Table of Contents

Food Stamp SSI/Elderly

Evaluation

Final Report
June 1982

Volume IIl: Methodological Appendices

‘Cashout Demonstration




Table of Contents




VOLUME II

METHODOLOGICAL APPENDICES

Table of Contents




CONTENTS

Page
|APPENDIX A: WEIGHTING OF SURVEY DATA ureueuessevesscessesssssacasasasenssssasane 1|
|APPENDIX B: SURVEY NONRESPONSE ANALYSIS vueeesesssssssesoesesoncnoanssasonsancase 5|
[APPENDIX C: SAMPLING ERROR IN TABULAR ESTIMATES ....eeueceseecoscesassascecesaee 8|
[APPENDIX D: SAMPLES FOR ANALYSIS OF RANDOM CASE RECORDS......cecoecevssescacecaes 11|
|APPENDIX E: SURVEY DATA BY SITE vueuvueneeveconsscsnsenceserncnrasarasasasncasans 14|
APPENDIX F: [forthcoaing].........................................................
APPENDIX G: DATA SET USED TO ANALYZE CHANGES IN REPORTED MONTHLY PARTICIPATION .. 28
|APPENDIX H: NOTES TO TEXT TABLE VI.1 [PARTICIPATION RATE ESTIMATES)ueseseessecasee 36
|APPENDIX J: DETAILS CONCERNING DIETARY INTAKE DATA AND ANALYSIS .cevesesesecseces 39|
|APPENDIX K: REPORTED INCOME: SURVEY COMPARED WITH CASE RECORDS DATA ....c.ceeee 51|
|APPENDIX L: PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY CALCUALTIONS BASED ON RETROSPECTIVE INCOME DATA.. 58 |

o



Table of Contents




Table of Contents




Table of Contents

removed from this lList of 6,000 names, Thus, for any sits in which the entire
frame consisted of more than 6,000 names, the probability of setection for 8 two-—
person household was still greater than that for e one—person household but was
Leas than twice that af a one-person household. This was taken {nto account in
computing WSIZE in the following way:

Because most alderly persons Live in either ona-—person or two-
person houssholds, it was assumad as an approximation that all
multi-person houssholds containad two persons, Consider s two-
person housshold, with members A and B, Without loas of
generality, it can be assumed that A had the Lower random number
in the sample selection algorithm and was ths member to be kspt
in the survey if it happened that both A and B were drawn into
the 6,000 persons on the List from which duplicates had been
eliminated. Then the probability of A being selected in the
survey was

§,000
P

where P is the total number of sample {rame persons for the site
where A and B Live., The probability of B being sslected was the
probability that B would be on the Llist of 6,000 names times tha
probability that A wes not an this List., [If both were on the.
list, B was deleted,} This probability is given as:

8,000 6,000
- 288

Thus, the combined probability that cne member of the househcld,
{.8,, aithar A or B, was in the sample was:

6,000 5,000 6,000
p * p (M- p )

For a one-person housshold, ths probability of selection was
Just:

6,000
p

Thus, the ratioc of the probabilities was:

o - 82000
P

Therefore, WSIZE was set equal to 1 for a one-person household
and sat aequal to:

for multi-person houssholds,
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The numbers of persons in the sample frame for each site wers as follows:

P WSIZE _
1. Monroe County, NY 75,717 0.5206
2. Albeny County, NY 35,380 0.5463
3, Darlington and Dillon Counties, SC 8,500 0.7679
4, Lse and Marlboro Counties, SC . 4,833 1.0000
S, Multnomsh County, OR 86,296 0.5180
6. Lane County, OR 25,013 0.5681

Across alLl sites, the total sizes of the SSR sample frame was 9,650 psrsons with
positive SSI payments. The total number of SSR cases released into the
phons/field survey work wes 5,608, Thus, the probability of selection into the
SSR sample was .58, The total size of the MBR frame was 235,839 persons, and
the total number of persons drawn into the Lists was 33,180, Therefore, the
probability of selection for MBR sample members can be approximatad as .14.
Thus, the probability of selection for SSR casss was approximately 4.1 times
that of MBR cases. To correct for this, WFRAME was set equal to 1 for SSR cases
and equal to 4,1 for MBA cases.

There was no mail prascreening for the SSR sample frame, and therefors WMAIL was
set at 1 for SSR sample frame membars. For MBR sample members, all cases that
returnad the majl survey weres tracksd into the phone/field survey, 1f their mail
survey responses indicated they were eligible. Only 6,192 mail survey
nonresponders, ocut of a total of 12,740, were tracked into the phone/field
esurvaey, Thus, compared with responders, nonresponders had a salaction
probability only 6,192/12,740 as large, and WMAIL was set at 12,740/56,182 or 2.1
for mail nonresponders,

In the initial sample frgmes, approximately 70 parcent of houssholds had
Locatable phone numbers.™ Within the samples actually releesed into tha phone
and field surveys, approximately B84 psrcant had phone numbers., Therefore, the
probability of sslection for households with locatable phone numbers was:

1/Tha MBR saldle frama consisted of 235,839 persons. Assuming as an
approximstion an averege of 1,468 persons per housshold (based on preliminary
tabulations of the survey data], there were an sstimated 161,534 housshalds,
The respansa rate to the mail survey was .48 and tha rate at which responders
had locatabla phane numbers was approximately .75. Thus 161,534 times .48 times
«75, or 58,152 households were potential mail responders and had phane numbers,
Similarly, the rata of nonresponse was .52 and the rata of locatable phone
numbers for this nonresponder group was .52, so that the total number of
households fron this group with locatable phone numbers was 52,073. Overatl,
therafore, the MBR universe included approximataly 110,230 households with
locatable phones. Among the 12,194-househotd SSR universe, approximately .88
had Locatable phone numbers, Thus, thers were approximately 10,730 SSR
housaholds with phaone numbers., Overall, across hoth sample frames, thersfore,
approximataly 120,960 of 173,728 housesholds had phane numbers, or about 70
percent.
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where U is the total universe of households and S is the total sample size for
the phone/field survey. Similarly, the probability of selection for households
without Locatable phone numbers was:

S8 8 L e (8
S -m

Therafors, the probability of being selected was 2.3 times as great for
households with Locatabls phone numbers than for thoses without. To correct for
this, WPHONE was set at 1 for households in ths phone sample and at 2.3 for
housshaolds in the fiald sample.

Parts of the analysis involve tabulations aggregated across sites. No
differential weights by site were used for this work because the number of sites
at which it was feasibls to conduct the survey was too small to permit
statistically rigorous gensralization to a national universe. In salecting the
sites, an effart was mads to chooss those rspresentative of the country at
large, and it is reasonable to hope that the data obtained reflect national
conditions. From a rigorous statistical point of view, however, reliable
national generalizations cannot be made. Therefore, there was no basis for
developing weights to produce such generalizations.
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APPENDIX B:
SURVEY NONRESPCNSE
ANALYSIS

As discuseed in mores detail in Volume III of the report, which describes the
data callection for the project, the survey work met with considerable
nonresponse, The estimated response rate in the combined phone/field
interviewing for the eligibility/participation survey was approximately 65
percent, Table B.1, which is discussed more fully in Volums III, summarizes
reasons for nonrasponse,

Given the level aof nonresponsa, it is of intesrest to examins evidenca concerning
whether the respondents to tha survey were similar to the sample membsrs who did
not complete tha interview, The sample frames from which the samples were drawn
include data that can bs used for this purpose., Both the Master Beneficiary
Record [MBR] sempis freme and the Supplemental Security Record (SSR) frame
include tha dates of birth of tha sample members. In addition, the M8R frame
includea monthly Social Security payment data, whils tha SSR frame hes
comparable information regarding SSI payments,

Tabile B.2 presents thesa data for respondents and nonrsspondents to the
eligibility/participation survey, MHR sample respondents were, on avaraga,
about half 2 year younger than nonrespondents and their Social Security payments
were $19 lower, Because of tha very large sample sizes availabla for this work,
thase diffarences are statistically significant,

-SSR sample respondents were a year younger and their SSI payments were $2 less,
The diffarenca in age is statistically significant but tha diffarences in SSI
recsipts is not,

These results show that thers do appear to be some systematic differencas
between respondsents and nonrespondents, The implications these diffarences have
for the asnalysis are discussed in Chapter VI of the report,



TABLE B,.1

INTERVIEW STATUS BY INTERVIEW METHOD
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Phane Fiald Tatal
a. Completad Intarviaw 4182 728 491Q
b. Househaid Found to Include
Members Under 85 2578 552 3130
c. Institutionatized 328 232 560
d. Moved Out.of Area 34 45 78
e. Deceased 256 104 360
f. Not Located 1187 258 1485
g. Refusad 3277 348 3626
h. Non—-English Speaking 193 21 214
i. Physicially Impaired 358 41 400
j. Unsble to Contact 299 78 azs
TOTAL SAMPLE 12,703 2,409 15,112
Eligible far InterviewinQE/ 11,216 2,002 13,218
RESPONSE RATE ¥ 83.2 75.5 §5.1

!/Calculatad by deducting seample members who were deceased, not

locatad, or moved out of the area from the total sample.

!/Halpoﬂll rate is defined as the pasrcentage cof the sample members
eligible for interviewing for whom cashout demonstration eligibitity was

datarmined (a, b, and ¢ above].
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TABLE 8,2

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS IN
ELIGIBILITY/PARTICIPATION SURVEY

Respondants = Nonrsspondents Diffarencs
MBR Sampls
Age (years) 75.12 b/ 75.68 -.54
(.09) (.16) {.18)
Monthly Social $325 $344 -$19
Security Payment (2) (2) {3)
SSR Sample
Age (years} 78.00 77 .00 -1.00
({.13) {.28]) {.32)
Monthly SSI payment $111 . 3113 -32
{2) {3) (4]
8/

Respondents and nonrsspondents are defined in footnote to Table B.1,

E/Standard errors of estimates appear in parentheses under table entries,
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APPENDIX C:
SAMPLING ERROR IN
TABULAR ESTIMATES

The sample stratification described in Appendix A increases the sampling errors
of eatimates based on survey data tsbulations beyond what they would be 1f a
simpls random sample of ths ssme size had been used, Overall sampling errors
for proportions estimated in Chapter VII can be estimated as

Standard Deviation = \l {d.s.) x (p}{1-p]
. n

where d.a, 18 the design affect resulting from the strat{fication, and the
remainder of the equation is based on the standard astimastor for the varience of
the sstimated mean of a binomial distribution.

Tables C.1 and C.2 prassant approximetes standard errors for vari{cus proportion
estimates and sample sizes, basad on the sbove squation, Design effacts have
besn estimated using the following aquation:

dee, = | Wzl [sample sizs}]
w1

whers the W's ars the weights described in Appendix A, (The formula is derivad
from Cochran (1977], p. 92, taking into account that the waights in the current
survey have not been normalized to add to the sample size,)

The estimatad dasign effacts are 2,77 for tha participant sampls and 1.85 for
the nonparticipant semple.



TABLE C.1

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

Proportion
Estimats 50 200 800
.1 07 .04 .02
.3 .11 .05 .03
S 2 .06 .03
o7 11 .05 .03
- .07 .04 .02
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TABLE C.2

APPRAOXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR
PROPORTION ESTIMATES BASED OM TABULATIONS
OF NONPARTICIPANT SURVEY DATA

Sample Size
Proportion
Estimats 50 200 800
o1 .08 .03 .01
3 .09 04 .02
.5 .10 .05 .02
o7 .09 .04 .02
) .06 .03 .01

10
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APPENDIX D:
SAMPLES FOR ANALYSTS
OF RANDOM CASE RECORDS

This appendix describes the samples used for tha descriptive analysis of case
recaords data presentad in Chapter IV, For the three sitas at which survey
opsrations were conductsd, New York, Oregon, and South Carolina, machina-—
readable case records data were available on all progrsm participants,
Thersfore, the samples usad in the descriptive case rscords analysis for these
sites consistad of all participant households. Ths sample used for tha Virginia
site, which had the least number of participants, also consistsd of all tha
participeant: houssholds, For the remaining four sites, random ssmples of
approximately 500 to 600 households were drawn, and key cass racords variables
were manually coded from cass records data supplied by the aites. Table 0.1
shows the sample sizes for each site, All of the samples were drawn during the
sacond half of the planned one—-year demonstration avaluation period,

Because the tabulations for the three survey sites snd for Virginia are based on
all cases, these data involve no sampling error, For the other faur sites, the
estimates presanted {n tha text of Chaptar IV are subject tc soms degres aof
sampling error., The approximata sizes of such arrors ars given in Table 0,2,
which shows ths width of 95 percent caonfidence intervals associstad with
percentage estimates basad on a sample of 500 cases. It should be noted that
this table provides an upper bound of sampling error, particularly for the
smaller sites, because for simplicity 1t {gnores reductions {n variance
estimates dus to finite sample size corrections,

In performing the data tabulations, cases with missing data were omittad, For
most data {tems, cases with missing data accounted for fewer than 10 percent of
all casea., The only significant exception, as indicatad in Tabie IV.2 in the
text of the report, is that certain data {tems-—most frequently gross incoms—
were antirely unavailable in certain sites,

All tabulations were weighted, with sach obsarvation having a weight equal to
the inverse of {ts probability of selection, The weights were based on tha
numbers of participating houssholds shown in Table III.2 of Voluwe I of the
report and thae sampls sizes in Table D.1.

11
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CASE RECORDS SAMPLES
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Site # Cases in Sampis Dats of Sample
Utah 580 01/08/81
South Carolina 3,659 c2/22/81
Oregon 5,828 04/27/81 ‘
Hennepin County, MN 567 03/27/84
Monroe County, NY 4,128 03/04/81
Vermont 548 03/23/81
Cuyshoga County, OH 500 03/13/81
Virginia a77 01/31/81

12




TABLE D,2

SAMPLING ERROR IN ESTIMATING PERCENTAGES
USING 500 OBSERVATIONS
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True Percentaga

Width of 95 Percant Canfidence Intervai

10

3o

70

i+

I+

I+

1+

I+

.026

.040

044

040

026

13
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APPENDIX E:
SURVEY DATA BY SITE

This appendix presants survey data tabulated by sita. ALl tabulations are
waighted as described in Appendix A, Numbering of tables corresponds to table
numbers in the taxt of the report. For {nstance, Table E.VII.1 presents site-by-
site data for the variables included in Table VII.1 of the report.

14
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TABLE E.VI.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE

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

Dem Comp Dem Comp Oem Comp Dem Comp Oem_Comp Dem Comp

Househald Sizs
1 - 88 9 68 72 93 S5 86 88 71 N 89 84

22 4 9 31 28 7 5 14 12 29 28 11 186

Sex of Head

Male 30 26 a0 40 28 17 23 34 44 38 29 28

Female 720 74 70 60 74 83 77 66 58 g2 71 72
Ags of Head .

65 - 69 34 28 31 29 34 N 20 19 28 33 19 18

70 - 74 29 38 a4 1 30 24 23 39 31 a1 30 31

75 - 78 20 16 21 20 16 21 25 16 31 14 28 25

> 80 : 17 17 14 19 20 24 30 25 10 22 23 26

ARacs of Haad

Black 22 23 57 68 10 a 7 10 45 49 9 ]

Yhite 78 78 43 35 88 as 93 88 58 5 so 100

Qther a 1 1] 0 1 1 ] 1 g a 1 a
Education of Head

0 -8 years 72 68 81 90 48 39 56 54 689 79 48 50

9 - 11 years 18 21 15 8 23 27 18 25 18 9 13 20

2 12 years 10 11 4 4 31 34 a8 21 13 12 38 30

Monthly Income

$0 - 100 0 0 a3 1 a 1 a 0 0 3 1} 0
101 - 200 1 1 4 8 6 2 o} 2 15 15 3 1
201 - 300 8 15 4 47 54 53 7 8 31 17 a3 27
301 - 400 84 70 2 16 27 28 49 54 28 29 41 46
401 - 500 4 5 12 19 12 13 3 12 12 26 11 10
501 - 600 1 8 2 8 1 2 8 18 10 7 7 g
601 - 700 2 0 2 2 0 0 ] 1 5 3 5 5
701 - 800 0 (] 1 0 1} 0 0 3 1 0 0 1

> 800 0 0 o ] g ] 0 3 0 i} i} ]

Sources of Income
Social Security 85 90 80 90 g2 g2 97 98 g8 g7 93 g8
SSI 64 7 49 61 53 52 17 26 12 14 18 14
Earnings ‘ o 1 2 3 2 1 0 4 11 1 2 2
Pansions ‘ 15 6 9 5 10 11 13 10 14 23 21 28
Other ' 7 7 5 3 21 13 13 18 1 12 5 15

a/
Sempla Size™ 194 181 328 328 234 232 72 143 134 145 103 141

E/Individual itam tebulations may bs based on smaller sampls sizes becausa casss with
missing data were excluded.

NB: Numbers are percentages (except ssmple sizes].



TABLE E,VI.4

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RELATING TO STIGMA
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Psrcentagse
Participants NonParticipants
NY NY sC sC OR OR NY NY sC sC OR OR
Dem_ Comp Dem_ Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Oem Comp
1, !'Bathered" by receiving
food atamps ’
Yes 24 16 17 19 25 30 3| 32 15 23 48 48
No 76 B84 83 81 75 70 62 68 85 77 52 54
2. Degree of embarrassment at
talling frienda they rsceive
food stamps
"very smbarrassed” 8 8 1 3 12 13 19 22 3 15 2o 25
"gomewhat embarrassed” 19 12 4 18 14 16 19 21 7 17 a8 24
"not embarrassad at all" 72 82 95 78 724 71 62 57 90 68 §7 81
3. Pesrceive pecple in community
as _having Less respect for
food stamp rscipients
Yas 17 7 15 24 2 17 43 17 1198 3 16 15
Na 8 61 65 68 S84 B3 4 48 60 48 53 54
Don't know 24 32 20 8 24 20 18 35 22 21 31 31

16




RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RELATING TO

TABLE E.VI.5

FOOD STAMP OFFICE ACCESS

Table of Contents

Perceive getting to program
offica as 8 problem )

"big problea"
"Littls problea”

"no problem”

Distance to FS office

<1 mi
1-2 ai
2-4 mi
4-8 mi
> 9 mi

Own_car

Own or have access to car

Parcantagas
Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC sC OR GR NY NY SC SC OR OR
Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Oom Comp Dem Comp 0Dem Comp
33 25 28 38 as 18 52 29 20 34 28 32
14 23 31 36 21 a5 B 27 a8 31 24 28
83 82 43 26 54 56 a4 4 sS4 35 47 40
13 48 18 4 18 20 11 20 11 2 10 8
28 32 37 a3 42 28 17 4 40 33 & 29
14 8 1 18 20 16 7 18 10 10 13 13
16 8 &2 12 16 19 48 12 16 19 2 g
28 8 12 4 4 17 16 12 23 ¥ 1" 40
12 7 23 24 12 35 24 14 41 26
g2 5 7% 71 58 76 70 85 g8 91 73 82

17




TABLE E.VI.E

MONTHLY FOOD STAMP ENTITLEMENTS
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Participants

NY NY SC SsC OR OR NY

$10 -

More

15

el

45

60

78

90

than 90

Percantage
NonPsrticipants
NY sC SC OR oR
Comp Oem Comp Dem Comp

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem

63 38 14 18 o 21 56
g 12 2 34 28 23 11
7 22 24 18 17 29 14
8 13 17 13 13 10 2

12 177 19 138 14 13 16
g o 2 1 0 2 0
1 g 2 2 0 2 g

18

13

12

29

21

11

12

24

38 40 47

14 19 186

17 17 18
7 5 4
28 19 186
0 1 1
0 o o

18




TABLE E.VIII.?
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TABULATION OF AWARENESS OF AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS CASHCUT

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

Dem _Comp DOsm Comp Dem Comp

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp
1. Had heard of cashout
progras NA NA NA NA NA NA
2. Attitudes toward cashout
Prefer chacks 77 28 74 38 80 28
Prefsr coupons § 26 6§ 20 9 34
No Qpintion 18 45 20 44 " 37

17 22 1 g 18 10
34 30 8 4 & 45

19



TABLE E.VIII.2

REASONS FOR PREFERRING CHECKS
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Parcentage
Participants NonParticipants
NY NY &C SC OR aR NY NY sC SC OR OR
Osm Comp Oem Comp Dem Comp Oem_Comp Dem Comp Oesm Comp

Checks mors convanient
or sasier to use

Checks can be used for
anything

Stamps inconvenient

With checks people dcn't know
you get food stamp benefits
or with checks you
fesl more dignifiad, not
ambarrassed

30

68 85 76
a0 27 38
-] 9 8
25 5 4

70 57
20 35
7 22
21 27

60

3o

73

10

a7z .

”

14

58 &9 58
40 10 31
2 1 0
4 38 45

20




REASONS FOR PREFERRING STAMPS

TABLE E.VIII.3

Table of Contents

Parcentage
Participants NonPsrticipants
NY NY SC SC OR CR NY NY SC SC OR OR

_Stamps mors convenient
Checks difficult to cash

Stamps ensure food stamp
benafits are spent for food

Other

59 40
1] 3
20 48
519 1

a3

a7

a1

34

a4

25

21

38

33

60

14

11

86

48

67

17

18

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Comp

42 8 3
5 0 0
72 78 92
15 14 2

21




TABLE E,VI,2

PAST PROGRAM EXPERIENCE OF ELIGIBLE NONPARTICIPANTS

Table of Contents

Percentage

NY NY sC sC DR OR
Dem Camp Dem_ Comp DOem Comp
1. Percentage who tried to detarmine
sligibitity for food stamps 3z 40 57 AB 35 45
2. Percentags who applied for food
stamps ' 21 386 43 43 29 28
3. Percantage who recaived food
stamps 21 23 26 26 19 19
4, Disposition of spplicatian faor thase
who applisd but never received
food stamps
Application danied 100 81 68 91 90 82
Changed mind; chose to do without o 2 11 s} 8 8
Other . ] 17 23 g 2 10
5. Reason given for tarmination of food
stamp benefits by those who at
one time received them
- Family began earning too much
monsy 37 28 33 35 20 33
- Recertification took too long a 20 8 1 3 17
- Inconveniant g 3 3 10 42 10
- Tranportation problem 10 24 14 12 10 9
- Food stamps cost too much 2 10 5 24 5 13
- Qther 51 15 37 18 20 - 18
6. Parcentage who belisve themsalves aligible
for food stamps
Balieve sligible 25 45 42 21 31 23
Believe ineligible 42 31 34 24 42 38
Don't know 33 24 24 55 27 38

22




TABLE E.VI.3
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STATED REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION

Nonperticipants Who Naver
Applied [Percsntags]

NY NY SC sC OR OR

Dem Comp Dem Comp Dem Camp

Believe inaligible

Don't need the benefits

The benafits don't seem worth ths trouble

Would be embarressed if other people knew

Don't know how to apply
Coutdn't gat to tha office
Too proud ta apply

Stamps cast too much

Never thought about it

18 34 40 20 15 17
A8 46 28 30 44 42
22 13 17 34 13 18
7 0 1 9 1 7
5 g 7 o o 2
4 2 1 8 0 4
8 11 3 10 20 14
a Q 3 2 1 1
7 10 12 22 13 S

23



TABLE E.VI.7

Table of Contents

INTERVIEW RESPONSES RELATED TO PERCEPTION OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Pesrcantage

NY NY sC sC GR OR
Dem Comp Oem Comp Dem Comp
1., Perception of sxperiencss at food
stamp office by nonparticipants
who had appljed
a, How trested
"treatment was fina" 94 91 78 67 36 71
"people were rude" 8 3 5 17 4 17
b. Helpfuilness of progrem staff
"people ware hslpful” 58 B3 25 a7 79 75
"people were not heilpful® 42 17 75 53 21 25
2. Percsptign by participants of "What
kind of job Food Stsmp Program is
doing to take cars of thair
food needs"
Good 59 89 24 3s 33 42
Fair 41 21 34 az 27 37
Poor Q 10 41 23 23 20

24




TABLE E,VII.A

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

ON FOOD BUYING

Table of Contents

Parcantage

NY NY sC sC OR oR
Deam Comp_ Dem Comp Oem Comp
1. Effect on Amount of Food
More 58 586 57 63 58 62
Less 1 0 4 3 2 1
Same 41 44 3§ a3 37 37
2, Effect on Quality of Food
Better 30 35 32 31 37 37
Lower 4 1 1 1 2 2
Same 68 54 64 66 61 58
3. Percentage Reporting an Increass in
Either Quantity or Quality 48 58 56 61 58 67
4, Psrcentage Asporting a Decrease .in
Either Quantity or Quality 3 g 4 4 3 2

25




TABLE E.VII.2

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF SWITCHING
FROM FOOD STAMPS TO CHECKS

Table of Contents

Psrcantagae

NY sC OR
Dem Dem Dem
1« Effect on Amount of Food
More & 8 5
Lass 8 12 16
Same 84 78 74
2. Effect on Quatity of Food
‘Better & 3 5
Lower 3 8 7
Same 81 88 81
3. Percsntage Reporting an Increase in
Efther Quantity or Quality 7 8 7
4. Percentagse Reporting s Decresase in
Either Quantity or Quality 8 12 17

26




CLIENT

TABLE E.VIII.4

EXPERIENCE WITH CHECKS

Table of Contents

Percantags

NY OR
Oam Oem
Percentage reporting checks
arriving late 24
Parcentags reparting chacks
stolen 4
Parcantage reporting check
cashing fes 1
Median check cashing fase among
thoss raparting fae $.50 $.50

27
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APPENDIX G:

DATA Szl USED TO
ANALYZE CHANGES IN
REPORTED MONTHLY
PARTICIPATION

This sppendix describes the dats used in the analysis of changas in monthly
participation reportsd in Chapter V., Tsble G, describes all the data available
when the analysis was conductsd, Table G.2 describes the reports used in ths
asnalysis, snd Table G.3 lLists the data used, Tables G.4 through G.7 display
estimated changes in participaticn,

In gen-ril. the esnalysis was conductad using the first twelve months of data
availabte for each sita, However, several exceptions should be noted, For
saveral sites, fewer than twelve months of data were available, and for thoses
sites, the Longest available data sat was used, For the Albany, New York sita,
only five months of monthly repart dats were available, However, a computar
Llisting of participants as of September 1981 had besen obtainaed as part aof the
survey work, and for that site, counts of that Listing were used as thes end-of-
period data for the analysis,

The comparison and supplemental sitas in South Carolina and Wyoming indicated
very large changes in participation in all groups during thes first few months of
the demonstration, and the comparison site in Minnesota did so in the non-SSI
aged catsgory., None of thase changes was plausible in tarms of known avents,
and in several {nstances the data were inconsistent with more detailed case
records data supplied by the sites, Also, the Minnesota reparts were
inconsistant with reports of new participation, which appeared to be reasonabie
in that s{ita, Therefors, in the Scuth Carolina comparison and supplemantal
sites and in Wyoming, the first three months of data were nat used in the
anatysis. In the Minnesota comparison site, the total participation in tha non-
SSI aged category was adjusted in the following way: data supplisd by the sita
showed that aover the period {n question, there were 160 new households in the
non-8SI aged category, The reported number of housshotds in this category at
the end of the period was 332, and this was assumed to be accurates., Also, it
was assumed on the basis of dats from the non—-SSI aged catagory for tha site
that approximataly 41 percent of the cassload left the progrem during the
period, The nat changa {n ths non-SSI aged catsgory was then eatimatsd as (160 -
41 x 332} = 24, This change wes used to estimate the non-SSI aged caseload for
the beginning of the periocd.

One county in Scuth Carolina apparently reversed the non—-SSI agsd and SSI aged

columne on the forms {t submitted, The reversal was confirmed by examining case
records data and than corrected by changing the forms bafore analyzing them.
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TABLE G.1

AVAILABLE REPORTS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION IN EACH SITE

Table of Contents

First Last ¢ Manths

Sites Largest City Manth Month Reparted Missing
Vermont [D]E/ 07/80 11/81 15 10/81
Clinton Co., NY (C) Plattsburg 07/80 04/81 ]
Essex Co., NY (C) Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4 0s/80
Hennepin Cao., MN (D] Minnespolis 05/80 10/81 18
St. Louis Ca., MN [D) Duluth 05/80 07/81 15
Marion Co.s IN (S} Indianepolis 05/80 03/81 1
Artington, VA (D] 09/80 08/81 12
Alexandria, VA (C] 09/80 0a/81 12
Twa Regians of OR (D) Portland 08/80 09/81 14
Lane Ca., OR (C] Eugane Q8/80 08/81 14
Balance of State, OR (S) 08/80 ps/81 14
Monroa Co.s NY {D) Rochestar 08/80 09/84% 12/80-05/81
Albany Co., NY (C) Albany 06/80 12/80 ) 07/80-08/80
Erie Co., NY (C) Buffalo 07/80 02/81 8
Four Counties of SC (D) Ftorence 04/80 06/81 14 03/81
Three Counties of SC (C) Orangsburg 04/80 03/81 10 Mariboro—04/80

' Lee 3/81

Orangeburg-11/80,2/81

Lancastar Co., SC (S) Lancastsr 04/80 03/81 12
Cuyashoga Co., OH (D] Cleveland 05/80 0a8/81 17
FranklLin Ca.y OH (C} Columbus 05/80 04/81 12 ~
Hami Lton Co., OH (S) Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 12
Utah (D) 04/80 10/81 14 03,05,068,08,039/80
Wyoming (C) 04/80 o2/81 11
Tulsa Co., 0K (S] Tulsa 04/80 03/81 12

E/D=Oeumnltrat;it:m; C=Comparison; S=Supplemental.
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TABLE G.2

REPOATS USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Table of Contents

First Last Length of
Sites Largest City Month Month Period {Mos)
8/
Vermant (D) 07/80 07/81 12
Clinton Ca., NY (C} Plattsburg g7/80 04/81 8
Essex Co., NY (C) Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4
Hennepin Ca., MN (D] Minneapolis 05/80 05/81" 12
St. Louis Co.y MN (C]} Duluth 05/80 05/81 12
Marton Ca., IN (S} Ind{anapolis Q5780 03/81 10
Arlington, VA (D} 09/80 09/81 12
Alexandria, VA (C] 09/80 ga/81 1
Two Regions of OR (D) Portisnd 08/80 oa/81 12
Lans Co., OR (C) Eugens 08/80 08/81 12
Balance of Stats, OR (S) 08/80 08/81 12
Monroe Ca., NY (D) Rochester 068/80 06/81 12
Albany Ca., NY (C) Albany 08/80 09/81 15
Eria Co., NY (C) Buffalo 07/80 02/81 7
Four Counties of SC (D) Flarencs 04/80 04/81 12
Three Counties of SC (C) Orangeburg 07/80 03/81 8
Lancastsr Co., SC (S] Lancaster 04/80 03/81 g
Cuyshoga Co., OH (D) Clevelend 06/80 05/81 12
Frankiin Co., OH (C) Calumbus 05/80 04/81 11
Hamilton Co., OH [S) Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 11
Utah (D) 04/80 04/81 12
¥yoming (C) 07/80 g2/81 7
Tulsa Co., OK (S) Tulsa 04/80 03/81 11

NOTE: See taxt of appendix for criteria used in selecting analysis periods.

ng:De-onstration; C=Comparison; S=Supplemental.
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TABLE G.3

DATA USED IN ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Table of Contents

Beqinning of Period End of, Period,
Sites Aged ssy’-’s $SIB0Y Total __ Aged  SSIAY SSIBDY Tota
b/

Clinton and Essex

Countias, NY (C) 171 553 250 974 220 538 aza 1,132
Hennepin Co., MN (D) 1,058 948 1,004 3,007 1,148 1,112 1,283 3,521
St. Louis Co., MN (C) 308 398 222 928 332 382 213 827
Marion Co., IN (S} g08 920 453 2,281 858 901 412 2,169
Arlington, VA (D} 170 161 11 452 188 183 131 512
Alexandria, VA (C] 185 184 183 572 175 182 195 582
Two Regions of OR (D) 1,933 1,729 1,928 5,590 1,889 1,686 2,043 5,718
Lane Co., OR (C) 820 886 730 2,438 864 9886 878 2,700
Balance of State, OR (S] 1,877 1,501 1,318 4,698 1,801 1,828. 1,485 5,010
Monroe Co., NY (D} 541 1,451 1,803 3,795 634 1,483 1,868 3,986
Albany County and Erie

Countiés, NY (C) 2,405 3,828 4,857 11,188 2,624 4,218 5,876 12,518
Four Counties of SC (D) 617 1,788 917 3,322 752 1,841 1,040 3,733
Thres Counties of SC (C) 531 1,252 542 2,325 549 1,306 591 2,448
Lancaster Co., SC (S} 178 288 €8 532 185 291 80 556
Cuyahoga Co., OH (D) . 3,147 3,774 4,598 11,519 3,308 3,607 5,153 12,068
FranklLin Co., OH (C) 1,088 1,377 2,431 4,892 867 1,417 2,479 4,863
Hamilton Co.y OH (S) 883 1,939 2,068 4,901 709 1,581 1,961 4,251
uUtah (D) 998 1,295 1,078 3,287 1,181 1,169 1,188 3,518
Wyoming (C) 348 200 204 752 371 255 245 871
Tulsa Co., OK (S] 1,017 1,441 §29 3,087 984 1,451 6§38 3,053
Total of the Eight

Demonstration Sitas 9,728 12,838 12,507 34,872 10,706 12,964 13,840 37,510
Total of the Other Sites 10,733 14,765 14,068 39,584 10,717 15,116 15,2285 41,048

8/

= 8SIA = SSI Aged; SSIBD = SSI Blind and Disabled.

!/Dzouonstrat'long C=Comparisonj SsSupplemental.
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TABLE G.b

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELOADS: NON-SSI AGED

Table of Contents

1) t2) (3)
Demonstration Comparison Comparison_ & Supplemental
Begin— 4 Begin- p 4 _ Begin- 4 Differences

Site [State] ning End Change ning End Change ing End Change {1)-(2) ___[1)-[8}
Vermont 1264 - 1528 20.9% 171 220 28.7% 171 220 28.7% -7.8% ~7.8%
Minnesote 1058 1146 8.3 308 332 7.8 1216 1188 -2.3 0.5 10.6
Virginia 170 188 10.6 185 175 -10.3 185 176 -10.3 20.8 20.8
Oregon 1933 1989 2.9 820 864 5.4 2697 2765 2.5 -2.5 0.4
New Yark 541 634 17.2 2405 2624 9.1 2405 2624 8.1 8.1 8.1
South Carolina 617 762 21.9 531 548 3.4 707 734 3.8 18.5 18.1
Oregon 3147 3308 5.1 1084 967 -10.8 1877 1676 -15.2 15.9 20.3
Utah 086 1161 16.6 348 3a”n 6.6 1365 1335 -2.2 10.0 18.8
Unweighted

Averages 12.8 6.0 1.8 7.9 1.2
t-values (2.2) (3.0)
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CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELOADS:

TABLE G.6

SSI ACED

Table of Contents

(1) 2] (3}’
___Demansgtration Comparison Comparison & Supplemsntal

. Begin- 2 Begin—- 2 Begin- b 4 Differencas
Site [State] ning End Change ning End Change ing End Changa {1)1-(2) {1}-(3])
Vermont - 1578 1763 11.9% 553 538 -2.7% 653 638 -2.7% 14,.6% 14.6%
Minnesota 945 1112 17.7 3g98 382 -4.0 1318 1283 -2.7 21.7 20.3
Virginia 161 183 19.9 184 182 -1.1 184 182 -1.1 21.0 21.0
Oragon 17289 1686 -2.5 886 866 9.0 2387 2694 8.7 -11.5 -11.2
New York 1451 1493 2.8 3826 4218 10.2 3826 4218 10.2 -7.4 ~7.4
South Carolina 1788 1841 8.6 1252 1306 4.3 1540 1697 3.7 4.2 4.9
Oregon 3774 3607 -4.4 1377 1417 2.8 3316 2098 -9.6 -7.3 5.2
Utah 1215 1169 -3.8 200 255 27.5 1641 1706 4.0 -31.3 ~7.7
Unweighted

Averages 6.3 5.8 1.3 0.5 5.0
t—-values

(0.1)
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TABLE G.7

CHANGES IN TOTAL CASELDADS: SSI BLIND AND DISABLED

\
oo(S.
(1) . (2) (3)
Damonstration Comparison Comparison_& Supplemental
Begin- X Begin- ] Begin— b 3 Differences
Site [State) ning End Change ning End Change ing End Chenge fa)-12) [1)-[3)
Vermont 1060 1158 8.0% 250 374 48.6% 250 374 48.6% -40.6% -40.6%
Minnesota 1004 1263 25.8 222 213 -4.1 675 625 -7.4 29.9 33.2
Virginia 121 131 a.3 193 195 1.0 183 195 1.0 7.2 7.2
b Oregan 1828 2043 8.0 . 730 876 20.0 2048 2361 16.3 -14.0 -9.3
New York 1803 1869 3.7 4957 6676 14.6 4957 6676 1.45 -10.8 -10.9
Sauth Carolina 917 1040 13.4 542 591 9.0 610 671 10.0 4.4 3.4
Oregon 4594 5153 12.1 2431 2478 - 2.0 4500 4440 -1.3 10.1 13.4
Utah 1076 1186 10.2 204 245 20.1 833 8683 6.0 -9.8 4.2
Unweighted
Avarages . 1.1 14.0 11.0 -3.0 0.1

t-values (-0.4) {0.1)
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APPENDIX H:

NOTES TO TEXT TABLE VI.1
(PARTICIPATION RATE
ESTIMATES)

This appendi{x describes the calculations on which ths entriea in Table VI.1 in
Chapter VI of the main report are based.

Aowe 1 and 2 are from tabutations of weighted survey data. Standard errors have
been computsd as:

standard arrcr

where d.ea. is the estimated design effect, p is the participation rata, and n is
the semple size on which tha estimate of p is based. The design effact was
computed as 1.19 for SSI recipienta and 1.47 for non-SSI recipients, on the
basis of the weights dascribed in Appendix A, using the equation:

{ Wal {sample size}
( w?

d.s., =

Following are the samples sizes on which these calculations waere basad:

SSI Recipients Non—SSI Recipients
Etigible for Eligible far
Food _Stamps Food Stamps
NY Demonstration site 198 57
NY Comparison sits 251 68
SC Demonstration Sits 320 182
SC Comparisaon Sitse 303 158
Oregon Demonstration Site 241 83
Oregon Comparison Site 231 131

Aows 3 and 4 are from program data supplied by the sites. [ar the Oregon sites,
they are taken from the data in Appaendix G, with totals for the demonstration
site multiplied by .77 to account for the fact that an estimated .77 of the
demonstration site caseload {8 in the county wheres the survey was conductad.
{The .77 estimate was computsd from casa records data supplied by the state,]
Far the New Yark sita, the participation numbars were taksan directly from
Appendix G, For the South Carolina site, the entries in tha table werse taken
from the relevent county~by—county totals on which the aggregate sitas data in
Appendix G were based.
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Row 5 is the sum of Rows 3 and 4,

Rows 6 and 7 are computed by dividing Rows 3 and 4 by Rows 1 and 2,

respactively,

Row 8 is the sum of Rows § and 7,

Row 8 is Row § divided by Row 8.

following way:

Table of Contents

Standard arrors have been computed in the

The entries in Row 8 can be writtan as:

whare

VD! AZTW0
[] L]

subscript for
= gubscript for
subscript for
participation

SSI recipient
non-SSI recipient

total across abave categories
rats (Rows 1, 2 and 8}
number of participants (Rows 3-5)

The participation estimates P_, PS' and P

T

N

(1)

are taken from program data and,

as an approximatioh, are assumad not to have sampling varianca,
It can be shown as a thaorem in statistics, that if X isa a constant and X is a

random variabls,

ver (5) ~ (&

X

where a yariable with a Line over it represents a mean,
1974,) Application of this to equation (1] yields

Var [RTl =

X

n

]2

PP 1%

+

z:n lz'ﬂ

(

vapr (X)

)

+ PN
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(See Mood, et al.,
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Applying equation (2] again yields

2

P Var R P Var R
S S +{ N N
: 2 2
p$ 3 RS RS RN RN
- 2 2 (4]
- Rs HN Rs RN

This equation, togethar with the standard arrors of HS and HN shown

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

Measured Dietary
Intake Lavels
Compared with
Levels Obtainad
in Other Surveys

This appendix presents details concerning the dietary intake data and analysis,

Table J.1 presents averags lavels of nutrient intake for Low income elderliy
persons, as measurad by the survey dons for the current project and by two other
surveys: the Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (HANES] done in 1971-1874
by the U.S. Department of Heslth, Education, and Welfars; and the 1977-1978
Nationwide Food Consumption Survey done by ths U.S. Department of Agriculture
(UusSDA) (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1982),

In general, the nutrient intakss measured in the current study ars lower than
those found in the other surveys. There are several possible reasons for this.
First, it should be notad that the nutrient lavels cbserved in the current
survey ars much closer to thoss obtained in the HANES survey than they are to
the USDA totals. The average difference between the current survey and tha
HANES totals {8 only 5 percent as compared with 17 percent for ths USDA

survey, As discussed in Volume III, the interviawing protocolis and data
processing software used in ths current survey were, for the most part,
pattsrned after those used by HANES, Thus, it is Liksly that a substantial
share of the differences betwsen ths results of the current survey and those of
the USDA survey are nat dus to factors unique tao the current survey, such as the
use of a tslephone intsrviewing methodology, but rathar are dus to differencas
between the HANES and USDA methodoiogies. It is not currently possible ti/
determine whether the HANES or the USDA procedures ars the more accurate,

Possible seasonality {n consumption may also account for differences {n observed
nutrient intake in the current survey as compared with those of other surveys,
Most of the intarviews conducted for the current study were dons during the
summer of 1981, interviewing for the USDA survey was conducted during Novembar
1977 to March 1978, and ths HANES survey was conducted over several years,
Interviewsrs reported that many respondents {in the current study remarked that

l/It should be noted that the HANES data for most nutrients ather than caloriss
and protein may themsalves undersstimats currsnt consumption lLevels. The rsason
is that the HANES data were coliscted in the early 1370s, and there is avidence
from periodic Departmsnt of Agriculture surveys that consumption Levels of most
nutrients other than calories and protein have been rising over time. However,
the HANES intake estimates are, in general, lower than thoss obtained in an
sarlisr 1985-6868 USDA survey done prior to HANES, This suggests that even after
taking changing consumption patterns into account, there ars differences betwesn
HANES snd USDA procedures that lead to significantly diffarent intake

astimates,
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TABLE J.1

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

Preliminary Data From % Diffarencs % Difference
Current 1971-74 HANESB/ 1977-78 Dept, of b/ Between Currentg/ﬁatuaen Curreng/
Survey Survey Agricutture Survey Survey & HANES ~ Survey & USDA ~

WOMEN
Catories (Kcal] 1178.75 1197 .44 1288.59 -1.6 -8.5
Protein (gm] 45,28 49,02 55.14 7.7 -17.8
Calcium (mg) 448,22 519.17 593,93 -13.7 ~-24,5
Iron (mg]) 7.98 7.88 9.84 7.8 -19.2
Vitamin A (IU) 4615.92 4417 .35 7588.40 4.5 -38.2
Thiamine (mg) 0.91 .88 1.00 3.4 -8.0
Riboflavin (mg) 1,17 1.24 1.32 -5.8 -11.4
Niscin (mg] 10.85 11.23 13.56 -8.2 -21.5
Vitamin C [mg) 77 .29 71.82 70.27 7,8 10,0
Average difference -1.2 -15.7

MEN
Calories [Kcal) 1368.81 1672.07 1724.09 -18.2 -20.7
Protein (gm) 55.58 84.42 71.27 -13.7 -22,0
Catciun (mg) 516.11 597.48 649,22 -13.8 -20.5
Iron (mg]) 8.82 11.25 12.49 . -21.6 -29.4
Vitamin A (IU) 3896.90 4342 .17 5310.18 -10.2 -28,.6
Thismine (mg) 1.00 1.16 1.23 -13.8 -18.7
Riboflavin (mg) 1.28 1.52 1.53 -15.8 -16.3
Niacin (mg) 12.11 14.08 16,73 -13.8 -27.6
Vitamin C (mg) 83.25 63.23 57.62 —=8,8 9.8
Average differencs ’ -14.4 -19.1

e/

AVERAGE
Calories (Kcal] 1217.06 1294.28 1377 .43 -8.0 ~-11.6
Protein {gm] 47,36 52,186 68.43 -3.2 -18.8
Calcium (mg] 462,05 . 535.14 605.21 -13.7 -23.8
Iron (mg) 8.13 e.58 10.38 -5.2 -21.7
Vitamin A [IU) 4468,47 4402.M 7124.44 1.5 -37.3
Thiamine (mg) 0.93 0.94 1.08 -1.1 -11.4
Riboflavin (mg) 1.18 1.30 1.36 -8.5 -12.5
Niacin [mg) 10.95 11.80 14,21 =7.2 -22.9
Vitamin C (mg) 74,41 71.28 67 .89 4.4 9,9
Average diffarence . -5.0 -16.7

U.S. Department of Health, Education, end Welfars {1979]).

b/ .
- U.8, Department of Agriculture (1982).

</
Weighted averages, with weights based on proportions of men and women in the current survsy data
(20.4 percent men and 79,5 percent women],
a4/
Percentage ars computed using the government survey as tha base,
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it was "just too hot to eat" when asked about thsir food cnnsumptinn,l/

and this coutld have had a downward effect food consumption, particularly

with regard to calorie and protein intake,” Evidence that thia may have been
the cass 18 provided by Table J.2, which shows diffearences in food intake
between intarviews covering days where the high temperaturs was 85 degrses or
more as compared with dayes when the high tempersture was (ess than 85 degress,
As shown in the tabla, intaks was lower on the high—tempersture days for each of
the nine nutrients, and for saven of the nine nutrients thes diffarencas ars
statistically significant, Overall, the aversgs percantage diffarence betwean
the higher—teamperature days and other days was approximately 11 percent,

Forty-five percent of the intarviews {n the semple ware conductad on days with
temparaturss above 85 degrees, Thus the data suggest that, on average, nutrisnt
intaks recorded in thes survey may have been approximatsly 5 parcent (,45 times
11 percent] lower than it would have been {f none of the interviews had bsean
given on days with high temperstures.

It should be noted that, strictly speaking, these data cannot be f{nterpretad as
dirsctly showing the effect of having conducted tha intarviaws over ths summer.
Rather these data show intra—day variation within the summer months, The
tabulstions thus demonstrate that within the summer months, hotter days tend to
Llower consumption, but thay do not provide diresct evidenca regarding the
possibility that overall pattarns of nutrient {ntaks may be lower (or higher] in
the summer as compared with other times of ths year, It is possible at the
conceptual levet that the effect of having {nterviewad during the summer could
be aither greatsr or lesser than the § parcent sstimate suggested by the above
tabulations, Nevertheiess, the data ars at Least consistent with the
possibflity that observed (evel(s of {ntake wers (ower because of summer
interviewing,

Another factor that should bes notesd i{s that the sample of elderly persons for
the current study is somewhat different from the sample for which USDA survey
data are available. The available USDA data inciude all slderly persons with
Llow incoms, while the current survey was Limitad to sldarly persons Living in
houssholds with no members under 65 years old and who are eligible for food
stamps, It seems likaly that slderly psrsons may, on average, have accass to
more and better food whan they are Living in Larger households which includs
younger members as well,

A final possibility, howaver, is that some food consumption may havs baen
underreportad in the current survey., There i{s no way to determine with
certainty whaether this i{¢ the cass, It is {mportant to notas, howevasr, that esven
if soms underreporting did occur, it is Likely that it did not affect

l/Th'ia was particularly trus at the Oregon sits, which exparienced recard high
tempsraturss during parts of the survey periocd,

g/Parcially offsstting negative sffacts of the heat could have been possiblea

positive effects from the aveilability of fresh fruits and vegetables during the
susmer months,
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DIFFERENCES IN NUTRIENT INTAKE FOR DAYS WITH

HIGH TEMPERATURES, 85 DEGREES OR MORE

(1) (2) (3] (4)
Intake on Inteks on
Days with Days with
High High Differencs as
Tempsrs~ Tempers— Parcentags
tures tures 85 Differ— of Intake on
Betow 85 _and over ance Days balow 85
Calories (Kcal) 1257.01 1168.49 -88,52* 7.0%
(2.72)
Protein (gm] 50.11 44,03 -6,08* 12.1
(4.089)
Calcium (mg) 499 .81 418,38 -83,23* 16.7
{4,82)
Iron (mg) 8,44 7.78 -0.88* 8.1
[2.57]
Vitamin A (IU) '4918.19 3923.93 -g994.26* 20.2
{2.46]
Vitamin C (mg) 768.43 71.97 -4.48 5.8
(1.15)
Thiemin (mg) - 0.54 0.91 -0.03 3.2
(1.25])
Riboflavin (-g] 1.27 1.10 -0117. 13.4
{3.05)
Niscin (mg) 11.53 10.24 -1.29* 11.2
{3.38) -
Aversge Psrcant Difference 10.9

NOTES: Entries are units of nutrient,

Absolute values of t statistics are shown in parenthases under
sntries in Column (3],

Asterisks indicats that estimated diffarences ars statiatically
significant with a ,05.laeval two—tailed test.
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Meseting RDA
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any of the key conclusions of ths analysis, Tha focus of tha asnalysis is

on comparisons of dietary intake batween groupe of {ndividuals, such aes
comparisons batween program participants and nonparticipants or comparisons
between participants receiving cash and participants raceiving coupons, Even if
soms undsrrsporting cccurred in the survey, thers i8 no resson to belisve that
it would have occurred differsntially more among some of these groups rather
than othars.

Aa discussed in Chapter VIII of the report, 24~hour recall data based on a
single day of food consumption do not provide accurate information with regard
to proportions of the population mesting recommended daily allowances (RDAs) of
nutrients., [(See Chaptar VIII for s discussion of the reason for thia.] As a
result, the analysis presentad in ths tsxt of ths report does not focus on RDAs
as an ocutcome measure, However, because thare may be some {nterest in tha RDAs
cbserved in the survey, this section prssents tabulaticns of percentages of
raespondents who met RDAs and also presents the results of probit analysis of RDA
outcomes.

The RDAs used foi/tha analysis ars those developed by the National Academy of
Sciences (1980), As background for the analysis of probabilities of meeting
RDAs, it may be useful to examins the relationship betwesn average intakes as
measured by tha current survey snd the ROAs, Table J.3 presents thesa data. In
general, the average 1n§akaa abasrved in the sampls are Lowsr than tha RDAs,

Tables J.4 through J.6 present data on propartions of househalds meseting RDAs
for the comparison and demonstration site samples., As with the nutrient intake
comparisons in Chapter VIII, the RDA results are presentsd for the raw nutrient
data and also with thes sffects of othar variables controlled using probit. Tha
indepandent variasbles usad in the probit squations are similar to those usad in
the regression esquations reported in Chapter VIII, (Complete probit resulta are
included in Appesndix M.) The probit results reportad in the fourth column of
each table can bes intarpreted as the parcentags diffaerence in ths Likalihood of
a respondent mesting the RDA for a given nutrient after controlling for other
varisbles, For example, in thes raw data, participents in comparison sites had a
.035 lower Likelihood af reaching the calorie RDA than nonparticipants (Table
Jeo4, Column 3}, The difference in probabilities changes to an estimated ,040
lower probability whan variables cther than participation ars controlled for.

The pattarns of results are generally similar to thoss found {n the asnalysis of
program effects on average nutriant {ntakes, At comparison sites, participation
generally had a small and negativs, but statistically insignificant affect on
the likalihood of a respondent meeting nutriant adequacy standards, At cashout
sites, participation had a generaily positive effact on tha Likelihoad of a
raspondent‘'s diet meeting adesguacy leveis, and for five of the nutrients, the

1/Except for calories, RDA levels are sat in such a way that meeting the RDA for
a nutrient will provide sufficient intake for 95 percant of the population.

(The comparable pesrcantags for catories is 50 percent.) Thus, failure of an
individual to meet an RDA tevel does not necessarily mesan that ths person is
consuming an inadequate amount af ths nutrient, given that persans' awn
requirements,
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TABLE J.3

AVERAGE NUTRIENT INTAKE AS PERCENTAGE OF RDAs

Current Average
Survey Intaka as
Average Percentage
Intake RDA of RDA
WOMEN
a/ _
Calories (Kcal]) 1178.75 1800~ «65
Protain (gm] 45.28 44 1.03
Calcium (mg) 448,22 800 586
Iron (mg) 7.85 10 .80
Vitamin A (IU) 4615,.92 4000 1.15
Thismina (mg) 0.94 1.0 .91
Riboflavin {(mg) 1.17 1.2 .98
Nfscin (mg) 10.65 13 .82
Vitsmin C (mg) 77 .28 60 1.28
MEN
a/
Calorfes (Kcal) 13868.81 2400~ 57
Protein {gm) 55.58 58 .99
Calcium (mg} 516,11 800 .65
Iron (mg} 8.82 10 .88
Vitamin A (IU) 4896,.50 5000 .98
Thismine (mg) 1.00 1.2 .83
Riboflavin (mg) 1.28 1.4 .91
Niacin (mg]) 12.11 16 .78
Vitamin C [mg) 63.25 50 1.08

g/Caloria ROAs shown in the tabls ars midpoints of ranges for persons 51-75
years old, In the probit analysis, for persons older than 75, the midpoints aof the
range for persons older than 75 were used. These are 1,500 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)

Raw Data Diffsrencs Aftar
Non Controlling for
Partic— Partic— Differ— Effscta of Othar
ipant ipant ance Variables

Calories

Protain

Calcium

Iron

Vitamin A

Vitamin C

Thiemin

Riboflavin

Nfacin

NOTES: Entries ars probabilitiass,

Absolute values of t statistics are shown in parentheses undar antrias in
Column (4].

See Appendix M for complets probit results,
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TABLE J.5

DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF MEETING RDAs
BETWEEN PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

Table of Contents

CASHOUT SITES
(1) (2] (3) 3]
Raw Data Differenca Aftar
Non Controlling for
Partic—- Partic—- Diffar— Effacts of Other
Variables

Calories

Protein

Calcium

Iron

Vitamin

Vitamin

Thismin

Riboflav

Niacin

ipant ipant ence

A

c

in

NOTES:

Entries are probabil{tiss,

Absolute vslues of t statistics ars shown in parenthesss under

entries in Column (4).

Asterisks indicats that sstimated affects are statistically significant with

8 ,05 lavel two-tailed test,

Ses Appendix M for complate probit results.
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TABLE J.6

DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF MEETING RDAs
BETWEEN PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

TOTAL DATA SET

Table of Contents

(1} (2) (3] {4)
Raw Oata Diffarence Aftar
Non Controlling for
Partic— Partic— Differ— Effects of Other
ipant _ipant ance Variables

Calories

Protein

Calcium

Iron

Vitamin

Vitamin

Thiamin

Riboflav

Niacin

A

c

in

NOTES:

Entries are probabilities,

Absocluta values of t statistics are shown in parentheses undar

entries in Column (4],

Asterisks indicate that estimated effacts are statistically significant with

a .05 level two—-tailad tast,

Ses Appendix M for complate probit results.
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astimated affects ars statistfcally significant, The differences in tha effscts
of participation between comparison and cashout sites may ba due to sampling
arror since there is8 no inherent reason to balisve that cash, which reducas

the Link between participation and food or nutrient intake, is Likaly tao improve
dietary adequacy, When data ars poolsd across 8ites, most of the estimated
affacts are positive, but only one—that for protein—is statistically
significent, ’

As discuassed {n Chapter VIII, tests were undertaken in which a carrection factor
based on an estimsted probit modal of participation was used toc contral far
possible salf-seilection bias in the nutrient intake rsgressions., The procadures
ussd wers based on Heckman (1978). Since inclusion of this factor did not
substantially altsr the results of the analysis, the factor was not included 1n
the final equation spscifications on which the results reportad in the main body
of the report are basad. This section describes in more datail the work {n this
ares and summarizes results of equations estimatad with the correction factor
included in the specification,

Let d be 8 1,0 variable indicating whether an cbservation is a Food Stamp

Progrem participant, Then a probit model of ths participation procass can bs
specified as,

d=14f X' 8+v >0,
d=01if X'B+v <0,
where the X variables are determinants of participstion, B is a vector of
estimated parsmeters, and v is sn error term, with an estimated standard error
s L[]
v

The correction factor, c, insarted intc the nutrient intake regressions was
computed as

c = normel density function of [X'B/sv]

cumulative normal density function of [[2d-1][X'B/Sv]]

Table J.7 summarizes ths effscts of including this correction factor in the
nutrient intaks regressions, The results are based on regressions for the
combined semple pooled across all comparison and demonstration survey sitas,
The first column in the table shows estimatad coefficients on the 1,0 1 dicator
of program participation, for equations without tha correction factor,

The second column of tha table presents comparable results for equations
estimated with the corrsction factor, Absolutsa values of the t statistics
associatad with the cosfficients are shown in parentheses. As shown in the
table, the results ares not substantially altered by the inclusion of the
correction factor. Most of the estimatad coefficients are very smail in

Y

@88 numbers are from Table VIII.8 of the main body of the report,
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TABLE J.7

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

Coefficiant on Program Coafficient on
Participation in Equation Progrem Participation
Without Correction In Equatian With

Factor Correction Factor

Calories (Kcal)

Protein (gm)

Catcium (mg)

Iron (mg)

‘Vitamin A (IU)

Vitamin C (mg)

Thiamin (mg]

Riboflavin (mg]

Niacin (mg)

Sample Sizes 1

n regresnionss/

NOTE: Absolute values of t stati{stics are shown in parenthessa,

e/Sa-pl.a size {8 Lower in regressions with correction factor
because some observations lackad the data needed to compute thig variable.
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relation to tneir standard errors sand remain so when ths correction factor s
included, To be sure, the absolute valuas of some of the coefficiants change
substantially, For fnstanca, the estimated coafficient in the calories squation
changas from 3.72 to 23.3. However, this genarally happens in instances whers
both estimated coefficients are quite small relative to the average values of
the depandent variables and relative to their standard errors, In tha case of
calories, for instance, sven the larger estimats i{s lLass than 3 percant of
average caloric intake in the sample and is much smaller than {ta standard
error,
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APPENDIX K:

REPORTED INCOME:
SURVEY COMPARED WITH
CASE RECORDS DATA

Income data reportsd by Food Stemp Program participants in ths survey waras
compared with case rescarda data for the same households to pravide some
indication of the desgree af underreporting that occurred, To be sure, it must
be recognized that the case records themsslves are likely to be subject to
considerable arror, Therefore, not all discrepanciss betwesn the two data sats
should be atiributed toc errors {n the survey information, Nsvertheless,
comparison of the two types of data can at Least be indicative of whether the
survey data are similar to thoss that would have been cbtained by eligibility
workers during actual program application recertification interviaws,

The names of ssmpie members who wers found during the survey to be program
participants ware matched against cass recards L{atings supplied by the sites,
In csses where apparent matches ware identified, the cass records data wers
combined with the survey data on s singla analysis fila. Cases where there
appearsd to be substantiel discrapanciss in housshold demogrephic data such es
racs, age, or ssx of the hesd of the household were sliminated from the f{le for
the matched analysis, on the grounds that such discrepancies may have besn
indicative of {ncorrect metching. The analysis used data from bath q York
sites and from tha demonstration sites in South Carolina and Oregon,

The aovarall sample s{za availabte for the analysis {nvalving Food Stamp Program
banefit laevels was 651 cases. Samawhat fewer cases were available for
comparisons of gross and net income Levels, bacause soms sites did not {nclude
these data in the case records information, ’

One Limitation with regard to the comparison of survey and case records income
data should bs noted: federal SSI and Social Security benafit Lavels were
increasad by 11.2 percent as of July 1, 1881, The survey began at approximately
the came time, and thus the survey data reflact the incresses in federal

benefit Levels for thase programs as of that dats, However, tha case records
data for this anslysis were supplisd in the Late summer and early fall of 1981,
This mesns that the most recent Focod Stamp Program recesrtification for meny of
the households in the dats sst had occurred prior to July 1, For such
housshalds, the case rscords data do not reflact the July 1 SSI and Social
Security increases and therefore undersstimate income recaipts as of tha time of
the survey,

The aveilable case records data do not allow a determination of thas praecisa
magnituda of {ncome undercounting in the case records dus toc this factor.
However, the amount of undercounting {8 certainLy considersbly less than the
11.2 percent federal benefit incresse. There are several reasons for this: (1)
+ises in state SSI banefits were Lower than the increasa in federal benefits;

1
‘/Bncausa of a programming srror, case rscords data for the appropriate time
period were not aveilable for the South Carolina and Oregon comparison sitas.
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(2) some of the respondent househalds have othsr incoms sources besides SSI and
Social Security; and (3) some of the cases had been recertified after July 1
and, for such houssholds, the case records data reflect the July 1 increase,
Thus, whils thare is some undqrcounting in the cass racords data dus to the
timing of the increess in federal benefits, the extant of the undercounting can
be sssumed to be under 11.2 percent,

Table K.,1 summarizes results of the analysis. As shown in the table, there is
considarable variation between income estimatas in tha survey data and in the
cass records deta, Only 33 percent of the gross income estimates and 21 percag}
of the net income sstimatas ars within $10 of sach other in the two data sets,

As indicatsd in ths bottom row of Table K.1, reporting discrepsnciss tend to
offsst one anothar, so that when averaged over all of the cases on tha fila,
they are relatively small, The sverege discrepancies for both gross snd net
income ars under $4 and ars smsller than their standard errors, The average net
discrepsncy for food stamp_.bonus smount is $1,6, and this differencs is
statietically significant,

As shown in Table K.2, there is considerebls variation by site in the size and
nature of the discrepancies in the data, The two New York State sites have the
Lowest averags srrors, Average nat incoms is $4.,2 highar in the survsy data
than in the case records dats for the New York demonstration site and %21 highar
at the comparison sita, The discrepanciss in net benefit amounts at thesa

sitas are sbout $4 at the demanstration site and —$2 at the comparison sita.

Average discrspanciss sre substantially Larger at the South Carolina and Oregon
gites, but the differencas ars tirg-ty offsetting. Average nat income as
raportad in the survey data {s $36 lLowar than the case records data, and aversge
benefits ars $13 higher at the South Carclina site., At the Oregan site, on the
other hand, average survey income is $43 higher, and aversge benefits are $12
lower than the corresponding case records informstion,

1/At first examination, it may appear surprising that the discrepancies are
Llarger for naet income aftar deductions than they are for grose income. However,
two factors may at Least in part account for this. First, nat income is
computed as groas income minus deductions. Thus, in computing net income there
is both the passibility of paotantial error in estimsting gross income end an
addi tional sourcs of patentisl error stemming from discrepancies in deductions
estimatas, Second, bscause of the way in which deductions are calculatad in
computing net incoms for the program, srrors in gross income tend to be
compounded whan estimating net incoma, Thae reason ia that tha housing daduction
is computed as sctual housing costs in excess of half of income aftsr other
deductions have besn subtracted, Thus, if an error is made in messuring gross
income, it can Lead to the opposite srror in estimating ths housing deductions,
The error i8 then compounded when deductions are subtracted from gross incoms,

g/T}m survey—-based sstimates of food stamp bonus amounts used in the analyais

were calculated from survey data on income and deductions. Oiscrepancies in
bonus amounts are therefors correlatad with incomes discrepancies,
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TABLE K.1

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN SURVEY AND CASE RECORDS DATA

Net Food Stamp

Size and Direction Gross o Income AfteE/ Benefit

of Discrepancy Income Deductions™ Amoun
Survey higher by >380 ax 20X 4%
Survey higher by 41-50 4 4 2
Survey higher by 31-40 4 6 3
Survey higher by 21-30 9 5 6
Survey higher by 11-20 15 6 8
Discrapancy $10 or less 33 21 55
Survey lower by $11-20 9 ] 10
Survey lower by 21-30 8 4 6
Survey lower by 31-40 3 4 3

AVERAGE DISCREPANCY -32.2!/ $3.1 $1.6
(3.4) (3.7] (.8)

&/ Based on sample of 394 matched records., Data were not avail-
able for the two New York sites.

b/ Bagsed on sample of 564 matched records. Data were not avail—
able for some cases at the Monroe County, New York site,

[-'4

Based on sample of 650 matched records,

-4 Standard srrors of average discrepancies are shown in
parenthases,
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TABLE K.2

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN SURVEY AND CASE RECQRDS
DATA, BY SITE

Averesge Discrep— Average Discrep-

ancy in Net ancy in Food
Income Aftar Stamp Benefit
Gross Income Deductions Amount
Sample [Surgay- (Surv.y— (Survey—
Size Cese Aecords) Case Aecords] Case_Records]
New York Demonstration
Site 155 NA sa.2Y $3.7
(11.3) {1.6)
New York Comparison Site 10 NA 21.0 -2.2
(8.0] {1.8)
South Carolina Demonstration
Site 222 $-11.8 -36.3 12.5
(5.8] (5.9) (1.3]
Oregon Demonstration Sits 172 10.2 43.1 -12.2
{2.3] (5.1} ’ (1.5)

NOTES: Standard errors of estimated averages are shown in parentheses,
NA = not avsilable,

5/Net income data wers available for only 69 cbservations at the New York demonstration
site,
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OverslLl, the results of the matched survey data/case records analyeis indicate
considerabls discrepancies betwesn the survey data and the case rscords data.
While neither information socurce can be assumed to be completely correct, it is
reascnable to bslieve that infarmation collectsd during progrem certification
intarviews, where there are legal requirements to provide accurate data, is
probably more accuratae,

To a lLarge degres, the discrspancies batween the survey and casa recards data
tend to be offsatting, on average, and averags income and benefit Lavels are
quite similar between the survey and the cass records information. Howsver, as
noted earlisr, the income data in the case records ares themsslves underestimates
of trus incoms at the time of ths survey bacauss the case records do not fully
reflect the July 1, 1881 incresses in SSI and Social Security payments, In
{ight of this, tha fact that the two data sources provide similar avarage
estimates suggests that there is, on average, some underreporting in the survey
data, However, ths amount of the undarreporting is probsbiy under 11 percent.
It therefore seems uniiksly that any of the major conclusions of the analyeis
have been substantially affected by errors in ths survey data,
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PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY
CALCULATIONS BASED ON
RETROSPECTIVE INCOME DATA

Current Approach
Compared with
Full Simulation
Madel

This appendix presents tachnical details concerning the progrem sligibility
calculations based on retrospective data used in support of the snalysis
presentad in Chapter X of the report, Diffarences batween the microsimulation
work performed for ths currsnt project and s typical full scale simulation model
are discussed, then details of how {ncoms and asssts were simulated uasing
Current Population Survey (CPS) data ars given., Next, the progrsm eligibility
rates estimatad from the current model are compared with an indepandent sstimats
of this rats. Standard srrors for the net discrepancy rate astimatas presentasd
in Chapter X ars then cslculated, and the appendix concludes by summarizing
ressons for sample attrition in the simulation analysis.

It should be smphasizsd that the procedures and ths snalysis presented in
Chaptsr X and {n this appendix cannot be considered a validation of currently—
usad simulation models bacause a number of ssts of assumptions frequently usad
in models could not bs testsd. In addition, cartain aspects of the CPS data
bass cauld not be replicatsd with the retrospective data obtained {n the survey
for tha current project, The following frequently used simulation modasl
assumptions wers not sxamined:

(1) Data used in the simulation models are often several years
old, and tha models smploy complex "aging” procassas to
project housshold and othar data to a current basis, Bacause
the current survey contained relativaly few obsarvations and
was not nationally representative, the standard aging
proceduras were not usad and thus could not be testad,

(2) Similarly, underreparting of incoms 18 oftsn corrected for by
adjusting incoms totals to known national totals, Because
such control totals were not availiable for local survey
sites, this aspect of simulation modaling could not be
tested. :

(3) In estimating allowable Food Stamp Progresm daductions,
simulation models sometimes use sets of expense imputation
procadures based on national data, The imputation equations
may produce biased ressults when applied only to a subsat of
the population, so reported expsnsas were usad to estimatas
allowable deductions for the survey data,

{4) Some simulation models simulats all major welfare progrems,
as wall as the Food Stamp Progrsm, and thass othar simutated
psyments are used as input to food stamp eligibility
detarminations, This wss naot tssted i{n the currsnt work.
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(5) Finally, becausse the CPS is a publicly distributad fila,
considerable resources are allocated by the Census Bureasu
toward resolving data inconsistencies and correcting for
survey nonrssponse. The current analysis was restricted to
only those observations in which data appeared to bs propertiy
reported,

The microsimulation techniqus applies ta individual micra units or obssrvations
from a survey (households in this cass] a set of program ruies that simulates
aligibility and benefits for sach unit—much in the same way a caseworker would
detsrmine the aligibility of s given applicant., Although the computations are
performed on the individual units, microsimulation results are only usad in the
aggregate, That {s, summary statistics of the total numbers of eligiblas and
participants are prepared, from which program participation characteristics are
sxamined., The assumption is that the simulation results are accurate, on
averags, thersby producing rsiisble summary results, However, it can easily ba
demanstrated that for specific observations, ths results ars often incorrsct.
Thus, the objsctive is to detsrmine the overall accuracy of the eligibility
determination process rather than that of any individual household.

To afford a carsful compsrison, ths methodology that was used in the
current study is presentad alongside procedures that might typically be used in
a larger model to simulate aligibility using retrospective {ncome data. The
detailed algorithms developed for the prasent study are than given,
The following stsps, for example, might be taken to simulata eligibility on the
March 1981 CPS: -

(1) Obtain a data file from Census for which consistency edits

and imputations for nonresponsa have slresdy bean performed.

[2) Allocats incoma reported in combined source catsgories to the
{ndividual components.

{3) Altar the retrospective Labor force data to be consistent
with the survey wesk data,

{4) Age the income to reflact calendar year 1881,

(5) Possibly correct cartain income types for survey
underreparting and nonreporting.

(Sj Simulats public sssistance and SSI,
(7) Calculate monthly incoms,
{8) Simulate sligibility under the Food Stamp Program.

The pracedures followed with the current data sat and deviations from the
standard procedures ars discussad balow,
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Data Editing, The survey data file containad a number of obsarvations for which
at least one component aof annual income could not be determined accurately. Tha
current sample size was too small to parmit rsijable estimatss of mean values
for missing dsta; thersefore, imputations were not mada. ALL cases where annual
incomes amounts could not be determined from the raported data were screened out
‘of the snalysis.

Incoms Allocation, As in the CPS, annual income items on the survey wers
collected by first asking if an {ndividual had receivad cartain types of income
and, if so, the amount, For some items tha recipiency gquestion referred to a
single source, wheress for othar {tems, thare was a lList of two, three, or four
sourcesj the amount repartsd was the eum recsived from all of them, In a full
microsimulation, thess sum amounts are routinaly allocatad to componant sources,
because smounts received from variocus sources ars treatsd differently. For thas
simulation of food stemp eligibility, howsver, the only source treatsd
differently from the other componsents with which it was combinad was
unemployment compensation, In fact, this source was seildom reported in the
survey, The only case where 1t was reported jointly with other components was
eliminstad dus to nonresponss concerning thes eamount recsived. Hence, no
allocation of income was performed for thie anatlysise.

Labor Forcs Dats Adjustment, The CPS collects deta on Labor force activity
during the survay weak [ths sscond wesk in March) as well as activity during the
previous calendar year, There is the patential for incansistency between thess
data {tsms because peopls who worked during the entire year may have Laft the
labor force prior to March of ths subssgquent year, or ths reverse could happen,
In a full microsimulation madsl, this potential conflict can be resolvad for a
typical food stamp eligibility simulation by using a labor force adjustment
algorithm, Such sn slgorithm could not be applied in the current context
bscause the full battary of CPS lsbar forca activity questions was not
dupticated in the current survey, Also, the adjustment process requires
independent data an unemployment and labor farce participation ratas, which
could not be obtained separatsly for the survey sites., In Light of these
factors, as well as thas Low Lsbor force participation rate among tha survey
population, this stap was omittad,

Aging ths Data Bass, In order to perform compariscns across ths diffsrent
progrem simulations, a consistent sst of progrem parsmeters, and henca, a
consistant time frame, must be used. So that the current manthly income concapt
would require minisum data ssnipulation, tha time period chosen for this
simulation was July of 1881. Were this snalysis to bs pasrformed with the March
1981 CPS, the data base would ordinarily be aged so that it reflacted the
economic and demographic conditions in effect during the twelvs months
surrounding July {i.s., calendar year 1981), This wouid involve adjusting the
Llabor force data as mentioned in the preceding step and aging ths i{ncome data
reported at the person level to ; flact the income lLevels the sampls population
was oxpacted to receive in 1881,

1/+ypicat aging proceduras also include altering the demographics to reflect
thosa of the population existing at the middle month of the simulation year
{catendar year 1981 in this cass). Howsver, that stap would not bs nseded in
tha present casa, bscause March is sufficiently cluse to the middle month of the
year,
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As discussed above, the Labor force '3ta were not adjusted for this project,
However, sach rsportsd income smount was aged by inflating it by a factor that
rapresented the expected change in the level of income receipt over the period
in question, Tha aging factors were derived separstely for each source. To the
extent passibles, thay were basad on obsarved changes in average income recaived
by the eslderly population over ths period 1980 to 1981. The individual aging
factors used are described bslow,

In general, the March CPS files, after editing and imputation, have been found
to underreport income recsived by the housshold sector (Doyls, et al. 1980).
Therefore, some microsimulation systems have optional procedures that adjust the
smounts reported in individual records so that in the aggregats, total income
from ths component scurces squals smaounts sstimatad from indepsndent socurces,
Becauss independent control data for the current survey sites could not be
obtained, this step was omitted in the present work,

Simulation of Public Assistance and SSI, Simulation modals ars oftan designad

to producs estimates of recsipts from the major mesns-testad cash transfar
programs in addition to food stamps., Therefore, the public assistance and SSI
dats used as input to the food stsmp sligibility detarmination are sometimes the
result of s fairly complex microsimulation model that simulates thes participa—
tion decision and applies progrem rules to determins eligibility and benefits,
Becauss ths focus of the current study was specifically on Food Stamp Program
eligibility, it was decided to detarmine benefits from the prsvious year's mesns—
tastad transfar incoms rsther than from simulatad rssults,

However, the decision not to undertaks public assistance simulation did not
eliminats this stsp, It was still important to attempt to measura intra—year
income stressms, becauss daing so can have a significant affect on focd stamp
eligibility determination. Furthermore, the measurement error assaciated with
using an spproximation of intra—-year income flows represents the type of
measursment error generated by ths use of annual retrospective income, which is
one of the i{ssues studiad here, A complete dsscription of thas procedures used
to simulate public asesistance and SSI is presented below,

Calcuistion of Monthly Income, Neither the CPS {tself nor ths CPS portion of
the current survey, contain much information on intra-year income flows, Error
is thus introduced for obssrvations with high turnover in the labor market and
for those with irregular receipt of unearnsd income., In order to overcoms thesa
data Limitations, microsimulation methods someatimes use both currsnt Labor force
data and the retrospective snnual income reported for sach parson to construct
monthly incoms amounts at the {ndividual level. Hausshold monthly income is
then the sum of thase amounts across individuals within a housshold.

With regard to this analysis, {t was determined whather each person in ths
semple was working during the simulation month, and earned income, SSI, and
public assistance benefits were alloccated accordingly., Othar unearnasd income
was allocatsd evenly throughgut thes year, The algorithms used to construct
monthly smounts for thess {ncome socurces are described besiow,

Simulation of Foad Stamp Eligibility, Three calculations of eligibility were

required for the analysis: one using proapective monthly income and reparted
assets; one using simulatad monthly income and reported assets; and one using
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simulated income and a proxy for assets, Except for the procsdures noted below,
the methods used to datermine eligibility and benefits with the retrospactive
data wers the seme as thosa used in ths determination of eligibility carried out
for tha other analyses documented in this report. Only the exceptions are
described hers, The basic eligibility algorithm is described in Appendix F,

In the procedurs used for simulating eligibility from simulated monthly income
and reparted assets, thare were two deviations from procedures usad with current
prospactive income. The first exception was that the income used wes the result
of the monthly income calculation bagsed on retrospsctive annual income, Ths
sacond exception was that the household, rather than the food stamp unit, was
the unit of snalysis, This decision was mads becsusa ths food stamp unit {8 not
known with the CPS. However, the two concepts differsd for only one housshold
in the final sample,

The procedurs used for the eligibility determination based on simulated fncoms
with the assets proxy was the same as in tha preceding method with the exception
of the asssts test. Tha lavel of asssts was calculatad as tha sum of {ncome
from interest, dividends, rents, royaltifes, and estatss and trusts, divided by
an average rate of return on {nvestment. This computed level of asssets was then
compared with the program Llimits for alderiy housaholds in effact for July 1981,
which were 31500 for a one-person unit and 33000 for a unit containing two ar
more persans, The rets of return on investment was set to 5.25 percent, which
was the rate of return on passbook savings at the time. This rate of. return was
used becsuss it was beliasved that most of the survey resspondents primarily
possassed only small smounts of savings that thsy tended to keep in passbook
savings accounts,

As described above, the procedure for preparing the data for the analysis
reported in Chaptar X consisted of the following steps:

(1) Age retrospective annual income to reflect calendar year 1981
doilars,

(2) Atlocate public assistance and SSI income to periods of work
and nonwork during the year,

(3) Calculats monthly incoms.

(4] Simulate aligibility for the Faad Stamp Progream.
Ths first thres steps ars discussed in detail below. Ths procedure used to
simulate food stamp sligibility was similar to the procedure usad with

prospective income presented in Appendix F,.

Income was aged to calendar year 1981 by epplying growth rates that vary by

. income source. To the extsnt possible, ths growth rates wers derived from data

relevant to the elderly population, The rates applied to the individual income
amounts and thair sources are described below,

Earnings, Earnings, which represent tha sum of wages and salaries, and farm and
nonfara salf-employment income, were inflated by 10,2 parcent. This is thes
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Intermediate II-B estimate for the increase in earnings in 1981 given in tha
July 1981 Social Sscurity Trustee's Report (U.S. Senate Committee on Finance,
1881, Table 28].

Social Security, The second catasgory includes benefits received from Social
Security as well as thoss recsived from the Railroad Retiremant Board, Thase
benefits are indexad to the Comsumer Price Index [CPI], with benefit increases’
effective July 1, Becauss the simulation came after ths July 1981 increassa, an
inflation factor of 11.2 psrcant wes used, reprasenting the benefit incresse
effective that month (U.S, Senate Committee on Finance, 1981, Table 28).

Supplemental Security Income, For the three states in which ths survey was
conductad, eligible psrsons could receive up toc a federal maximum SSI plus some

stats suppilementation, For this analysis, increasss of 8.9 percent for New
York, 10.7 percent for Oregon, end 11.2 parcent for South Carolina were
assumad, Thase represent the statutory incrsases {n the combined federal and
etata guarantees affactive July 1881 [Social Security Administration, Octobar
1980, and Decembar 1981].

Public Assistance, Public assistance includes the Aid to Families with
Dependsnt Childrsn (AFDC) program as well as Local gensral and emergency
assistance programs, These ars for the mcst part locally adwinistered, and
entitisments and the rates at which the gusrentsss changed over ths study
pariod varied significantly scross the atates surveyed. Therefore, three
different multiplicative factors were applied: 5.7 percsnt for New York, 11.7
percent for Orsgon, zeroc for South Carclina, based on discussions with state
aofficials.

Interest, It {s belisved that the population surveyed mainly kept its savings
in passbook savings accounts, Therefore, tha aging factor used for interest
represants the expectad growth in intasrest {ncoms from calendar year 1980 to
calendar year 1981, The maximum allowable intarest rate for both calendar years
1880 and 1981 was 5.25 psrcent compounded quarteriy., With that rate, the
expectad 1ncrz7s- in interest income, assuming no deposits ar withdrawalis, is
§5.35 pearcent,

Dividends, Dividends repressnt income received from saverel sourcas:
dividends, net rents, royalties, and estates and trusts, If the present study
were a project based on a large nationally respresentative survey, the aging
factors would have been derived from macroaconomic data, However, it was falt
that the survey population may not have exparienced the same incressss over time
in amounts of this type of {ncome as tha general population, In the absancs of
data with which to ertimats s more relevant inflation factor, this {ncome was
assumed to have increased st the eame rate as interest income. Therefors an
inflation factor of 5.35 percent was used. :

1 ,

‘/Tha maximum allowable intsrest rate was datermined from discussions with
officials at the American Security Bank and Riggs National Bsnk, bath in
Washington, 0.C.
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Pensions, Income from private and government pensions, the latter including
federal civil service, military retirement, and state and local pensions, has
been observed to increase more siowly, on averags, than the cost of Lliving. For
purposes of ths current analysis it was assumed that the increase 17 pensians
was equal to one-third of the chenge in the CPI from 1980 to 1981.~ The CPI
rose 11.1 percant over ths period of intarest (U,S5. Senats Committee on Finance,
1981, Tabls 28], soc an {nflation factor of 3.7 psrcent was usad,

Compensation and Othar Income, The f{nal category includes Vetarans'

Compensation, Workars' Compensation, Unemployment Compensation, alimony, rsgular
contributions from sources outside the household, and miscellansous money
income. In the absanca of detailed data on changes in the Level of thasa incaome
recsipts over time, it wes assumed that thay changad in accordance with the CPI
and therefors incresses of 11.%1 percent were assumed {U.S, Senate Committss on
Finance, 1981, Table 28],

The simulation that was done divided the year intoc two parts when simulating
public sssistance and SSI, one pesricd during which sarnings were raceived by the
unit (weeks warksd period] and one period during which esarnings were not
recejved (wesks not waorked psriod). Becauss lsvals of income recaipt varied
significantly across thesse two pericds, separata public assistance [PA) and SSI
benefits wers computed for sach pariod. The total annual benefit froa theas
programs is the sum of the two part-ysar benafits,

Some observations reported total snnual benefits and othars reported average
monthly smounts and months aof recsipt, In the Lattar cass, ths annual smount
was constructad and usedj if either ths amount or the period of receipt was
missing, the cass was eliminatad., SSI recipients who rsportsd annual benefits
i{n excess of $4000 and PA recipients who reported annual beneffts in axcess of
$350 also were screensd out., In order to allocate the annual benefits to the
two pert-year components, the number of months in which a case was not working
was first compared with the reported number of months in which benefits were
recaived. If the manths of receipt did not axcaed tha maonths aof nan—wark, all
reported benafits wars assigned to the wesks not worked time period and zero
banefits wers assigned to ths weeks worked time pariod, This assumed that for
these means-tssted transfsr programs, countable income was (ess during the non—-
work period and hencs, the probsbility of rsceiving ths transfer was greater,
For cases where wesks worked sncompassed tha full year, all bsnefits received
were allocated to the weeks worked time pariod. In all the remsining cases
there was some avidence that tha {ind{viduals recaived benefi{ts during bath
periods of work and non—-work, Dus to ths existance of sernings during the weeks
worksd period and the sasumptions regarding the flow of other unsarnsd ncoms
sources (discussed balow), it was assumed that thes aversge monthly benefit for

1/Thtn decision was based on two studies: (1) Gayle B, Thompson, "Impact of
Inftation on Pr{vate Pensions of Retireas, 1970-74: Findings from tha
Aetirement History Study.” Social Security Bulletin, November 1978 and (2]

Bankers Trust Company, 1975 Study of Corporats Pension Pians, 157S5.
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the weeks worked period would be Lower than for the remainder of tha year,
Without data to detarmine directly how much Lower those bensffts should have
besn, amounts for the two periods were simulatad, imposing the constraint that
the sum of the two remain squal to the rsported annual amount. The slgorithms
used for this were:

(1) For SSI

SSIWKN = MIN [SSI, [MAX[O, GUARS—YU/12+20)] * MWKN]
it Yu/12 > aa

= MIN [SSI,[MAX(0,GUARS]] + MWKN] if Yu/1'2 <20
SSIWKW = SSI-SSIWKN
where
S81 = Reported annual SSI benafits

SSIWKN = Amount of SSI sllocated to the waeks not -orked'
pariod.

SSIWKN = Amount of SSI allocatsd toc ths weeks worked pesriod,

GUARS = Arrsy of meximum monthly SSI benefits by stata (328
for New Yo; v 277 for Oregon and 2685 for South
Carolina],

Y = Other unearned income, Y 1is the sum of Social
Security, interest, dividends, compensation,

pensions and miacellanscus incoma.

MWKN = Months not working.

{2] For Public Assistsnce
PAWKN = MIN [PUBA, [Max[O,GUAHP—Yu/12]] * MWKN]
PAWKN = PUBA-PAWKN
where Yu and MWKN ars defined as above and

PUBA = Reportsd annual public assistancs,

PAWKN Amount of PA allocated to the weeks not worked

pericd,

PAWKN = Amount aof PA allocated to the waeks warked parfod.

1/Soc1al Sec:rity Administration, 1981,
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GUARP = Array of needs atandards under the AFOC progrem by
state (260 for Ni? York, 277 for Oregon and 102 faor
South Carolina).

The general procsdures used to construct monthly income for each abservation
varied accarding to whether a person were working during the simulaticn month,
For those {ndividuals who were employed, aversge monthly sarnings were
constructed along with average monthly SSI and PA benafits during the wesks
workad period, For individusls who were not employed, monthly earningas were set
squal to zero and average monthly SSI and PA benefi{ts were calculated from ths
amounts allocated to ths weeks nat worked period. Aversge monthly other
unsarned {ncoms wes constructsd in thes same wey for both employed and unemployed
pecple. Detafiled methods for detsrmining the components of monthly income

ars described below.

Monthly Earnings, The monthly earnings variable for employed persons was
calculated as snnual earnings divided by wesks worked converted to a monthly
amount, Earnings represants the sum of income received from wages and salariss
and from farm and non—farm self-smployment, Cases where esrnings were claimed
but {n which none af the thres incame scurces had nonzero amounts raportad wece
omitted from the study,. Similarly, nonresponss to the question about wesks
worked caused a case to be eliminatad. Finally, for csses daemed to be smployed
but which had not worked in the previous year, monthly sarnings were imputed
basad on the sample averags,

SS1 and PA, To construct the monthly SSI and PA smounts for employed persona,
amounts allocated to the weeks worked pariod were firat sexaminad. If any of
thess conditions held:

{1) the emount recesived during the weeks worked paricd as
estimated above was positive;

{2) the parson had not recaivad assistancs during the previous
years;

(3) the months receiving benefits in the pravious year were less
than or squal to ths number of months not working, in which
casa the weeks worked period benefit was assumed to be zaro;

then monthly SSI and PA amounts wers calculatad as the total benefit recsived
during the months working period divided by the months receiving assistance
during that period. Months receiving assistance during the working period was
computed as ths minimum of ths number of months worked and the difference
batwasn the months receiving assistance and the months not workad,

1/Balnd on conversations with state officials, Thare wars no published data an
AFOC need standards as of January 13981. It would have been prefersble here to
use guarantees for the gsneral assistance programs, However, they were not
obtainablse,
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For employed observations for which the SSI payments allocated to thes working
period was 0, a monthly payment wae simulated. Tha following algorithm was used
for this simulation:

MSSI = Max[0,GUARS~{max [0,.5*({MEARN-65~{20-MUNER]]] 1f MUNER < 20

= Max[0,8UARS-{max [0,.5(MEARN-85)] + (MUNER-20)}] if MUNER > 20
MPA = Max[0,BUARP-(max[0,.57*(MEARN-30)+MUNER) ] ]
whers

GUARS and GUARP wers definad in the previous section and

MS8I = MHonthly SSI benafit.

MPA = Monthly PA benefit,

MEARN = Monthly earnsd income daefinaed abave.

MUNER = Monthly unearnsd incoma excluding means testad transfers,

To construct the monthiy SSI and PA smounts for psrsons deemed not smployed, the
smount af benefits allocatsd to ths wesks not worked was ussad and than converted
to & monthly smount, ‘

Unearned Income, Monthly unssrned incomes wess set squal to ths sum of annual
smounts reportsd from Social Sscurity and reilroad retirement, intarest,
dividenda, compensation, psnsions and miscellansous sources dividaed by twelive,
As was trus with the othar {ncoms amounts, cases that failaed to respond to any
of tha unsarned income quest{ons wars deletad from the study.

Aggregstion Across Parsons, The computations described above for earnings, SSI
and PA benefits, and unsarnad income produced monthly person amounts. A further
step of aggregeting over the members of each housshold was then employed because
the unit of interest {s thes househald group when e{mulating food stamp
eligibility. When thess aggregatas ware derived, a flag was constructed
denoting whether any housshold member was a nonrsspondent in any of the
variables discussed above. If so, the entire housshold was sliminated from tha
study,

As 8 rough check on the validity of the adjusted data set, the estimatead
aligibility rates in Table X.1 of ths main report wers compared with independent
aestimates., From the weighted totals in Column 4, 150 units are eligible {the
sum of Rows 1 and 2] using PIRA, This number of aligibls units is 30.7 percsnt
of the overall population representsd in the table., With ths RIRA simulation,
142 units are aligible (sum aof Rows 1 and 3] which represants 29.1 percent of
the ovarsll population,

Thess estimates sesem resasonabls in Light of availablas data sbout national
eligibility ratas for the slderly and about the incidence of poverty smong the
aged in the survey sitss ss compsred with ths country as a whols. Bicksl et
al, {1981) produced tabulations from Wave II of ths 1878 Incoms Survey
Davelopment Progrem (ISDP] Assserch Pansl survey showing that thars are
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approximatsly 4.7 million housshold units in tha United States that contain at
least cne member age 60 or older and that receive food stalg7 or are eligible
for food stampa. This was 18.9 parcent of such housaeholds, However, thars is
aevidence that the elderly at the survey sites were paorer, on avarege, than ths
elderly in the country as a wholes, The average across the survey sitas of ths
parcentage of sldgrly persons recsiving SSI is approximately 1.5 times ths
national avarage.™ Receipt of SSI can be taken as an indicator of poverty
smong the eldarly, and thus the incidence aof poverty [and thsrafors, of Food
Stamp eoligibility) among the elderly at the survey sitas may ba, on average,
approximataly one and cne~half times that for the whole country., This, together
with Bickel et al.'s 1B.9 percent approximats national Food Stamp Progrem
aligibility rate estimats for ths slderly cited sariisr, suggests that the
averages scross ths six survey sites of the food stamp eligibility rate may be on
the arder of 28 percent. The sligibility rates from tha current survey are
reasonably consistent with this {ndependently—derived sstimates,

The text of Chapter X estimates the net discrepancy rates dus to the use of
ratroaspective income rather than current income data in estimating program
eligibility as approximately 3.5 percent aof the overall population of elderly
housshotds. This section calculatas the standard error associated with that .01
aestimats,

The net number of discrepancias in the fourth column of Table X.2 in Chapter X,
1.8., 5, can be writtan as the weightsd sum of ths nat numbsrs of discrepancies
for the SSA and adjustsd MBR samples, .08(3) + .92 (6). Similarly, the total
numbar of cases sligible using retrospective data in Column 4 (Rows 1 and 3) is
the waightad average for ths numbers of cases in the twa samples [.08)(285} +
(.82](133], Thus, the net discrepancy rate estimated for Column 4 [which is the
estimated population net discrepancy reste] can be writtsn as:

{.08)(3) + (.92](8)
{.08)(285] + (.,92](133)

NDR = = ,035. (1]

1/Th1: is not strictly an eligibility rate because the numerator contains non—
sligible recipients, Furthermore, the data fila used in producing this figure
contained preliminary ssmple weights., However, the 18.9 parcent can ba viewed
as ind{cative of the national elLigibility rate., Sae Czajka {1981} for a
discussion of the issus. The 18.9 percent estimats 18, in all likelihood, a
lower—bound estimata of the relevant proportion for the current data set becauss
entirsly-eldarly houssholds ([ths populatiocn in ths current data set) are
probably poorer, on average, than households containing some younger members,

g/Al of ths mid-1970s, approximately 10 percent of the elderly in the Unitad
States recsived SSI. The corresponding rates for the survey sites were: New
York demonstration sits, B8 percent; New York comparison site, 13 percent; South
Carolina demonstration sits, 29 percent; South Carotina comparison sits, 31
percant; Orsgon demonstrastion sits, 4 percent; and Oregon compariscn site, &
percent (U,S., Bureau of thes Census, 1977], The average acrose thess six sitas
is approximataly 15 percsnt, or one and one—-half times the national rate,
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Four of the rstas in Equation {7) are rates at which the two types of
discrepancies ars estimated to accur in each of the two samples. Thass ratss
are all estimated from the data and are hence subject to sampling erraor. The
remaining parameters in Equation (7] are weighting factars used to obtain
population estimates, and as an approximaticn, these weighting factors will be
assumed to be known with certainty in ths varianca calculations.

Therefors,
2
var{NOR) = (.08} (307] var(_d )}
[.08)(285) + [.82)(133) | 307
2
+ {.08) (307} var(_8 ) (8}
(.08)(285) + {.92)(133) 307

503 var{_17)
280

+ (.92](503){280)
(I.oailass) + (.92][133]

+ (.82) (5031 (280] 2
503 var(_11 ).
(.08)(288] + (.92](133) 280

(Covariances betwesn the estimated srror rates can be assumad to be low bescause
esch of the ratss is low, and as an epproximation thesa covariances will be
ignored.) Each of the variances in ths equation can be estimated as variances of
binomial distributions using

var = BI0P)

sample size

Performing thess calculations leads to the result that Var [NOR) = ,0023, which
implies a standard error of .048.

The detarmination af the final sample 8ize on which the anaiysis reported in
Chapter X {s summarizsd can be found in Table L.1. Interviews containing CPS

‘data were conducted for 982 houssholds. However, itam nonresponss for income

and assets data reduced the final available data set to 564 casas.
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Completed intarviews containing

CPS data

Intsrviews with missing data
in CPS module

Houssholds with missing current
praspectiva incame data but wha-

properiy reported CPS data

Analysis sample size
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