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«EIGHTING OF SURVEY DATA

WSIZE

The gsmple selection procedures (see dascription in Chaptar VI] usad for the
eligibility/psrticipation survey resulted in elderly households having different
probabilities of salaction into the sample, depending on a number of factors,
This appendix outlines the algorithm used in computing weights to corract for
this in the analysis tabulations.

The following factors effectad selection probabiiities:

Housaeh iza. The Master Baneficiary Rscord [MBR] sample freme included
ssseantially sli persons G5 years old and oider in the study arees. As a result,
houssholds with more than one membar had a greatar probability of sslection than
did ons-member households,

Sampls f{rama. Housaholds from the Supplemental Security Record {SSR] sample
frame were oversampled in order to increass the efficiancy with which the survey
could be targeted on program—eligible persons. '

Mail nonraspandsars. For the ssme efficiancy reason, MBR sample members who
responded to the mail survey were oversampled, as comparsd with nonresponders,

Phone/fisld. Houssholds with (aocatabls phone numbers were aversampled as
compared with housebolds without iocatable phone numbers,

In order to account in the asnalysis tabulations for tha unegual selection
probabilities resulting from thess factors, weightsd tabulations were parformed
on the dats, with greater waights being given to households with lower selection
probabilities. In particular, sach housshold was essigned a weight using thse
following algorithm:

W = WSIZE X WFRAME X WMAIL X WPHONE,

i
whers the factors on the right hand side of the squations are besad on selection
probabilities with regard to each of ths sampling factors listpd sbove,

The following sections describe how each of these factors was calculated.

In general, each household appeared only once on the SSR frame and thersfore
WSIZE = 1 for all SSR cases. For ths MBR, each member of multiparson households
was Listed in tha sample frame. Thug, if no attempt had besn made to sliminate
duplicate multiple members, the probability of salection for a two-paerson
housshold would have beén twice that far a ons-person housahold, end similarly
for larger sized houssholids.

Howaver, attempts were made tg eliminste duplicates from the MBR freme, thus

mitigating this effagt samewhet. In particular, for sach site, 8,000 persons
werg randomiy chosen™ from the frame, and multiple housshold members were then

1
L'4 Excapt for the South Carolina compsrison site, where fewer than 6,000 sample
points were available, )
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removed from this (ist of 6,000 names. Thus, for any site in which ths antire
frame consisted of more than 6,000 nsmes, tha probability of sslsction for a two—
parson housshold was still greater than that for a one-parson housshald but wes
Lless than twice that of a one-person household. This was taken into account in
computing WSIZE in the following way:

Becauss mo8t atlderly persocns live {n sithar one-person or two—
parson househalds, it was assumsc as an approximation that all
nulti-person houssholds containsd two persons, Consider s two—
person housghold, with members A snd B, Without loss of
generality, it can be sssumed that A had the Lower random number
in the ssmple sslection algortithm and was the membsr to bs kept
in the survey if it happsned that both A and B were drewn into
the 8,000 persons on tha List from which duplicates had been
sliminated, Then the probability of A being selesctsd in the
survey was

8,000
P

where P 18 the total number of sample frame persons for the sits
where A and B Live. The probability of B being sslactad was the
probability that B would be on the List of 6,000 namss times the
probability that A was not on this (ist. {If both were on ths.
tiat, B was delsted.,] This probsbiiity is given as:

£2000 8,000
n- 208,

Thus, the combined probesbility that one member of the housshold,
{.8., aithar A or B, was in the semple was:

§,000 = 8,000 6,000
Pt p U= Tp)

For a one-person househcld, the probability of selaction was
Just:

§.000
P

Thus, ths ratic of the probsbiiities was:
é . G000
p

Therefors, WSIZE was set aquai to 1 for a cne—parson household
and sst squal to:

2 -

for multi-person households,
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The numbers of persons in the sample frame for each gite were as follows:

p WSIZE
1. Monrce County, NY 75,717 0.5206
2. Albeny Caunty, NY 35,380 0.5483
3. Darlington and Dilton Counties, SC 8,600 0.7679
4. Lee and Marlboroc Counties, SC 4,833 1.0000
5. Multnomsh County, OR ' 86,296 0.5180
6. Lans County, OR 25,013 0.5681

Across all sites, the total size of the SSR sample frame was 2,850 persons with
positive SSI payments, The total numbar of SSR cases relsasad intoc ths
phone/field survey work was 5,508, Thus, the probability of selection into the
SSR sample wes .58. The total size of the MBR frame was 235,838 persons, and
the total number of persons drawn into the Lists was 33,180, Thersfore, the
probability of selection for MBR sample members can be spproximated ss .14,
Thus, the probability of selection for SSR cases was spproximately 4.1 times
thet of MBR casss. To corrsct for this, WFRAME was saet equal ta 1 for SSR cases
and squal to 4,1 for MBR casas.

Thers was no msil prescreening for the SSR semple freme, and thersfaore WMAIL was
set at 1 for SSR sample freme members. For MBA sampls membars, all cases that
returned the mail survey wers tracked into the phone/field survey, i{f their mail
survey responses indicated they were eligible., Only 6,192 mail survey
nonresponders, out of a total of 12,740, were tracked into the phone/field
survey, Thus, compered with rasponders, nonresponders had a selection
probabfility only 8,182/12,740 as larga, and WMAIL was sat at 12,740/6,192 or 2.1
for mail nonresponders.

In the initial sample fri?ss, approximately 70 percent of houssholds had
Locatable phone numbers. wWithin the samples actuaily released into the phone
and field surveys, approximately B4 percent had phone numbers, Therefore, the
probability of sslection for houssholds with locatable phone numbers was:

llTha MBR semple frame consisted of 235,336 persons., Assuming as an
spproximation an average of 1,46 persans per housshold (bassd on prsiiminary
tabullt1on§ of the survey data], there wers sn astimated 161,534 houssholds.
The response rata to the mail survsy was .48 and the rats at which responders
had locata@&s phone numbers was spproximately .75. Thus 181,534 times .48 times
754 or4583152 households were patential mail respondere and had phons numbers,
Similarly, the rate of nonrssponse wes .52 and the rate of Locatable phone
nuabers foéﬁthis nonrespondar group wes .82, so that ths total number of
households from this group with Locatabie phone numbers wes 52,0739. Overall,
therefore, ﬁha MBR universe includsd approximatsly 110,230 househalds with
Locatable phones. Among the 12,184-household SSR universa, approximstely .88
had Locatable phone numbars. Thus, thers were spproximstsly 10,730 SSR )
households with phone numbers. Overail, across both sampie framee, thersfore,
approximetely 120,880 of 173,728 households had phone numbers, or about 70
parcsant, :
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22 8y =2
KT [U‘ 1.2 )

where U is the total universe of houssholds and S is the total sampls size for
the phone/field survay, Similarly, the probability of salection for houssholds
without Locatable phone numbers wes:

Therefore, the probability of being selescted was 2.3 times as grest for
households with Locatable phone numbers than for thoss without. To corrsct for
this, WPHONE wes set at 1 for households in the phane sample and at 2.3 for
households in the fisld sample.

Parta of the analysis involve tabulatione aggregated scross sitas. No
differential weights by sits were used for this work bacause the numbaer of sites
at which it was feasibile to conduct the survey was toc small to par-it'
statistically rigorous genersiizstion to a national universe. In salecting the
sites, an effort was mads to choose those representative of the country at
large, and it is reasonable to hopa that ths data obtainsd reflect national
conditions. From a rigorous statistical point of view, however, reliable
national generalizations cannct be made. Thersfors, there wes no basis for
developing weights to produce such generalizations,
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APPENDIX B:
SURVEY NONRESPONSE
ANALYSIS

As discusesd in more detail in Volume III of the repart, which describes the
data collection for the project, the survey work met with considerable
nonresponsa, The eetimated response rate in the combinad phone/field
{nterviawing for the eligibility/participation survey was approximately 65
percent, Table B.1, which {s discussed more fully in Volums III, summarizes
reasans for nonresponsa.

Given tha lavel of nonresponse, it is of intersst to examine evidence concsrning
whether the respondente to the survey were sfmilar to the sample members who did
not complete the intarview., The sample frames from which the sampies were drawn
include dats that can be usad for this purposa. Both the Masgtar Beneficiary
Aecord (MBR) sample frame and the Supplemental Security Record (SSR] frame
include the dates of birth of the sample members. In addition, the MBR frame
includes monthly Social Security payment data, while the SSR frame has
comparable informstion regarding SSI payments,

Table B.2 presents these dats for respondents end nonrespondents to the
eligibility/perticipation survey, MBR sampls respondsnts ware, on avesrage,
shout half a year youngar then nonrespondents and their Booial Security payments
were $19 lowsr, ' Because of ths vary lLarge sample sfizes aveilable for this work,
thess differences are statistically significant,

-SSR sample respondents were & year younger and their S81 payments ware $2 less,
The diffarence in age is statistically significant but the differences {n SSI
receipts 18 not,

These results show that thare do appaar to be soms systematic.diffarences
between respondants and nonrespondents, The implications these differencea have
for the snalysis are discussed in Chaptar VI of the repart.
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TABLE B.1

INTERVIEW STATUS BY INTERVIEW METHOD

Phone Fiald Total

o B m————

A — e

fe R |

= - -
- D

7z

——
‘_

b. Housshold Found to Include

Members Undar 65 2578 552 3130
c. Institutionalized 3z2s8 232 680
d. Moved Out ﬁf Arsa - 34 45 78
e. Deceased ' 258 104 360
f. Not Locatad 1197 258 1455
g« Refused 3277 348 3628
h. Non-English Speaking 183 21 214
i. Physicially Impairad 359 41 400
Jj. Unable to Contact 288 78 a7e
TOTAL SAMPLE 12,703 2,408 15,112
Eligible for Intsrvitwing!/ 11,218 2,002 13,218
RESPONSE RATE b/ 63.2 75.5 65.1

!/Calculatad by deducting sample members who were daceased, not
Located, or moved out of the srea from the total sample.

!/Halponsc rate i definad as the percentags of the sinpla membars
sligible for interviswing for whom casshout demonstration eligibility was
detsrmined {a, b, and ¢ sbhove].
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COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS IN
ELIGIBILITY/PARTICIPATION SURVEY

-
Respondents =

Nonrespondents Differencs
MBR Semple
Age (years) 75.12 b/ 75,86 -.54
{.08] {.18) (.18)
Monthly Social $325 $344 -$19
Security Payment {2) (2} {3}
SSR _Sampla
Ags (years) 78.00 77.00 -1.00
{.13} {.28] {.32)
Monthly SSI payment $111 3113 -82
{2) (3) (4]

¥q

aspondents and nonrespondents are defined in footnote to Table B.1,

g/Standard errors of sstimatas appear in parsnthasss under tabls sntriss.
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The sample stratification described in Appendix A increases the sampling errars
of satimates based on survey data tsbulat{ons beyond what they would be 1f a
simple random sample of the same size had besn used, Overall sempling srrors

for proportions estimested in Chapter VII can be estimatad es

Standard Deviation = ‘J {des.) x {p}{3-p]

whare d.,8, is the design sffect resulting from the strati{fication, and the
remaindsr of the equation is based on the standard satimator for the variance of

the sstimatad mesn of s binomial distribution,

Tables C.1 and C.2 present approximate standard errors for various proportion
estimates and semple sizes, based on the asbove equation, Design effects have

been estimatad using the following equation:

de. = (W) [eemple size]
w)?

where the W's sre the weights described in Appendix A, [The formula is dsrived
from Cochran (1877], p. 92, taking into sccount that the weights in the current

survey have not been normalized to add to ths sample size.)

The estimatad design affects are 2,77 for the participant sample and 1.85 for

the nonparticipant sample.
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TABLE C.1

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR PROPORTION
ESTIMATES BASED ON TABULATIONS
OF PARTICIPANT SURVEY DATA

Sample Size

Proportion

Estimats 50 200 806
o1 07 .04 .02
«3 R .05 .03
.5 12 .08 .03
o7 A1 .05 .03
o8 .07 04 .02




TABLE C.2

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR
PROPORTION ESTIMATES BASED ON TABULATIONS
OF NONPARTICIPANT SURVEY DATA

Table of Contents

Sample Size
Proportion
Estimate 80 2og 800
o1 .08 .03 .01
3 .08 .04 <02
5 .10 .05 .02
o7 .09 .04 .02
«9 .06 .03 0

10
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APPENDIX D:
SAMPLES FOR ANALYSTS
OF RANDOM CASE RECORDS

This appendix describes the samples usad for the descriptive analysis of case
recorda data presanted in Chapter IV. For the thres sitss at which survey
operations were conducted, New York, Oregon, and South Carolina, mschine-
readable case records data ware available on all program participants,
Therefore, the samples used in the descriptive cese records analysis for thase
sites consisted af all participant househclds, The sample used for the Virginia
site, which had the Least number of participants, elso consisted of all the
participant: houssholds, For the remaining four sites, random samples of
approximatsly 500 to 800 householids wers drawn, and key csse records variables
ware manually coded from case rscords deta supplied by the sitas, Tabls D.4
shows the sample sizes for each sita. All of the samplas were drawn during the
second half of the planned one—year demonstration avaluastion pariocd.

Because the tabulations for the thres survey sites and for Virginies ere based on
all cases, these data {nvalva no sampling error, For the othar four s{tes, the
sstimatas prasented in the text of Chapter IV are subject to some deagree of
sempling error, The approximats sizes of such errors ars given {n Table 0.2,
which shows the width of 95 percent caonfidence intsrvels sssociated with
percsntage sstimates bassd on a semple of 500 cases, It should be notead that
this table provides an upper bound of sampling arror, particularly for the
smaller sites, because for simplicity {t {gnores reductions in variance
estimates due to finite sampls size corrections,

In performing ths deta tabulations, cases with missing data wers a-{ttad. For
most data {tems, casaes with missing data accounted for fewer than 10 percent of
all cases, The only significant sxcepticn, 8s indicated in Table IV.2 in the
text of the report, 18 that certain data {tems—most frsquently gross income—
ware entirely unaveilable in certain sites.

ALl tabulstions were weightad, with each observation having & weight squal to
the inverss of {ts probability of selaction. Ths weights were based on the
numbers of participating householda shown {n Table III.2 of Volums I of the
report and the sample sizes in Tabls D.1.

11



TABLE D.1

CASE RECORDS SAMPLES
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Sits # Cases in Sample Dats of Sample
Utah 8§80 01/08/81
South Carolina 3,659 p2/22/81
Oregon 5,828 04/27/84 _
Hmu;pin County, MN 567 03/27/81
Monros County, NY 4,128 03/04/81
Vermont 548 03/23/81
Cuyshoga County, OH 500 03/13/81
Virginia 477 01/31/81

12




TABLE 0.2

SAMPLING ERROR IN ESTIMATING PERCENTAGES
USING 500 OBSERVATIONS

Table of Contents

Trus_Parcantage

Width of 35 Parcent Confidence Intarval

10

70

I+

1+

I+

1+

I+

.028

040

044

.040

026

13
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APPENDIX E:
SURVEY DATA BY SITE

This appendix presents survey data tabulated by sita. ALl tabulations are
weighted as described in Appendix A, Numbering of tables corresponds to tabls
numbers in the text of ths report. For instance, Table E.VII.1 pressnts site—by-
site data for the variables included in Table VII.1 of the report.

14




TABLE E.VI.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE

Table of Contents

Househald Size

1
2 2

Sex of Head
Male

Female

Age of lead
65 - 89
70 - 74
7§ -78
> 80

Race of Head
Black
White
Qther

Education of Head

0 -8 years
9 - 11 years
212 years

Monthiy Incoms

$0 - 100
101 - 200
201 - 300
301 - 400
401 - 500
501 - 600
601 -~ 700
701 - 800

> 800

Sources of Incoms |
Sacial Security
ss1
Earninge ﬂ
Pens{ons i

Other 2

SaupleA51ze%/

Perticipants NonParticipants
NY NY sC sC OR OR NY NY SsC SC OR OR
Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp
98 N 68 72 83 95 ge 88 71 71 89 84
4 8 31 28 7 § 14 12 28 29 1" 16
30 28 3 & a8 17 23 34 4 38 29 28
70 74 70 80 74 83 77 86 56 82 71 72
34 239 31 29 34 AN 20 189 28 33 19 18
29 a8 34 3 30 24 23 39 31 AN 3 31
20 16 21 20 16 21 25 16 a1 14 28 25
17 17 14 18 a0 24 36 25 10 22 23 26
22 23 57 85 10 0 7 10 5 48 8 o
78 78 43 35 88 98 93 88 55 51 so 100
g 1 g 1] 1 1 o 1 o 0 1 0
72 €8 a1 90 48 39 56 54 g8 78 48 50
18 21 16 8 23 27 18 25 18 9 13 2o
0 N 4 4 a1 34 288 2 13 12 33 30
1] 0 3 1 g 1 a o 0 3 a 0
1 1 4 9 8 2 o 2 186 18 3 1
8 15 4 & 54 53 7 8 31 17 3
84 70 32 18 27 a3 43 54 28 28 41 48
4 5 12 19 12 13 35 12 12 28 1 10
1 8 2 8 1 ] 8 18 10 7 7 - |
2 (1] 2 2 0 a o 1 5 3 5 8
0 1] 1 ] a o ] 3 1 o ) 1
g 1} i} 0 g o g 3 0 a g 0
86 80 80 90 g2 82 97 86 98 87 g3 g8
g4 71 48 81 53 &2 17 28 12 14 18 14
g 1 2 3 2 1 0 4 1" 11 2 2
18 8 9 5 10 1 13 10 14 238 21 26
7 7 5 3 21 13 19 18 1 12 5 15
194 181 326 328 234 232 72 143 184 148 103 14

Y

NB: Numbars ars psrcentages {except ssmple sizes].

Individual item tebulations may be based on smaller sample sizes becausa cases with
missing data ware excluded,
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TABLE E.VI.4

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RELATING TO STIGMA

Percentage
Participants NonParticipants
NY NY sC sC OR OR NY NY sC SC OR OR

Dem_ Comp Dem_ Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp

1. "Bothersd” by receiving
food stamps ’

Yes 24 18 17 18 25 30 38 32 15 a8
No 76 B4 83 81 78 70 62 68 8 77

B8

54

2. Degres of embarrassment at
telling friends thay receive
food stamps

-
W

"very embarrassed” ) 12 13 19 22 15 20 25
"somewhat embarragsed" 18 12 18 14 186 19 21 177 a3 24
"not embarrassed at all" 72 82 85 78 74 M g2 57 80 68 &7 81

>
~

3. Perceive people in community
as nq Less respect for

food stamp recipients

Yes 17 7 16 24 a2 17 a 17 18
No §8 81 65 &8 54 63 41 48 60
Don't know 24 32 20 8 24 20 16 36 2

18 15
83 54
N k)

Rg2

16
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TABLE E.VI.S

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RELATING TO
FOOD STAMP OFFICE ACCESS

Percentage
- Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dem Comp Dem_ Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp

Perceive getting to program
office as a probiem ’

"big problem" 33 25 26 38 25 18 52 23 20 34 23 a2
"Little problem® 14 23 31 38 29 25 ° 27 28 31 24 28
"no problem” §3 52 43 28 54 58 40 44 54 35 47 4

Distance to FS offica

<1 mi 13 48 18 4 18 20 1 20 1" 2 10 8
1-2 mi 28 32 37 23 2 28 17 40 40 33 & 29
2-4 i 14 8 11 19 20 16 7 18 10 10 13 13
4-9 ai 16 8 2 12 16 18 48 12 168 19 21 8
>89 at ‘ 29 8 12 4 4 17 16 12 23 38 M1 40
Own_car 12 7 28 24 12 as 24 14 48 41 28 43
Own or_have access to car 62 51 7% 71 58 76 70 85 g8 81 73 82

17



MONTHLY FOOD STAMP ENTITLEMENTS

TABLE E.VI.E

Table of Contents

Percentags
Participeants NonParticipants
NY NY S8C §C OR oA NY NY SC §C OR OR
Dem Comp D Comp D Comy Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem m
$10 - 15 63 38 14 18 I 2 56 48 28 38 40 a7
16 ~ 30 8 12 2 24 28 23 1 18 21 14 18 18
3 - 45 7 22 24 18 17 28 14 13 "M 17 417 18
48 - 60 8 13 17 13 13 10 2 7 12 7 5 4
81 - 75 12 177 18 13 14 13 16 12 24 28 18 18
78 - 80 1 0 2 1 e 2 0 1 3 0 a 1
Mors than 90 1 o 2 o 2 g o o o 0 a

18
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TABLE E.VIII.1

TABULATION OF AWARENESS OF AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS CASHQUT

Percentags

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY sC SC OR oR NY NY sC sC OR OR

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem_Comp Dem Comp Oem_Comp Dem Comp

1. Had heard of cashout

program RA NA NA NA NA NA 48 a 81 18 38 18
2. Attitudes toward cashout
Prafer checks 77 28 74 36 80 29 48 48 83 &0 38 45
Prefar coupons S 26 8 20 g 34 17 22 11 8 19 10
No Opinion 18 45 20 44 11 37 34 a0 B8 4 48

19
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TABLE E.VIII.2

REASONS FOR PREFERRING CHECKS

Psrcentage

Participants NonPsrticipants
NY NY sC SC OR OR NY NY sC SC OR OR

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dam_Comp Dem Comp Oem Comp

Checks more convenient
or sasier to use 87 68 as 78 70 &7 80 73 71" 58 889 58

Checks can be used for
anything 30 2o 27 38 20 35 3 10 3 40 10 31

Stamps {nconvenient 7 5 9 8 7 22 o 4 1 2 1 0

With checks pesople don't know
you get food stamp benafits
or with checks you
feel more dignifiad, not
embarrassasd 22 25 § 40 21 27 20 27, 14 4 38 45

20
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TABLE E,VIII.3

REASONS FOR PREFERAING STAMPS

Percentags
Participants NonParticipants

NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR
Oem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp DOem Comp Dem Comp

_Stamps more convenient 59 40 33 34 21 33 14 48 17 4 8 3
Chacks difficult to cash 0 3 0 3 (+] 0 1 2 5 ] (1] o

Stamps ensura food stamp
bsnefits are spent for food 20 49 37 A 45 &0 86 67 42 72 78 -92

Other M 1 41 25 39 8 0 1 18 15 14 2

21



TABLE E,VI.2
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PAST PROGRAM EXPERIENCE OF ELIGIBLE NONPARTICIPANTS

Percentage

NY NY sC sC OR QR
Dem Comp Oem Comp Dem Comp
1. Percentage who tried to detsrmine
aligibility for food stamps a3z 40 57 46 35 45
2. Percentage who applied for food
stamps ) 21 36 43 43 28 28
3. Parcentage who recaived food
stamps 21 23 26 26 18 18
4, Disposition of application for thosae
who applied but never received
food stamps
Application daniad 100 81 68 81 Sg a2
Changed mind; chose to do without g 2 11 Q 8 8
Other - o 17 a3 9 2 10
5. Reason given for termination of food
stamp besnafits by thase wha at
one time received them
~ Family began sarning too much
monsy 37 28 a3 35 20 a3
- Recertification took tooc long 1] 20 8 1 3 17
- Inconvenient a 3 3 10 42 10
- Tranportation problem 10 24 14 12 10 g
- Food stamps cost too much 2 10 -] 24 ] 13
- QOther 51 15 37 18 20 - 18
8. Percentage who belisve themsalves sligible
for food stamps
Believe eligibls 28 45 42 21 31 23
Batfeve ineligible 42 31 a4 24 42 38
Don't know 33 24 24 85 27 39

22




TABLE E.VI.3

STATED REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION

Table of Contents

Nonpsrticipants Who Never

A ied [(Percentage

NY NY sC sC oR 0R

Dem Comp ODem Comp Dem_ _Comp
Believe ineligible 16 34 40 20 18 17
Don't need the benafits 48 48 26 a0 44 42
The ba#afits don't seem worth the trouble 22 13 17 34 13 18
Would be anbafrassed if other people knew 7 o 1 9 1 7
Don't know how toc apply 5 c 7 0 0 2
Couldn't get to the office 4 2 1 8 0 4
Too proud to apply 8 11 3 10 20 14
Stemps cost too much 1] 0 3 2 1 1
Never thought about it v7 10 12 22 13 5

23
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INTERVIEW RESPONSES RELATED TO PERCEPTICN OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Percentage
NY NY sC sC OR aR
Dem Comp Dem Comp Oem Comp
1. Perception of experiences at food
stamp office by nanparticipants
ad applied
8. How treatead
"treatment was fine" 84 81 78 87 88 71
"peoples were rude™ 8 3 ] 17 4 17
b. Helpfulness of progrem staff
"people were helpful® . 68 83 25 47 79 78
“peaple wers not helpful” 42 17 75 53 21 25
2. Percsption by participants of "What
kind of job Food Stamp Program is
doing to take care of thsir
food needs"”
Good ' 59 88 24 3sg 39 a2
Fair 41 21 34 37 27 37
Poor 0 10 41 23 23 20

24




TABLE E.VII.1

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

ON FOOD BUYING

Table of Contents

Percentage
NY NY sC sC OR OR
Dem__Comp Dem Comp Dem_ Comp
1. Effsct on Amount of Food
~Maore 58 58 57 83 L1 62
Less 1 o 4 3 2 1
Sams 41 44 356 a3 37 37
2. Effect on Quality of Food
Better 30 35 32 a1 az 37
Lower ) 4 1 1 1 2 2
Same 68 64 64 1] 81 58
3. Pearcentage Reporting an Increase in
Either Quantity or Quality 48 58 56 61 59 67
4, Percentags Reporting a Decrease _in
Either Qusntity or Quatlity 3 g 4 4 3 2
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TABLE E.VII,.2

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF SWITCHING
FROM FOOD STAMPS TO CHECKS

Table of Contents

Parcentags

NY sC oR
Dem Dam_ Dem
1. Effect on Amount of Food
More -3 8 5
Lass 8 12 16
Same 84 78 74
2. Effect an Quality of Food
"Better 6 3 5
Lower 3 8 7
Same 81 88 81
3. Percentage Reporting an Increase in
Efther Quantity or Qualijty 7 8 7
4, Percentaga Reporting s Dscressa in
Either Quantity or Quatity 8 12 17
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TABLE E.VIII.4

CLIENT EXPERIENCE WITH CHECKXS
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Parcentags

NY sC OR
Dem Oem Dam
Percsntags reporting chacks
arriving late 8 680 24
Percentags reporting checks
stolan 5 1 4
Parcentage resporting check
cashing fes 3 2 1
Median check cashing fse among
those rspaorting fee $.50 $.50 $.50
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APPENDIX G:

DATA SET USED TO
ANALYZE CHANGES IN
REPORTED MONTHLY
PARTICIPATION

Thie sppendix describes the data ussd in the snalysis of changes in monthly
participation reported in Chapter V, Table G,1 describes all the data ava{lable
when the analysis was conductad. Table G.2 describes the reports used in the
analysis, and Table G.3 Lists the dats used. Tables 6.4 through G.7 display
estimated changes in participation,

In genearal, tha analysis was conductad using the first twelve months of data
available for each site. HHowever, several exceptions should be noted. For
ssveral sites, fewar than twelve months af dats wers available, and for thase
sites, the longest available data set was used, For tha Albany, New York aite,
only five months of monthly report data wers aveilable, Howsver, a computer
Llisting of participants as of September 1981 had besn obtainsd as part of the
survey work, and for that site, counts of that Listing were used as the end-of-
pariod data for the snalysis,

The comparison and supplemental sites {n Scuth Carolina and Wyoming fndicated
very Large changes {n participation in all groups during the first few months of
the demonstration, and the comparison sits in M{nnesota did aso in the non-5SI
aged category, Nona of thesa changes was plausfble in terms of known avents,
and in several inatances the dats wers inconsistsnt with more detailed case
racords data supplied by the sites., Also, the Minnesota reports were
{nconaistent with raports of new participation, which sppesred to be reasonable
in that site. Therefore, in the South Carclina comparison and supplemental
sites and in Wyoming, the firat three months of deta were nat used in the
analysis, In the Minnesota comparieson sits, the total participation in ths non—-
881 sged category was sdjusted in the following way: data supplisd by the site
showed that aver the period in question, there wears 180 nsw households in the
non~8S8I aged catagory. The reported number of housshglds in this cstegory st
the snd of the perfod was 332, and this wes assumed to bs accurats, Also, it
was assumed on the basis of data from the non—8S8I sged category for the sits
that approxisately 41 percent of ths caseload lLeft the program during the
period., The net change in ths non—SSI aged catagary wes then estimated as (180 -
41 x 332] = 24, This changs was used to astimate the non-SSI aged caselocad for
ths beginning of the period,

One county in South Carolina apparently reverssd the non—-SE8I aged and SSI aged

columns on the forms it submittad, Tha reversal was confirmed by examining case
records dats and than corrected by changing the forms before analyzing them.
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G.1

Table of Contents

AVAILABLE REPORTS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION IN EACH SITE

. # Months

First Lagt
Sitas Largest City Month Month Reportad Missing
Vermont (0}¥ a7/e0 11/81 15 10/81
Clinton Co., NY (C} Plattsburg g7/80 04/81 ]
Essex Co., NY (C) Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4 as/80
Hennapin Ca., MN (D)} Minneapolis 05/80 10/81 18
St. Louis Co., MN [D) Duluth 06/80 07/84 15
Marion Ca,., IN [S) Indtianapolis Q05/80 03/81 1
Artington, VA (D} 08/80 gs/st 12
Alaxandria, VA [C) 08/80 08/81 12
Two Regions of OR (D) Portiand 08/80 09/84 14
Lane Co., OR {C) Eugene 08/80 09/81 14
Balance of State, OR (S) 08/80 og/81 14
Monrce Co., NY (D) Rochester 06/80 o9/81 12/80-05/81
Albany Co., NY (c) Albany 068/80 12/80 ] 07/80-08/80
Erie Co., NY (C]} Buffato a7/80 o2/81 8
Four Counties of S5C (D) Florence 04/80 06/81 14 03/81
Three Countiss of SC (C] Orangeburg 04/80 03/81 10 Marlboro—-04/80
: Lss 3/81
Orangeburg-11/80,2/81
Lancaster Co., SC (8] Lancaster 04/80 03/81 12
Cuyshogs Co., OH {D) Cleveland 05/60 09/861 17
Franklin Ca., OH (C) Columbus 05/80 04/81 12
Hami Lton Ca,, OH (8] Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 12
Utah (D] 04/80 10/81 14 03,06,08,08,09/80
Wyoming (C) 04/80 02/81 1
Tuilsa Ca., OK (8] Tulsa 04/80 03/81 12

L D=Demonstrationj C=Compsrison; S=Supplemental.
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TABLE 6.2

REPCORTS USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Table of Contents

First Last Length of
Sites Largest City Month Mont Period {Mos]
a/
Vermont (D) 07/80 07/8% 12
Clinton Co., NY (C) Plattsburg 07/80 04/81 9
Essex Co., NY (C) Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4
Hennepin Co., MN (D] Minnespolis 06/80 os/81 12
St. Louis Co., MN [C] Duluth 05/80 05/81 12
Marion Co,, IN (5] Indianapolis 06/80 03/81 10
Artington, VA [D] 09/80 0g/81 12
Alexandria, VA [C) 09/80 08/81 11
Two Ragions of OR (D] Partiand 08/80 08/81 12
Lane Co., OR (C] Eugene 08/80 08/81 12
Balance of State, OR (S) 08/80 08/81 12
Monroe Co.s NY (D] Rochester 0s/80 08/ 12
Albany Ca., NY (C] Albany 06/80 0s/81 15
Eria Ca., NY (C) Buffalo 07/80 02/81 7
Four Counties of SC (D) Flarsncs 04/80 04/81 12
Three Counties of SC [C} Orangeburg 07/80 03/81 8
Lancaster Co., SC (S) Lancaster 04/80 03/81 8
Cuyshogas Ca., OH (D] Clavelend 08/80 05/81 12
Franklin Co., OH [C) Calumbus 06/80 04/81 1"
Hami Lton Co., OH [S) Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 11
Usah (D} 04/80 04/81 12
Wyoming (C] 07/80 02/81 7
Tulsa Co,, 0K (8) Tulss 04/80 03/81 1"

NOTE: Ses text of appsndix for criteria used in sslecting analysis periods.

L f D=Demonstration; C=Comparison; S=Supplemental.
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TABLE G.3
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DATA USED IN ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Beginni
Aged SS;AEl SSIBE5

of Period

End of Period

SSIAY _SSIBD™ Total

Sitas Total Aged
Vermont [019/ 1,284 1,576 1,060 3,900 1,528 1,763 1,185 4,448
Clinton and Essex

Counties, NY (C} 171 553 250 974 220 538 374 1,132
Hennepin Co., MN (D) 1,058 945 1,004 3,007 1,148 1,112 1,283 3,521
St, Louis Co., MN (C) 308 398 222 g28 as2 3e2 213 927
Marion Ca., IN (5] 908 g20 453 2,281 856 801 412 2,168
Arlington, VA (D] 170 181 121 452 188 183 131 512
Alaxandria, VA [C] 185 184 193 572 175 182 185 552
Two Regions of OR (D) 1,833 1,729 1,928 5,580 1,889 1,888 2,043 §,718
Lane Co., OR (C] 820 8886 730 2,438 864 966 876 2,700
Balance of State, OB (S} 1,877 1,501 1,318 4,898 1,901 1,628. 1,488 5,010
Monros Co., NY (D) 541 1,451 14803 3,795 634 1,483 1,888 3,988
Albany County and Erie

Countiéa, NY (C] 2,405 3,828 4,857 11,188 2,624 4,218 85,876 12,518
Four Counties of SC (D] 617 1,788 917 3,322 782 1,941 1,040 3,733
Thrae Counties of SC (C) §31 1,252 542 2,325 548 1,308 591 2,446
Lancaster Co., SC (S) 178 288 68 532 185 291 211 558
Cuyahoga Ca., OH (D} . 3,147 3,774 4,588 11,519 3,308 3,607 5,153 12,088
Frankiin Co., OH {C} 1,084 1,377 2,431 4,892 867 1,417 2,479 4,863
Hamilton Ca., OH (S) 883 1,838 2,069 4,801 709 1,581 1,961 4,251
Utah (D) 296 1,215 1,078 3,287 1,161 1,169 1,188 3,516
Wyoming {C) 348 200 204 752 371 255 245 871
Tulsa Co., OK (S) 1,017 1,441 629 3,087 964 1,451 gas 3,083
Total of the Eight

Demonstration Sites 8,726 12,838 12,507 34,872 10,706 12,984 13,840 37,510
Total of the Other Sites 10,733 14,765 14,088 39,564 10,717 15,116 15,226 41,048

!/SsIA = S51 Aged; SSIBD = SSI Blind and Dissbled.

!/D=Denonstrat1on: C=Comperisonj S=Supplemental.
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TABLE 6.4

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELOADS: ALL CATEGORIES

Table of Contents

____Qmp,::__tllggmn cg:j:ri son Comparison _i(__::tgg_l_gmm_

Begin-— X Bagin— 3 Begin— X Differences
Site [State] ning End Change ning End Change ning End Change {1]-(2]) (1)-13)
Vermont 3800 4446 14.0% 874 1132 16.2% 874 1132 6.2% -2.2% -2.2%
Minnesotes 3007 35621 17.1 928 927 -0.1 3208 anse ~-3.5 17.2 20.6
Virginia 452 512 13;3 572 652 -3.5 672 552 -3.5 16.8 16.8
Oregon 5590 5718 2.3 2436 2700 10.8 7132 7710 8.1 -8.5 ~5.8
New Yark 3785 2896 5.3 11188 12518 11.9 11i88 12518 11.8 -6.6 -6.8
South Carolina 32 3733 12.4 2326 2448 6.2 2857 anoa2 5.1 7.2 7.3
Oregon 11618 12068 4.8 4892 4986 -0.6 9783 8114 -8.9 5.4 11.7
Uteh 3287 3618 7.0 782 871 15.8 3839 3824 2.2 -8.9 4.8
Unweighted

Averages 8.5 7.0 3.7 2.5 5.8

t-val ues (0.7) (1.6)
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TABLE 8.5

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELOADS:

NON-SSI AGED

Table of Contents

(1) (2] (3)

—__ Damonstration Comparison Comparison_6 Supplesantal _

Begin- X Begin— X _ Begin- 2 Differences
Site [Stats] ning End Change ning End Change ing End Change (1)-{2]) {1)-[3)
Vermont 1264 - 1628 20.8% 171 220 28.7% 171 220 28.7% -7.8% -7.8%
Minnesota 1068 1146 8.3 aos a3e 7.8 1216 1188 -2.3 0.5 10.6
Virginia 170 188 10.6 185 1786 -10.3 185 178 -10.3 20.8 20.8
Oregon 1833 1888 2.9 820 864 5.4 2687 2765 2.5 -2.5 0.4
New York 541 634 17.2 2405 2624 8.1 2405 2624 9.1 8.1 8.1
South Caroline 617 752 21.9 531 548 3.4 707 734 a.s 18.5 18.1
Oregon 3147 3308 5.1 1084 867 -10.8 1977 16786 -15.2 158.8 20.3
Utah 8986 1161 16.6 348 an 6.8 1365 1335 -2.2 10.0 18.8
Unweighted

Averages 12.9 8.0 1.8 7.9 1.2

t-valuas (2.2) {a.o)
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TABLE 6.8

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELDADS; SSI AFED

Table of Contents

(2) (3)-

llemn:::gsi.m Comparigon Comparison & Supplemantal _

. Bagin— X Begin-— X Bagin— % Differences
Site [State] ning End Change ning End Change ing End Change (11-[2]} (11-[3)
Varmont ° 15678 1763 11.9% 653 638 -2.7% 5§53 538 -2.7% 14.6% 14.6%
Minnesota 845 112 17.7 398 382 -4.0 1318 1283 -2.7 21.7 203
Virginia 161 183 19.8 184 182 -1.1 184 162 -1.1 21.0 21.0
Dregon 1728 1686 2.6 BB6 966 8.0 2387 2584 8.7 -11.5 -11.2
New York 14514 1483 2.9 3826 4218 10.2 3826 ‘. 4218 10.2 -7.4 -7.4
South Carolina 1788 1841 8.6 1262 1306 4.3 . 1540 1687 3.7 4.2 4.8
Oregon 8774 3607 -4.4 1377 1417 2.9 3316 2998 ~0.6 -7.3 5.2
Utah 1218 1169 -3.8 200 255 27.5 4 1641 1708 4.0 -31.3 -7.7
Unweighted

Averages 6.3 6.8 1.3 0.5 5.0
t-values (0.1) {(1.1)
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TABLE 6.7

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELOADS: SSI BLIND AND DISABLED

\
S.
oof
(1) . (2) (3)
Demonstration Comparison Comparison & Supplementsl
Begin- X Begin— 4 Begin- x Diffarences
Site [Stata} aing End Change ning End Change ing End Change {1)-[2} {1)-{3]
Vermont 1060 148656 9.0% 250 3’4 48.6% 250 374 49.6% ~40 6% -4D.6%
Minnesota 1004 1263 25.8 222 213 -4.1 675 625 -7.4 29.9 33.2
Virginia 121 131 8.3 193 185 1.0 183 185 1.0 7.2 C 7.2
u Oregon 1928 2043 6.0 . 730 876 20.0 2048 2361 16.3 -14.0 -9.3
New Yark 1603 18649 3.7 4357 5676 14.6 4857 6676 1.45 -10.8 -10.8
South Carolina 817 1040 13.4 542 591 9.0 810 671 10.0 4.4 3.4
Oregon 4588 5153 12.1 2431 2479 ° 2.0 4500 4440 -1.3 10.9 13.4
Utah 1076 1186 10,2 204 245 20.1 833 883 6.0 -9.9 4.2
Unweighted
Averages . 1.1 14.0 11.0 -3.0 0.1

t-values (-0.4) {0.1)
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Row 5 is the sum of Rows 3 and 4,

Table of Contents

Rows € end 7 are computed by dividing Rows 3 and 4 by Rows 1 and 2,

respaectively.

Row 8 is the sum of Rows 8 and 7,

"Row S is Row 5 divided by Row 8,

following way:

The entries in Row 8 can be written as:

whare

8§ = subscript for SSI recipfent
N = subscript for non-SSI rscipient

T = subscript for total ascrose sbove categories

R = participation rate [Rows 1, 2 and 8)
P = number of participants (Rows 3-5)

Standard errors have been computed in the

(1]

The participation estimatas P_, Ps. and PN are taken from progrem dats and,

T

as an approximation, sre assumed not to have sampling variancs,
It can be shown as & thsorem in statistics, that if K i{s a constant and X is a

random variable,

Var lEI ~ [ﬁ-

X

whore a yariable with a lins over it represents a mean.

l2 [Var {x)

% X2

]

1974,) Application of this to equaticn {1]) yislds

Var (RT] =

Ps+ln
Pi Var 45_ RN
2 2
Tgeln g+ TN
Rs M s Pu
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Applying equation (2] again yields

P\% var R PY¥ VerR
8 s + N N
: ) )
P$ \ Ry Ry Ry Ry |
2 ) (4
= (7 7y sty
Re  Px Rs Py

This equation, together with ths standard errors of Rs and RN shown

in parentheses in Rows 1 and 2 of the table, was used to calculate the
standerd errors in parentheses in Row S,
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APPENDIX J:
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DETAILS CONCERNING DIETARY
INTAKE DATA AND ANALYSIS

Messured Dietary
Intake Levels
Compsred with
Laveis Obtained
in Othar Surveys

This appendix pressnts details concerning the dietary intake data and anslysis,

Table J.1 prasents average levels of nutrient intake far low income elderly
persangs, as measursd by the survey done for the current projsct and by twoc other
survays: the Health and Nutrition Examination Survey [HANES] done 1n 1871-1874
by the U.S. Departasnt of Health, Education, and walflfe; and the 1877-1978
Nationwide Food Consumption Survey done by the U.S, Department of Agriculture
{USDA) (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1882].

In general, ths nutrfent i{ntakes meesursed in tha current study ars Lowar than
those found in the other surveys. There are several possible resacns for this,
First, it should ba noted that the nutrient levels cbsarved in the current
survey are much claser to those chbtained in the HANES survey than they are to
the USDA totals., Ths average difference betwesn ths current survey and the
HANES totals is only 5 psrcent as compered with 17 percent for the USDA

survey, As discussed in Volume III, tha interviewing protocals and data
processing softwars ussd in the current survey wers, for the most part,
patternad after those used by HANES, Thus, it i{s Likaly that a substantial ]
share of ths differences betwsen the results of the current survey and those of
the USDA survey are not due to factors uniqua to the current survey, such as the
uss of a telephones {ntaerviewing methodalogy, but rather are dus to differsences
between the HANES and USDA methodatogies, It is not currently possible ti/
detsraine whathsr the HANES or the USDA procedures ars the more accurate,

Poseible ssascnality i{n consumption may atso account for diffsrences in cbserved
nutrient intake in the current survey as compared with those of othsr surveys,
Most of the {nterviews conducted for the currsnt study were done during the
summer of 1881, interviawing for tha USDA survey was conductad during Novembar
1977 to March 1878, and the HANES survey was conducted over seversl yesrs,
Interviewers reported that many respondents in the currsnt study remarked that

1/It should be noted that the HANES data for most nutrients other than calories
and protain may themselves underestimsta current consumption lavels. Ths rsason
is that the HANES dats were collected in the sarly 19703, and there is evidence
from periodic Department of Agricultura surveys that consumption Levels of most
nutrients othsr than csloriss and protsin have besn riaing over time, However,
the HANES intaks eatimates are, in general, lowar than those cbtained in an
sarlisr 1985-88 USDA survey done prior to HANES. This suggests that sven after
taking changing consumption psttarns into account, thers are differences between
HAKES and USDA procadures that Lead to significantly di{fferent i{ntake

sstimates,
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TABLE J.1

LEVELS OF DIETARY INTAKE FOR LOW INCOME ELDERLY PERSONS
AS MEASURED BY DIFFERENT SURVEYS

Preliminary Data From % Difference % Diffarence
Current 1871-74 HANES 1977-78 Dept, of b/ Between Currentg/satueen Curreng/
Survay Survey Agriculture Survey Survey & HANES ~ Survey & USDA

WOMEN
Calories (Kcal]  1178.75 1197.44 1288.59 ' -1.6 -8.5
Protain [gm) 45,28 48.02 55.14 7.7 -17.9
Iron (mg) 7.85 7.88 S.04 . 7.8 -18.2
Vitamin A [IU]} 4615.92 4417 .35 7588.40 4,5 -38.2
Thiamine (mg) 0.81 .88 1,00 3.4 -8.0
Niscin (=g) 10.85 11.23 13.56 © =52 -21.5
Vitamin C (mg) 77.28 71.82 70.27 7.8 10,0
Average differesnce -1.2 -15.7

MEN
Calories [Kcal)} 1366.81 1672.07 ' 41724.08 -18.2 -20.7
Protein (gm) 55,58 84,42 71.27 -138.7 -22.0
Iron {mg) 8.82 11.25 12.48 , -21.6 -28.4
Vitamin A (IU) 3886.90 4342 ,17 £5310.18 -10.2 ~28.8
Thismine (mg) 1.00 1.18 1.23 -13.8 -18.7
Riboflavin (mg) 1.28 1.52 1.53 -15.8 -18.3
Niacin (mg) 12.1 14,06 16,73 -13.8 -27 .6
Vitemin C (mg) 63.25 68.23 57 .62 . 8,8 9.8
Average difference ' -14.4 -19.1

[-74

AVERAGE
Catorfes ({Kcal] 1217 .08 1294.26 1377 .43 -8.0 -11.8
Protein (gm) 47.38 52.18 58,43 -9.2 ~18.9
Calcium (mg) 462.08 . 535.14 605.21 -13.7 -23.8
Iron (mg) 8.13 8.58 10.38 -5.2 -21.7
Vitamin A [IU) 4469.47 4402 .01 7124.44 1.5 -37.3
Thiamine (mg) 0.93 0.94 1.08 1.1 -11.4
Aiboflavin (mg) 1.18 1.30 1.36 -8.5 -12.5
Niscin [mg) 10.95 11.80 14.21 =7.2 -22.9
Vitamin C [mg) 74,41 71.28 67.68 4,4 _8.9
Aversaga diffarence -5.0 ~16.7

U.S. Depertment of Health, Education, and Welfare {1878].

b/ .
- U.S, Depsrtment of Agriculture (1882},

g,
Weightad averages, with weights basad on proportions of men and women in ths current survey data
{20.4 percent men and 78.8 percent women].
da/ (3
Parcentage are computad using the govearnment survey as the base.

40



Table of Contents

it was "just too hot to eat" when asked about their food conaumption,i/

and this could have had a downward affect 2} food consumption, particularly

with regard to caloris and protein intake,” Evidence that this may have been
the cese is provided by Table J.2, which shows differences in food intaks
betwasn interviews covering days whare the high temperature was 85 degrees or
more as compared with days when the high tempsreture was Less thesn 85 degrees,
As shown in the table, intake was lower on the high~tempsrsature days for each of
the nine nutrients, and for ssven af the nine nutrients the differences are
gtatistically significant, Overall, the averags percentsge difference batwsen
the higher—temperaturs deys and other days was spproximatsly 11 percent,

Forty-five percent of the {ntarviews in ths sample wers conducted on days with
temperstures above B5 degrees. Thus ths dats suggest that, on average, nutrient
intakes recorded in the survey may have been approximately § percent (.45 times
11 percent] lower than it would have been if nons of the intsrviews had bsen
given on days with high temparaturses,

It should be noted that, strictly speaking, thess data cannot be {nterpreted as
directly showing the effect of having conducted the interviews over the summer,
Rather thesa data show intra-day variation within the summer months. The
tabulations thus demonstrate that within the summer months, hotter days tend to
Lower consumption, but thay do not provide direct evidenca regerding the
posaibility that overall pattarns of nutrient intake may be Lower (or higher) 1in
the summer as compared with other times of the yesr, It is possible at the
conceptusl lLevel that the affsct of having interviswed during the summer could
be aither grester or lssssr than the 5 parcent sstimate suggested by the above
tabulations, Nevertheless, the data are at Lesast consistent with tha
possihility that observed Levels of intake wares Lower because of summer
intsrviewing,

Another factor that should ba noted is that the sample of slderly persons for
the current study is somewhat diffarent from ths sampla for which USDA survey
data are available, The available USDA data include all slderly persons with
Low income, while the current survey was limited to eldarly persons Living in
housshalda with no members under 65 years old and who are siigible for food
stamps, It seems likely that slderly psrsons may, on avarage, have accass to
more snd better food whan thay ars Living i{n Larger housshalds which include
younger members as well.

A final possibility, howaver, is that some food consumption may haye been
underreported in the currsnt survey, There is no way to detarmine with
certainty whether this i{s the case., It is important to note, however, that even
if some underreporting did occur, it 18 Likely that it did not affect

1/TMS wes particularly true at the Oregon site, which exparienced rescord high
temperatures during parts of ths survey period.

g/Pare1alty offsatting negative effacts of the heat could have been possible

positive effacts from the availability of fresh fruits and vegetabies during the
susmsr sonths,
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DIFFERENCES IN NUTRIENT INTAKE FOR DAYS WITH

HIGH TEMPERATURES, 85 DEGREES OR MORE

(1]
Intake on
Days with

High
Tempara—
tures

Calories (Kcal)

Protein {gm]

Catcium [mg)

Iron (mg)

Vitamin A {IU)

Vitamin C (mg)

Thismin [mg)

Riboflavin (mg)

Niacin (mg)

1257.01

50.11

499 .81

8.44

4818.19

76.43

~. 0.94

1.27

11.53

Average Percent Diffarence

Betow 85 =and over

(2] (3} {4)
Intaks on
Days with
High Differenca as
Tempera- Percentage
tures 85 Diffar- of Intaks an
angg Daye below 85
1188,49 -88,.52% 7.0%
{2.,72)
44,03 -8,08* 12.1
{4.08])
416,38 -83.23* 18.7
{4.62}
7.78 -0.68* 8.1
(2.57)
3823,.93 -804 ,28* 20,2
[2.48)
71.87 -4,48 5.8
{1.15)
0.91 -0.03 3.2
(1 '25]
1.10 -0,17* 13.4
{3.05)
10.24 -1,29* 1.2
{3.38)
10.9

NOTES: Entries ars units of nutrient,

Absolute values of t atatistics are shown {n parsnthesas under

entries in Column (3].

Asterisks indicate that estimated diffsrences are stati{stically
significent with a .05.lavel two—tailad test,
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any of the key conciusions of the analysis., The focus of ths analysis is

on comparisons of distary intaks between groups of {individuals, such as
comparisaons between program participants and nonparticipants or comparisons
between participants receiving cash and participants receiving coupons. Even if
some underreporting occurred in the survey, thare is no reason to believe that
it would have occurred differentially more among some of these groups rather
than others,

As discussed in Chaptar VIII of ths report, 24~hour recail data based on a
single day of food consumption do not provide accurate information with regard
to proportions of the population meeting recommended daily allowences (RDAs] of
nutrients. {Ses Chaptar VIII for a discussion of the reason for this.) As a
result, tha analysis presented in the text of the report daoes not foous on RDAs
as an cutcoms measurs. However, becsuse thare may be some {nterest in tha RADAs
observed {n the survey, this section presents tabulations of percentages of
respondents who met RDAs and also presents tha results of probit snalysis of RDA
outcomes.

The RDAs used fui/thu analysis ars those developed by ths National Academy of
Sciences {1980]. As background for the analysis of probabilities of meeting
ROAs, it may be useful to examine the relationship between average {ntakes as
measurad by the current survey and the RDAs, Table J.3 presents these data, In
general, the aversge 1nyakas observed in the semple are lLower than the RDAs,

Tabtas J.4 through J.B pressent data on proportions of houssholds meesting RDAs
for the comperison and demonstration sits samplus. As with the nutrient intake
comparisona in Chapter VIII, the RDA resuits are presentad for thes rew nutrient
dats end also with the effeots of other varisbles controlled using probit. The
independent veriables used in the probit equations are similar to those used in
the regression equations rsported in Chaptar VIII, (Complets probit results are
included in Appendix M,) The probit results reportad in the fourth column of
ssch tabls can be intarpreted as the percentags diffsrence in the likelihood of
a respondent meeting tha RDA for a given nutrient after controlling for other
variables, For example, in the raw dats, participants in comparison sftes had a
.035 Lower Likelihood of reaching the calorie RDA than nonparticipants (Table
J.4y Column 3), The difference in probabilities changes to an estimated ,040
lower probability when variables other than participation are controllad far,

The pattaerna of results srs generally similar to thoss found in the snalysis of
progrem effacts on average nutrient intaksa. At comparison sitas, participation
genersily had a small and negative, but statistically insignificant effect on
the likelihood of & respondent mseting nutrisnt adaquacy standards., At cashout
sites, participation had a ganersily positive affect on the likelihood aof e
respondent's diet mesting adequacy leveis, and for five of the nutrients, the

1/Excopt for calories, ADA levels ars sat in such a way that meating the RDA for
s nutrient will provide sufficiaent intaka for 95 percent of the population,

{The comparabls psrcentage for calories is 50 percent,] Thus, failure of an
individual to meet an RODA level does not necessarily mean that the person {s
consuming an {nsdequate smount of the nutrient, given that persans' own
requirements,
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TABLE J.3

AVERAGE NUTRIENT INTAKE AS PERCENTAGE OF RDAs

Current Average
Survey Intake as
Average Parcentage
Intaka ROA of RDA
WOMEN
Calories (Kcal] 1178.75 18002/ «B85
Protein [gm) 45,28 44 1.03
Calcium {mg] 448,22 " 800 «58
Iron (mg) 7.88 10 +B0
Vitamin A (IU} 4815,92 4000 1.15
Thiamine (mg) 0.91 1.0 81
Riboflavin (=g] 1.17 1.2 «88
Niacin (mg) 10.65 13 -82
Vitemin C (mg] 77 .29 60 1.28
MEN
Calories (Kcal) 1368.81 EGOD!/ 57
Protein {gm] 55,58 56 .89
Calcium (mg] 518.11 800 «68
Iron (mg) 8.82 10 .88
Vitamin A (IU) 4886.80 5000 .98
Thisamine {mg) 1.00 1.2 83
Riboflavin (mg) 1.28 1.4 91
Niacin (mg) 12.11 16 .78
Vitamin C (mg) 83.25 60 1.05

’/bllorio ROAs shown in the table ars aidpoints of rangss for persons 5175
years old, In the probit analysis, for persons clder than 75, the midpoints of the
range for persons older then 75 were used, These are 1,800 and 2,050.
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TABLE J.4

DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF MEETING RDAs
BETWEEN PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

COMPARISON SITES

{1]) (2} {3} (4)
HRaw Data Diffarence After
Non Controlling for
Partic— Partic- Diffar— Effacts of Other
ipant ipant ance Varisbles
Caloriss
Protatin
Calcium
Iron
Vitamin A
Vifa-in c
Thiemin
Riboflavin
Niacin

NOTES: Entries are probabilities,

Absolutes values of t statistics are shown {n perentheses under entriss in
Column (4],

See Appendix M for complets probit resuits,
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DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF MEETING RDAs
BETWEEN PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS
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CASHOUT SITES
(1] {2) (3] (4)
Raw Data Differenca After
Non Controlling for
Partic— Partic—- Differ— Effacts of Othar
Variables

Calories

Protein

Calcium

Iron

Vitamin

Vitamin

Thiamin

Riboflav

Niacin

ipant jpant ance

A

c

in

NOTES:

Entries are probabilit{es,

Absolute valuess of t statistics ars shown in parenthesss under

antries in Column (4],

Astsrisks indicate that estimated effects are statistically significant with

a .05 leval two—tailed test,

Ses Appendix M for complete probit resulta,
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DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF MEETING RDAs
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TOTAL DATA SET
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(1) (2} (3)

Raw Data

Non
Partic—- Partic- Differ-
ipsnt ipant ance

{4}
Differsnce After
Controlling for
Effects of Othar
__Variables

Calorias

Protein

Calocium

Iron

Vitamin

Vitamin

Thiamin

Riboflavin

Niscin

NOTES:

Entries are probsbilities,

Absoluts valuss of t statistics are shown in parentheses undar

antriss in Column (4),

Asterisks indicats that estimated sffacts ars statietically significant with

a .05 lavel two~tailed test,

See Appendix M for complate probit results,
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estimated effects are statistically significent, The diffarences in the effacts
of participation between comparison and cashout s{tes may be due to sampling
arror 8ince therse is no inherent reason to believe that cash, which reduces

the link between participation and food or nutrient intaks, is Likaly to improve
dietary adequacy, When data ars poolsd across sites, most of the estimated
affects are pasitive, but only one—that for protein—is stat{stically
significant, ' ' :

As discussed {n Chapter VIII, tasts were undartaken in which a correction factor
based on an astimated probit model of participation was used to control for
possible seif-selection bias in the nutrisnt intake regressions, The procsdures
used wars based on Heckman ([1978). Since inclusion of this factor did not
substentially alter the resulte of the analysis, the factor was not included {n
the final equation spacifications on which the results reported in the main body
of the report are basad, This section describes in more detail ths work {n this
area and summarizes results of equations estimated with the correction factor
included in the spacification,

Let d be a 1,0 variable indicating whether an observation is & Food Stamp
Progrem participant., Then a probit modal of ths participation process can be
specifiad as,

d=14f X'B+v >0, ) .

d=04f X' 8+v<O,

where the X variables are determ{nants of participation, B is a vector of
estimated parameters, and v {8 an error term, with an estimated stsndard error
s L]

v
The carrectfon factor, ¢, inserted into the nutrient intake regressions was
computed as :

normal density function of {X'B/S )
c = v

cumulative normal denseity function of [[2d—4][X'B]Sv]]

Table J,7 susmarizes the effects of including this correction factor in the
nutrient intake regressions, The results are based on regressiona for the
combined semple pooled aoross all comparison end demonstration survey sitas.
The first column in the tsble shows estimeted coefficients on the 1,0 1?dicator
of program participation, for equations without the correction factor.

The sscond coiumn of tha table prasents compareble results for equations
astimated with the correction factor. Absolute values of the t statistics
associated with the coefficients are shown in parentheses., As shawn in the
table, the resuits are not substantially altered by tha inclusion of the
correction factor. Most of the estimated cosfficients are very small in

Yo

ese numbers are from Table VIII.8 of the main body of tha repart.
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TABLE J.7

EFFECTS OF INCLUDING SELF-SELECTION CORRECTION
FACTOR IN NUTRIENT INTAKE REGRESSIONS
{Data for all sites pooled]

Coaefficient on Progrem Coefficient on
Participation in Equation Program Participation
Without Correction In Equation With

Factor Correction Factor

Calories ([Kcal)

Protein {gm]

Calcium (mg]

Iron (mg)

‘Vitamin A (IU)

Vitamin C (mg)

Thiamin (mg)

Riboflavin (mg)

Niacin (mg)

o/

Sempla Sizas in ngranionla

NOTE: Absoluts values of t statistics are shown in parenthessas,

Q/Saupln size is lowsr {n regressions with carrection factor
because some observations Lacked the data needed to computs thia variable,
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relation to their standard errors and remain so when tha correction factor is
included. To be sure, the absoluts vslues of some of the cosfficiants change
substantially, For instance, thas estimatad coefficient in the calories sguation
changss from 3.72 to 23,3, However, this genersally happens in instances whers
both estimated cosfficients are quits small relative to the average values of
the dependent var{iables and relative to their standerd errors. In the case of
calorias, for instance, even the larger estimats is Less than 3 percent of
avereage caloric intake in the sample and {s much smaller than {ts standard
srror,

e
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APPENDIX K:

REPORTED INCOME:
SURVEY COMPARED WITH
CASE RECORDS DATA

Income data reported by Food Stamp Program participants in the survey were
compared with case records data for the same housshalds to provide some
{nd{cation of the degree of underreparting that ococurred. To be sure, 1t must
be recognizad that the case records themsslves ars liksly to be subjsct to
considerabls error, Thersfore, not all discrepanciss betwsen the two dats sets
should be attributed to errors in the survey information, Neverthaless,
camparison of the two types of data can at least ba indicetive of whether the
survey data are similar to those that would have been obtained by elfgibiiity
workers during sctual progrem application recertification interviews,

The names of sample members who wers found during the survey to be program
participants were matched sgainst case records Listings supplied by the s{tea,
In cases whare apparent matches were i{dentified, the cess records data were
combined with the survey data on a single snalysis file. Cases where there
sppsared to be substantial discrepencies in household demographic data such as
race, age, or ssx of the head of the housshold wsre sliminated from the fils for
the matched snalysis, on the grounds that such discrepancies mey have beesn
indicative of {ncorrect matching. The analysis used data from both q w York
sites and from the demonstration aftes in South Carolina snd Oregon.

The oversll sample aize avaiiable for the analysis involving Food Stamp Prograa
benef{t levels was 651 cases. Somewhat fewer cases were available for
comparisons of gross snd net income Levels, because soms sitss did not include
these data in the case records information, ’

One Limitation with regard to the comparison of survey and case records income
dats should be noted: fedsral SSI and Social Security benefit Levels were
increased by 11,2 parcent as of July 1, 1881. The survey begen at approximately
the ssme time, and thus the survey data raflact tha increases in federsti
benefit Levels for thass programe as of that date, Howsver, the case records
data for this analysis were supplied in the Late summer and early fall of 1881,
This means that the most recent Food Stamp Program rscartification for meny of
the households in the data set had ocourred pricr to July 1. For such
houssholds, the cass rscords data do not reflect the July 1 SSI and Sociai
Security increases and tharefore undsrestimats incoms receipts as of tha times of
the survey,

Ths aveilable cass records data do not allow a determination of ths precise
magnituds of income undercounting in the cese records due to this factor.

i However, the smount of undsrcounting is certainly considerably lLess than the
11.2 percent federsl benefit incresse., Thars ars several reascns for this: (1)
rises in state SSI benefits were lowsr thaen the increese in federal benefits;

l/beclusc of a progremming error, cass records data for tha appropriaste time
period were not aveilable for the South Caralina and Oregon comparison sitss,
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(2] some of the respondent househalds have cther income sources besides SSI and
Social Security; and (3] soms of the cases had been recertified after July 1
and, for such households, the case records deta refiact the July 1 increase,.
Thus, while there is some undqrcuunt1ng in the case records data due to the
timing of the incresse in federal benefits, the extent of the undercounting can
be assumed to be under 11.2 percent,

Table K.1 summarizes results of the analysis. As shown in the table, thers is
considersble variation between income estimates in the survey data and in the
csgse records data, Only 33 parcent of the gross income estimates and 21 perceg}
of tha net income estimatas are within $10 of sach other in the two data sats.

As indicated in the bottom row of Table K.1, reparting discrepancies tend to

of fsat one anothear, so that when averaged over all of the casss on the file,

they are relatively small. The average discrepancies for both gross and net
income are under %4 and are smaller than their standard srrors. The average net
discrspancy for food ata-pg?cnua amount is 31.8,'|nd this difference is
statistically significant,

As shown in Teble K.2, there 18 considerable variation by site in the size and
nature of the discrepancies in the data, The two New York Stats sites have the
Llowast aversge errors. Average net income {s $4,2 higher in the survey data
than in tha case records data for the New York demonstretion site and $21 higher
at the comparison sits, The discrepancies in net bensfit amounts at these

sitss are sbout $4 at the dsmonstration site and —$2 at the comparison site.

Aversge discrepancies are substantislly larger at the South Carolina and Oregon
sites, but the differsnces are Largaly offsetting. Aversge nst income es
reported in the survey deta is $36 lower than the case rscards data, and average
benefits are $13 highar at the South Carolina site. At tha Oregon site, on the
other hand, aversge survey incoma is $43 higher, and average benefits are $12
Lowar than the corresponding casa records information,

1/At first examination, it may appear surprising that the discrepancies are
Larger for net income aftar deductions than they are for gross incoms., However,
two factors may at Least in part account for this, First, net income is
computed as grose income minus deductions, Thus, in computing net income there
is both the possibility of potsntial error in estimating gross income and an
additionel source of patentisl srror stemming from discrepancies in deductions
estimates, Second, becsuse of the way in which deductions are calculatad in
computing net income for the progrsm, srrors in gross income tend to be
compounded when estimating net income, The reason is that the housing dsduction
is computed as sctual housing coets in excess of half of income after othar
deductions have bessn subtracted, Thus, if an error is made in measuring gross
incoms, it can Lesad to the oppositas error in estimating the housing deductions,
The srror is then compounded when dgductions ars subtractsd from gross income,

4 The survey-besed sstimstes of food atsmp bonus amounts used in the snalysis

were calculatsd from survey data on income and deductions, ODiscrepancies in
bonus amounts are therefors correlated with income discrepancias,
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TASLE K.1

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN SURVEY AND CASE RECORDS DATA

Nest Food Stamp
Size and Direction Grose o Income Afte Benafit
of Discrepancy Income . Deductions Anoung%
Survey higher by >360 a3 20% ax
Survey higher by 41-50 4 4 2
Survey higher by 31-40 4 6 3
Survey higher by 21-30 ] s 6
Survey higher by 11-20 15 8 8
Discrepancy $10 or less a3 21 55
Survey lower by $11-20 9 8 10
Survey lower by 21-30 6 4 8
Survey lower by 31-40 3 4 3
Survey lower by 41-80 2 3 2
Survey lower by >350 11 18 2
AVERAGE DISCREPANCY —82.29/ $3.1 $1.6
(3.4]) (3.7) (.8}

¥ Based on sample of 394 matchad records, Data wers not avail-
able for the two New York eites,

b/ Based on sample of 564 matched records, Data wars not avail-
able for some cases at the Monros County, New York sita.

(-4

Bassd on sampls of 650 matched records,

4 Standard errors of average discrepanciss are shown in
parantheses,
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Sample
Sizs

Averege Discrep~ Averege Discrep-

ancy in Nat

Income After
Deductions
{Survey-
Case Records) Case Records) Casg Records)

Gross Income
{Survey=-

New York Dsmonstration
Site

New York Comparison Site

185

101

South Carolina Demonstration

Site

Oregon Oemonstration Site

172

NA s

(11.3)

NA 21.0
(8.0)

$-11.8 —36.3
(5.8) {5.8)
10,2 43,1
{2.3) {5.1)

sncy in Food

Stamp Banefit
Amaunt
(Survey-

$3.7
{1.8)

2.2
{1.8)
1 2-5

(1.3)

-1212
(1.5)

NOTES: Standard errors of estimated sverages are shown i{n parentheses.

NA = not available,

5/N¢t income data ware availabls for only 63 cbservations at the New York demonstration

site,
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Overall, the results of ths matched survey data/csse records analysis indicate
considersble discrepencies between the survey data and the case records data,
While neithsr information source can be sssumsd to be complately correct, it is
ressonable to believe that information collected during program certification
intarviews, where there ars legal requirements to provide accurate data, is
probably more accurata,

To a Large degrae, the discrepancies between the survey end case records data
tend to be offsatting, on average, and average income and benafit Laevels are
quite similar between the survey and the cass records information. Howaver, as
notad earliar, the income data in the casea records sre themselves underestimatss
of true incoma at the tims of the survey because ths case records do not fully
reflect the July 1, 1981 incresses in SSI and Socisl Security payments, In
light of this, the fact that the two data scurces provide similar sverage
estimates suggasts that there is, on sverags, some underreporting in the survey
data, Howsver, tha emount of the undsrreporting is probably under 11 psrcant,
It therefore seems unlikely that any of the major conclusions of the analysis
have been subgtantially affected by errors in thes survey data,
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PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY
CALCULATIONS BASED ON
RETROSPECTIVE INCOME DATA

This appendix presents tachnical details concerning the progrem eligibility
calculations based on retrospective data used {n support of the analysis
presented in Chapter X of the report, Differences betwesn the microeimulation
work performed for the current project and a typical full scals simulation model
ars djsnusead. than dataila af haw {ncama sand assate wara simulats inn __

Current Approsch
Compared with
Full Simulation
Model

Current Population Survey (CPS) data ars given. Naxt, the progrem eligibility
rates estimated from the current model ars compared with an indepandent estimate
of this rste, Standard errore for the net discrspancy rete estimates presented
in Chapter X are then calculated, and the appendix concludes by summarizing
reasons for sample attrition {n the simulation snalysis.

It should be emphasized that the procedures and the analysis presentad in
Chapter X and in this append{x cannot be considsred s validation of current ly—
ussd simuletion modsls because a number of sets of assumptions frequantly usad
in models could not be tested. In addition, csrtain aspecta of the CPS dsts
base could not be replicated with the retrospsctive data obtained in the survey
for the current project. The following fregquently used simulation model
assumptions wers not sxamined:

{1] Data used in the simulation modals ars oftsn ssveral years
old, and the models employ complex “aging”™ processes to
project hausshaold and other data to a current basis., Because
the current survey contained relatively few obsarvations and
was not nationally repressntative, ths standsrd aging
proceduras were not used and thus could not be tested,

{2) Similarly, undarreporting of incoma is often corrscted for by
adjusting income totals to known national totals. Because
such control totais were not aveilable for local survey
sitas, this sspect of simulation modeling could not be
tested, ’

{3] In estimating silowable Food Stamp Program deductions,
sisulation models somstimes use ssts of expense isputation
procedurss basad on national data, The imputation equations
may produce biased results when applied only to a subset of
the papulation, so reportad axpenses wers used to estimate
allowable deductions for the survey data.

{4]) Soms simulation models simulats all major welfare progrems,
as wall as ths Food Stamp Program, and thess other simulated
payments are used as input to food stamp eligibility
detarminations, This was not tasted in the current work,
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(5] Finally, bacausa the CPS is a publicly distributed file,
considerable resources are sllocated by the Cansus Bureau
toward resolving data inconsistencies and correcting for
survey naonresponse, The current analysis was restricted to
only those observations in which data appeared to be properly
reported,

The microsimulation tachnigque spplies to individusl micro unita or observations
from a survey (households in this cases] a set of program rules that simulatss
sligibility and benefits for sech unit——much in the same way & caseworker would
datermine the eligibility of a given applicant. Although the computaticns are
performed on the {ndividuai units, microsimuiation results ars only used in the
aggregate., That {s, summary statistics of the totsl numbers of aligibles and
participants are prepared, from which progrem participation characteristics are
examined. Tha assumption 18 that the simulation results are accurata, on
average, thereby producing reliable summary results. However, it can easily be
demonstratsd that for specific observations, the results are often incorrect,
Thus, the objectiva is to dstermina ths overall scouracy of the eligibility
determination process rather than that of any {ndividual household.

To afford a carsful compsrisan, the methadology that was used in the
current study {s presented slongeide procedures that might typically be used in
a larger model to simulate sligibility using retrospective income data. The
detailed algorithms developed for the present study are then givan,
The following steps, for example, might be taken to simulata eligibility on the
March 1881 CPS: .

(1) Obtain a data fils from Cansus for which consistancy edits

and {mputations for nonresponse have already been perfaormed,

{2) Atlocats incoma reported in combined source catagories to the
individual components,

(3) Alter the retrospsctive labor force data to be consistent
with the survey wesk data,

{4) Age the income to reflect calendar yesr 1381,

{5) Passibly correct cartain income typess for survey
underreparting and nonreporting.

(si Simulate public sssistance and SSI.
{7) Calculats monthly incoma.
{8) Simulate sligibility under the Food Stamp Program.

The procedurss followad with the current dats set and deviations from the
standard procedures ars discussed baslow.
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Data Editing, The survey data file containad a number of observations for which
at least one componant af annual income could not be determinad accurataly. The
current semple size was too small toc permit reliable estimates of mean values
for missing data; therefore, imputations ware not made, All cases whare annual
income amounts could not be determinad from the reportad data were scresned out
‘of the analysis,

Income Allocation, As in the CPS, annual income itsms on the survey were
collectad by first asking if an individual had received certain types of {income
and, 1f so, the amount. For some {tems the recipiency quastion refarred to a
single sourca, whereas for othsr {tems, thare was a lList of two, thres, or four
sourcesj ths smount reportsd was ths sum received from all of them. In a full
microsimulation, these sum amounts are routinaly silocated tc component sources,
becauss smounts recsived from various sources ars treated diffsrently, Far the
simulation of food stemp eligibility, however, the only source treated
diffarently from the other components with which it was combined was
unemployment compensation., In fact, thia source wes ssldom reported in the
survey. The only case where it was reportsd Jointly with other componants was
aliminated due to nonraspaonse concerning the emount received, Hence, no
allocation of income was performed for this analysis,

Labor Forca Dats Ad{ustment, The CPS collects data on labor force activity
during the survey wesk [the sacand week in March) as well as activity during the
previous calendar year, Thare is the potentialt for inconsistency between these
data {tems because people who worked during the sntirs year may have left thes
tabor force prior to March of the subssquent year, or ths reverse could happen,
In a full microsimulation modal, this potentisl conflict can be resolved for a
typical food stamp eligibility simulation by using a Labor forca adjustment
algorithm, Such an algorithm could not be sppliad in the current contaxt
because the full battary of CPS labor forcs sctivity questions was not
duplicatad in the current survey., Also, ths ad]ustment process reguires
independent data on unemployment and labor force participation rates, which
could not be abtained separstely for the survey sitess, In Light of these
factors, as well as the low labor force participation rats among the survey
population, this step was omittsd.

Aging the Dgta Base, In order to perform comparisons across the differsnt
progrem siamulations, a2 consistent set of program parsmetsrs, and hencs, a
consistent time frama, sust bs used., So that ths current monthly income concept
would require minimum dats manipulation, the time pericd chosen for this
simulation was July of 1881, Were this analysis to be performed with the March
1881 CPS, the dsta bass would ordinarily be aged so that it reflectad the
aconomic and demographic condi{tions in effect during the twelvs months
surrounding July ({.s.s cslendar year 1881). This would involve adjusting the
Labor forca dats as mentioned in the preceding atep and aging the income dats
reportsd at tha person leval to £7flect the income levels the sample population
was expected to rsceive 1n 1881,

l/fypicll aging procadures also includa altering the demographics to raflect
those of the population existing at the middle month of the simulatian year
{calendar year 1981 in this case]. However, that step would not ba needad in
the present cass, because March is sufficiently cluss to tha middla month of the
year,
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As discussed above, the lLabor force 'ata were not adjusted for this project,
However, easch reported income amount was aged by inflating it by a factor that
representad the expected change in the Level of incoms receipt aver tha period
in question., Tha aging factors were derived separstely for each scurce. To the
axtant possible, they wers basad on observed changes in average income receivad
by the elderly poputation over the period 1980 to 1881. The {ndividual aging
factors used are described balow,

In generel, tha March CPS files, after editing and {mputation, have been found
to underreport income received by the household sector (Doyls, st al. 1880],
Therefore, some microsimulation systems have optional procedures that adjust the
amounts reported in individual racords so that {n the aggregsts, total income
from the component sources equals smounts satimated from {independent saurces.
Becauss independent control data for the current survey sites could not be
obtained, this step was omitted in the pressnt work.

Simulation of Public Assistance and 551, Simulation models are often designed

to produce estimatss of recsipts from the major mesns—-testsd cash transfer
programs in addi{tion to food stsmps, Thersfore, the public assistance and SSI
date used as input to the food stamp sligibility detarmination are scmetimes the
result of a fairly complex microsimulation mocdel that simulates the particips—
tion decision and applies program rules to detarmine eligibility and benefits.
Because the fcous of the current study was speciffcally on Food Stamp Program
eligibility, it was decided to determine benefits from the previcus year's means—
tastad transfsr {ncomea rathar than from simulated resuits,

However, the dacision not to undertaks public assistancs simulation did not
eliminate this step. It was still important to sttempt to messurs intra—year
{ncome stresms, becauss doing so can have a significant affect on food stamp
eligibility determination. Furthermore, the messurement arror associated with
using an approximation of intre-year income flows represanta thes type of
messursment srror generated by the use of annual retrospective income, which is
one of the issuas studiad hers., A complets dsscription of the procedures used
to simulate public assistance and SSI is presented helow,

Calculation of Monthiy Incoma, Neither the CPS itsaelf nor the CPS portion of
the current survey, contain much information on i{ntra—-year i{ncome flows. Error
{s thus introduced for cbssrvations with high turnover {n the Labor market and
for those with irregular receipt of unsarnad income, In order tg avarcome these
data limitations, microsimulation methods sometimes use bath current Laber farcs
data and the retrospsciive annual income reported for each person to construct
monthly income smounts at the individual levsl. Household monthly income is
then the sum of thase amounts across individuals within a househoid,

With regard to this analysis, {t was determined whather each parson in the
sample was working during the simulation month, and esrned {ncome, SSI, and
public essistancs benefits wers ailocated sccordingly. Other unearned income
was allocatad evenly thraughout the year, The algorithms used toc construct
monthly smounts for thess incoms sources sre described below,

Stmulation of Food Stamp Eligibility, Three calculstions of eligibility were

required for the analysis: ons using prospective monthly income and reported
assets; one using simulated monthly income and reported assets; and ona using
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simulated income and a proxy for assets, Except for the procedures noted bhelow,
the methods used to detsrmine eligibility end benefits with the retrospective
data were the sama as those used in the determinatiaon of eligibility carried out
for the other analyses documented in this report, Only the exceptions are
described hars, Thas bagic eligibility algorithm is describad in Appendix F,

In the procedure used for Efmulating sligibiiity from simulated monthly income
and reported assets, thare were two deviations from procedures used with current
prospective incoma. The first sxception was that the income used wes the result
of the monthly income calculation besad on retrospective snnusl income, The
sscond exception was that the housshold, rather than the food stemp unit, was
the unit of analysis, This decision was made becauss the food stamp unit is not
known with the CPS, However, the two concepts differed for only ons housshold
in ths final sampla,

The procedure used for the aligibility detarmination basad on simulated {ncome
with the assets proxy was tha same 8s in the preceding method with the axception
of the sssets test., The lavel of assets was calculatad ss ths sum of income
from {nterest, dividends, rents, royalties, and sstatas and trusts, dividad by
an averags rste of return on investment. This computad Levsl of assets wes then
compared with the program limits for elderly housgholds in effect for July 1881,
which ware $1500 for a one-person unit and $3000 for s unit containing two or
more persona., The rats of return on investment was set to 5.25 percent, which
was the rats of return on passbook savings st the time, This rate of. return wes
used because it was belisved that most of the survey raspondents primerily
possessed only small smounts of savings that they tendad to keep in pessbook
savings accounts,

As described abova, the procedurs for preparing thes data for the analysis
reportad in Chapter X consisted of the following steps:

(1) Age retrospective annual inooma to reflect calendar year 1881
dollars.

{2) Allocats public assistanca and SSI income to psriods of work
and nonwork during the year,

{3) Calculats monthiy income.

(4] Simulate sligibility for the Food Stamp Progrea.
The firat three steps are discussed in detail below. The procedurs used to
simulate food stemp el{gibility was similar to the procedure used with

prospective income presentad in Appendix F.

Income was aged to calendar year 1981 by applying growth rates thet vary by

. income source., To the extant possible, the growth rates waere derived from data

ratevant to the alderly population. The ratas applisd to the individual {ncome
smounts and their sources are described below,

Earnings, Earnings, which represent the sum of wages and salaries, and farm and
nonfara seif-employment {ncome, were inflated by 10.2 percent. This is tha
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Intermediate II-B estimata for the increass in earnings in 1981 given in the
July 1881 Social Security Trustae's Report (U.S. Senate Committee on Financa,
1881, Table 28]).

Social Security, The sacond catagory includes benefits received from Social
Security ss well as those rscsivad from the Railroad Retirement Board, Thess
benefits are indexad to the Comsumer Price Index {CPI), with benafit increases’
effective July 1., Because the sfmulation came after the July 1881 incresse, an
inflatfon factor of 11.2 parcent was used, representing the benefit increase
affective that month (.5, Senate Committee on Finance, 19681, Tsblie 28].

Supplemental Security Income, For the three statas {n which the survey was

conducted, eligible persons could receive up to a federsl maximum SSI plus some
stata supplementation, For this analysis, increeses of 8.9 parcent for New
York, 10.7 percent for Oregon, and 11,2 percent for South Carolina were
assumed. Theee represent the statutcry increeses in the combined federal and
stata guaranteee effactive July 1881 (Sccial Security Administration, October
1980, and Dacembar 1881).

Pubiic Assistance, Public essistence includes the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC] program as well as Local gensral and smargsncy
asgistancs programs. These are for the most part Locally administered, and
sntitiements and the rates at which the guaranteas changed over the study
period varied significantly across the states surveyed, Tharefors, thrase
different multiplicative factors were applied: 5.7 percent for New Yark, 11.7
parcaent for Orsgon, zero for South Carolins, based on discussions with state
officials, ‘

Interest, It is bslieved thst the population surveyed mainly kept its sevings
in passbook savings accounts. Tharefore, the aging factor ussd for interest
rapresants the expected growth in interest incoms from calendar yesr 1880 to
calendar year 1881, The maximum sllowabls intarest rats for both calendar years
1880 and 1981 wes 5.26 perceant compounded quarterly. Wi{th that rate, the
expected 1ncri7sa in interest incomae, assuming no deposits or withdrawals, ia
5,35 percant,

Diyidends, Dividends represent income recefved from ssversl scurces:
dividends, net rents, roysities, and estates and trusts, If the present study
wers a project bassd on a Large nationally representative survey, the eging
factors would have been derived from macroaconomic data, Howsver, it was falt
that the survey populstion may nat have axparienced the same incresse over time
in smounts of this typs of income as ths gensrsl population. In the absencs of
dets with which to sftimats » smore relevent inflation factor, this {ncoms wea
assumed to have incrsased et the ssme rate as intarsst income.. Therefore an
inflation factor of 5,35 psrcent was used, '

1/+h| meximum allowabls intarest rate wes datsrmined from discussiocns with
officlials at the Americen Security Bank and Riggs Naticnal Benk, both in
Washington, D,C.
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Pensions, Income from privats and government pensions, the lattar including
federal civil sarvice, mititary retirement, and state and local pensions, has
been observed to incresse more slowly, on average, than the cost of Living, For
purposss of the current analysis it was sssumed that the increass 1? pensions
was equal to ona—third of the change in the CPI from 1980 to 1881.~ The CPI
rose 11.1 percent over the pariod of interest {U.S. Senate Committese on Finance,
1981, Table 28), sc an inflation factor of 3.7 percent was used,

Compensation and Other Incoms, The final category includes Veterens'
Compensation, Worksrs' Compensation, Unemployment Compensation, alimony, regular
contributions from sources outside the housshold, and miscailaneous money
income. In the absence of datafled data on changes in the Level of theses income
receipts over time, it was assumed that they changad in accordancs with tha CPI
and therefore increases of 11.1 percent were assumad {U.,5. Ssnate Committes on
Finance, 1981, Table 28).

The simulation that was done divided the yesr into two parts when simulating
public assistance and SSI, one period during which sarninga were received by the
unit (weeks warked periad) and one period during which sarnings were not
recaived [weeks not worked paricd]., Bacausa levels of income rsceipt varied
significantly acraoss thesa two periocds, separste public asaistances {PA] and SSI
benefits were computed for each period. The total snnual benafit from these
progrems 1% the sum of the two part-yesar benefits,

Sowe observetions reported total asnnual benefits and othars reported averags
monthly amounts end months of receipt. In the Latter cass, the annual amount
was constructad end usadj 1f either the smount or the periad of recaipt was
missing, the cass wes sliminated. S5SI recipients who reportad annual benafits
in esxcess of $4000 and PA rscipients who reported snnual beanefits in excess of
$350 elsc were screened out, In order to atlocets the annual benefits to the
two part-ysar components, ths number of months in which a case wes not working
was first compared with the reported number of monthe in which benafits ware
received. If the months of receipt did not sxcssd the months of non—work, ail
reportad benefits were assignaed to the weeks not worked time period and zsro
benefits ware assigned to the weeks workad time period. This assumed that for
these means-—tasted transfar programs, countabla income was less during the non-
work period and hence, the probeability of recaeiving the transfar was greater,
For cases whare wesks worked encompsssad the full year, all bsnefits recsived
were allocated to the weeks worked times period. In all the remaining cases
thers was some svidence that the individuals received bsnefits during bath
periods of work snd non—work. Due to the existence of sarnings during tha weeks
worked period snd tha sssumptions regarding the flow of other unsarned ncome
sotirces (discussed below), 1t wae assumed that the averags monthly benefit for

1/Thts decision was based on two studfes: (1) Gayls B, Tﬁnupsnn, “Impact of
Inflation on Privats Pans{ans of Ratirees, 18970-73: Find{'ou from the
Ratirement History Study."™ Sggisl Security Bulletin, November 1878 snd (2]
Bankars Trust Company, 1975 Study of Corporstes Pension Plans, 1975.
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the weeks worked period would be Lower than for the remainder of the year.
W{thout data to determine directly how much Lower those benefits should have
been, amounts for the two periode were simutated, imposing the constraint that
the sum of the two remain equal to the repcrted annual amount, The algorithms

used for this were:
(1) For SSI

SSINWKN

SSIWKW =

where

§81

SSIWKN

SSINKW

BGUARS

MIN [SSI, [MAX{O, GI.IARS-Yu/12+2[l]] * MWKN]
ir Yu/12 > a0

MIN [SSI,[MAX[O,GUARE)] + MWKN] if Yu/‘lé < 20

SSI-SSIWKN

Reported annual SSI benefits

Amount of SSI sllocated to the weeks not warked
period.

Amount of SSI allocated to the weeks worked period.
Array of maximum monthly SSI benefits by state (328
for New Yaip, 277 for Orsgon end 2685 for South
Carclina).

Other unearned income. Yu is the sum of Social
Sascurity, intarest, dividends, compensation,

pensions and miscellanscus incoms,

Months not warking.

{2) For Public Assistance

PAWKN

PAWKW

whare

PUBA

PAWKN

PAWKW

MIN [PUBA, [Max(O,GUAHP—Yu/12]] * MWKN]
PUBA-PAWKN

and MWKN are defined as above and
Reported annuai public assistancs,

Amount of PA allocated to the weeks not worked
psriod.

Amount of PA allocated to the wesks worked period,

1/Social. Secniity Administrstion, 1881.
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GUARP = Array of needs standards under the AFOC program by
state (260 for N37 York, 277 for Oregon and 102 for
South Carolina).

The general procedurss used to construct monthly incoma for each cbeervation
varied accaording to whathsr a person were working during ths simulation month,
For those {ndividuals who were employed, averags manthly sarninga ware
constructed along with average monthly SSI and PA banefits during the weeks
worked period, For individuals who were not employed, monthly earnings were set
equal to zaro and averags monthly SSI and PA benafits ware calculatsd from ths
amounts allocated to the weeks not worked pariad. Average monthly other
unearned income was constructed in the same way for both employed and unemployed
peopla., Dstsiled methods for determining the components of monthly income

ars described below.

Monthly Earninga, The monthly earnings variable for employed parsons was
calculated ae annual esarnings divided by wesks worked converted to a monthly
amount, Earnings repressnts the sum of income received from wages and salaries
and from farm and non-farm salf-smployment., Cases where sernings were claimed
but in which none of the three income sourcas had nonzsro smounts reportad were
omitted from the study. Similarly, nonresponse to the question shout weaks
worked caused a casa to be sliminatad. Finally, for ceses dasmed tc be employed
but which had not worked in the previous year, monthly earnings wers imputed
based on the sampie average.

§SI and PA, To construct the monthly SSI and PA emounts for employed persons,
amounts allocated to the wesks worksd pariod wers first examined. If eny of
thess conditions held:

{1] the smount received during thas weeks worked period ass
estimated above was positive;

{2) tha person had not recei{ved assistance during the previous
year;

[3] the months raceiving benefits in the previous ysar were less
than or squal to the number of months not working, in which
case the weeks workaed period benefit was assumed to be zaro;

then monthly S8I and PA esmounts were calculated as the total benefit received
during thes months working psriocd divided by the months racsiving assistanca
during that period, Months recefving assistance during tha working period was
computed as tha minimum of the number of months worked and the differsnce
batween the months raceiving assistancs and the months not worksd.

1/Based on conversations with state officials, There wers no published dsta on
AFOC neesd standards ss of January 1981. It would have been prefsreble hers to
uss guarantses for the general aseistance progrems. Howevsr, they were not
cbtainable,
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For employed observations for which the SSI payments allocated to the working
period was 0, 8 monthly payment was simulated. Tha following algorithm was usad
for this simulation:

M8SI = Max[0,GUARS—~{max [O,.5*(MEARN-85-{20-MUNER]}] if MUNER < 20
= Max[0,GUARS~{max [0,.5(MEARN-65]] + (MUNER-20)]] {f MUNER > 20

MPA = Hax[O.GUARP;[max[U..67;[MEARN-30]+MUNEH]]]

where
GUARS and GUARP ware defined i{n the previcus section and
MSS1 = Monthly SSI benefit.

MPA = Monthly PA benefit.

MEARN Monthly earned income defined above.

MUNER = Monthly unearned {noome exciuding means tested transfars,

Ta construct the monthly SSI and PA amounts for parsons deemsd not employed, the
amount of benefits sllocated to the weeks not worked was used and then convertad
to a monthly amount, ‘

Unearnsd _Incoms, Monthly uneerned incoms was sst equal to ths sum of annual
amounts reportsd from Social Security end railrcad retirement, intarest,
dividends, compensation, pensions and miscsiliansous sources divided by twelve,
As was true with the other i{ncome smounts, ceses that failed to respond to any
of the unearned income questions were deletad from tha study.

Aggregation Across Parsons, The computations describsd above for earnings, SSI
snd PA benefits, and unearned {ncome produced monthly person amounts., A further
step of aggregating over the members of each housshold was then emplayed becauss
the unit of intsrest {s tha household group when simuiating food stamp
eligibility. When these aggregates were derived, a flag was constructad
denoting whether any housshold member was s nonrespondent in any of the

variables discussed above., If so, ths entire housshold was eliminated from the
‘tudy . -

As s rough check on the validity of the adjusted data set, the sstimated
aligibility rates in Table X,1 of the main report were compared with independent
estimates. From the weighted totals in Column 4, 150 units are sligible (the
sum of Rows 1 and 2) uaing PIRA, This number of eligible units is 30,7 pesrcent
of the overail population reprsssnted in the tabls, With the RIRA simulation,
142 units are stigibie [sum of Rows 1 and 3] which represants 29.1 parcent of
the oversil population,

These estimates seem reasonable {n Light of available data about national
eligibility rates for the slderly and about ths incidence of paovarty smong the

aged in the survey sitas as compared with the country as a whale. Bickal et

al, (1981] produced tabulations from Wave II of the 1978 Income Survey
Davelopment Progrem {ISDP]} Research Pansl survey showing that thare are
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approximately 4. million housahold units in the United States that contain at
lsaat one member age 60 or older and that receive food stamg? or are eligible
for food atamps. This was 18,3 parcent of such households, However, therse is
evidence that the elderly at the survey sites werse poorsr, on averaga, than the
slderly in the country as s whola. The average across the survey sitas of the
percentage of oldg?ly persans receiving SSI is approximately 1.5 times the
national average, Recaeipt of SSI can be taken se an indicator of poverty
among the elderly, and thus ths incidence of poverty [and therefore, of Food
Stamp sligibility] among the elderly at the survey sitas may be, on average,
approximately one and ane—half times that for the whole country, This, together
with Bickel et al.'s 18.8 percent approximate national Food Stamp Program
eligibility rats estimats for the slderly citsd sariier, suggests that the
average across the six survey sites of the food stamp eligibility rate may be on
the order of 28 percent. The eligibility rates from the current survey are
reasonably consistent with this independently-—derfved easti{mates,

The taxt of Chapter X estimates ths net discrepancy rats dus to the uss of
retrospective i{ncome rathar than current income data in sstimeting progrsm
eligibility as approximately 3.5 percent of the aversil population of elderly
househalds, This saction calculates the standard error associated with that .01
estimate,

The net number of discrepancies in ths fourth column of Table X,2 in Chapter X,
i«8.y 5, can be written as the weighted sum of the nat numbers af discrepancies
for the SSR and adjustad MBR samples, ,08({3} + ,82 {B8]., Simitarly, the total
number of casss aligible using retrospective data in Column 4 (Aows 1 and 3} {is
the weighted aversge for the numbers of cases ip the two samples (.08](285) +
(.82](133). Thus, the net discrepancy rates astimated for Column 4 [which is the
astimated populstion net discrepancy rate] can be writtan as:

Nor = L-0B)(3) + Lg2](8) (1)

(.08)(2858]) + {.92}{133]

v

This {8 not strictiy an aligibility rate because the numerator contains non—
aligibis recipients, Furthermors, the dats file used in producting this figurs
contained preliminary sample weights., Howaver, the 18.3 psrcent can be viewed
as indicative of the national sligibility rate. Ses Czajka (1881) for s
discussion of the {esue. The 18.3 percent estimats is, in sll ({kelihood, &
lowsr—bound estimsts of ths relavant proportion for the current data sst bscause
sntirely—elderly househalds [the population in the current dats set] are
probably poorer, on averags, than houssholds containing some youngesr members,

g/An of the mid-19708, approximatsly 10 psrcant of tha aelderly in ths United
States received SSI, The corresponding retes for the survey sites were: New
York demonstration sits, § parcent; New York comparison sits, 13 psrcentj South
Carolina demonstration sits, 28 percent; South Carolina comparison sits, 31
percent; Orsgon demonstration site, 4 parcent; and Oregon comparison sits, 4
parcent (U.S, Bureau of the Census, 1977]. The averags across thess six sitas
is approximately 15 percent, or one and cne—half timss the national rate,
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Within the SSR sample, the net number of three discrepancies 18 tha difference

of the rates at which the two possible discrepsncies occur, times the total
sample size for the SSR sample, i.8.s

8 §
3= [ggyl-lggy} (307). (2)
Similarly for the MBR, the nat number of six discrepancies canibo written as:
1
6= (gal-lsg) (s03). (3]

Substituting {2) and (3) into (1) yields

g 8 17 1
nop = (+08)(307) [ - oml+l.g2)(803) (o = o)
[.08]({285] + ({.92](133) (4]

Finally, bacause of the sdjustment for MBR cases screensd out on the basis of
the matl intarviews, tha error rates of 17/503 end 11/503 for MBR cases can be
writtan as the weighted averages of the rates for the cases actually on the data
file and the cases artificially added to the data file to correct for the
screening (assumed to have zero error). Thus

51 = (o) () + (oog) (a2g) (5}
ond g = (oog) (o) + (o) (gog)- ' (6)
. i - [ R N U R W P DIy A & & ey R o

. “. — - —_—
'[=

—

(.08)(307) (- - -S-ya(.02) (50910 (220) (2)-(38y (1))
OR = 307 307 - - §03 280 503 280 .
{.08)(285] + (.82)(133) {7}
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Four of the rates in Equation (7] are ratas at which the two types of
discrepancies are estimated to occur in each of the two samples. These ratess
are all estimatad from the dsta and are hence subject to sampling error. The
remaining parameters in Equation {7} are weighting factors usad to cbtain
population estimates, and as an approximation, these weighting factors will be
assumed to be known with certainty in the veriance calculations.

Therafore,
2
var{NDR) = (.08)(307) ver{_g )
(.08)(285} + ([.92]}(133) | 307
2
+ [IDB]tan7] v'rt__s_) [8]
(.08)(285) + (.92)(433) 307

+ (.92)(503){280)
503 ver{_17]
1.08){285) + (.92](133) 280
2
+ (.92){503)(280)
503 var{_111].
{.08)(288] + (.82](133) 280

(Covariances between tha astimated error ratas csn be assumed to ba Low bacause
each of the rates is Low, and as an spproximation thesa coverisnces will be
ignared.]) Each of the variances in the equation can be estimasted as variances of
binomial distributions using

{p}(1-p)

sample size

Var =

Performing thess calculations Laads to the result that Var [NDR) = ,0023, which
imp({es a standard error of .048,

The determination of the final sample eize on which tha anslysis reportad in
Chapter X {s summarized can be found in Tabie L.1. Interviewse containing CPS
‘data were conductsd for 3992 households. Howaver, itsm nonresponss for income
and asssts data reduced the final aveilable data set to 564 cases.
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Complstad intarviswe containing

CPS data

Interviews with misaing data
in CPS moduls

Households with missing current
prospsctive {income dete but who

properly reported CPS data

Analysis semple size
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