), and three in the southern
portion of the county (Lemon Grove, Southeast, and South Bay). Initially, we considered having
three focus group discussion sessions, one session each with food stamp recipients selected Lrom the
northern, central, and southern parts of the county. We randomly selected one district office from
the three district offices in each region. However, because project resources were limited, the third
discussion session (which was to have been in South Bay) was not held.

3Focus group discussions are successful when there is substantial interaction among members of
the group. A necessary condition for such interaction is that group members understand each other.
Individuals who do not speak English or who do not speak it well can disrupt the discussion. In our
experience, this causes other participants to lose interest. For these reasons, participants were
restricted to those who were conversant in English. We determined whether a person was conversant
in English during the initial telephone contact used to recruit participants.
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Within each district office, recipients who passed this screen were stratified according to two

variables: (1) earned income, and (2) Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) status?

Thus, potential focus group participants in each district were stratified into four cells: (1) no

earnings/receives AFDC, (2) positive earnings/receives AFDC, (3) no earnings/receives food stamps

only. and (4) positive earnings/receives food stamps only. For each individual, we listed his or her

name, address, telephone number, AFDC status, and earnings status. Participants were then

randomly selected from each cell and recruited.

2. Recruitment

Between 8 and 12 persons is generally accepted as an optimal size for focus group discussions.

However. to protect ourselves against a high no-show rate, we recruited substantially more persons

for the focus group sessions that we anticipated needing. Twenty-one persons were recruited for the

Kearny Mesa focus group, and 24 were recruited for the Escondido focus group.

Participants were recruited roughly in proportion to their representation in the San Diego

County caseload. For example, 70 percent of the food stamp households in San Diego also receives

AFDC benefits, compared with 82 percent of our recruits. The race/ethnicity breakdown of the San

Diego County caseload is: 43 percent white, 22 percent black, 20 percent Hispanic, and 15 percent

Asian. The breakdown of our recruits was: 58 percent white, 18 percent black, 20 percent Hispanic,

and 4 percent Asian. The average monthly household food stamp benefit in San Diego is $101.

Fifty-six percent of the recipients recruited for the focus groups received FSP benefits in excess of

$100 per month?

awe would have preferred screening recipients on the size of their food stamp benefit (for
example, less than $100 per month and greater than or equal to $100 per month). However, our end-
of-month cxtract did not include the monthly FSP benefit amount. The presence of earned income

was used as a proxy, for the food stamp benefit amount.

_lnformation on participants' food stamp benefit amount was obtained from the screening
telephone interview.
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For the Kearny Mesa discussion session, participants were recruited such that all of them were

joint food stamp/AFDC recipients, two-thirds having foodstamp benefits in excess of $100 per month

(high benefits} and one-third having food stamp benefits of less than $100 per month (iow benefits)?

The Escondido discussion session included both joint food stamp/AFDC recipients and food stamp-

only recipients: 16 were joint food stamp/A.g'DC participants, who were divided equally between low-

benefit and high-benefit recipients, and 8 were food stamp-only participants, who were also divided

equally between Iow-benefit and high-benefit recipients.

Approximately two weeks before the scheduled se_ion participants for the focus groups were

recruited by telephone. One of the supervisors of th,., '_a:l-Use Study, who had extensive telephone

interviewing experience, made the telephone contacts. 7 The interviewer was given lists of program

recipients, which were broken down according to district office and which included the potential

participants' telephone numbers, add_, AFDC status, and benefit level. If any of the potential

participants indicated that !ack of transportation would preclude participation, the interviewer was

authorized to offer a financial incentive ($8) to a friend or neighbor for providing transportation.

Potential participants were offered a $20 honorarium for participating.

One week before the sessions began, a rem!- _er letter was mailed to each of the individuals who

had been recruited. The letter reinforced each indiv/dual's verbal commitment to participate and

provided a reminder of the details of the focus group. A reminder telephone call was made to each

participant 24 to 36 hours before the scheduled seasion. At that time, the individual's transportation

arrangements were verified. When necessary, information was provided about the availability of a

financial incentive for a friend or neighbor to provide transportation.

6We oversampled high-benefit recipients because we felt that they would be more likely to have

more problems budgeting food and other expensea with check benefits.

7A recruiting protocol was developed to facilitate the screening process. The protocol informed
the potential participant about the nature of the focus group, verified information, and screened out
individuals who did not meet the eligibility criteria. The interviewer maintained a record of all
contacts with potential participants, as well as of the outcome of each contact. In addition, a form

was prepared that enabled the interviewer to monitor the process to ensure that a mix of program
participants was recruited.
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3. Characteristics of Recipients Attending the Focus Group Discussions

In all. 28 food stamp recipients--14 in each site--participated in the two discussions. Although

the sample of recruits was representative of the San Diego County food stamp caseload in terms of

AFDC status, race/ethnicity, gender, and food stamp benefit amount (see section A.2), the recipients

who actually showed up for the focus groups were disproportionately white, female, in their early

thirties, and recipients of AFDC. Nevertheless, the experiences of the blacks and Hispanics, of the

men. and of the food stamp-only recipients in the focus groups generally mirrored those of the white,

female, AFDC recipients. Thus, although clearly anecdotal, we believe that the attitudes and

experiences reported from the focus groups fairly represent those of all group participants.

Table D. 1 shows that 26 (92 percent) of the participants were female, 19 (67 percent) were

white, and 25 (89 percent) received AFDC and food stamps, whereas 75 percent of the San Diego

County food stamp caseload is female, 43 percent is white, and 80 percent receives AFDC. The

average age of the focus group sample was 32 years, and the sample was divided equally between iow-

benefit and high-benefit househoicls-14 participants had food stamp benefits of !ess than S100 per

month, and 14 had benefits exceeding $100 per month. According to self-reports, participants had

been receiving FSP benefits for an average of five years.

B. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Both focus groups were conducted in conference rooms at local public libraries. The primary

consideration in selecting these facilities was the ease with which participants could find the location.

Furthermore. we believed that participants would perceive the library to be a neutral location (that

is. there would be no stigma attached to the facility, as there might be with the FSP office).

The meeting rooms in which the discussions took place were arranged to permit audio recording

of the sessions. Participants were seated around a large rectangular table. The door was kept closed

during thc focus groups to maintain confidentiality of the participants. Light refreshments were

available before and during the discussions.
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TABLE D. 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAN DIEGO FOOD STAMP CASH-OUT
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS

(Number of Participants)

Characteristic Kearny Mesa Escondido All

Gender

Female 13 13 26

Male 1 1 2

A_e

Less than 30 years 5 4 9

30 to 34 years 7 3 I0

35 to 39 years 2 3 5

40 years and older 0 4 4

Race/Ethnicity

White 10 9 19

Hispanic 2 1 3

Black I 4 5

Asian I 0 I

Number in Household

One person 0 1 1

Two persons 7 0 7

Three persons 5 8 13

Four or more persons 2 5 7

Food Stamp Benefit Amount (monthly)

Less than $100 5 9 14

SI00 or more 9 5 14

Receive AFDC

Yes 14 11 25

No 0 3 3

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, focus groups.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
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Each session was attended by the focus group moderator and by one additional member of the

research team, a researcher, who served as the observer. The sessions lasted between one and one-

half and two hours.

The focus group discussion sessions consisted of a series of open-ended questions about which

the participants were encouraged to talk among themselves. The moderator used a topic guide to

pose questions in the key areas of interest:

· Preferences of recipients for check or coupon benefits, and the reasons for their
preferences

· Roles of checks and coupon_ in budgeting food expenditures

· Experiences with and problems in cashing benefit checks

· Costs (including stigma) of participating in the FSP under both forms of benefit
issuance--checks and coupons

· Recipients' knowledge of food stamp fraud and benefit diversion

C. THE ANALYTIC APPROACH

The commentary of the two focus groups generated nearly 100 pages of transcripts on several

subjects. The project researcher (who had attended both focus groups) analyzed the transcripts, and

the second member of the research team (the focus group moderator) then reviewed the analysis in

order to cross-validate the project researcher's analytic conclusions.

All methods of collecting data from individuals have strengths and weakne_es. Focus groups

are no exception. The primary advantage of focus groups over the structured interview for gathering

the information that we were seeking is that focus groups give the analyst the ability to probe and

explore an individual's initial responses to questions in greater depth. A closely related advantage

is that the interaction in focus group discussions usually reduces the natural inhibitions that most

individuals experience when they are questioned in structured interview,s by strangers.

The methodology, although very. useful, does have limitations. The major disadvantage of focus

groups is that one cannot draw formal inferences from the data, because the groups involve small.
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purposively chosen samples, and the possibility of group suasion through the discussion process

precludes treating focus group members' views as "indePendent" observations. 8

The focus group results, reported in the text consist of comments from two focus group

discussions. Although they are clearly anecdotal, the experiences and views expressed by participants

were very, similar across the two groups from different parts of San Diego County.

S'l"he group nature of the discussion raises the possibility that the views of some participants may
be influenced by other group members.
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APPENDIX E

REGRESSION ESTIMATES



This appendix presents regression estimates that complement the analysis conducted in Chapter

III and in Appendix F. In Chapter III, we analyzed the effect of cash-out on food use and nutrient

availability by comparing the mean values of the variable representing the outcome of interest in the

two samples--that is, by using simple differences in means. In the first part of this appendix, we

present the regression-adjusted counterparts of these differences in means.

We estimate a regression model for each outcome, using the full sample of check and coupon

households. In addition to household demographic and economic characteristics that are thought to

affect the particular outcome, we include among the regressors a dummy variable representing the

check or coupon status of the household. The estimated coefficient on this dummy variable

represents the regression-adjusted estimate of the effect of cash-out on the dependent variable.

Table E. 1 compares the regression-adjusted measures of cash-out effects with their difference-in-

means counterparts. The comparison is carried out for three measures of the money value of food

used at home per equivalent nutrition unit (ENU) (total food used, purchased food used, and

nonpurchased food used), for two macronutrients (food energy and protein), and for seven

micronutrients (vitamin A_ vitamin C, vitamin B6, folate, calcium, iron, and zinc).

Table E.2 contains the sample means for all of the explanatory variables used in the regressions,

and Tables E.3 through E.8 contain the full regression estimates for six different outcomes: the

money value of all food used at home per ENU (Table E.3), the money value of purchased food used

at home per ENU (Table E.4), the money value of nonpurchased food used at home per ENU

(Table E.5}. food energy as a percentage of the recommended dietary allowance (RDA) (Table E.6),

protein as a percentage of the RDA (Table E.7), and calcium as a percentage of the RDA (Table

E.8). ] Each regression includes a dummy variable equal to one if the household receives check

benefits. The estimated coefficient of this dummy variable represents the regression-adjusted estimate

of thc effect of cash-out presented in Table E. 1.

_We present the full results for one micronutrient only, because the results for the other
micronutrients are very similar.
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In the second part of this appendix (Tables E.9 through E. 12), we present the full regression

results that support the estimates of the marginal propensities to consume (MPCs) discussed in

Appcndix F. (See Appendix F for a definition of the MPC concept.) We present results for two

distinct dependent variables: (1) the money value of purchased food used at home. and (2) the

money value of purchased and nonpurchased food used at home. For each dependent variable, we

present two algebraically equivalent models: the first includes among the regressors the amount of

the food stamp check benefit (for check recipients only, zero otherwise) and the amount of the food

stamp coupon Benefit (for coupon recipients only, zero otherwise). This is the specification

corresponding to equation (I) in Appendix F. The second table for each dependent variable contains

the results for a model that includes a food stamp benefit amount for ali observations, as well as the

interaction between the food stamp benefit _tmount and the check dummy variables. This version

of the model allows the direct estimation of the difference between the MPC out of coupons and out

of checks, which is presented in the fourth row of Table F. 1.
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TABLE E. 1

COMPARISON OF DIFFERENCE-IN-MEAN AND REGRESSION-ADJUSTED
ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECT OF CASH-OUT ON FOOD USE AND

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY

Regression-
adjusted Difference-in-mean

OutcomeMeasure Estimate Estimate

Money Value of Food Used at Home per ENU -1.93 tt -1.68'
(1.96) (1.62)

Money Value of Purchased Food per ENU -2.45 et -2.42*+
(2.61) (2.45)

Money Value of Nonpurchased Food per ENU 0.53 0.74 et
(1.81)' (2.06)

Food Energy as Percentage of RDA -6.75 et -6-42rt
(1.87) (1.76)

Protein as Percentage of RDA -14.95 rt -13-73rt
(2_18) (1.98)

Vitamin A as Percentage of RDA -4.85 -3.49
(0.53) (0.38)

Vitamin C as Percentage of RDA -7.92 -10.63
(0.55) (0.75)

Vitamin B6 as Percentage of RDA -8.11 et di.59*
(1.68) (1.38)

Folate as Percentage of RDA -8.05 -5.15
(0.83) (0.54)

Calcium as Percentage of RDA -7.61 et -5.47
(2.01) (1.36)

Iron as Percentage of RDA -3.08 2.82
(0.56) (0.49)

Zinc as Percentage of RDA .5.78 et -4.13
(1.72) (1.21)

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NoTe: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all differences shown in this table.

t-Statistics are shown in parentheses.

_r'he regression-based t-statistic is lower than the corresponding difference-in-means t-statistic.
because the point estimate of the cash-out effect, which is the numerator of the t-statistic, is lower.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit: RDA -- recommended dietary allowance.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one.tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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TABLE E.2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES USED
IN THE REGRESSIONS

Mean or Standard
Variable Proportion Deviation

Chc 'k Dummy (Check-- 1) 0.503 0.500

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 12.156 5.472

FCUIncome 91.978 43.724

FCU Size in'AME 2.441 1.229

Income of Non-FCU Members 20.588 104.306

Sampled Person Is Asian 0.119 0.324

SampledPersonIsBlack 0.203 0.403

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 0.330 0.471

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade 0.160 0.367

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.570 0.495

Sampled Person Leas Than 30 Years Old 0.442 0.497

Children Present in the FCU 0.935 0.247

Elderly Present in tee FCU 0.021 0.145

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.850 0.358

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

AME = adult male equivalent: FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.3

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

PER ENU, MODEL WITH CHECK DUMMY

Standard

Variable Coefficient I:..cot t-Statist ic

Constant 34.498 3.428 10.06

Check Dummy (Check-l) -1.928 0.984 -1.96

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 0.246 0.100 2.45

FCU Income 0.065 0.012 5..34

FCU Size iff AME -2.965 0.506 -5.87

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.004 0.005 -0.78

Sample Person Is Asian 3.700 1.897 1.95

Sampled Person Is Black 1.197 1.371 0.87

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 1.638 1306 1.25

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.337 1.717 -0.78

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.926 1.190 0.78

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old -0.388 1.096 -0.35

Children Present in the FCU -0.524 2.302 -0.23

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.099 3..503 1.74

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.090 1.442 0.06

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 16.02
R-squared: 0.120

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

No_: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent; FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.4

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD
PER ENU. MODEL WITH CHECK DUMMY

Standard

Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 31.734 3.277 9.68

Check Dummy (ChLn:k-l) -2.454 0.940 -2.61

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 0.189 0.096 1.97

FCU Income' 0.064 0.012 5.42

FCUSizeinAME -2.662 0.483 -5.51

Income of Non-FCU Members -_L002 0.005 -0.48

Sample Person Is Asian 4.338 1.814 2.39

Sampled Person Ia Black 1.649 1.310 1.26

Sampled Person Ia Hispanic 1.728 1.249 1.38

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.067 1.642 -0.65

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.844 1.138 0.74

Sampled Person Leas Than 30 Years Old -0.892 1,048 -0.85

Children Present in the FCU -0.309 2.201 -0.14

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.084 3.349 1.82

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.980 1.379 0.71

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 34.11
R-squared: 0.109

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent; FCU -- food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.5

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF NONPURCHASED FOOD
PER ENU, MODEL WITH CHECK DUMMY

Standard
Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 2.765 1.214 2.28

Cheek Dummy (Cheek= 1) 0.527 0.348 1.51

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 0.057 0.036 1.62

FCU Income 0.002 0.004 0.43

FCU Size in AME -0.303 0.179 -1.69

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.002 0.002 -0.89

Sample Person Is Asian -0.637 0.672 -0.95

Sampled Person Is Black -0.452 0.485 -0.93

Sampled Person Is Hispanic -0.090 0.463 -0.20

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -0.270 0.608 -0.44

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.082 0.421 0.20

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old 0.504 0.388 1.30

Children Present in the FCU -0.215 0.815 -0.26

ElderlyPresentin the FCU 0.014 1.240 0.01

Female Head Present in the FCU -0.889 0.511 -1.74

Numberof Observations: 1.077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 2.201
R-squared: 0.028

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

No_: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent; FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.6

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR DAILY FOOD ENERGY AVAILABILITY
PER ENU AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE RDA.

MODEL WITH CHECK DUMMY

Standard

Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Cons tan t 128.679 12.621 10.20

Check Du tomy (Check ---1) -6.753 3.622 -1.87

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 0.684 0.369 1.85

FCU Income 0.076 0.045 1.69

FCUSizeinAME -6.527 1.861 -3.51

Income of Non-FCU Members 0.011 0.018 0.63

Sample Person Is Asian -0.163 6.986 -0.02

Sampled Person Is Black 18.443 5.046 3.66

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 10.764 4.810 2.24

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -4.184 6.323 -0.66

Sampled Person Completed High School -1.362 4.383 -0.31

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old -4.222 4.036 -1.05

Children Present in the FCU 4.756 8.474 0.56

Elderly Present in the FCU 14.756 12.898 1.14

Female Head Present in the FCU 2.746 5.309 0.52

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 136.0
R-squared: 0.052

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; RDA = recommended dietary allowance; AME = adult male
equivalent: FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.7

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR DAILY PROTEIN AVAILABILITY
PER ENU AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE RDA,

MODEL _ CHECK DUMMY

Standard
Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 195.888 22.586 8.67

Cheek Dummy (Cheek=l) -14.950 6.861 -2.18

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 2.014 0.601 3.35

FCU Income 0.180 0.076 2.36

FCU Size in AME -15.123 4.110 -3.68

Income of Non-FCU Members 0.035 0.030 1.17

Sample Person Is Asian 20.394 13.252 1.54

Sampled Person Is Black 41.202 9.554 4.31

Sampled Person Is l-I/spanic 27.206 9.107 2.99

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -2.068 11.987 -0.17

· Sampled Person Completed High School -4.325 8.289 -0.52

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old -5.898 7.784 -0.76

Children Present in the FCU 32.211 15.792 2.04

Elderly Present in the FCU 10.656 24.486 0.44

Female Head Present in the FCU 7.701 10.121 0.76

Number of Observations: 1,077
Mean of the Dependent Variable: 256.1
R-squared: 0.071

SougcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit: RDA = recommended dietary allowance; AME = adult male
equivalent: FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.8

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR DAILY CALCIUM AVAILABILFI'Y
PER ENU AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE RDA.

MODEL WITH CHECK DUMMY

Standard

Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 144.769 14.575 9.93

Cheek Dummy (Cheek---l) -7.607 3.79S .2.01

Food Stamp-Benefit Amount 0.981 0.597 1.64

FCU Income 0.143 0.070 2.03

FCU Size in AME -3.298 1.261 -2.62

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.007 0-036 -0.18

Sample Person Is Asian 46.383 7.323 -6.33

Sampled Person Is Black -31.347 5.300 -5.92

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 0.553 5.055 0.11

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -2.151 6.616 -0.33

Sampled Person Completed High School 2.030 4.615 0.44

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old -7.325 4.140 -l.77

Children Present in the FCU -12.790 9.505 -1.35

Elderly Present in the FCU 13.067 13.561 0.96

Female Head Present in the FCU 1.768 5.558 0.32

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 119.8
R-squared: 0.122

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; RDA = recommended dietary allowance; AME = adult male
equivalent: FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E.9

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD

PER ENU, MODEL WITH CHECK AND COUPON BENEFIT AMOUNT

Standard
Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 30.435 3.241 9.39

Check Benefit Amount 0.108 0.100 1.08

Coupon Benefit Amount 0.277 0.105 2.64

FCU Income 0.063 0.012 5.40

FCU Size fn AME -2.627 0.483 -5.44

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.002 0.005 -0.48

Sample Person Is Asian 4.262 1.815 2.35

SampledPersonIs Black 1.702 1.310 1.30

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 1.716 1.250 1.37

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.146 1.642 -0.70

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.813 1.139 0.71

Sampled Person LeasThan 30 Years Old -0.842 1.048 -0.80

ChildrenPresentin the FCU -0.306 2.202 -0.14

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.193 3.351 1.85

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.973 1.379 0.71

Numberof Observations: 1,077
Mean of the Dependent Variable: 34.11
R-squared: 0.109

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration. household survey.

Now: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

The regression shown in this table is based on a sample that excludes one observation with
an unusually large value for cash income.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent; FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E. 10

REGRESSION ESTIMA'i .-FIE MONEY VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD
PER ENU. MODEL _ _RACTION BETWEEN CHECK DUMMY

A _NEFIT AM_,_:NT

Standard
Variable '.t Error t-Statistic

Constant 3.241 9.39

Interaction Between Check Dummy and -0. i,. 0.070 .2.41
Food Stamp Benefit Amount

Food Stamp Benefit Amount 0.277 0.105 2.64

FCU Income 0.063 0.012 5.40

FCU Size in AME -2.627 0.483 -5.44

Income of Non-FCU Members .0.002 0.005 -0.48

Sample Person Is Asian 4.262 1.815 2_35

Sampled Person Is Black L702 1.310 1.30

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 1.716 1.250 1.37

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.146 1.642 -0.70

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.813 1.139 0.71

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old .0.842 1.048 -0.80

Children Present in the FCU .0.306 2.202 .0.14

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.193 3.351 1.85

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.973 1.379 0.705

Number of Observations: 1,077
Mean of the Dependent Variable: 34.11
R-squared: 0.109

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: Ali income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

The regression shown in this table is based on a sample that excludes one observation with
an unusually large value for cash income.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; FSP = Food Stamp Program; AME = adult male equivalent:
FCU = food consumption unit.

F_14



TABLE E. 11

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME
PER ENU, MODEL WITH CHECK AND COUPON BENEFIT AMOUNT

Standard

Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 33.479 3.391 9.87

Check Benefit Amount 0.192 0.104 1.84

Coupon Benefit Amount 0.301 0.110 2,75

FCU Income 0.065 0.012 5.32

FCU Size in _a_IE -2.934 0.505 -5.80

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.004 0.005 -0.76

Sample Person Is Asian 3.644 1.899 1.92

Sampled Person Is Black 1.251 1.371 0.91

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 1.636 1.307 1.25

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.406 1.718 -0.82

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.914 1.192 0.77

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Yeats Old -0.339 1.097 -0.31

Children Present in the FCU -0.515 2.303 -0.22

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.177 3.506 1.76

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.081 1.443 0.06

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 36.31
R-squared: 0.118

SouRcE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

No_: Ali income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

The regression shown in this table is based on a sample that excludes one observation with
an unusually large value for cash income.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent; FCU = food consumption unit.
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TABLE E. 12

REGRESSION ESTIMATES FOR THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME
PER ENU. MODEL WITH INTERACTION BETWEEN CHECK DUMMY AND

FSP BENEFIT AMOUNT

Standard
Variable Coefficient Error t-Statistic

Constant 33.479 3.391 9.87

Interaction Between Check Dummy and .0.110 0.074 -1.49
Food Stamp Benefit Amount

Food Stamp Benefit 0.301 0.110 2.75

FCU Income 0.065 0.012 5.32

FCU Size in AME -2.934 0.505 -5.80

Income of Non-FCU Members -0.004 0.005 -0.76

SampLe Person Is Asian 3.644 1.899 1.92

Sampled Person Is Black 1.251 1371 0.91

Sampled Person Is Hispanic 1.636 1307 1.25

Sampled Person Didn't Complete 8th Grade -1.406 1.718 -0.82

Sampled Person Completed High School 0.914 1.192 0.77

Sampled Person Less Than 30 Years Old -0.339 1.097 -0.31

Children Present in the FCU -0.515 2.303 -0.22

Elderly Present in the FCU 6.177 3.506 1.76

Female Head Present in the FCU 0.081 1.443 0.06

Number of Observations: 1,077

Mean of the Dependent Variable: 3631
R-squared: 0.118

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: All income and benefit amounts are measured in dollars per AME per week.

The regression shown in this table is based on a sample that excludes one observation with
an unusually large value for cash income.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; FSP = Food Stamp Program; AME = adult male equivalent;
FCU = food consumption unit.
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APPENDIX F

AN ECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME



This appendix presents results from our estimation of an econometric model of the money value

of food used at home by food stamp households. We consider two alternative measures of food use:

(1) the money value of purchased food used at home, and (2) the money value of a//food used at

home. The second measure includes nonpurchased food, such as home-produced food and food

obtained by redeeming a WIC voucher. In the model, household income, the form and amount of

the food stamp benefit, and demographic variables explain the variation in food use among food

stamp households. By using multivariate regression analysis to estimate the model with data for the

sample of food stamp check and coupon recipients in San Diego County, we obtain estimates of the

effects of food stamp coupons, food stamp checks, and cash income on food use. Because the design

of this study is experimental, these estimates are not essential to the evaluation of the effects of cash-

out on food use. but they are quite useful for comparing the findings from this study with findings

from the many studies of the effects of food stamps on household food use that have been based on

nonexperimental data. --

In this appendix, we first describe findings from previous studies. We then present and discuss

the findings that are based on data from the household survey (including a discussion of the

specification of the econometric model), l_ina!iy, we discuss the relationship between the econometric

estimates and the findings from Chapter III based on difference-in-means estimates.

A. FINDINGS FROM PREVIOUS STUDIES

Only two studies have given researchers the opportunity to analyze directly the relative effects

of food stamp checks and coupons on food-consumption behavior. These studies are the evaluation

of the Puerto Rico Nutrition Assistance Program (Beebout et al., 1985; Devaney and Fraker, 1986)

and the evaluation of the SSI/Elderly Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration (Blanchard et al., 1982;

Butler. Obis. and Posner. 1985). Neither study had an experimental design that entailed the random

assignment of individual food stamp households to treatment (check) or control (coupon) status:

instead, econometric models were used to control for differences between check and coupon
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recipients and to estimate the relative effects of checks and coupons on food-consumption behavior.

The principal findings in the studies, that cash-out had no statistically significant effects on food

expenditures or on the money value of food used by food stamp households, were based on

comparisons of those econometric estimates.

Researchers in all of the other studies of the effects of food stamps on food consumption lacked

data on actual recipients of food st*_r,,_- _hecks. l Consequently, the researchers first used

econometric models to estimate the eh.. :_ ,f coupons and ordinary cash income on food

consumption, and then inferred the potential effect of cash-out from the difference between the two

estimates. However, the inference was based on the tenuous assumption that food stamp checks and

ordinary cash income would have thc same effect on food consumption.

The nonexperimental studies of the effects of food stamps and ordinary cash income on food

consumption used various measures of household food consumption and household income. For

example, Johnson, Bun, and Morgan (1981) and Basiotis et al. (1967) del'me food consumption as

the money value of all food (including nonpurchased food) used by a household from its home food

supply. In those studies, income is defined to include the imputed value of the nonpurchased food

that was used by a household. Smallwood and Biayiock (1965) define food consumption as the money

value of purchased food used by a household from its home food supply. Consistent with this

definition of food consumption, they omit the value of nonpurchased food from their measure of

income. Senauer and Young (1986) define their measure of household food consumption on the

basis of food expenditures, rather than food use, thus implicitly excluding nonpurchased food. Their

measure of income also excludes the value of nonpurchased fo(" The basic pattern of the studies

cited is either to include the value of nonpurchased food in bot,. ibc measure of food consumption

and the measure of income, or to exclude it from both measures. Either approach can be defended

IFraker (1990) reviews many of the existing studies of the effects of food stamps on food
consumption. These studies include the two that were based on data on recipients of checks and

coupons, as well as a much larger number of studies for which no data on check recipients were
available.
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as a valid way of controlling for the presence of nonpurchased foods and thereby permitting the

estimation of the effect of food stamps on the money value of food used that was purchased or on

expenditures for purchased food.

Virtually all of the studies have produced estimates of the effects of an additional dollar of food

stamp coupons and ordinary, cash income on food consumption. These effects frequently are referred

to as the marginalproln, nsity to consume food (MPC) out of coupons and income. In his review of 17

nonexperimental studies, several of which produced multiple estimates of the MPC out of coupons

and out of cash income, Fraker (1990) reports that most estimates of the MPC out of income are in

the range of .05 to .10, indicating that an additional dollar of income would prompt an average food

stamp household to increase its consumption of food by an amount ranging from $.05 to $.10. Fraker

also reports that most estimates of the MPC out of coupons are in the range of .17 to .47. In each

of the reviewed studies, the estimated marginal effect of coupons exceeds that of income, and, with

only a few exceptions, the ratio of the estimate of the MPC out of coupons to the estimate of the

MPC out of income is between 2 and 10. Thus, the consensus funding of these studies is that the

marginal effect of food stamp coupons on food consumption is much stronger than that of ordinary

cash income. 2

If one were willing to assume that food stamp checks would have the same effect on food

consumption as would ordinary cash income, then, on the basis of the consensus finding, one might

infer that cash-out would reduce greatly the marginal effectiveness with which food stamp benefits

increase food consumption by Iow-income households. The nonexperimental estimates imply that the

effectiveness of a marginal dollar of food stamp benefits would be reduced as a consequence of cash-

out bv a factor of between 2-to-1 and 10-to-1.

21n a paper that was circulated subsequent to Fraker's 1990 literature review, Levedahl (1991)

reports on estimates of the MPC out of food stamp coupons and out of ordinary cash income that
he obtained by applying a trans-iog econometric model to data from the 1979-80 Survey of Food
Consumption in Low-Income Households. The sample mean value of the ratio of his estimate of the
MPC out of coupons to his estimate of the MPC out of income is 2.7. This value is near the lower

end of thc range of most of the ratios of these estimates in the studies reviewed by Fraker.
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B. FINDINGS FROM THIS STUDY

This section first describes the linear model that we 'used to obtain regression estimates of the

marginal effects of coupons, checks, and ordinary, cash income on the money value of food used from

home. We then discuss the regression estimates and the results of statistical tests of the differences

among those estimates.

1. Model Specification

Our estimates of the marginal effects of coupons, checks, and income on food used at home are

based on a linear model that incorporates what we consider the principal desirable elements of the

existing models reviewed by Fraker (1990). The model is as follows:

(1) MVi = Xi_ + alCHKB£N i + _COUPBEN i + e.31NCi + etn/IM£i + ei,

where:

i = index for households (i -- 1,...,1,077) 3

MI/ = money value ofpurchmed food used from home (Version 1), or money value
of the sum of purchased and nonpurcha,red food used from home (Version 2),
per ENU

/NC = ordinary cash income (exclusive of food stamp checks) per AMEn

COUPBEN = the food stamp coupon benefit amount per AME; zero for check recipient

CHKBEN = the food stamp check benefit amount per AME; zero for coupon recipient

AME = household size in AMEs

31n this model, the term "household" refers to the food consumption unit (FCU), unless explicitly
stated otherwise. The FCU consists of those individuals in the dwelling unit who are either covered
by the sampled person's food stamp benefit or who share food and ccx_king facilities with the sampled
person. Guests are included in the FCU in proportion to the number of meals that they eat from
the household's food supply.

4In this model. ENU and AME are computed on the basis of the needs of household members

and guests for lood energy, as indicated by the 1989 recommended dietary allowances for food energy
(National Research Council, 1989). See Chapter II. Section C. 1, for additional discussion of these
measures.
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X = a vector of control variables--primarily demographic variables--that are
described in the text below

e = a random disturbance term

{3 = a vector of parameters to be estimated

,,_ = the MPC out of food stamp checks; a parameter to be estimated
t

a.: = the MPC out of food stamp couponS; a parameter to be estimated

% = the MPC out of ordinary income; a parameter to be estimated

'Va = an economies-of-scale parameter to be estimated

The X vector includes dummy variables that indicate the age, education, and race/ethnicity 3 of

the person in whose name the household receives its food stamp benefit, as well as other dummy

variables that indicate the presence in the household of children, of persons aged 60 years or older,

and of a female head. 6 The other variables in the X vector are an intercept term and the income

of persons in the dwelling unit who are not members of the FCU. The latter variable is measured

on a per-AME basis. Of these variables, only the regression coefficient on the indicator of Asian

race/ethnicity is different from zero at conventional levels of statistical significance. Appendix E

provides the full regression results for the equation (1) model.

The dependent variable in the equation (1) model is scaled by a measure of household size in

ENUs because that is the beat available measure of food use relative to the needs of the household

members and guests who are dependent on the household food supply. In principle, we would also

like to use the ENU measure of household size on the right-hand-side of the model. However, we

do not do so. because we are concerned that the proportion of meals eaten by household members

away from home. which is reflected in ENU, is endogenous to the model. That is, we are concerned

5Thc model includes the first three of the following four mutually exclusive indicators of race and
ethnicitv: (1) Asian. (2) Hispanic. (3) black (not Hispanic). and (4) white (not Hispanic) or other
(not Hispanic).

*The female head variable is a dummy variable that equals one if there is either a female head
and no male hcad, or a female head and a male head. It equals zero if there is a male head only.
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that the proportion of meals eaten away from home and. hence, the ENU, may be a function of the

household's income level and the form and amount of the food stamp benefit. Such endogeneity

could result in biased estimates of the coefficients a 1 through "4 in equation (1). To avoid such bias,

we use the exogenous AME measure of household size on the right-hand-side of the model. The

AME measure adjusts household size for the age and gender composition of FCU members, but does

not adjust for the proportion of meals eaten away from home or for meals served to guests.

Aa indicated above, in the definition of the dependent variable, MI,', we estimated two versions

of this model. Version 1 explains the variation among households in their use of purchased food used

at home, whereas Version 2 explains thc variation in the sum of purchased and nonpurchasedfood used

at home. The estimates of the marginal effects of income and food stamp benefits on the usc of

purchased food obtained on the basis of the Version 1 model may be compared appropriately with

most existing estimates of the MPC out of income and out of food stamp benefits. On the other

hand, the estimates obtained on thc basis of thc Version 2 model may be more appropriate for

evaluating the effects of cash-out on the quality of the diets of recipient households. The latter

model captures any negative effects that cash-out might have on the usc of purchased food, as well

as any potentially offsetting positive effects of cash-out on the usc of nonpurchascd food.

2. Estimates of the Model

We first examine estimates of the model in equation (1) when the dependent variable is the usc

of purchased food used at home. We then examine estimates when the dependent variable is the

sum of purchased and nonpurchascd food used. We devote mcrc attention to the former estimates,

because they are more comparable to existing estimates of the effects of food stamp benefits and

ordinary income on food consumption.

a. Results for Purchased Food

Our estimates of the marginal propensity to consume purchased food (MPCp) from the

household food supply out of coupons, checks, and ordinary cash income arc presented in the first
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three rows in the first column of Table F. 1. Those estimates are based exactly on the model

described in equation (1). Our estimates of the differences in the MPCp out of coupons, checks, and

income are presented in the last three rows of the first column. They are based on algebraically

equivalent variants of the equation (1) model. 7

We estimate that the MPCp out of food stamp coupons is 0.277. The large t-statistic associated

with this estimate (2.64) indicates that we can be highly confident that the true value of the MPCp

out of coupons is greater than zero. s This estimate is in the middle of the range of existing

estimates of this relationship, as reviewed by Fraker (1990). It tells us that, for each additional dollar

of food stamp benefits in the form of coupons, the use of purchased food is expected to increase by

28 cents. Our estimate of the MPCp out of food stamp checks is 0.108. This estimate is not

statistically significant. However, it indicates that the best estimate available from the data is that,

for each additional dollar of food stamp benefits in the form of checks, the use of purchased food

is expected to increase by 11 cents. 9

7We estimated three algebraically equivalent variants of equation (1). In the first of these, we
retained INC and CHKBEN, dropped COUPBEN, and added COUPBEN + CHKBEN. The

coefficient on CHKBEN is the coupon-check difference in the MPCp. In the second variant, we
retained COUPBEN and CHIC.BEN, dropped INC, and added INC + COUPBEN. The coefficient
on COUPBEN is the coupon-income difference in the MPC_. In the third variant, we retained
COUPBEN and CHKBEN, dropped INC, and added INC + CIfKBEN. The coefficient on CHIC.BEN

is the check-income difference in the MPCp.

8We also can be highly confident that the true value of the MPCp is less than one.

9We considered several variants of equation (1) during preliminary analysis of the data. In
general, the variants did not yield results that differed substantially from those obtained when using
exactly the model specified in equation (I). However, a variant in which we e.xpanded equation (1)
to include a binary variable designating whether a household received its food stamp benefit in the
form of checks or coupons did yield different results. The coefficient on this variable was -2.33,

indicating that check recipients spent $2.33 less than coupon recipients per ENU per week. without
regard for the amount of the food stamp benefit. This coefficient was not statistically different from
zero. In this variant of the model, the coefficient on the coupon benefit amount was 0.19 and was
not significantly different from zero. The coefficient on the check benefit amount was 0.01 smaller

than the coefficient on the coupon benefit amount. This difference was not statistically different
from zero. We rejected this variant of equation (1) in favor of the original version for two reason:
( 1) we believe that the size of the impact of cash-out on food use is related to the size of the food

stamp benefit amount, and (2) we believe that the lack of statistical significance of the relevant
coefficients reflects a multicollinearity problem that makes it impossible to reliably estimate this
equation.
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TABLE F. 1

ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF COUPONS. CHECKS, AND INCOME
ON THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME.

BASED ON A LINEAR MODEL

Estimated Marginal Effects on the Money Value
of Food Used at Home

Purchased Purchased and

Food Nonpurchased Food

Coupons 0.277 et 0.301t*
(2.64) (2.75)

Checks 0.108 0.192"

(1.08) (1.84)

Ordinary Income 0.063 rt 0.065 tt
(5.40) (5.32)

Difference: 0.170 re 0.110 t

Coupons - Checks (2.41) (1.49)

Difference: - 0.214 tt 0.2.36_

Coupons - Income (2.05) (2.16)

Difference: 0.044 0.126 t

Checks - Income (0.44) (1.21)

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
ordinary least squares regre_ions.

NOTE: These estimates are based on weighted data for 536 coupon households and 541 check
households.

t-2:-tistica are shown in parenthe_.

The regression estimates presented in this table were obtained from several algebraically
equivalent variants of the linear model of household food use given in equation (1). Full
regression results for equation (1) are provided in Appendix E.

One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all estimated effects shown in this table.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.
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Our estimates indicate that ordinary cash income also increases the use of purchased food. We

estimate that an additional dollar of income causes a food stamp household to increase its use of

purchased food at home by about 6 cents. Given the large t-statistic associated with this estimate,

we are highly confident that the true MPCp out of income is positive.

On the basis of the estimates presented in Table F. 1, we are able to test six different hypotheses

about the marginal effects of coupons, checks, and income on the use of purchased food at home.

Table F.2 presents the formal specifications and empirical outcomes of those tests. Here, we briefly

recapitulate in somewhat !ess formal terminology the conclusions that can be drawn from the tests:

Test #1: Coupons increase the use of purchased food.

Tesl #2: Checks increase the use of purchased food.

Test #3: Ordinary cash income increase the use of purchased food.

Test #4: The effect of coupons on the use of purchased food is greater than
that of checks.

Test #5: The effect of coupons on the use of purchased food is greater than
that of ordinary cash income.

Test #6: Our estimates are not sufficiently precise to permit us to conclude
that the effect of checks on the use of purchased food is greater than
that of ordinary cash income.

With respect to the fundamental objective of this evaluation--to determine whether cash-out has

a negative effect on food consumption--Test #4 is the most important test. The results of Test #4

tell us that. in San Diego County, cash-out entails a significant loss in the marginal effectiveness with

which food stamp benefits increase the use of purchased food at home. Indeed, our estimates imply

that cash-out reduces the marginal effectiveness with which food stamp benefits increase the use of

purchased food at home bv 61 percent, l° With regard to Test #2, our estimates are not sufficiently

precise to permit us to conclude that checks increase the use of purchased food.

_°The estimated 61 percent reduction in the marginal effectiveness of food stamp benefits is based

on thc estimates of the MPCp out of coupons and out of checks in Table F.I: (0.277 - 0.108)/0.277 =
0.61.
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TABLE F.2

RESULTS OF TESTS OF HYPOTHESES ON THE EFFECTS OF COUPONS. CHECKS,
AND INCOME ON THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Test Results for the Money Value
of Food Used at Home

Purchased Purchased and

Food Nonpurchased Food

Test #1

Null hypothesis: MPC coupons = 0 Reject null" Reject null**
Alt. hypothesis: MPC coupons > 0

Test #2

Null hypothesis: MPC checks = 0 Do not reject null Reject null**
Alt. hypothesis: MPC checks > 0

Test #3

Null hypothesis: MPC income = 0 Reject null" Reject null"
Alt. hypothesis: MPC income > 0

Test #4

Null hypothesis: MPC coupons = MPC checks Reject null" Reject null*
Alt. hypothesis: MPC coupons > MPC checks

Test #5

Null hypothesis: MPC coupons = MPC income Reject null" Reject null"
Alt. hypothesis: MPC coupons > MPC income

Test #6

Null hypothesis: MPC checks = MPC income Do not reject null Do not reject null
Alt. hypothesis: MPC checks > MPC income

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. household survey,
ordinary least squares regressions.

NOTE: Test results are based on regression estimates provided in Table F. 1

MPC = marginal propensity to consume.

*Null hypothesis rejected at the 90 percent confidence level.
*'Null hypothesis rejected at the 95 percent confidence level.
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In the context of the existing research on the effects of check and of coupon benefits on

household food consumption, Test #6 also is of considerable interest. As noted previously, most

studies on this topic necessarily have been based on data sets that provide no information on actual

recipients of food stamp checks. Therefore, researchers have had to infer what the effects of checks

would be on the basis of estimates of the effects of ordinary cash income on food use. With

considerable uncertainly, the researchers have assumed that check benefits would have approximately

the same effect on food use as would ordinary cash income. The results of Test #6 do not permit

us to conclude with confidence that this assumption is incorrect.

b. Results for tbe Sum of Purchased ami Nonpurchased Food

The money value of all food used at home-both purchased food and nonpurchased food--per

ENU is a better indicator of a househoid's nutritional we!l-being than is the more restricted measure

based on purchased food only. In this section, we examine our estimates of the marginal effect of

coupons, checks, and income on this broader measure of food use. Although the results are not

fundamentally different from those just discussed, some of the differences between the two sets of

estimates are noteworthy.

A priori, we might expect that a household whose food stamp benefit form has been converted

from coupons to cash might increase its purchases of food used away from home or of nonfood items,

while reducing its purchases of food to be used at home. Having made that adjustment, such a

household might have a greater incentive to seek out sources of nonpurchased food, such as home-

produced food. food obtained by redeeming a WIC voucher, food received as a gift from friends or

relatives, and food obtained from a food bank. Indeed, the results presented in Chapter III show that

check households use an average of $2.42 less purchased food and $0.74 more nonpurchased food per

ENU per week than do coupon households.

The most important difference between the regression estimates of the marginal propensity to

consume the sum of purchased and nonpurchased food (MPCp+np) out of coupons, checks, and
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income, when compared with the corresponding estimates for purchased food. is that the estimate

for checks is larger with the broader measure of food use. For checks, Table F. 1 shows that the

estimate of the MPCp+np is 0.192, whereas the estimate of the MPCp is 0.108. The estimate of the

MPCp_.np out of checks and the estimate of the MPCp+np out of coupons imply that cash-out reduces

the marginal effectiveness with which food stamp benefits increase the money value of ali food used

at home by 36 percent, u

C. RECONCILIATION OF MPC ESTIMATES AND DIFFF, RENCE-IN-MF_,ANS ESTIMATES

The difference-in-means estimates presented in Chapter III showed that food stamp cash-out in

San Diego County reduces the money value of food used at home by about 7 percent for purchased

food and by about 5 percent for the sum of purchased and nonpurchased food? The regression

estimates of equation (1) that we have just reviewed indicate that cash-out reduces the marginal

effectiveness with which food stamp benefits increase the money value of food used at home by 61

percent for purchased food, and by 36 percent for the sum of purchased and nonpurchased food.

In this section, we explain why these disparate sets of estimates may be consistent with each other.

Reconciling the two sets of estimates of cash-out effects requires a knowledge of two facts

regarding San Diego County households that receive food stamp benefits. First, food stamp benefits

do not represent a large percentage of the monthly economic resources of those households. The

average food stamp household in San Diego County receives about $995 per month in income and

food stamp benefits, of which only about $117, or 12 percent, are food stamp benefits. California's

high AFDC guarantee amount is the principal reason why cash income is high and food stamp benefit

lithe estimated 36 percent reduction in the marginal effectiveness of food stamp benefits is based

on the estimates of the MPCp+np out of coupons and out of checks in Table F.I: (0.301 - 0.192)/
0.301 = 0.36.

12The simple difference-in-means estimates imply negative cash-out effects on the money value
of food used at home of 6.8 percent for purchased food and 4.5 percent for the sum of purchased
and nonpurchased food. With the regression-adjusted difference-in-means estimates, the

corresponding implied reductions are slightly larger: 7.1 percent for purchased food and 5.3 percent
for the sum of purchased and nonpurchased food.
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amounts are low for food stamp recipients in San Diego County, 89 percent of whom receive AFDC

benefits. Second, at $286 for purchased food and $303 for the sum of purchased and nonpurchased

food. the monthly money value of food used at home by food stamp households in San Diego exceeds

the average value of their food stamp benefits by about 2.6-to-1. These two facts establish the point

that, although food stamp benefits provide a critical margin of economic well-being, they are a

relatively small element in the economic lives of food stamp households in San Diego County. Of

course, this statement is true only on average; in many households, food stamp benefits are ve_

important.

If a transfer program is not a major determinant of the economic status of its participants, then

a nonexpansionary change in that program is unlikely to have a large impact on the economic status

of the program participants. In the case of the FSP in San Diego, even if we were to make the

extreme assumption that every doUar of food coupons generates a dollar's worth of food use that

would not otherwise occur, the elimination of the program would result in a reduction in food use

of 'only _ 39 percent for the sum of purchased and nonpurchased food ($117/$303). This value

represents the theoretical upper bound on the impact of any nonexpansionary change in the FSP,

including cash-out, on the use of food at home by food stamp recipients in San Diego.

Our difference-in-means estimates in Chapter III show that cash-out is estimated to have reduced

the use of purchased food at home by food stamp recipients in San Diego County by 7 percent. This

reduction in the total use of food at home is modest, but it is roughly one-fifth of the theoretical

upper bound on the full effect of the FSP.

Recognizing that the difference-in-means results and the results obtained through the regression

analysis of the model in equation (1) answer two different, but related, questions, gives a slightly

different perspective on the reconciliation of the two sets of estimates of cash-out effects. The

descriptivc results answer the question. "How has cash-out in San Diego affected the use of food at

home?" The equation (1) regression results answer the question, 'How has cash-out in San Diego

1:.15



affcctcd the impact of food stamp benefits on the use of food at home?" The relationship between

the answers to these two questions is a function of the importance of food stamp benefits in the

economic lives of program particil/ants in San Diego. The answers converge or diverge to the extent

that food stamp benefits are more or less important in the economic lives of participants. We have

seen that the answers to the two questions arc, in fact, quite divergent. This finding is to be

expected, given that food stamp benefits are, on average, a small proportion of the resources available

to FSP participants in San Diego and also ace :mall relative to the money value of food used.
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APPENDIX G

CASH-OUT AND THE HOMELESS



Homeless persons comprise approximately 6 percent of food stamp cases in San Diego County.

Because the situations and needs of the homeless are quite different from those of the rest of the

food stamp population, we report the results of interviews of the homeless separately in this appendix.

rather than including them in the tabulations presented in the main text.

Many paras of the data collection instrument could be applied to the homeless, including those

pertaining to food adequacy, food shopping patterns, attitudes toward cash-out, and experiences in

cashing food benefit checks. However, we omitted some topics from the interviews, particularly the

long module detailing food used at home during the seven days preceding the survey, because they

were not con_ptually applicable to the homeless population.

We base the analysis reported in this appendix on interviews of 83 homeless food stamp

recipients who were randomly selected when they picked up their food stamp benefits at their local

welfare offices. We conducted the interviews at two offices, one of which is an inner-city office

serving primarily a General Assistance Program clientele and accounting for approximately one-half

of all homeless food stamp households in San Diego. The other is a local welfare office in a town

in the northwestern part of San Diego County, some distance from San Diego City.

A. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Thc average household size in the sample of homeless persons is about 1.2 persons for check

houscholds and 1.4 persons for coupon households (Table G.1)J This finding indicates that most

of the homeless food stamp cases in the sample consisted of single individuals. None of the cases

included an elderly person, and fewer than 15 percent included children.

Most of the homeless were male. unmarried, and unemployed. Roughly 60 percent were older

than 35 years of age. and about 70 percent were high school graduates. Whites and blacks were the

_This difference is not statistically significant. Because the sample size for homeless households
is relatively small and because homeless check and coupon households tend to be similar, most of the

observcd differences between check and coupon cases are not statistically significant. Any exceptions
are noted in thc text.
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TABLE G. 1

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS

(Percentage of Households)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Number of Persons in the

FCU 1.24 1.36 -0.11 -8.09 -0.62

Comlmsitlon of the FCU

Contains Elderly 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Contains Children 4.88 14.29 -9.41 -65.85 -1.46

Chamcteristiea of the

Sampled Person

Female 14.63 21.43 -6.79 -31.68 0.80

Mamed 17.07 16.67 0.41 2.46 0.05

Employed 4.88 2.38 2.50 105.04 0.60

Less Than 35 Years

Old 43.90 42.86 1.05 2.45 0.09

Education

Did not complete
elementary school 7.32 2.38 4.94 207.56 1.04

Completed elementary
school 24.39 26.19 -1.80 -6.87 0.19

Completed high school
68.29 71.43 -3.14 -4.40 0.31

Race and Ethnicity

Asian 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hispanic 14.63 7.14 7.49 104.90 1.09
Black (not Hispanic) 46.34 54.76 -8.42 -15.38 0.76
White (not Hispanic) 36.59 35.71 0.87 2.44 0.08
Other 2.44 2.38 0.06 2.52 0.02

SampleSize 41 42

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, unweighted
tabulations.

NOTE: None of the differences is statistically si,,tmificant with a 90 percent two-tailed teat.

FCU = food consumption unit.
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predominant ethnic groups in the sample, although Hispanics were substantially represented, as well.

No Asians were represented.

Fewer than 10 percent reported having any earned income in the month preceding the interview

(Table G.2). Similarly, fewer than 15 percent reported receiving Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) benefits. However, the majority reported receiving other forms of public

assistance, most commonly General Assistance.

B. FOOD ADEQUACY

As noted in the introduction to this appendix, although we did not collect data on the food

actually used by the homeless during the week preceding the interview, we were able to ask questions

about the adequacy of the food available in the preening month. These results are reported in this

section.

Roughly 61 percent of homeless check recipients and 45 percent of homeleas coupon recipients

reported having enough food in the month pre_':xling the interview, although substantial numbers in

both groups indicated that they had not always had the types of food that they wanted (Table G.3).

Slightly more check recipients than coupon recipients (78 percent versus 74 percent) indicated

that there had been days in the previous month when they had had no food or resources to buy food.

Surprisingly. however, as with the nonhomeless recipients, homeless check recipients were !ess likely

than homeless coupon recipients to skip meals due to a the lack of food. The difference between

thc check recipients and coupon recipients is substantial (49 percent versus 71 percent) and

statistically significant.

Check households were more likely than coupon households to use food pantries or food banks

(27 percent versus 14 percent), but the difference is not significant. As expected, considerable

numbers of homeless respondents (between 65 percent and 70 percent).reported using soup kitchens,

but there were no substantial differences between homeless check recipients and homeless coupon

recipients.
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TABLE G.2

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HOMELESS CHECK AND
COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Monthly Cash Income of
FCU $249.29 $184.17 65.12 35.36 1.45

Percent ReceMng
Earned Income 9.76 2.38 7.38 310.08 !.40

Percent Receiving AFDC 4.88 14.24 -9.36 -65.73 1.46

Percent Receiving Other
Public Assistance 78.05 64.29 13.76 21.40 1.38

Monthly Food Stamp
Benefits of FCU $76.88 $79.67 -2.79 -3.50 0.44

Ratio of Monthly Food

Stamp Benefit to
Monthly Cash Income

Plus the Food Stamp
Benefit 34.37 47.37 - 13.00 -27.44 -1.81 *

Sample Size 41 42

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, unweighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Monthly cash income figures exclude cash Food Stamp Program benefits.

Two-tailed statisti_l tests were performed on all differen_ees shown in this table.

FCU = food consumption unit; AFDC -_ Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

· Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE G.3

HOMELESS RECIPIENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF ADEQUACY
OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLY

(Percentage of Households)

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Adequacy. of Food Eaten
During Past Month

Enough of types of food
we want to eat 14.63 7.14 7.49 104.90 1.09

Enough, but not always

types we want to eat 46.34 i}8.10 8.25 21.65 0.75

Sometimes not enough 24.39 33.33 -8.94 -26.82 0.89

Often not enough 14.63 19.05 -4.41 -23.15 0.53

Any Days HH Without Food
or Resources During Past
Month?

Yes 78.05 73.81 4.24 5.74 0.45

Any HH Member Skip Meals
Due to Inadequate Food or
Resources During Past
Month?

Yes 48.78 71.43 -22.65 -31.71 2.14* *

Got Food at Food Bank,

Food Panlry, or a ChuTch 26.83 14.29 12.54 87.75 1.41

Ate Once or More Meals at a

Church Soup Kitchen, or
Senior Center 65.85 69.05 -3.19 -4.62 0.31

Sample Size 41 42

Sotmcz;: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, unweighted
tabulations.

Non-.: Two-tailed significance tests were performed on all differences shown in this table.

"Past month' is the month preceding the survey.

HH = household.

· *Slalistically significant al the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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C. 1TI'ES OF STORES AT WIIICH FOOD IS BOUGHT AND SHOPPING PA'I'FERNS

Homeless cash and coupon recipients do not differ significantly in the types of stores at which

they buy food or in their reported shopping patterns. However, because the comparative food

shopping experiences of the homeless and the nonhomeless recipients do differ, we present them in

this section.

As reported in Chapter IV, more than 95 percent of nonhomeless recipients use supermarkets

to buy at least some of their food. In contrast, only about 70 percent of the homeless shop at

supermarkets. -The homeless compensate by making greater use of other types of food stores: more

than 50 percent reported using each of the other store categories asked about in the survey (grocery

stores, convenience stores, and specialty shops). The percentages of the homeless using these other

types of store are somewhat greater than those of the nonhomeless population.

Thc numbers of trips that the homeless reported making to the various types of food stores

during the month preceding the interview are uniformly higher than the corresponding numbers for

the nonhomcless. This finding suggests that the homeless are buying their food in much smaller

quantities, which, given a !ack of food-storage facilities, is not surprising.

D. ATTITUDES TOWARD CASH-OUT

In general, the homeless reported attitudes toward cash-out that were similar to those expressed

by the nonhomeless sample (data not shown). The most commonly cited advantage of checks was

that they could be used to purchase nonfood items (Table 0.4). Their convenience and the greater

choice of food stores at which they could be used also were frequently mentioned. Fewer homeless

respondents than nonhomeless respondents cited any perceived disadvantages of checks. The

disadvantage cited most frequently by those who mentioned any disadvantage was that checks did not

ensure benefits were spent on food.

Thc advantages and disadvantages reported for coupons tended to mirror those mentioned I ,r

checks. The most commonly mentioned advantage was that coupons ensure that benefits are spent
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TABLE G.4

ATTITUDES OF HOMELESS RECIPIENTS TOWARD CHECKS AND COUPONS

(Percentage of Homeless Giving Responses)

Check Coupon
Most Common Response to Question: Recipients Recipients

What Is Good About Checks?

Can be used for item other than food 41.5 52.4
More choice of food stores 14.6 23.8
More convenient 14.6 7.1

What Is Bad About Checks?

Do not make sure benefits are spent on food 14.6 35.7
Less contr61 over household budgeting 7.3 4.8

What Is Good about Coupons?

Make sure benefits are spent on food 29.3 50.0

Give more control over household budgeting 7.3 4.8

What Is Bad about Coupons?

Can not be used for items other than food 41.5 35.7
Fewer choices of food stores 19.5 31.0
Feel embarrassed 4.9 11.9

SampleSize 41 42

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
unweighted tabulations.
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on food, and the most commonly mentioned disadvantage was that coupons could not be spent on

nonfood items.

E. C!IECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES

Most homeless check recipients appear to have found suitable ways to cash their checks: only

5 percent reported having had problems with the check-cashing process (Table G.5). Approximately

41 percent of the homeless cashed their checks at supermarkets or other food stores, and another

29 percent went to check-cashing agencies. Other recipients used nonfood stores, banks, or other

check-cashing facilities.

Fewer than 15 percent of the respondents were required to make a store purchase to cash their

checks, although most (71 percent) reported having to pay a check-cashing fee. The average fee for

those having to pay a fee was $0.55.

F. SUMMARY

Overall, the experiences of the homeless with cash-out appear to be similar to those observed

in the nonhomeless population. Check recipients do not tend to report having less adequate food

supplies than coupon recipients; indeed, if anything, the contrary is true. In addition, the homeless

and the nonhomeless tend to cite similar advantages and disadvantages of checks and coupons. Most

of the homeless were able to cash their food checks with relatively few problems and paid either no

fees or fees of $1.00 or less.
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TABLE G.5

CHECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES OF HOMELESS CHECK RECIPIENTS

(Percentage of Households)

All Check Households

Place Where Checks Are Usually Cashed

Supermarket or grocery store 39.0

Other food store 2.4

Nonfood store 17.1

Bank 9.8

Check-cash!ng service 29.3

Other 2.4

Were There Problems Cashing Check?

Yes 5.0

No 95.0

Was Purchase Required to Cash Check? a

Yes 12.0

No 88.0

Was a Fee Charged to Cash Check?

Yes 70.7

No 29.3

Fee Paid to Have Checks Cashed

$0.01 to $1.00 78.6

$1.01 to $2.00 7.1

$2.01 to $5.00 14.3

Mcan for those paving a fee (dollars) 0.55

Sample Size 41

SotJRcr:: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
unwcighted tabulations.

_Includes only households that cashed checks at retail stores.
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APPENDIX H

EFFECTS OF CASH-OUT ON FOOD AND NONFOOD EXPENDITURES, BASED ON
DATA FROM THE SCREENER AND HOUSEHOLD SURVEY



As noted in the body of the report, two different measures of household expenditures for food

used at home are available in the survey data set. One measure is based on information from the

very detailed food-use section of the main questionnaire, in which we used detailed probes to obtain

information on all food items used by the household in the seven days preceding the survey. We

obtained the measure of monthly expenditures for food used at home based on these data by

summing the prices times quantities used over all purchased food items reported by the household

and by multiplying that sum by 4.3 (the number of weeks in a month).

The screener instrument provides a completely independent measure of monthly expenditures

for food at home. In the screener, we asked households to estimate the amount of money that they

had spent during the previous month in each of four types of food stores: (1) supermarkets, (2)

neighborhood grocery stores, (3) convenience stores, and (4) specialty stores. We also asked the

households how much of that money had been devoted to nonfood expenditures, thus enabling us

to derive a monthly estimate of expenditures for food used at home.

The two sources of survey data on monthly expenditures for food used at home arc not

consistent with each other. We were most concerned that thc average monthly expenditures for food

used at home based on the data from thc screener are lower than those based on the data from the

main questionnaire. According to thc main questionnaire, the estimated average monthly expenditure

for food used at home per household is $286, whereas the estimate from the screener data is $193,

approximately 30 percent lower. 1

To assess the divergent expenditure estimates from the survey, we compared them with two

alternative sources of information about food expenditures of iow-income households. The two

findings from the montMy money value of purchased food used at home, which is based on information

_The correlation coefficient between the two measures of expenditures is .5. implying that the two

are very. significantly correlated with each other, but that each has considerable independent variation.
However. because the reference periods covered by the two measures are different, there is no
reason to expect that these variables would be correlated fully, even if measurement error were not
an issue. Thus. in our judgement, the difference in the means between the two measures is of more

concern than is the lack of a greater degree of correlation.
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sources were: (1) detailed food-use data collected during the 1979-1980 Iow-income supplement to

the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey (NFCS). and (-2) detailed consumer-diary data compiled

as part of the 1988-1989 Consumer Expenditure Survey that was conducted by the U.S. Department

of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). When making the comparisons, we used the "Food at

Home" component of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) to adjust all dollar values related to food to

reflect 1990 prices. We discuss the results in the following paragraphs.

As shown in Table H. 1, after adjusting for price inflation, the estimate from the 1979-1980

Supplement to the NFCS of the value of food used at home by low-income households is $360 per

month. The comparable estimate from the San Diego main questionnaire is $303. (No San Diego

screener data are available for this measure.) Thus, the estimates obtained in the main questionnaire

are not Mhigh' relative to similar data obtained during the 1979-1980 NFCS. a

The BLS did not collect data on nonpurchased food. Therefore, to develop comparisons on the

basis of the BLS data, it is necessary to narrow the focus to include only expenditures for food used

at home? These data are presented in the second line of Table H. 1. The BLS expenditure estimate

($266) is lower than both the main questionnaire and the screener estimates ($286 and $193,

respectively). However, the BLS figure is closer to that of the main instrument.

Considering all of the information presented in Table H. 1 together, the available evidence

provides support for the proposition that the main instrument data are the more accurate. Both the

2We also examined the data from the 1977-1978 NFCS and observed patterns similar to those
reported in the text with regard to the 1979-1980 data. Both data sets were also examined on a "per-
household-member Mbasis, and, again, the basic results were not substantially affected.

:)The BLS estimate was computed on the basis of detailed expenditures estimates that were

broken down by the number of persons in the household and by income group. We computed a
weighted average of the detailed BLS expenditures for each of these groupings, with the weights
reflecting the proportions of households in the size and income categories among households in the
San Diego sample. See footnote a of Table H. 1 for details on the computation of the BLS estimate.
We inHated the BLS data by a factor of 1.087 to account for changes in the :levant component of
the CPI between January 1989 and June 1990.
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TABLE H.1

FOOD-EXPENDI'FLJRE ESTIMATES FROM ALTERNATTVE SOURCES

(In Dollars)

19'/9-1980 1988-1989
NationwKJe Food Consumer

Consumption E.xpe_liture San Diego Ma· San Diego
Surve? Surv_. C)uestlOnnalre ¢ ?_:reener

Value of Food Ut_l at Home per
Household per Month $360 NA $303 NA

Expenditur_ for Food Used al

Home per Month NA $266 $286 $193

abased on U.S. Depanmenl of Agriculture. Human NuuilRm lnformat ion Service, 1982. The e_tmate is from Table 2, for Food SuJmp

Program participants m the West. The esUmate waJ inflated by · factor of 1.555 to ·ccount for changes m the Consumer Pnoc Index

for Food at Home between the time of the data collection and 1990. The weekly estimate in the table was multiplied by 4.3 lo convert

to a monlh .ly haus.

bBased on U.S.. BLS. 1991. The BLS ·ti·ate was computed on the Imsis of detailed expenditures estimates broken down by number of

persons m the household, which appear m TalMm 33-39 of U.S., BI,S, 1991. _ tables IPye IveflLige expenditures for food at home,

by s:ze of household _ income group. A weighted nVellge of the detailed BLS expenditures for esch of these groupings was computed.

with the wetghl$ reflecting the proportions of homeholds m the sm.. ·nd income t_lel_'les among households in the San Diego sample.

('The BLS estimates were coQlplJted by _ Wood Il Ilo·e" pla 54 pereem of "ldoolKdic bevmlp_" on the basis of unpublished
estimates pmded IO us by the BLS. that 54 pere_t of IiclXll_k: bevel'z_ expenditures are for purchases consumed at home.) We also

adjusted the BLS estimates by a [actor of 15.2 percenl to f_onunl for the tact that, az shown m Table 8 of U.S., BLS. 1991. average

expenditures in the BLS data are 159 percent higher in the West tlutn in the nation as · whole. We inflated the BLS data _ a factor

of 1.087 to account for changes in the relevanl oomponellt of the Collanm_' Prioe Index between January, 1989 and June, 1990.

CB·seal on the average of check and coupon bomeholds.

NA = not available
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NFCS-based estimates and the BLS-based estimates are more consistent with the data from the main

survey instrument?

To further assess the likely accuracy of the data from the main questionnaire relative to the data

from the screener, we also considered the nature of the questioning sequences in the two instruments.

The main questionnaire used a much more detailed questioning sequence and a shorter reference

period than did the screener. In addition, in the main questionnaire, unlike the screener, respondents

were asked in advance to keep records. Thus, the recall aids used to administer the main

questionnaire were much more extensive than those used in the greener. Given these differences.

it does not seem surprising that more expenditures would be reported in the main questionnaire data,

and it appears likely that the main questionnaire data are the more accurate.

Overall, considering the comparisons of estimates based on the data sources and the nature of

the survey questions, we believe that the data from the main questionnaire are likely the more

accurate. Therefore, the results presented in the main body of the report are based on the data from

the main questionnaire. However, to provide complete information about the research findings, we

conducted a second set of analyses of the impact of cash-out on food and nonfood expenditures,

based on the screener data. Chapter IV presented the findings obtained from the main questionnaire.

nln addition to obtaining diary information on food expenditures, the BLS Consumer Expenditure
Survey data collection process also obtains a second measure of food expenditures, one based on
summary survey questions similar to those in our screener. Similarly, the NFCS collects data by using
summary questions, as well as by collecting the detailed food-use data on which their main
expenditures estimates are based. However, the researchers carrying out these two data collection
efforts appear to believe that data based on detailed data collection (either the diary, in the case of
the BLS. or the food-use grids, in the case of the NFCS) are likely to be more accurate than data
from the summary questions, because the available published estimates from both the BLS and the
NFCS are based on the detailed data. Although published data from these other data collection
efforts are not available, we have used available unpublished information to conduct some analyses
of the screener-type data. The results show no clear pattern with regard to whether screener-type

questions or more detailed questions lead to higher expenditure estimates. In unpublished tabulations
of a sample of households from the 1979-1980 Iow-income supplement of the NFCS, MPR found that
weekly expenditures based on the food-grid data are approximately 14 percent higher than those
based on the summary questions. However, the BLS estimates based on a summary sequence of
questions lead to estimates that are approximately 28 percent h/gher than those from detailed diary
date. (Based on unpublished data supplied by the BLS.)
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Thc remainder of this appendix presents the findings based on the second measure, month/),

expendituresfor food from stores, which comes from the screener.

The estimates of the impacts of the demonstration on food expenditures differ substantially,

depending on which measure of food expenditures is used. Evidence based on data from the main

questionnaire suggests only that cash-out significantly reduced expenditures for food used at home

(see Chapter IV, Table 2). Moreover, because the reduction was not offset by an increase in

expenditures for food used away from home, cash-out reduced total expenditures for food. On the

other hand, evidence from the screener suggests that check households spent more-not less--than

coupon households for food used at home and for total food expenditures, although neither

difference is statistically significant.

For reasons summarized above, we believe that the data from the main instrument are probably

more accurate. However, to provide a full overview of the survey findings, the report includes results

based on both measures of food expenditures.

The material below is organized into two sections. Section A uses data from the screener and

the household survey to describe the findings on the impact of cash-out on expenditures for food

used at home, on total expenditures for food, and on food and nonfood expenditure shares. Section

B uses data from the screener to present findings on the impact of cash-out on recipient purchasing

patterns.

A. IMPACTS ON EXPENDITURES

This section uses data from the screener and the main instrument to discuss the impact of cash-

out on expenditures for food used at home, on total expenditures for food, and on broad categories

of nonfood expenditures.
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1. Expenditures for Food Used at Home

Data from the screener imply that check households did not spend less tha. coupon households

for food used at home. Table H.2 shows that check households reported spending an average of

$5.31 more than did coupon households ($196.53 versus $191.22), although the difference is not

statistically significant. Controlling for household size and composition, check households spent $3.66

more per month per adult male equivalent (AME) than did coupon households ($89.53 versus

$85.88). This difference is not statistically significant.

2. Total Expenditures for Food

Total expenditures for food, which is the sum of expenditures for food purchased from stores,

as obtained from the screener, and of expenditures for food used away from home, as obtained from

the main questionnaire, were higher (not lower) for check households than for coupon households.

Check households spent $222.66 per month, whereas coupon households spent $218.61 per month

(Table H.2). This difference of $4.05 per month is not statistically significant. Adjusting for

household size and composition, check households spent $1.82 more per month per AME, but the

difference is not statistically significant.

3. Food and Nonfood Expenditure Shares

On the basis of the amount spent at stores obtained from thc screener as the measure of

expenditures for food used at home, both check and coupon households allocated about 26 percent

of their monthly expenditures to food (Table H.3). Note that, when this measure is used, the

expenditure share for all food for check and coupon households is, respectively, about 6 and 8

percentage points smaller than that obtained when the money value of purchased food used at home

(from the main questionnaire) is used as the measure; as the discussion in Chapter IV indicates, this

difference reflects the lower food-expenditures estimate from the screener.
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TABLE H.2

MONTHLY EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD USED AT HOME AND
FOOD USED AWAY FROM HOME

Mean Value Difference in Means

Measure of Food Expenditure Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Food Used at Home

Expenditure for food used at
home (per household) $196.53 $191.22 5.31 2.78 0.74

Expenditure for food used at
home (per AME) $89.53 $85.88 3.65 4.26 1.41

Percent of total food ex'pendi-
tures for food used at home 89.96 89.4'7 0.49 0.56 0.50

Percent of meals eaten at
home 85.27 84.88 039 0.46 0.46

Food Used Away from Home

Expenditure for food used

away from home (per
household) S2.5.92 S28.53 -2.61 -9.15 0.82

Expenditure for food used

away from home (per AME) $12.88 $14.95 -2.07 -13.78 1.26
Percent of total food expendi-

tures for food used away
from home 10.04 10.53 -0.49 -4.75 0.50

Percent of meals eaten away
from home 14.73 15.12 -0.39 -2.65 0.46

Total Expenditures for Food

Sum of expenditures for food
used at home and for food

used away from home (per
household) S222.66 $218.61 4.05 1.85 0.50

Sum of expenditures for food
used at home and for food

used away from home (per
AME) $102.58 $100.76 1.82 1.81 0.56

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table. Data
are from the main questionnaire and screener.

AME = adult male equivalent.
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TABLE H.3

EXPENDITURE SHARES, BY BROAD CONSUMPTION CATEGORY'
(Percentages)

Share :? -:-_tal Expenditures Difference in Means

Budget Category, Check .,,,c,, Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

All Food 26.29 0.24 0.92 0.34

Food used at home 23.55 22.9_ ,,4 2.79 0.95

Food used away from
home 2.75 3.14 43.39 -12.74 1.27

Housing 47.65 47.49 0.16 0.34 0.14

Utilities 8.31 7.88 0.43 5.46 0.94

Medical 0.93 0.49 0.44 89.80 2.32"

Transportation 6.96 7.17 -0.21 -2.93 0.37

Clothing 4.37 4.87 43.50 -10.27 1.23

Education 0.56 0.36 0.20 55.56 1.61 t

Dependent Care 0.69 0.95 -0.26 -28.42 1.12

Recreation 2.52 2.83 -0.31 -10.95 1.08

Personal Items 1.73 1.91 43.18 -8.90 1.35

Total 100.00 100.00

Sample Size .542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table. Data
are from the main questionnaire and screener.

"Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed tesL
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For the nine nonfood expenditure categories, in only one case--medical expenses--is the mean

expenditure share of check households significantly larger than that of coupon households at the 9,5

percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test. Check households allocated 0.44 percentage points

more of their expenditures to medical expenses than did coupon households (0.93 versus 0.49

percentage points). Check households allocated 0.20 percentage points more of their expenditures

to education than did coupon households (0.56 versus 0.36 percentage points); the difference is

marginally significant.

B. IMPACTS ON FOOD-PURCHASING PATTERNS

Respondents were asked in the screener to report the total amount that the household spent at

each type of store (supermarkets, neighborhood grocers, convenience stores, and specialty stores) and

then to report the amount that was spent for nonfood items. Thus, we obtained the amount that

households spent for food at each type of store by subtracting the amount spent for nonfood items

from the total amount spent. We obtained the total amount spent for food by summing up the

amounts spent for food across the four categories of stores.

The next two subsections discuss findings based on data from the screener interview on check-

coupon household differences in purchasing patterns. The first subsection discusses differences in

the amounts spent for food, by type of store. The second subsection discusses differences in the

proportion of food expenditures spent at the various types of stores.

1. Expenditures for Food from Stores, by Type of Store and per Trip

Examining amounts spent by households for food, by type of store, reveals that check and

coupon households differed significantly in the amounts spent at specialty stores only. Check

households spent an average of $5.37 more at specialty stores than did coupon households ($15.12

versus $9.75); this difference is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a two-

tailed test (Table H.4).
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Across all stores, check households spent $1.24 less per shopping trip than did coupon

households ($23.34 versus $24.58 per trip), but this difference is not statistically significant. The only

statistically significant difference be;tween check and coupon households in expenditures per trip. by

type of store, was for expenditures per trip to supermarkets. Check households spent about $4 less

per shopping trip to supermarkets ($41.34 versus $45.10 per trip). This difference is statistically

significant at the 90 percent level, with a two-tailed test. Check and coupon households did not differ

substantially in the amounts spent per shopping trip at any other type of store.

2. Expenditure Shares, by Type of Store

Another way to look at expenditures for food, by type of store, is in terms of expenditure shares,

where an expenditure share is the proportion of all reported expenditurea for food used at home that

was spent at a particular type of store. Table H.4 shows that, for every dollar spent for food, both

check and coupon households spent roughly 80 cents at supermarkets, roughly 10 cents at

neighborhood grocery stores, and roughly 5 cents each at specialty stores and at convenience stores.

Expenditures for food at specialty stores as a percent of total food expenditures was 1.69

percentage points larger for check households than for coupon households: this difference is

statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, with a two-tailed teat. Expenditures at

supermarkets acc_ounted for about 80 percent of the total food expenditures of check households,

compared with 82 percent for coupon households. This difference is statistically significant at the 90

percent confidence level, with a two-tailed teat.

3. Summary

To summarize the findings on purchasing patterns, check households spent approximately $5

more than coupon households at specialty stores; this difference is statistically significant. Controlling

for the number of trips, check households spent about $4 leas per shopping trip at supermarkets;

however, this difference is only marginally statistically significant. Check and coupon households did
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TABLE H.4

EXPENDITURE PATTERNS FOR FOOD USED AT HOME

Mean Value Difference in Means

Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Expenditures for Food Past Month
(dollars)

Supermarket 154.43 154.83 -0.40 -0.26 0.07
Neighborhood grocery store 19.26 16.77 2.49 14.79 1.09
Convenience store 7.38 8.73 -135 -15.46 1.12

Specialty. store 15.12 9.75 5.37 55.08 2.36**
All stores 196.18 190.08 6.10' 3.21 0.85

Expenditures for Food Past Month
per Trip (dohara)

Supermarket 41.34 45.10 -3.76 -8.34 1.76'
Neighborhood grocery store 10.28 8.69 1.59 18.30 1.33
Convenience store 4.55 4.83 -0.28 .5.80 0.42

Specialty store 15.86 14.96 0.90 6.08 0.44
Ail stores 23.34 24.58 -1.24 -5.04 0.91

Expenditure Share, by Type of
Store (percent)

Supermarket 79.70 82.21 -2.51 -3.05 1.88'
Neighborhood grocery store 10.14 8.73 1.41 16.15 1.33
Convenience store 3.83 4.43 -0.60 -13.54 1.13

Specialty store 6.33 4.63 1.70 36.50 2.21 **

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table.

'Past month' is the month preceding the screener.

'This result is inconsistent with data from the main questionnaire. See the text of the report for a discussion
of the difference.

'Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
**Stattstica!!y significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.

H.13



not differ in the amounts spent per shopping trip at any other store type. Check and coupon

households differed in the proportion of expenditures for- food spent at particular types of stores.

Expenditures for food at specialty and grocery stores as a percent of total food expenditures were

larger for check households than for coupon households. The proportion of expenditures made at

supermarkets was lower for check households.
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APPENDIX I

STATISTICAL POWER ANALYSIS



The survey data provide information about the variances of the key outcome measures used in

the analysis. This information can be very useful in designing similar studies in the future. In

particular, it is of interest to examine the statistical power that can be attained in difference-in-means

and difference-in-proportions tests for alternative sample sizes, given the observed variances.

This appendix shows the relationship between statistical power, sample size, and the size of the

true outcome effect being measured for three representative variables considered in the body of the

report: (1) the value of purchased food used at home, (2) the amount of food energy in the food

used at home per equivalent nutrition unit, and (3) the percent of households attaining the

recommended 'dietary allowance for protein.

Table 1.1 shows statistical power levels a_0ciated with a difference-of-means test comparing

experimental and control averages for the value ofweeidy purchased foodused at home. The power

levels shown as entries in the table are the probabilities of detecting a statistically significant impact

in the outcome variable when the sample size is that shown in the row heading and the true size of

the effect is that shown in the column heading. For instance, the table shows that, if the true effect

was 10 percent of the mean, then, with a sample size of 600 treatment observations and 600 control

observations, we would have a 68 percent chance of detecting a statistically significant effect. Tables

1.2 and 1.3 provide comparable information for the other two outcome variables listed above.
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TABLE 1.1

STATISTICAL POWER LEVELS FOR DIFFERENCE-IN-MEANS TESTS
FOR THE VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD USED AT HOME

Assumed True Effect

(Expressed as a Percentage of the Mean) b

Number of Observations

in Each Group a 4 6 8 10

200 .13 .I8 .26 .34

400 .18 .27 .40 .54

600 .21 .36 .52 .68

800 .26 .43 .62 .79

1,000 .29 .50 .71 .86

SOURCE: Table entries are power levels calculated according to the table in A-12b, in D/xon and
Massey, 1965, assuming a 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.

NOTE: The standard deviation of the outcome variable is-assumed to be approximately 53, based on
tabulations of the survey data.

aEqual treatment and control sample sizes are assumed, so that total observations for the
experimental and control groups are twice the numbers shown in the row headings.

t'The mean is assumed to be $65.00.
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TABLE 1.2

AVERAGE FOOD ENERGY AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE RDA

Assumed True Effect

(Expressed as a Percentage of the Mean) b

Number of Observations

inEachGroupa 4 6 8 10

200 .16 .24 .35 .47

400 .23 .38 .55 .72

60O .29 .50 .70 .85

800 .35 .60 .81 .93

1.000 .41 .68 .88 .97

SouRcE: Table entries are power levels according to the table in A-12b, in Dixon and Massey, 1965,
assuming a 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.

NOTE: The standard deviation of the outcome variable is assumed to be approximately 87, based on
tabulations of the survey data.

aEqual treatment and control sample sizes are assumed, so that total observations for the
experimental and control groups are twice the numbers shown in the row headings.

_'hc mean is assumed to be 137 percent.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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TABLE 1.3

PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS ATTAINING THE RDA FOR FOOD ENERGY

Assumed True Effect

(Expressed as a Percentage of the Mean} b

Number of Observations

in Each Group a 4 6 8 10

200 .16 .25 .35 .47

400 .23 .38 .56 .72

600 .29 .50 .71 .86

800 .35 .60 .81 .93

1.000 .41 .68 .88 .97

SOURCE: Table entries are power levels according to the table in A-12b, in Dixon and Massey, 1965,
assuming a 95 percent confidence level, one-tailed test.

NOTE: The standard deviation of the outcome variable is assumed to be approximately 0.45, based
on tabulations of the survey data.

aEqual treatment and control sample sizes are assumed, so that total observations fc the
experimental and control groups are twice the numbers shown in the row headings.

t'l'he mean is assumed to be 71 percent.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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The following tables, which correspond to Tables IliA, III.6, 111.8,and 1II.9 in the body of the

report, present standard errors for our estimates of key outcome variables in the analysis.
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TABLE J.1

STANDARD ERRORS OF ESTIMATES FOR KEY OUTCOME VARIABLES
IN THE ANALYSIS OF THE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Standard Error of Mean

Check-Coupon
Check Coupon Difference

Money Value of Food Used at Home

Purchased food 2.28 2.00 2.47

Nonpurchasedfood 0.62 0.40 0.64
All food us_ at home 2.36 2.02 2.56

Money Value of Food Used at Home per ENU

Purchased food 0.86 1.18 0.99

Nonpurchased food 0.38 0.32 0.36
Ail food used at home 0.91 1.19 1.04

Money Value of Food Used at Home per AME

Purchased food 0.86 1.10 0.93

Nonpurchased food 0.29 0.27 0.29
All food used at home 0.88 1.11 0.97

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: This table presents standard errors of the estimates shown in Table III. 1

ENU -- equivalent nutrition unit: AME -- adult male eo,.;
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TABLE J.2

STANDARD ERRORS OF ESTIMATES FOR KEY OUTCOME VARIABLES
IN THE ANALYSIS OF THE AVAILABILITY OF

FOOD ENERGY AND PROTEIN

Standard Error of Mean

Check-Coupon
Nutrient Check Coupon Difference

Food Energy (percent of RE)A) 3.50 3.93 3.64

Percent for Which Food Energy Equals or
Exceeds RDA 3.07 2.82 2.75

Protein (perc.ent of RDA) 6.71 7.38 6.93

Percent for Which Protein Equals or
Exceeds RDA 0.95 1.08 0.96

Percent of Food Energy from

Protein 0.19 0.23 0.20
Fat 0.54 0.52 0.51
Carbohydrate 0.57 0.60 0.56

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE:Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, weighted tabulations.

NOTE: This table presents standard errors of the estimates shown in Table III.6.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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TABLE J.3

STANDARD ERRORS OF ESTIMATES FOR KEY OUTCOME VARIABLES
IN THE ANALYSIS OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER ENU

Standard Error of Mean

Check-Coupon
Nutrient Check Coupon Difference

Vitamin A (lagRE) 8.71 10.25 9.22

Vitamin C (mg) 9.00 12.01 14.13

Vitamin B 6 (mg) 4.59 4.91 4.78

Folate (lag) 7.26 7.94 9.52

Calcium (mg) 3.75 4.63 4.03

Iron (rog) 6.65 5.10 5.74

Zinc (rog) 3.70 3.44 3.40

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: This table presents standard errors of the estimates shown in Table III.8.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit.
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TABLE J.4

STANDARD ERRORS OF ESTIMATES FOR KEY OUTCOME VARIABLES
IN THE ANALYSIS OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER ENU

Mean Value

Nutrient Check Coupon Difference in Means

Vitamin A 2.47 2.56 2.41

Vitamin C 1.83 2.10 1.91

Vitamin B 6 2.56 2.64 2.48

Folate 1.79 2.13 1.93

Calcium 3.26 3.14 3.02

Iron 2.69 2.81 2.58

Zinc 3.24 3.11 2.99

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE:Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

Note: This table presents standard errors of the estimates shown in Table III.9.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit.
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APPENDIX K

DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS OF CASH-OUT



This appendix presents supplemental information on the effects of cash-out in San Diego on key

outcome measures derived from the detailed food-use data that were collected by the household

survey. This information can be used to determine whether the effects of cash-out were concentrated

among households in the lower halves of the distributions of the outcome measures. The nutritional

status of the members of these households is more vulnerable to reductions in food use and nutrient

availability than is the case for households in the upper tails of the distributions of the outcome

measures.

Tables K. 1 through K.3 present the median values of the money value of food used at home, the

availability of food energy and protein, and the availability of seven micronutrients. The values shown

in these tables are the median value counterparts to the mean values in Tables IH.I, III.6, and III.8.

A comparison of the two sets of tables reveals that cash-out resulted in reductions in the median

values of the availabilities of the money value of food used at home and of most nutrients considered

in this study: however, those reductions were generally of the same size or smaller than the

corresponding reductions in mean values. This finding indicates that the effects of cash-out were not

disproportionately concentrated among households in the lower halves of the distributions of the

outcome measures.

Figure Iii presents cumulative distributions of the money value of food used at home per

equivalent nutrition unit (ENU) for check households and for coupon households. Figures K.2

through K.4 present, respectively, cumulative distributions per ENU, for check households and for

coupon households, of the availability of food energy, of calcium, and of iron as percentages of the

recommended dietary allowances. _ Figure K. 1 shows that cash-out had little effect on households

in the lower half of the distribution of the money value of food used at home. Figures K.2 and K.3

IWe chose to analyze the effects of cash-out on the cumulative distribution of food energy
because the availability of food energy is the best single indicator of overall nutrient availability. We
chose to analyze the effects of cash-out on the cumulative distributions of iron and calcium because

these were the only micronutrients among the seven considered in this evaluation that the Expert
Panel on Nutrition Monitoring has identified as presenting "current, _as opposed to "potentiai, _public
health issues (Life Sciences Research Office, 1989, page 46).
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show that cash-out had little effect on households in the first quartiles of the availability of food

energy and calcium and had roughly equal effects on households in the second through fourth

quartiles. Figure K.4 shows the virtual absence of any effect of cash-out on the availability of iron

among ali households, regardless of their location in the cumulative distribution of iron availability.
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TABLE I_1

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME

(In Dollars)

Median Value Difference in Medians

Measure of Weekly Food Use Check Coupon Absolute Percentage

Money Value of Food Used at Home

Purchased food 58.59 62.95 .4.36 -6.93
All food used at home 61.69 66.62 .4.93 -7.41

Money Value of Food Used at Home
per ENU

Purchased' food 30.27 31.87 -1.60 -5.01
Ail food used at home 32.80 33.49 -0.69 -2.06

Money Value of Food Used at Home
per AME

Purchased food 26.84 28.03 -1.19 .4.26
Ail food used at home 28.55 29.55 -1.00 -3.36

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME -- adult male equivalent.
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TABLE K.2

AVAILABILITY OF FOOD ENERGY AND PROTEIN

Median Value Difference in Medians

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage

Food Energy (percent of RDA) 121.22 126.17 -4.95 -3.92

Protein (percent of RDA) 226.87 240.87 -14.00 -5.81

Percent of Food Energy from

Protein 14.53 14.44 0.09 0.58
Fat 37.79 38.83 -1.04 -2.68

Carbohydrate 47.39 46.56 0.83 1.78

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluatienefitsmay be used to purchoodStamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey, weighted
tabulations.

NOTE: Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit, which is defined
as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from the household food
supply.

RDA -- recommended dietary allowance.
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TABLE K.3

NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER ENU

(Percentage of RDA)

Median Value Difference in Medians

Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute Percentage

Vitamin A 178.02 175.54 2.48 1.41

Vitamin C 220.16 238.55 -18.39 -7.71

Vitamin B 6 140.52 146.67 -6.15 -4.19

Folate 192.36 208.23 -15.87 -7.62

Calcium 104.95 110.27 -5.32 -4.82

Iron 137.91 141.16 -3.25 -2.30

Zinc 108.8.; 111.12 -2.29 -2.06

Sample Size 542 536

SOURCE: Evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey,
weighted tabulations.

NOTE: Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit (ENU),
which is defined as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from
the household food supply.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION: MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME
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FIGURE K.2 1

CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION: FOOD ENERGY
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FIGURE K.3

CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION: CALCIUM
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