
_"_ SSll !yo_of Food Stamp ElderAgriculture

ServiceNUtriti°nF°°dand CashoutDemonstration
Evaluation
Final Report
June 1982

Volume I1:Methodological Appendices





VO).UMEII

METHOOOLOOICALAPPENDICES



CONTENTS

Page

APPENDLX A: WEIGHTING OF SURVEYDATA ............................................ 1

APPENDIX B: SURVEYN_RESPONSE ANALYSIS ......................................... 5

APPENDIX C: SAMPLING ERRORIN TABULAR ESTIMATES ................................. 8

APPENDIX D: SAMPLESFOR ANALYSIS OF RANDOMCASE RECORDS........................... 11

APPENDIX E: SURVEYDATA BY SITE ................................................. 14

APPENDIX F: [forthcoming} ........................................................

APPENDIX G: DATA SET USED TO ANALYZE CHANGESIN REPORTEDMONTHLYPARTICIPATION .. 2B

APPENDIX H: NOTESTO TEXT TABLE VI.1 [PARI"_CIPATION RATE ESTIMATES] .............. 36

APPENDIX J: DETAILS CONCERNINGDIETARY INTAKE DATA AND ANALYSIS ................. 39

APPENDIX KS REPORTEDINCOME: SURVEYCOMPAREDWITH CASE RECDRDSDATA ............ 51

APPENDIX L: PROGRNqELIGIBILITY CALCtJALTIDNS BASED ON RETROSPECTIVE INCOMEDATA.. 58





ALPENDZX A:

;,EIGHTING OF SURVEY DATA

The sample selection procedures (see description in Chapter VII used for the

eligibility/participation survey resulted in elderly households having different

probabilities of selection into the sample, depending on a number of factors.

This appandtx outlines the algorithm used in computing weights to correct for

this in tho analysis tabulations.

The following factors effected selection probabilities=

Household size. The Master Beneficiary Record (MSR] sample frame included

essentially all persons 65 years old and older in the study areas. As a result,
households with lore than one lamber had a greater probability of selection than
did one-member households.

Sample frame. Households from the Supplemental Security Record [SSA] sample

frame were over,am, Led tn order to increase the efficiency with which the survey

could be targeted on program-eLigibLe persons.

MatL nonreapondars. For the.same efficiency reason, MaR sample members who
responded to the mall survey were oversampLed, aa compared with nonreepondars.

Phone/fieLd. HousehoLds with LocatabLe phone numbers were oversampLed as

compared with households without LocetabLa phone numbers.

In order to account in the analysts tabulations for the unequal selection

probabilities resulting from these factors, weighted tabulations were performed

on the deco, with greeter weight, betng given to households with Lower selection
probabilities. Zn particular, each household was assigned a weight using the

foLLowing aLgorithmt

W =. WSZZEX WFRAHEX WIdAIL X WPHONE,

where the factors on the right hand side of the equations are baaed on selection

probabilities with regard to each of the sampling factar'Lotto, on P_-iver.



removed from thts Ltat of 8,000 names. Thus, for any elto tn whtch the enttre

frame consisted of mere than 6,000 names, the probability ef selection far e two-

person household wes attLL greater than that far a one-person household but wee

Less than twice that of a one-person household. Thts wee taken tnto account tn

computing WSZZE tn the foLLowing say=

Because meet eLderLy peranne Ltve tn etcher one-person or two-

person households, tt wee assumed es en approximation chat eLL

muLCt-person households contained two persons. Conelder a two-

person household, ,1ch members A and B. ,1thou, Lose of

gansreLItyf tt can bo SlaUmed that A had the Lower random number

tn Chi sample selection algorithm and wee the member to be kept

tn the survey t1' tt happened that both A and 8 were drawn 1nCo
the 6t000 persons on the Ltot from whtch duplicates had been

eliminated. Then the probability ef A betng selected tn the

au rvey mae

6.000
P

where P t8 the total number ot' sample rreme persons for the atto

where A end g Live. The probability of 8 betng selected mae the

probability Chat 8 would be on the Ltet of 8,O0O names ttlee the

probability that A wes not on this Ltet. (]:f both were on the

Ltstt B wes deleted.] Thtl probability t8 gtven eel

6,000 (1- 6ffooo ]
P

Thus, the cembtned probability that one member of the heueeheLd_
t.e., etther A or Bt wes tn the sample woe:

61000 _. 610OO 6lO00 T
p p (1- p.

Far a one-person household, the probability ef selection wee

Justs

6g OOO
P

Thus, the rs,to of the probabilities mae:

2 - 61000
P

Therefore, WSZZEwee set equal co I for a one-person household

end eec equal tot

1

2 -- 61fOOO
P

for muLtt-perann households.



The numbers of parson8 tn the sample frame for each site were as foLLows:

P _STZE

1. Nonroe County, NY 75,717 0.5206

E. ALbany County, NY 35,380 0.5463
3. DarLtngton and DiLLon Counties, SC 8,600 0.7670

4. Lee end HarLboro Counties, SC 4,833 1.0000

5. NuLtnomah County, OR 86,296 0.5180

6. Lane County, OR 25,013 0.5681

WFRN4E Acrowe eLL attest the total stze of the SSR sample frame wee 9,550 persons wtth

postttvs SS! payments. The total number of SSR cases released tnto the

phons/fieLd survey work was 5,608. Thus, the probability of selection tnto the
SSI sample wee .58. The total stzs of the HBR frame was 235,839 persons, and

the total number of persons drawn 1nCo the Lists wee 33,180. Therefore, the

probability of selection for NaR sample members can be approximated as .14.

Thus, the probability of selection for SSi cases wes approximately 4.1 times

that of NOR cases. To correct for this, WFRANEwas set equal to 1 for SSt; cases

end equal to 4.1 for HBR cases.

M4AZL There was no mail prescresntng for the SSR sample frame, and therefore WMAZLwee

set at I for SSFI sample frame members. For HBR sample members, aLL cases that

returned tho mail survey were tracked tnto the phone/fieLd survey, tf their mail

survey response s Indicated they were eLigibLe. OnLy 6,192 mail survey

nonresponders, out of a total of 12,740, were tracked tnto the phone/fieLd

survey. Thus, compared wtth reepondera, nonreepondere had a selection

probability only 8,192/12,740 aa Large, and WNAZLwee set at 12,740/5,192 or 2.1
for mail nonrespondsr,.

WPHONE Zn the intttaL sample fr_ee, approximately 70 percent of households had
LocatabLa phone numbers.-- Wtthin the samples actuaLLy released Into the phone

and field surveys, approximately 64 percent had phone numbers. Therefore, the
probability of selection for households wtth LocatabLe phone numbers was:

I--/The NOR samPLe frame consisted of 235,839 persons. Assuming as an

approximation an average of 1_46 persons per household (baaed on preliminary
tabulations of the survey dots], there were an estimated 161,534 households.

The response rate to the matL survey wes .48 and the rate at which reopen=ars

hsd LocatabLs phone numbers wes approximately .75. Thus 151,534 times .48 times

.75, or 58_152 households were potential matL respondere and had phone numbers.

SimiLarLy, the rets of nonreepcnse was .52 and the rate of LocatabLe phone

numbers for this nonreeponder group wes .62, so Chat the total number of

households from thta group with LocatabLe phone numbers wes 52,079. OveraLL,
therefore, tho NOR untvarae tncLudsd approximately 110,230 households wtth

LocatabLe phones. Among the 12,194-househoLd SSR universe, approximately .88

had LocotabLe phons numbers. Thus, there were approxime_ceLy 10,730 SSR

hcueehoLde with phone numbers. OveraLL, across both sample frames, therefore,

approximately 120,960 of 173,728 households had phone numbers, or about 70
percent.



.70

where U is the total universe of households and S is the total sample stze for

the phone/fieLd survey. SimiLarLy, the probability of selection for households

without LocatabLe phone numbers was=

,30

Therefore, the probsb!Lity of being selected was 2.3 times aa great for

households with LocatebLe phone numbers than for those mi,hour. To correct for

thts, Y/PHONEwas set st I for households tn the phons sample and at 2.3 for

households in the field saBpLe.

Aggregation Parts of the analysts InvoLve tabulations aggregated across sites. No

Across St,sa differential weights by site mere used for this work because the number of sites

at which it was feasible to conduct the survey was too smaLL to permit

statisticaLLy rigorous generalization to a national universe. In selecting the

sites, an effort uae made to choose those representative of the country aC

Large, and it ia reasonable to hope chat the data obtained reflect national

conditions. From a rigorous statistical point of vise, humever, reLiabLe

national generalizations cannot be made. Therefore, there mae no basis for

developing weights to produce such generalizations.

4



APPENDIX B:

SURVEY NONRESPONSE

ANALYSIS

Aa discussed in more detatL in VoLume III of the report, which describes the

data caLLecttan far the project, the survey work met with considerable

no. response. The estimated response rets in the combtn.d phone/field

interviewing for the eLigibiLity/participation survey was approximately 65

percent. TabLe B.1, ehtoh ia discussed more fuLLy in VoLume ZZZ, summarizes

relloni for nonPslponlm.

Gtven the Level of nonreaponaap tt t8 of interest to examine evidence concerning

whether the respondents to the survey were similar to the sample members who did

not complete the Interview. The sample frames from which the sample, were drawn

include data that can be ummd for this purpose. Both the Master Beneficiary

Record [MBR] 8ampLe frame and the SuppLementaL Security Record (SAR] tram.

include the dates of btrth of the sample members. In addition, the MaR frame

includes monthly SooteL Smcurtty payment data, whtLa the SaR frame has

comparable tnforuetton regarding sex payments.

TabLe 9.R presents :hula data for re,pendents and no, respondents to the
eLigibiLity/participation survey. MaR sample respondents were, on average,

about half a year younger than no. respondents and their Social Security payments

were 119 Lower. Beosule of the very Large sample stzaa avaiLabLe for _hte work,

these differences are statisticaLLy significant.

· eSR sample respondents were a year younger and their SSI payments were $2 Less.
The difference in age ie statistically significant but the differences in SgZ

racetpte ts not.

Thee. results show that there do appear to be some systematic differences

between respondents and nonreapondente. The implications Chase differences have
for the analysts are discussed in Chapter VI of the report.



TABLE B.1

INTERVIEW STATUS BY INTERVIEW METHOD

Phone Field Total

a. Completed Interview 4182 728 4910

b. Hcumehold Found to Include

Hombere Under 65 E576 552 3130

c. Inatitutiona Li zed 328 E32 560

d. Moved Out of Area 34 45 79

e. Deceased E56 104 366

f. Not Located 1197 258 1455

g. Refused 3277 348 3626

h. Non-English Speaking 193 21 214

i. Phyatctally Impaired 359 41 400

j. Unable to Contact E99 79 376

TOTAL SAMPLE 12,703 2,409 15,112

Eligible for Interviewing -a/ 11,216 E,OO2 13,218

RESPONSERATE b/ 63.2 75.5 65.1

-e/Calculated by deducting sample members who were deceased, not

Located, or moved out of the epee from tho total sample.

b-/Response rate is defined aa the percentage of the sample members

eligible for interviewing for whom caehout demonstration eligibility wes
determined [ag bp and c above].

6



TABLE B.2

COMPARISONOF RESPONDENTSAND NONRESPONDENTSIN

EL[ G[BZI TTY/PAR'F[C[PATZON SURVEY

.j,
Respond8nt8 Honrespondent8 Difference

HOR SampLe

Age [years] 75.12 . 75.66 -.54

(.09) b-/ [ .16] (.18)

HonthLy SoctaL $325 S34A -S19

Securtty Payment [2] [2] [3]

SSR SampLe

Age [years] 78.00 77,00 -1,go
(.13) [.26] [,32]

Month Ly SSZ payment $I¶1 $113 -$2
[2) [3) (4)

a-//Raepondenta end nonrelpondenta are daftned tn footnote to TabLe 9.1.

b--/Standerd errors of eattmatee appear tn perentheaea under table entrtee.



APPENDIX C:

SAMPLING ERROR IN

TABULAR ESTIMATES

The sample stratification described tn Appendix A increases the sampling errors

of estimates baaed on survey data tabulations beyond what they would be tfa
atmpLe random .ampLe of the Nlm stze had been used. OveraLL .ampLtng errors

for proportions estimated tn Chapter VII can be estimated as

Standard Deviation = %/ [d,s.] x [pl[1-_]
n

where d.a. t8 the destgn effspt resulting from the stratification, end the

re"strider of the .quatton Is baaed on the standard estimator for the vartance of
the estimated mean of a btnontaL distribution.

TabLes C.1 end C.2 pr.slat approximate standard error, for vartoua proportion

esttmte8 and sa.pLa atzei, baaed on the above equation. Design effects have

been estimated uatng the foLLo, tng equation:

d.a. = [ W21 [sampLe etze]

[W]a

where the W'. era the wetghts described tn Appendix A. [The formula te dertved

from Cochran [1977], p. g2, taktng tnto account that the weights In the current

survey have not been nornaLtzsd to add to the sample stze.]

The estimated dastgn effects ars 2.77 for the participant sample end 1.85 for
the nonparticipant aa.pLa.

8



TABLE C.1

APPROXIMATESTANDARDERRORSFOR PROPORTION
ESTIMATES BASED ONTABULATIONS

OF PARTICIPANT SURVEYDATA

Sup Le Si za

Propo rtt on
Estimate 50 200 800

.1 .07 .04 .02

.3 .11 .05 .03

,5 .12 .06 .03

.7 .11 .05 .03

.S .07 .04 .02



TABLE r..2

APPROXIMATE STANDARDERRORSFOR

PROPORTIONESTIMATES BASED ON TABULATIONS
OF NONPARTICIPANT SURVEYDATA

SampLe Size

Proporti on
Eatimete 50 200 800

.1 .06 .03 .01

.3 ,09 .04 ,02

:5 .10 .05 ,DE

.7 ,09 ,O4 .OE

.S .DE .03 .01

lO



APPENDIX D:
SAMPLES FOR ANALYSVS
OF RANDOM CASE RECORDS

This appendtx describes the samples used for the descriptive analysts cf case

records dace presented tn Chapter IV. For the three ettco at whtch survey
operations ware conducted, Now York, Oregon, and South CaroLina, machine-

readable case records data were avaiLabLe on aLL program participants.

Therefore, the amtpLe8 used tn tho descriptive cue records anaLy818 for thane

8tta8 conltsted of aLL participant households. The sample used for the Vtrgtnta

Ittet which hid the Lealt number of participants, alga consisted cf aLL the
participant' households. For the remaining four ettes, random 8ampLe8 of

approximately 500 to 600 households were drews, and key case records variables
were manuaLLy coded from case records deCa 8uppLted by the 8tt88. TabLe 0.1

shows the sample 81zes for each 81ta. ALL of th8 samples were drawn durtng the

second half of the planned one-year demonstration evaluation pert.d.

Because the tabulations for the three survey sites and for VtrgJnta are based on

aLL cases, thane data 1nv. Lye no eampLtng error. For the ocher four alcoa, the

eettamte8 presented tn the _ext of Chapter ZV ere subject to ecu degree of

8ampLtng error. The epproxlmlta atzas of such errors ars gtvsn tn TabLe O.2,

whtch shawl the wtdCh of 95 percent confidence IntervaLs associated wtth

percentage esttlmtes based on s sample cf 500 cases. Xt should be noted _hat

tht8 table provtden an upper bound of eempLtng error, particuLarLy for the

smeLLer 81tse, bec"uae for ItnpLtotty tt ten.rag reductions tn vartenos

estimates due to ftntte sample etze corrections.

Zn perforttng the data tabulations, cases with m1801ng data were omitted. For

lsat data 1Cema, caeca wtth mteatng data accounted for fewer than 10 percent of

aLL cases. The only significant exception, a8 Indicated tn TabLe IV.2 tn the

text of the report, is that certain data items---mcat frequently gross Income--
ware 8nttreL¥ unavaiLabLe tn certain stoas.

ALL tabulations were weight.d, wtth each observation having 8 watght equal Co

the tnvarse of ica probability of selection. Tho weights were based cfi the
numbers of participating households shown tn TabLe IZZ.2 of VoLume Z of the

report and the sample 81zoo tn TabLe D,1.

11



TABLE 0.1

CASE RECORDSSAMPLES

Stte t Caeca In Sample Date of Sample

Utah 580 01/08/81

South Care li ne 3185B 02/22/81

0 regon 5,828 04/27/81

Henneptn County, NH 567 03/27/81

Honroe County, NY 4,128 03/04/81

Vermont 540 03/23/81

Cuyehega County, OH 500 03/13/81

Vt rgt nt · 477 01/31/81

12



TABLE D.2

SA_LING ERRORIN ESTIHATING PERCENTAGES

USING 500 08SERVATION5

True Percenta.qa Wtdth of 95 Percent Confidence Zntarvat

10 + ,026

30 + ,040

50 + ,044

70 + ,040

90 + .026

13



APPENOIX E:

SURVEY DATA BY SITE

This appendtx presents survey data tabulated by site. ALL tabulations are

weighted aa described in Appendix A, Numbering of tables corresponds to table

nuBbsrs in the text of the report. For instance, Table E.VZZ.1 presents site-by-
site data for the variables included in Table VII.1 of the report.

14



TABLE E.VI.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAHPLE

Parti ci pants NonPerte ci pan ts
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dom Comp De., Comp Oem Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Dsm Comp

Househald Size
1 se 91 Ge 72 93 95 86 88 71 71 89 84

> 2 4 9 31 28 7 5 14 12 29 29 11 16

Sex ot' Head

MaL. 30 26 30 40 26 17 23 34 44 38 29 28

Female 70 74 70 GQ 74 83 77 G6 56 52 71- 72

A,qa of Head
65 - 69 34 29 31 29 34 31 20 19 28 33 19 18

70 - 74 29 38 34 31 30 24 23 39 31 31 30 31

75 - 79 20 16 21 20 16 2"1 25 16 31 14 2B 25

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

Race of' Head

BLack 22 23 57 65 10 0 7 I 0 45 49 9 0

Whtte 78 76 43 35 89 99 93 89 55 51 90 I00
Other O I O O 1 1 O I O O I O

Education of Head

0 - 8 years 7E 68 81 90 48 39 56 54 69 79 48 50

9 - 11 years 18 21 15 S 23 27 18 25 19 9 13 20

> 12 years 10 11 4 4 31 34 28 21 13 12 39 30

Monthly Income
$0 - 100 · 0 0 3 1 O 1 0 0 0 3 0 O

101 - 200 I 1 4 9 6 2 0 2 15 15 3 1

201 - 300 8 15 44 47 54 53 7 9 31 17 33 :=7

301 - 400 84 7{) 32 16 27 29 49 54 26 29 41 48

401 - 500 4 5 12 19 12 13 35 12 12 26 11 10

501 - 600 I 8 2 S 1 2 9 18 10 7 7 9

601 - 700 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 5 3 5 6

701 - 800 0 0 1 O O 0 0 3 1 0 0 1
) 800 0 0 0 0 O O 0 3 0 O 0 0

Sourcae of Income

Soci al Secure ty 85 90 90 90 92 92 97 96 9B 97 93 98
SS]: 64 71 49 61 53 5:= 17 26 12 14 18 14

Earnings 0 I 2 3 :3 1 0 4 11 11 2 2
Pensions 15 6 9 5 10 11 13 10 14 23 21 26

Other 7 7 5 3 21 13 13 18 11 12 5 15

Sample Size -a/ 194 18t 326 328 234 232 72 143 194 145 103 141

a/
_Zndtvtdual icom tebulattonl may be based on smaller sample sizes because cases etch

mining data were excluded.

NBs Numbers ara percentages (except sample size.].



TABLE E.VI,4

RESPONSESTO CZUESTIONSRELATING TO STIGMA

Percentaqe

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC 0_1 OR

Dom Comp Dam Comp Dom Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

1. "Bothered" by recmivin 9

food etampo

Yea 24 16 17 19 25 30 38 32 15 23 48 48

No 76 84 83 81 75 70 62 68 85 77 52 54

2. Degree of embarrassment at

telling frianda they receive

food stamps

"very embarrassed" 9 8 1 3 12 13 19 22 3 15 2D 25
"somewhat embarrassed" 19 12 4 18 14 16 19 21 7 17 23 24

"not embarrassed et all" 72 82 95 79 74 71 62 57 90 68 57 51

3. Perceive people in community

am having Lees reepact for

food stamp recipients

Yam 17 7 15 24 22 17 43 17 18 31 16 15

Ne 59 61 65 68 54 63 41 48 60 48 53 54

Don't know 24 32 20 8 24 20 16 35 22 21 31 31



TABLE E.VI.5

RESPONSESTO QUESTIONSRELATING TO
FOODSTAHP OFFICE ACCESS

Percentaq.

Participants NonPerttcipant.
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR·

Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam, Comp ;:)a., Comp De., Co.,p Da- Comp

Peromtve _etttno to progra.,

offtce as a prob,l.e.,

"13t9 problem" 33 25 26 38 25 19 52 29 :30 34 29 32
"LtttLe probLe.," 14 23 31 36 21 25 B 27 26 31 24 28

"no probLe.," 53 52 43 26 54 56 40 44 54 35 47 40

Dtstanca to FS offtce

< 1 .,t 13 48 18 4 lB 20 11 20 11 2 10 8

1-2 .,t 28 32 37 23 42 28 17 40 40 33 45 29

2-4 .,t 14 8 11 19 20 16 7 16 10 10 13 13

4-9 .,i 16 8 22 12 16 19 40 12 16 19 21 9
> 9 .,t 29 8 12 M 4 17 16 12 23 38 11 40

Own car 12 7 29 24 1R 35 24 14 48 41 26 43

Own or have access to car 62 51 75 71 59 76 70 65 B9 91 73 92

17



TABLE E.V[.8

MONTHLYFOODSTAMP ENTITLEMENTS

Percentage

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dom Camp Oma Camp Oem Comp Dom Comp Dom Comp Dom Comp

$10 - 15 63 38 14 19 30 21 55 48 29 38 40 47

16 - 30 9 12 22 34 26 23 11 18 21 14 19 16

31 - 45 7 22 24 18 17 29 14 13 11 17 17 15

4,6 - 60 8 13 17 13 13 10 2 7 12 7 5 4

61 - 75 12 17 19 13 14 13 16 12 24 26 19 16

76 - 90 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 I 3 0 0 1

More than 90 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

18



TABLE E,VII[.1

TABULATION OF AWARENESSOF AND ATTITUDE-q TOWARDSCASHOUT

Percentage

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dsm Comp Dam ,,Comp Dam Comp Dsm Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

1. Had heard of ceshout

program NA _ NA NA NA NA 48 8 61 16 39 18

2. Attitudes toward caahout

Prefer check. 77 29 74 36 80 29 49 49 53 50 36 45

Prefer coupons 5 26 6 2D 9 34 17 22 11 9 19 10

No Optnton Ia 4,5 20 4,4 11 37 34 30 38 41 45 45

19



TABLE E.VI]:I.2

REASONSFOR PREFERRINGCHECKS

Percentaqe

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dsm Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Oem Comp

Checks more convenient

or easter to use 87 69 85 76 70 57 60 73 71' 58 89 58

Check. can be used for

anythtng 30 21) 27 38 20 35 30 10 39 40 10 31

Stamps tnconveni en_ 7 5 9 S 7 22 0 4 I 2 I 0

Wtth checks people dcn't know
you get food stamp beneftts

or wtth checks you

feel more dignified, not
embarrassed 22 25 5 40 21 27 20 27 14 40 38

2O



TABLE E.VIII.3

REASONSFOR PREFERRING STAMPS

Percentaqe

Pertt ct pants NonPar ti ct pants
NY NY $C SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dell Comp De,, .Comp Dsm Cemp Da,, Comp Dam Comp De,, Camp.

· Stamps more convenient 51 40 33 34 21 33 14 46 17 42 9 3

Check. difficult to cash O 3 O 3 O 0 11 2 5 5 O 0

St--ps ensure food scamp

benefits ere spent for food El) 4 37 41 45 60 86 67 42 7E 78 'gE

Other 51 11 41 E5 39 9 O I 18 15 14 2

21



TABLE E.VI.2

PAST PROGRAM EXPERIENCE OF ELIGIBLE NONPARTICIPANTS

Percentage
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp Dsm Comp Dam Comp

1. Percentage who triad to determine

eligibility for food stamps 37 40 57 48 35 45

2. Percentage who applied for food
stamps 21 36 43 43 29 28

3. Percentage who received food
stamps 21 23 ES 25 19 19

4. Disposition of application for those

mhd appLtad but never received

food stamps

Application denied 100 81 68 91 gO 82
Changed mind; chose to do without 0 2 11 0 8 8
Other. 0 17 E3 g 2 10

5. Reason given for termination of food

stamp benefits by those who at
one time received them

- Family began earning too much
money 37 2B 33 35 20 33

- Racartlftcatton took too long 0 EO 8 1 3 17
- Inconvenient 0 3 3 10 42 10

- Tranportation problem 10 24 14 12 10 9

- Food stamps coat too much 2 10 5 24 5 13
- Other 51 15 37 16 EO 18

S, Percentage who believe themialve8 eligible

for food stamps

Believe eligible 25 45 4E 21 31 E3

Believe ineligible 4E 31 34 24 4E 38
Don't know 33 24 24 55 E7 39

22



TABLE E.VI.3

STATED REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION

Nonparticipants Who Never

Applied IPercentqRe]
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

Believe ineligible 16 34 40 20 15 17

Don't need the beneftts 48 46 26 30 44' 42

The benefits don't seem worth the trouble 22 13 17 34 13 19

Would be embarrassed if other people knew 7 0 I 9 1 7

Don't know how to apply 5 O 7 O Q 2

Couldn't get to the office 4 E 1 8 0 4

Too proud to apply 8 11 3 10 ED 14

Stamp. cost too much O O 3 2 1 1

Never thought about it 7 10 12 22 13 5

23



TABLE E.VI.7

INTERVIEW RESPONSES RELATED TO PERCEPTION OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Percentage
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dom Comp Dam Comp Dem Comp

1. Perception of experiences et food

stamp office by nonparticipants

Tho had applied

a. How treated

"treatment was fine" 94 91 79 87 9B 71

"people ware rude" 6 3 5 17 4 17

b. Helpfulness of program etaff
"people were helpful" 58 63 25 47 79 75

"people ware not helpful" 42 17 75 53 21 25

2. Perception by participants of "What

kind of Job Food Stamp Pro,ram ia
dain_ to take care of their
food needs"

Good 59 69 24 39 39 42

Fair 41 21 34 37 27 37

Poor 0 10 41 23 23 20

24



TABLE E.VII.1

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS
ON FOOD BUYING

Percentage .,.
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp Dam Comp Dom Comp

I. Effec_ on Amount of Food

Moro 58 58 57 B3 59 BE

Leas I 0 4 3 2 1

Same 41 44 35 33 37 37

2. Effect on Quality of Food

Better 30 35 32 31 37 37

Lower 4 1 1 I 2 2

Same 68 64 84 66 61 58

3. Percentage Reporting an In_reaae in

Either Quantity er Quality 48 58 56 51 59 B7

4. PorcentaRa Raporttn R a Oacraaaa.tn
Either Quantity or QuaLity 3 0 4 4 3 2
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TABLE E.VIZ.2

PERCEZVED EFFECTS OF SWITCHZNG

FROM FOOD STAMPS TO CHECKS

Percentage
NY SC OR

Oem Dem Dam

1. Effect on Amount of Food

More 6 8 5

Lees 9 12 16

Same 84 78 74

2. Effect on Quality of Food

Better 6 3 5

Lower 3 9 7
Same 91 86 81

3. Percentage Reporting an Zncreaee in
Either Quantity or QuaLtty 7 8 7

4, Percentage Reporting e,Oecraase in
Either Quantity or Quality B 12 17
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TABLE E.VIIi.4

CLIENT EXPERIENCE WITH CHECKS

Percantaqe
NY $C OR

Oem Oem Oem

Percentage reporting checks
arrtvtng Late 8 $0 24

Percentage reporting checks
stolen 5 1 4

Percentage reporting check

cashtng ?aa 3 2 1

Median check cashing fee among

those reporting fee $.50 S.5Q $.5Q
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APPENDIX G:

DATA SET USED TO

ANALYZE CHANGES IN

REPORTED MONTHLY

PARTICIPATION

Thta appandtx describes the date used tn the analysts of changes tn monthly
participation reported in Chapter V. TabLe 6.1 demcrtbu aLL the data avaiLabLe
when the analysts was conduol_d. TabLe G.2 describes the reports used tn the
anaLyetm, and TabLe 6.3 LtI_I the date used. TabLes G.4 through G.7 dtapLay
estimated chart,el tn participation.

In generaL, the enaLystm was conducted ustng the first _weLve months of date
avaiLabLe for each atta. However, several exceptions should be noted. For
several att"m, fewer than _aLve months of data were avaiLabLe, and for thou

attel, the Longest avaiLabLe data sag Naa used. For the ALbany, NewYork atta,
only ftys months of monthly report dace were avaiLabLe. However, a computer
Ltlttng of participants aa of September 1681 had been obtatned a8 part of the
survey work, and for tha_ atte, count, of that Listing were used aa the end-of-
parted data for the analysis.

The comparison and euppLementaL ettaa in South CaroLina and Wyomtng Indicated
very Large chengwa tn participation tn aLL groups during the ftrat few months of
the demonstration, and the cosportaon ette tn minnesota dtd so tn the non-SSZ
aged category. None of thee. changes Naa pLausibLe tn carla of known events,
end tn several Instances the date were Inconsistent wtth more detailed case

records data auppLted by the sties. ALso, the minnesota reports were
Inconsistent wtth reports of new participation, which appeared to be reasonable
tn that atte. Therefore, tn the South CaroCtna comparison and suppLementaL
sites and tn Wy.mtn,, the ftret three months of data were not used tn the
analysis. Zn the Htnneeota comparison stta, the total participation In the non-
SSX aged category wee adjusted tn the foLLowing way: data supplied by the site
showed that over the period fn question, there were 160 new households tn the
non-CSX aged category. The reported number of households tn thta category et
the end of the period gal 332, end thta wee assumed to be accurate. ALso, tt
wee el.used on the baste of data from the nan-SSX aged category for the stte
that approximately 41 percen_ of the caseload Left the pro,rem durtng the
partod. The net change tn the non-CSX aged category was then estimated aa (160 -
.41 x 332] = 24. ThJe change wee used to esttmate the non-SS! aged caseload for
the beginning of the period.

One county tn South CaroLtna apparently reversed the non-SSX aged and SSZ aged
columns on the forms tt submitted. The reversal wemconfirmed by examining case
records data and then corrected by changtng the forms before analyzing Chem.
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TABLE G.1

AVAZLABLE REPORTSOF TOTAL PARTICIPATION IN EACH SITE

Fi rat Last t Months

Si tea ,. .Lar.qeac ,City Month Month .Reported Mi 88i n.ci

Vermont (D] -_/ 07/80 11/81 15 10/81

Clinton Co., NY [C] Platteburg 07/80 04/81 9

Essex Co., NY (C) Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4 06/80

Henneptn Co., MN (DJ Mtnneapol.te 05/80 10/81 19
St. Louts Co.t MN (O] Duluth 06/80 07/81 15

Marion Co., ZN (S] Zndtenepolte 05/80 03/81 11

ArLtngtonf VA (O] 06/60 06/81 12
Alexandria, VA (C] 09/90 09/81 12

Two Regions of OR (O] Portland 09/90 09/81 14

Lane Co., OR (ti Eugene 09/80 09/81 14
Balance ot' State, OR [S] 09/60 06/81 14

Monroe Co., FlY lO] Recheater 05/90 06/91 12/80-05/61

Albany Co., NY (C] Albany 06/60 12/80 5 07/80-09/80
Erie Co., NY (C) Buffalo 07/80 02/81 B

Four Counties of SC (O] Florence 04/80 06/81 14 03/81

Three Counties of SC (C] Orengeburg 04/80 03/81 10 Merlboro-04/80
Lee 3/61

Orangebu r9-11/80,2/61
Lancaster Co., SC (S] Lancaster 04/80 03/61 12

Cuyehoge Ca., OH [0] Cleveland 05/90 09/81 17
Franklin Co., OH (ti Columbus 05/60 04/81 12 -.

Hamilton Co., OH (S] Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 12

Utah (0) 04/80 10/81 14 03,05,08,08,09/80

Wyoming [C) 04/60 02/81 11
Tulsa Co., OK (S] Tulsa 04/80 03/81 12

_V'l)=Oemonatration; C=Ccmpariaon; S=SuppLemental.
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TABLE G.2

REPORTSUSED IN THE ANALYSTS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Ft ret Last Length of

Si _es Lar.qeat... CJty Honth Month Pert od [Mos ]

Vermont (D] -e/ 07/80 07/81 12

CLtnton Cc., NY (C] PLattaburg 07/80 04/81 9
Esaex Co.t NY [C] Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4

Hermeptn Co., MN (:D] MtnnempoLll 05/80 05/81- 12

St. Louts Co., MN (C] DuLuth 05/80 05/81 12

Marten Cc,e ZN [S] ZndtanapoLte 05/80 03/81 10

ArLington, VA [D} 09/80 09/81 12
ALexanclrta, VA [C] 09/80 05/81 11

Two Regtcne of OR [DJ PortLand 08/80 05/81 12

Lane Co., OR (C] Eugene 08/80 08/81 12
BaLance of State, OR [S] 05/80 08/81 12

Honroe Co·, NY tO} Rocheeter 09/80 05/81 12

ALbany Co., NY (C] ALbany 05/80 09/81 15
Erte Co., NY It] BuffaLo 07/80 02/81 7

Four Counttee of SC [O] FLorence 04/90 04/81 12

Three Counttes of SC lC) Orengeburg 07/80 03/81 8
Lancaeter Co., SC [SI Lancaster 04/60 03/61 6

Cuyahcge Co., OH (DJ CLeveLand 06/80 05/81 12
FrankLtn Co., OH (C] CoLumbus 05/80 04/81 11

Hami Lton Co., OH [S] Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 11

Utah (DJ O4/8O 04/81 12

Wyomtng [C] 07/80 02/81 7
TuLoa Co., OK [S] TuLea 04/80 03/81 11

NOTE: See texC or app.endtx for crtterta used tn eeLecttng aneLyeta pertoda.

-'_/D=Oemcnetratt on; C=CcmparJeon; -S=SuppLementa L.
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TABLE S.3

DATA USED IN ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Beqtnntqa ,of Per.tod End of. Parted.

Sties Aqed SSTA '-_ SS'ra!_ Total Aqed SSZA-'_ SSZB_ Total

Vermont (O]b-/ 1.284 1.576 1.080 3.900 I .528 1.763 1.155 4.448
CLinton and Essex

Counties. NY [C] 171 553 250 974 E20 538 374 1.132

Henneptn Co.. 1411(D] 1.058 945 1.004 3.007 1.148 1.112 1.283 3.521
St. Louia Co.. NN (C) 308 398 222 928 332 382 213 927

Norton Co.. ]:N (S] 908 920 453 2,281 358 901 412 2.169

ArLington. VA (D] 170 181 121 452 188 193 131 512

ALexandria. VA (C] 195 184 193 572 175 182 195 552

Two Ragione of OR (D] 1.933 1.729 1.828 5.590 1.889 1.686 2.048 5.718

Lane Co.. OR (C) 520 888 730 2.430 864 968 876 2.700

BaLance of State, OR (SI 1,877 1,501 1,318 4,898 1,801 1,828. 1,485 5,010

Monroe Co.. NY [DJ 541 1.451 li333 3.795 634 I .483 I .869 3.998

ALbany County and Erie

Court, lite. NY (C] 2.405 3.828 4.987 11.188 2.824 4.218 5.676 12.518

Four Counties or sc (D] 617 1.788 917 3.322 752 1.841 1.040 3.733

Three Counties or SC (C] 531 1.252 542 2.325 549 1.306 591 2.448

Lancaater Co.. SC [S] 176 288 68 532 195 291 80 556

Cuyehoga Co., OH CD] . 3,147 3,774 4,598 11,519 3,308 3,607 5,153 12,068

FrenkLtn Co.. OH [C] 1.084 1.377 2.431 4.892 967 1.417 2.479 4.863

Hamt Lton Co.. OH (S] 893 1.939 2.089 4.901 709 1.581 1.861 4.251

Utah (D) 998 1,218 1,078 3,287 I ,181 1,169 1,188 3,516

Wyoming CC] 348 200 204 752 371 255 248' 871

TuLsa Co.. OK (S] 1.017 1.441 829 3.087 984 1.451 638 3.053

Total of the Eight
Demonstration St,aa 9.726 12.039 12.507 34.872 10.708 12.364 13.840 37.510

Total of the Other Sites 10.733 14.785 14.088 39.584 10.717 15.118 15.225 41f048

-a/SS:ZA = SS1: Aged; 59]:80 = S8! BLtnd and DiaabLed.

b-/D=Oe-onotratt on; C---Comperieon I S-Bupp Lementa L.



TABLE 6.4

CHANGESIN TOTAL CASELOADSI ALL CATEGORXES

(1} [2) [3}
Demonstration Comparison Compe£18on&Gup. p..t.ementeL

Begin- Z Begin- Z Begin- Z Differences

Site [Stat_[ ntng End Change ntn_ End Change nth D End _.__Cha_ngL..... _L-_ ..... Wz_ 3]

Vermont 3900 4446 14.0% 974 1132 16.2% 974 1132 6.2% -2.2% -2.2%

Htnnesota 3007 3521 17.1 928 827 -0.1 3208 3096 -3.5 17.2 20.6

Virginia 452 512 13.3 572 552 -3.5 572 552 -3.5 16.8 16.8

Oregon 5590 5718 2.3 2436 2700 10.8 7132 7710 8.1 -8.5 -5.8

L_
New York 3795 3996 5.3 11168 12518 11.9 11,88 12518 11.9 -6.6 -6.6

South CaroLina 3322 3733 12.4 2325 2446 5.2 2857 3002 5.1 7.2 7.3

Oregon 11519 12068 4.8 4892 4986 -0.6 9793 9114 -6.9 5.4 ;1.7

Utah 3287 3518 7.0 752 871 15.8 3639 3924 2.2 -8.9 4.8

Unwetghted

Averages 9.5 7.0 3.7 2.5 5.8

t-vaLuee [0.7} (1.6}



TABLE G.5

CtlANGESIN TOTAL CASELOADS-- NOtt-SS! AGED

iii 12! Ia!
Demonstration ComJb.orison Co.m_arleon & SuppLementaL

Begin- _ Begin- Z Begin- Z Differences

Site [Gte tel ....... D!nn End Change nin_ End ChanQ8..... Jnn...... E_d_N_CChana_.... l! L-_LgI .... L1]-£a]

Vermont I264 1528 20,gz 171 220 28,7_ 171 220 28,7_ -7,8Z -7.8_

Minnesota 1058 1146 8,3 308 332 7,8 1216 1188 -2,3 0.6 10.6

Virginia 170 188 10,6 195 175 -10,3 195 175 -10,3 20,6 20,8

Oregon 1933 1989 E.9 820 864 5.4 2697 2765 2.5 -2.5 0.4

New York 541 634 17,2 2405 2824 9,1 2405 2624 8,1 8,1 8.1

South CaroLine 617 752 21,9 531 549 3,4 707 734 3,8 18.5 18.1

Oregon 3147 3308 5.1 1084 967 -10,8 1977 1676 -15,2 15.9 20.3

Utah 096 1161 16.6 348 371 6,6 1365 1335 -2,2 10.0 1U.8

Unwetghted

Averages 12,8 B,O 1.8 7,9 11.2

t-vaLues [2.2) (3.0]
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TABLE G.B

CHANGESIN TOTAL CASELOADGI SSI Al:ED

(1] (2] la]
Demonstration Comparison Cqmpe£Jeon & SuppLementaL

Begin- % Begin- % Begin- % Differences

_! te [StateJ nj nE End Change ..... DJ_nB. End Change J_Ln_ End Chang! .... _k-_ .... 1[_:[3-L

Vermont' 1576 1763 11.8Z 553 538 -2.7% 663 538 -2.7% 14.6Z 14.6%

Hinnesote 945 1112 17.7 398 382 -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

Oregon 1729 1686 -2.5 886 968 g.O 2387 2594 B.7 -11.5 -11.2

New York 1451 1493 2.8 3826 4218 10.2 3828 4218 10.2 -7.4 -7.4d_

South CaroLina 1788 1941 8,6 1252 1306 4.3 1540 1597 3.7 4.2 4.9

Oregon 3774 3607 -4.4 1377 1417 2.8 3316 2998 -9.6 -7.3 5.2

Utah 1215 1169 -3.8 200 255 27.5 1641 1706 4.0 -31.3 -7.7

UnweJghted

Averages 6.3 5.8 1.3 0.5 5.0

t-vatuea [0,1! (1.1)



C
)_ _ TABLE G.7

/_ CHANGESIN TOTAL CASELOADS- $S% BLIND AND DISABLED

o°fS!
i11 12l la)

Demonst ret I on CornoBr t eon I_:)mL)ar 1_son _ Su_efi 18L
Beoi n- % Begt n- % Begi n- % DJffe rence6

St re 5J_e). nj nil_.... _End___Chang_ nj n.g End Change .lng ...... _End____ Change ..... _[1]-J2]. .... L1J_-£3_I_

Vermont 1060 1155 9.0% 250 374 49.6% 250 374 49.6% -40.6% -40.6%

Hinnesota 1004 1263 25.8 222 213 -4;1 675 625 -7.4 29.9 33.2

Vt rgl nra 121 131 8.3 193 195 1.O 193 195 1.0 7.2 7.2

u_ Oregon 1928 2043 6.0 730 B76 20.0 2048 2361 15.3 -14.0 -9.3

New York 1803 1689 3.7 4957 5676 14.5 4957 5676 1.45 -16.8 -10.6

South CaroLina 917 1040 13.4 54E 591 9.0 610 671 10.0 4.4 3.4

Oregon 4598 b153 12.1 2431 2479 2.0 4500 4440 -1.3 10.1 13.4

Utah 1076 1188 10.2 204 245 20.1 B33 Be3 6.0 -9.9 4.2

Unwet Ohted

Averages 11.1 14.0 11 .O -3.0 0.1

t-vat usa [-0.4) [O .1 )
\



APPENDIX H:

NOTES TO TEXT TABLE VI.1

(PARTICIPATION RATE

ESTIMATES)

Thts appendix describes the calculations on which the entrtaa in Table VZ.1 tn

Chapter VZ of the matn report are based.

Rome I and 2 are from tebuLettone of metghted survey data. Standard errors have

bean computed aa=

standard error =IV/d.a. p(1-P)n

where d.a. ts the estimated destgn affect, p is the participation rata, and n ts

the sample atze on whtch the eattmate of p ts baaed. The design effect wes
computed aa 1.19 for SSZ recipients and 1.47 for non-SSZ recipients, on the

beats of the weights described tn Appendix A, using the equation:

[ W2] [sample size]

d.a. = ( W]2

FoLLowing are the sample sizes on which these caLcuLations ware based=

SS! Recipients Non-SSZ Recipients

EligibLe for Eligible for

Food Stamps Food Stamps

NY Demonstration site 198 57

NY Comparison ette 251 68
SC Demonstration Site 320 192

SC Comparison St ts 303 159

Oregon Demonstration Site 241 83

Oregon Comparison Stte 231 131

Rows 3 and 4 are from program data supplied by the sites. For the Oregon sites,

they are taken from the deco in Appendix G, with totels for the demonstration

site multiplied by .77 to account for the fact that an estimated .77 of the

demonstration at ts caseload ta in the county where the survey was conducted.

[The .77 estimate was computed from case records data supplied by the state.]

For the New York atte, the participation numbers were taken directly from
Appendix G. For the South Carolina atte, the antrtee tn the table were taken

from the relevant county-by-county totals on which the aggregate site date tn
Appendtx 6 were baaed.
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Row 5 ts the sum of Rows 3 end 4.

Rows 6 and 7 are computed by dtvtdtng Row8 3 and 4 by Rowe I and 2,

respectively.

Row 8 ts the sum o¢ Rowe 6 end 7.

Row gie Rom 5 dtvtded by Row 8. Standard error, have been computed tn the
foLLowing way:

The entrte, tn Row 9 can be mrtttsn as:

PT
% = Ps+ P. [II

RS RN

where

S = subscript for SS! recipient

N = subscript for non-SS! recipient

T = eubmcrtpt for total across above ca:egortee

R =perttctpetton rate [Rowe 1, 2 end g]'

P = number of participant. [Rowe 3-5]

The participation .attests, PT_ PS' and PN are taken from program data and,
as an approxtmatto n, are assumed not to have sampLtng variance,

It can be shown aea theorem tn statistics, that tf K ia a constant and X ts a
random variable,

Var (K)_(_-]2 (Var [X]) [2]

x

where a _artabLe mtth a Ltne over tC represents a mean. [See Hood, et eL.,
1974,] AppLication of' thte to equatton [I] yteLde

2 Var RS RNPT
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AppLying equation [2] again yields

S N+ N

Rs/ RS2 RN2

Var (RTl = (Ps +PN/2RsRN /P_+ PN/2RN [4]

This equation, together with the standard errors of RS and RN shown

in parentheses in Rowe I end 2 of the tablet was used to caLcuLate the

standard errors in parentheses tn Row 6.



APPENDIX J:

DETAILS CONCERNING DIETARY

INTAKE DATA AND ANALYSIS

Tht8 appsndtx pr.wants details concerning the dietary tntake data and anaLyete.

Heaeured Dtetary TabLe J.1 presents average LeveLs of nutrtent intake for Low income eLderLy

:]:etak. LeveLs parsons, as meaeured by the survey dona for the current project and by two other

Cempered wtth survey8; the HeaLth and Nutrition Examination Survey (HANES] dona tn Ig71-1974

tJveLs Ob_atnad by the U.S. DeperT_aent ot' HeaLth, Education, and WeLfare; and the 1977-1978
in Other Surveys Hettoowtde Food Coneueptton Survey done by the U.S. Department of AgricuLture

[LISDA] (U.S. Department of AgricuLture, 1982).

Zn generaL, the nutrtent tnCaku meaeured tn the current study are Lower then
those found tn the other surveyl. There era several poaathte reaaone for this.

Ftrst, tt should be noted that the nutrtent LeveLs observed tn the current

·arvey er. much closer to Those obtatned in the HANES survey then they ere to

The USDA LoCaLe. The average difference between the current survey and the

HANEStotals t8 only 5 parcamt a8 compared wtth 17 percent for tho USDA

survey. Al alt.Gui"ed tn VoLume ZZZ, the tntervtemtng protocols end data

processing eof_ware used tn the current survey were, far the moat part,

patterned attar those uaed by HANES. Thus, tt t8 LtkeLy that a 8ubatanttaL

shore ot' the dt1'1'erencee between The reeuLte o1' the current survey end those o1'
the LISOAsurvey are nat due to factors untque to The current survey, each aa the

uae o1' a telephone Interviewing methodology, but rather are due to dt1'1'erencme

between the HANES and USOA methodologies. Zt ts not currently posstbLe tS/
deteretne whether the HANES or the USOA proceduree are the more accurate.

._/

PoeetbLe seasonality In consumption may also account for die'far"ncaa in observed
nutrient intake in the current survey ee compared wtth thoee o1' ocher surveys.

HOlt of the Interview, conducted f'or the current study were clone durtng the

summer o1' 169¶, Interviewing 1'or the USO). survey was conducted durtng November

1977 to Harch 1978, and the HANES survey lea conducted over eeveraL years.

Zntervie.erl reported that many respondents tn the current study remarked that

4/
'-_Zt should be noted that the HANES data 1'or moat nutrients other than caLortea

and proC.tn .ay ThelSetvee under, aLimet, current consumption LeveLs. The reason

ts that the HANES data were coLLected tn the early 19708, and there ta evtdenca

from pertodtc Department of AgricuLture surveys chat coneumptton LeveLs o1, moot

nutrients other than caLortee end protetn have been rtslng over ttme. However,
the HANES tntaka estimates sro, tn generaL, Lower than those obtained tn an

earLter 1965-66 LJSOAsurvey done prtor to HANES. Thts suggeet8 that even after

_klng changing consumption patterns tnto account, there are differences bet. awn

! HANESand USDA procedure, that Lead to 8tgntftcantLy dt1,ferent tn_ake
: estimates.
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TABLE J,1

LEVELS OF DIETARY INTAKE FOR LOWINCOME ELDERLY PERSONS
AS MEASUREDBY DIFFERENT SURVEYS

Preliminary Date From _ Difference _ Difference
Current 1971-74 HANESa/ 1977-78 Dept. of b_/ Between Currentd/Between Curren;]/
Survey Survey ; Agriculture Survey Survey & HANES-' Survey & USDA -

WOMEN

Csloriae (Kcmll 1178.75 1197.44 1288.59 -1.6 -6,5
Protatn [ gm] 45.20 4.02 55.14 -7.7 -17.9
Calcium (ag] 448.22 519.17 593.93 -13.7 -24.5
Iron (mg] 7.95 7.89 9.84 7.8 -19.2
Vitamin A [IU] 4815.92 4417.35 7599.40 4.5 -3g.2
Thiamine (ag) 0.91 .99 1.05 3.4 -9.0
Riboflavin (ag] 1.17 1.24 1.32 -5.6 -11.4
Ntectn {ag] 10.85 11.23 13.56 -6.2 -21.5
Vltamtn C (ag] 77.29 71.92 70.27 7,6 lOuD

Average d t fference -1.2 -15.7

MEN

CeLortee [Kc4L ] 1366.91 1672.07 1724.09 -16.2 -20.7
Protain (gm] 55.58 84.42 71.27 -13.7 -22.0
Calcium [mg] 516.11 587.48 649.22 -13.8 -20.5
Iron (ag] 6.92 11.25 12.49 -21.6 -29.4
Vitamin A {IU] 3896.90 4342.17 5310.19 -10.2 -g6.6
Thtemt ne (ag] 1.00 1.16 1.23 -13.8 -16.7
RI boflevt n (mg] I .29 1.62 1.53 -15.6 -16.3
Niacin [mg] 12.11 14.05 16.73 -13.9 -27.6
Vitamin C [eg] 83.25 69.23 57.62 -9,6 9,8

Average difference -14.4 -19.1

AVERAGE

Calortee (KcaL ] 1217.08 1294.28 1377.43 -6.0 -11.5
Protein (gm] 47.38 52.16 58.43 -9.2 -18.9
Calcium [mg] 462.05 535.14 605.21 -13.7 -23.6
Iron [ag ] 0.13 8.58 10.38 -5.2 -21.7
Vitamin A (IU] 4460.47 4402.01 7124.44 1.5 -37.3
Thiamine (ag) 0.93 0.94 1.05 -I .1 -11.4
Riboflavin (mg] 1.19 1.30 1.36 -6.5 -12.5
Nteotn [ag] 10.95 11.90 14.21 -7.2 -22.9
Vitamin C [ag] 74.41 71.29 67.69 4,4 9,9

Average difference -5.0 -16.7

a/
U.S. Department of Health, Educattont end Welfare [1979].

U.S. Department of Agriculture (1982].

Weighted averegee, with weights baaed on proporttone of man and women in the current survey data
[20,4 percent men end 79.6 percent women],

dj S
Percentage are computed ueing the government survey ae the base.

A
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4/
it was "just too hot to eat" when asked about their food consumption, -v

and Chis could have had · downward effect _ food consumption, particularly
with regard to calorie and protein intake.-- Evidence that this may have =sen
tho cane te provided by Table J.2, which shows differences tn food intake

beteeen tntervtamo covering days .hera the high temperature uae 85 degrees or

more aa compared with days when the high temperature was Leis than 85 degrees.

Al shown in the table, intake was lower on the high-temperature days for each of
the ntne nutrients, and for seven of the nine nutrients the differences are

statistically significant. Overall, the average percentage difference between
the higher-temperature days and other days was approximately 11 percent.

Forty-five percent of tho tnCervtomo in the sample were conducted on days with

temperatures above 66 degrem8. Thus the data suggest Chat, on average, nutrient

intake recorded tn the survey Bay have been approximately 5 percent [.45 ttmae
11 percent] Lower than it would have been if none of the Interviews had been

given on days with high temperatures.

Zt should be noted that, strtctLy speaking, these data cannot be tnterpretad ae

dtrectLy showing the effect of having conducted the intarvtem8 over the summer.

Rather thug data show tntra-day variation within the summer months. The
tabuLattune thus demonstrate that within the sumner months, hotter days tend to

Lower consumption, but they do not provide dtrect evtdence regarding the

pooltbtLtty thaC overall pastime of nutrient intake may be Lower (or higher] tn
the sumner al compared with OChlr ttmee of the year. Zt ts poeatbLe at the

conceptual Level that tho effect of having interviewed durtng the summer could

be etcher greeter or Leeler then the 5 percent eotimmte euggeotad by the above
tabulations. NeverCheLema, the data are at Least consistent with the

possibility that observed Levels of tntake were Lower because of summer

Interviewing.

Another rector that should be noted i8 that the sample of elderly persons for

the current study ts somewhat different from the sample for which USOA survey

data are available. The available USOA data include all elderly persona with

Low incomm, while the current survey wee Limited to elderly persona Living in

households with no members under 65 years old end who ere eligible for food

scampi. Zt 8eem8 LtkeLy Chat eLderLy perman8 .,my, on average, have access to

more and better food when they ere Ltvtng tn Larger households which include

younger members aa well.

A ftnoL possibility, however, te Chat eons food consumption may have been

underreportad tn the current survey. There ts no way to detarntne with
certainty whether thte tc tho case. Zt ts important to note, however, that even

tf acme underreporCtng dtd occur, it ts Likely that it did not effect

I/
_'Thi8 was particuLarLy true at the Oregon sits, ehich experienced record high

temperatures during parco of tho survey period.

_/ForttaLly offsetting negative affects of the heat could have been posatbLa

poolttve affects from tho ovstLebtLtty of fresh frutts and vegetables during the
Bummer months.
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TA8LE J.2

DIFFERENCES IN NUTRTEHT INTAKE FOR DAYS WITH

HZ6H TEMPERATURES,85 DEGREESDR MORE

[1] [2) (3) (4)
Zntlke on Intake on

Days with Days with

Htgh Htgh Dt f_arence es

Tempera- Tempera- Percentage
turea cures 85 Otffer- of Xntako on

Be_ow Q5 and ove r enos Days be_ow 85

CaLortea (KcaL ] 1257.01 1168.49 -88.52* 7.[_
(2.72]

Protein [ga] 50.11 44.03 -6.08* 12.1
(4.o9]

CaLcium Cma} 499.81 418.38 -83.23* 16.7
(4.92]

Iron (ma] 8.44 7.78 -0.88* 8.1

[2.57]

Vitamin A (ZU] 4818.18 3923.93 -994.25* 20.2

[2.49)

Vttamtn C [rog) 76.43 71.97 -4.46 5.8
(I .15)

Thiamin [mg] - 0.94 0.91 -0.03 3.2
[1.2.]

Rtbottavtn leg} 1.27 1.10 -0,17* 13.4
(3.o5)

Niacin [ma} 11.53 10.24 -1.29' 11.2
(3.38] '

Average Percent 0t fferance I0.9

NOTES: Entries ara unite of nutrient.

AbsoLute values of C statistics ara shown in parentheses under
entrtee in CoLumn (3}.

Asterisks indicate Chat estimated differences are statisticaLLy
significant with a .O_.LsveL two--taiLed tut,
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any of the key conclusions of the an·Lysi·. The focus of the analysis ts
on comparisons of dietary intake between group· of IndividuaL·, such ae

comparisons between program participants and nonp·rttctpant· or comport·on·

between participants receiving chh and participants receiving coupons. Even if

· oma undarrepcrttng occurred in the ·urvey, there ts no reason to believe that

it would have occurred differentiaLLy more among ·oma of these groups rather
than other·.

ProbabiLity of Aa discussed in Chapter VZZZ of the report, 24-hour recaLL data baaed on a

Meettng RDA single day of food ccneumptton dc not'provide accurate information wtth regard

to proportions of the population meeting recommended datLy aLLowencee (RDAS) of '

nutrients, (S_I Chapter VZZZ for ·dtacueaton of the reelcn for't hi·,] Ac ·

relULt, the eneLyet· preslmtad in the text of the report dome not focue on RDAe
aa ·n outcome weeoure. However, because there may be eon tntaremt tn the BOAs

oburved in the murray, th1· eeotton preeente tabuLattcne cf percentagee of
reepondemts who eec RDAs end also praeanta the raauLCe of probit anaLyeta of RDA
outcomes.

The RDAo used fay/the eneLylte are those developed by the National Academy of
Sciences (1980]._ A1 background for the anaLyele of probabilities of meeting

ROAm, it may be ueefuL to examine the reLattanehtp between average tntakee ae

meelured by the current lurvey end the ROAm. TabLe J.3 presents the·e data. In

generaL, the average intakes cblerved in the ·ampLe are Lower than tho RDAS,

TabLes J.4 through J,6 present date on proporttone of hougehoLd8 meeting ROAs
for tho comparison and damonetretlon site ·ampLeg. Ag with the nutrtent intake

comperionna tn Chapter VXZZ, the ROA reeuLta are presented for the rea nutrient
data end also with the effeGtl of other variables controLLed using prnbit. The

independent vertabLae ueld in the probit equations ere etmtLar to those used tn

the regreelton equations reported tn Chapter VZZZ. (CompLete probtt results ere

included in Appendix H,} Thc probit reeutte reported in the fourth column of

each table cmn be interpreted ag the percentage difference tn the LikeLihood of

a reepondent meeting the RDA for · given nutrient after controLLing for ocher

variables. For example, tn the rem dace, participants in comparison sites had a

.035 Lower LikeLihood of reechtng the caLorte ROA than nonparticipants (TabLe
J.4, CoLumn 3). The difference in probabtLtttee changes to an estimated .040

Lower probability when vertebLel other than participation are controLLed for.

The patterns of results are generaLLy 8imtLar to thou found in the ana Lyeia of

program effects on aver·ge nutrtent intakes. At comparison sites, participation

generaLLy had a ·maLL and negative, but statisticaLLy insignificant effect on

the LikeLihood of a respondent meeting nutrient adequacy etanderde. At oaehout

· iCao, participation had · generaLLy poatttve effect on the LikeLihood of a
reepondefit_e diet moating adequacy LeveLs, and for five of the nutrtantef the

4/
_Except for calories, RDA LeveLs are sat tn such a way that meeting the RDA for

a nutrient wiLL provide eufftctent intake for 95 percent of the population.

(The comparable percentage for ceLort·e ts 50 percent.] Thus, failure of an

individual to meet an ROA Level doll not necessarily mean that the person t·

consuming an inadequate amount of the nutrient, given that parsons' own

requirement·.
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TABLE J.3

AVERAGENUTRZENTINTAKE AS PERCENTAGEOF RDAs

Current Average
Survey Zntaka aa

Average Percentage
Intake RDA of RDA

_NEN

Catortee (Kcat ] 1178.75 1800 [/ .65

Protatn (ga] 45.26 44 1.03

CaLctum (ag] 448.22 800 .56

Iron (ag] 7.95 10 .80

Vttmmtn A [IU] 4615.92 4000 1.15

Thtamtna [mg] 0.91 1.0 .91

RibofLavin [ag) 1.17 1.2 .nB

Ntectn (no] 10,65 13 .82

Vtta,,tn C [ag] 77.29 60 1.28

CaLortea [KcaL] 1388.81 2400[ / .57

Protein Igc] 55.58 56 .ga

CaLctu. lng} 516.11 800 .65

Zron [eg] 0.82 10 .88

Vttamtn A [ZU] 4896.60 5000 .98

Thtantne [mg] 1.00 1.2 .83

RibofLavin [mai 1.20 1.4 .91
Ntectn (ag] 12.11 16 .76

Vttaetn C [mg] 63.25 60 1,05

e--/CaLorie ROAn shown tn the table are midpoints of ranges for persons 51-75

years old. In the probtt analysis, for persons older than 75m the midpoints of the
range for persona older then 75 were used. These are 1,500 and 2,050.
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TABLE J._

0:FFEREtICE9 [N PROBABIL[TY OF MEET[riG ROAs
BETWEENPARTZCIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

CaNPARZSONSITES

H) [2] (3) (4]
Raw Data Difference After

Non ControLLing for
Partt=- Parttc- Otffer- Effaota of Other

_pant 1pant snce VariabLes

CaLories

Protatn

CaLcium

I ran

Vttamtn A

Vitamin C

Thtamtn

RibofLavin

Niacin

NOTES: Entrtaa ara probabilities.

AbsoLute values of t statistics ars shown tn parentheses under entries tn
CoLumn (4].

Sma Appendix H fop compLeta probit reeuLta.
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TABLE d.5

D_FFERENCESIN PROBABZI.[TY 0F MEETZNGRDAs

BE'r_N PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

CASHOUTSITES

H} (;] [3) [4)
Raw Data Dtf?erence After

Non ControLLing for
Partt_- Partic- Otffar-- E?fact. of Other

1pant 1pant enca VariabLes

CaLorta.

Protein

CaLctu.

! ron

Vttemtn A

Vttamtn C

Tht aw1n

Rtbar'[ .vt n

Ntaatn

HOTES= Entrtas ers probabilities.

AbaoLute value, of t statistic, are shown in parentheses under
entries in CoLumn (4).

Asterisks tndtcata that estimated al?acts are statisticaLLy significant with
a .05 Level two-taiLed test.

See Appendix H ?ar complete probit results.
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TABLE J.5

DIFFERENCES ZN PROEABZI_[TYOF MEETING RDAe
BETIIEER PARTZC[PANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

TOTAL DATA SET

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Ral Data Difference After
Non ControLLing for

Perttc- Partio- Dtffer- Effects of Other

Ipant tpant ence VariabLes

CaLortee

Protetn

CaLcium

Iron

Vitamin A

Vitamin C

Thiamin

RibofLavin

Niacin

NOTES= Entries are probabilities.

AbsoLute values of t statistics are shown in parentheses under

entries in CoLumn [4].

Aetert8ks tndlcate that estimated effects are statisticaLLy significant with
e .O5 Level tmo-tatLad test.

See Appendix M for complete probit results,
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estimated effects are statisticaLLy significant. The differences tn the effects

of participation between comparison and cashout sites may be due to sampLtng
error since there ts no inherent reason to believe that cash, which reduces

the Link between participation end food or nutrient intake, t8 LtkeLy to improve

dtetary adequacy. When data are pooled acro88 sties, most of the estimated

effects are positive, but only one--that for protein--is statisticaLLy
significant.

The SeLf As discussed tn Chapter VZZZ, taste were undartak8n tn whtch· correction factor

SeLection baaed on an estimated probit model of participation wee used to control for

Correction poastbLs seLf-seLection btal in the nutrient intake regressions. The procedures

Factor ua,id were baa,ad on Hackman (1979). Since IncLusion of thte factor dtd not

substantially aLl_r tho results of the analysts, the factor was not included tn

the final equation specifications on which the results reported tn the matn body
of the report arm based. Thts section describes tn more datatL the work tn tht8

area end summarizes results o_ equations estimated with the correction factor

tncLudmd tn the specification.

Let d be 8 l tO vmrtabLe indicating whether an observation ts a Food Stamp

Program participant. Then a probit model of the participation process can be

specified as,

d = 1 tf X.._I B + v > O,

d = Otf X_I B + v < Q,

where the X variables are determinants of participation, 9 ts a vector of

estimated parameters, and v ts an error ter_, with an estimated standard error
S .

V

The correction factor, c, inserted tnto Cbs nutrient intake regressions was
computed as

normal denetty function of (X'B/S ]
C = V

cumulative normal density function of [[2d-1][x'g/'s ] ]
V

TabLe J.7 summarizes the effects of IncLuding thts correction factor tn the

nutrient tntake regressions. The results are based on regressions for the

combined sample pooled across eLL comparison and demonstration survey 81tea.

Tho first column tn the table shows estimated coefficients on tho 1,0 _dtcator
of program participation, for equations without the correction factor.

The second column of the table presents comparable results for equations
estimated wtth the correction factor. AbsoLute values of the t statistics

associated wtth the coefficients ere shown tn parentheses. Aa shown tn the

table, the results ara not aubltanttaLLy altered by the IncLusion of the

correction factor. Moat of the amttmmtad coefficients are very small tn

I-/These numbers era frei TabLe VZZZ.9 of the matn body of the report.



TABLE J.7

EFFECTS OF INCLUDING SELF-SELECTION CORRECTION

FACTORIN NUTRIENT INTAKE REGRESSIONS

[Data far all sttaa pooled]

Coefficient on Program Coefficient on

Participation tn Equatlon Program Participation

Without Correction In Equation Wtth
Factor Correction Factor

CeLort se [Keel ]

Protein (gm)

CaLcium (ag]

Zron (mO]

_Vttamin A (IU]

Vitamin C (mg]

Thiamin (mg]

Riboflavin (mg]

Niacin (ag]

SampLe StzB8 in regressions -a/

NOTE: AbsoLute value8 of t statistics are shown in paranthe8se,

a-/SampLe size is Lower in regreamton8 with correction factor

because acme observations Lacked the data needed to compute this variable,

49



relation to t_atr standard errors end remain so when the correction factor ts

IncLuded, To be sure9 the absolute values of some Df the coefficients change

substantiaLLy, For Instance, the estimated coefficient tn the calories equation
changes from 3.72 to 23.3, However, tht s generaLLy happens tn tnetancma where

beth estimated coeffftctents ara qutte smaLL relative to the average values of

the dependent variables end relative to their standard errors. Zn the case of
caLorteet for Instance, even the Larger esttmat, to Leas than 3 percent af

average caloric tntake tn the sample and t8 much smaLLer than 1ts standard
error,

5O



APPENDIX K:

REPORTED INCOME:

SURVEY COMPARED WITH

CASE RECORDS DATA

Income data reported by Food Sc"ap Program participants tn the survey were
compared wtth case records dace for the same households to provtda some

Indication of the degree of undarreporttng that occurred. To be sure, tt .usc
be recognized that the case records themselves are LtkeLy to be subject to

considerable error. Therefore, not aLL discrepancies between the two data sets

should bs attributed to error, tn the survey Information. HivartheLeos,
comp. risen of the two typee of data can at Least be Indicative of whether the

survey data ars gtmtLar to thole that would have been obcetned by eLigibiLity
workers durtng actual program application reoerttftcotton Interviews.

The names of sample member, who were found durtng tho survey to be program

participants were matched agatha, case records Ltattnge auppLtad by the st,es.

Zn cease where apparent watches were Identified, the cae. records data were

combtned wtth the 8urvey data on a atngLe anaLyeta ftLa. Celia where there

appeared to bo subetantteL dJlorspenoJas Jn household damogrephtc data such es

racet age, or sex of the heed of the household were eliminated trow the fils for

chi matched anaLyatl, on the grounds that such dtecrepenotee lay have been

Indicative of incorrect matching. The eneLyata used data frae bach _e/w York
sties and frow the damonstrotton at,es tn South CaroLtna and Oregon.

The overaLL sample atze avat LabLa for the anoLyeta InvoLving Food Stamp Program
beneftt LeveLe wee 651 ca.sa. Somewhat fewer caeea were avaiLabLe for

oamparteone of gross and not tnooma Lev. Lo, bacauam acme sttee dtd not tncLuda
Chase data tn the case records fnformatton.

One Limitation wtth regard to the compar4son of survey end case records tncome
data should be noted= federal SSX and SoctaL Sacurtty beneftt LeveLs were

1ncr.seed by 11.2 percent as of JuLy 1, 1981. Tho survey began at approximately

the smae item, and thue the survey data reflect the tnoreeeee in federeL
beneftt LeveLs for ch.el programs aa of that date. However, the case recorde

data for th1. ensLyeta were luppLted tn the Late summer and early feLL cf 1981.

This means that. th. most recent Food Stamp Program recertlftcatton for many of

the houeehoLde tn the dace eec hsd occurred prtor to JuLy 1. For such

houeehoLde, the case records data do not reflect the JuLy 1 SS! end SoctaL
Security tnoreeeea end therefore undereettmate tncome receipts aa of the ,tea of

tho survey.

The ava4LabLa cue records data do not aLLow a determination of the prectee
magnitude of 1ocoma undarcouottng tn tho camm records due to this factor.

However, the amount of undercounttng ts certainly considerably Leas than the

11.2 percent federal beneftt increase, There ere several reasons for thta: (1]

· tsee tn state SSZ benefice were Lower than the tncreaee tn federal benefice;

I/
"Because of a progremetng error, case records data for the appropriate rte.

period were not avaiLabLe for the South CaroLtna end Oregon comparison sites.



[2) some of the respondent households have other income sources beetdee S_T and

SoctaL Security; and (3) some of the cases had been recerttfted after JuLy 1

and, For such households, the case records data reflect the JuLy 1 increase.

Thus, while there ts some undsrcounttng tn the case records data due to the

timing of the increase tn federal benefits, the extant of the uneercounttng can

be assumed to be under 11.2 percent.

TabLe K.1 eumurtzee results of the analysis. As shoran in the table, there ts
considerable variation between income estimates tn the survey data end tn the

case records date. OnLy 33 percent of the gross Income esctmatae and 21 perce_
of the net income estimates are within S10 of each other in the two data seco.--

Am Indicated tn the bet,si row of TabLe K.1, reporting dtscrepenoto tend to

offset one another, so that when averaged over aLL of the cases on the file,

they ere reLativeLy ILL. The average discrepancies for both gross and nec

tnooBe are under $4 end ere smaLLer than their standard errors. The average net

dtenrspenoy For Food etamP2/l_onue amount ts $1.6, and thts difference ts
statistics LLy st get fl cant.-

Al shem tn TabLe K.2, there la conetderebLe variation by etCe tn the stze and
nature of the discrepancies in the data. The cwo New York State sites have the

Lowest average errors. Average net income ts S4.2 higher tn the survey deta

then tn the cue record8 data for the New York demonstration et te and $21 higher

st the comparison efta. The discrepancies tn net benefit amounts at these

eitel ere about 14 et the denlonetratton ette end -$2 et the comparison ette.

Averege discrepancies ere substantiaLLy Larger et the South CaroLina and Oregon

sltalt but the differences ere LargeLy offsetting. Average net tncome es

reported tn the survey data is 136 Lower than the case records data, and average
benefits ere $13 htgher at the South CaroLina site. At the Oregon e_ta, on the

other hendr average survey income i, $43 higher, and average beneftta are S12

Lower than the corresponding cass records Information.

1-/At first examination, tt nay appear surprising that the d_sorepancies ere
Larger For net income after deductions than they are For gross income. However,

two lecture may et Loot tn parc account for this. First, net income ts
computed es gross income minus deductions. Thuev in computing net income there

ti both the possibility of potential error in estimating gross income end an

additional sourca of potential error steeling From discrepancies tn deductions

ottmatae. Second, because of the way in whtch deductions ere caLcuLated tn

computing net income for the pregramt errors in gross tncome tend to be

compounded when situating net income. The reason ts that the houejng daductton

ts computed es actual houetng coats tn excess of haLF of tnoome after ocher
deductions have been eubtreoted. Thus, JF an error Jo made in measuring groom

tncomet Jt can Lead to the opposite error in estimating the houstng deducCtone.

The error ts then compounded when deductions ere subtracted From gross tncome.

_/The survey-baaed eetJeltel of rood stamp bonus amounts used tn the analysis

wore caLCULated from survey data on income end deductions. Discrepancies Jn
bonus amounts are therefore correlated with income discrepancies.
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TAELE K.1

DZSCREPANCZESBETNEE_tSURVEYAND CASE RECORDSDATA

Net Food SCalp

St ze end Ot rectt on Grows Zncole After,. 8eneft t .
of Discrepancy [ncole _ Deductions Oj Amoun_

Survey htgher by >S50 G 2_3_ 4%

Survey htgher by 41-50 4 4 2
Survey htgher by 31-40 4 6 3

Survey htgher by 21-30 9 5 6

Survey htgher by 11-:30 15 6 8

Discrepancy $10 or Less 33 21 55

Survey Lower by $11-20 9 6 10
Survey Lower by 21-30 6 4 6

Survey Lower by 31-40 3 4 3

Survey Lower by 41-50 2 3 2
Survey Lower by >sss 11 19 2

d/
AVERAGEDZSC_EPANCY -$2,_ $3,1 $1·6

(3,4] [3·7] ( ·S]

Jb/ Baaed on sample of 394 matched records, Data were not avei L-

able for the two New York · reef

b/ Based on sample of 584 latched records. Oats were not evet L-

able for some cases et the #onroe County, New York site·

_/ Baaed on ealpLe of 650 watched records·

Standard errors of average discrepancies are shown tn

pa rem Chasms·



TABU_ K.2

DISCREPANCIES BETWEENSURVEYAND CASE RECORDS

DATA9 BY SITE

Average Otecrep- Average Discrep-

ancy in Net ancy in Food

Zncoma After Stamp Beneftt
Gross Zncome Oeducttone Amount

Selp La [Survey- [Survey- [Survey-

Stze Case Records) Came Records) Came Records)

Nee York Oemonatretton
i/

St Ce 155 NA U,2 _ S3,7

(11.3] [1 .S)

Hew York Comparison Stte 101 HA 21,0 -2.2

(e.o] (1 .S]

South Carolina Demonstration

St Ce 222 1-11,8 -36,3 12,5

(6.8] (5.9) (1.3]

Oregon Oeeanatrattsn St te 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 available.

_/Net income data were available for only 69 observations ac the New York demonstration
8t Ce,
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OveraLL, the results of the matched survey data/case records analysis indtcate
considerable dtacrepemctma between the survey data and the casa records data.

WhiLe neither information source can be aeat_med to be compLeteLy correct, it ts

reaaonULe to beLteve that lnfornatton coLLected durtng program certification

interviews, where there ara Legal requirements tn provide accurate data, ia

probably more accurate.

To ii Large degree, the discrepancies between the survey and case records data

tend Co be offsetting, on average, and average tacoma and beneftt LeveLs are

quite statler between Chi survey and the casa records tnfornatton. However, aa
noted earlier, the tnol data In the case reoorda are thletvea undereettmtea

of true Income If, thl Ciera of She survey baomuaa tho Call reooPdl do nec fuLLy

tallest the duly 1, 1981 InGresses tn SSZ and tectal Security paymnte. Zn

Light of thta, the floc that the Cwo' dace sources provide statler average

eeCJmaCem auggeltw Chit there tm, on average, some underraporttng tn the survey

data. However. +..haamount of she underreporttng ts probably under 11 percent.

Itt therefore earn unLtkeLy Chat any of the major conclusions of the analysts

have been substantiaLLy affected by errors tn The survey dace.
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APPENDIX L:

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

CALCULATIONS BASED ON

RETROSPECTIVE INCOME DATA

Thta appendtx presents technical datatLa concerning the program eLIgibILIty

caLcuLations based on reCrolpecCtve data used tn support of the analysts
presentad tn Chapter X of the report. Differences batsman the mtcroatmuLatton

work per, stied for the ourrenC project and ·typtcaL fuLL scala simulation modal

sro dtloueled, then detltLe of how 1nasals and sleets were etluLatad ua¶ns

Current PopuLation 9urvey [CPS] data ara gtYan. NaxCt the program eLigibiLity

retam eettamtad from the current model are compared mtth an tndapandenC aettmata

of thts rate. SUndard errors for the net discrepancy rate eettlmtaa presented

tn Chapter X are than caLcuLated, and the sppendtx conoLudee by summarizing

realona for sample attrition th the simulation analysts.

Current Approach It should he smpheltzad this the procedural and the analysts presented tn

Compared wtth Cheptar X and tn thts eppandtx cannot be considered · validation of currently-

FuLL SimuLation used simulation models beoeull · number of aeta of sseumpC¶ona frequently used
Modal tn iodeLl could not be tilted. Zh addition, certatn aspects of the CPS date

base could nec be reptt_ltad Itch the ratrowpecttve data obtatned tn the survey

for the currant project° The foLLowing frequently used simulation model

auumpCtona were not exmtneds

[1] Data used tn the simulation models ara often several years

oLd_ and the lodeLe employ complex "aetna" processes to

project household and ocher data to · current basts. Because

the current survey contained reLativeLy few oblarvattons and

wee not nattoniLLy representative, the standard aetna
procedures ware nec used end thus could not be teated.

[2] 61mtLarLy, underreporCtng of tncoma t8 often corrected for by
adjusting 1noose totals to known nattonaL totals. Because

ouch control totals were not avaILabLe for Local survey

attaev thte sspioC of sleuLetton lodsLtng could nec be
teated.

[3] Zn estimating aLLowabLe Food Stamp Progrem deductions,
simulation models Iomettlea uae sets of expense Imputation

procedures based on national date. The Imputation equations

lay produce btaled results when appLted only to a subset of
the popuLstton, es reported expenses were used to eettmate

aLLowabLe deductions for the survey date.

[4] Some simulation modeLl atmuLata aLL major welfare programs,

se waLL es the Food 6_,.p Program, and these other simulated

payments ere used sa tnput to food stomp eLigibiLity
dwtaretnettona. Thta wee not teated tn the current work.
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(5] FtnaLLyt because the CPS ts a pubLicLy distributed ftLat
considerable resources are aLLocated by the Census Bureau

toward resolving data Inconsistencies and correcting for

survey nonresponee. The current analysis was restricted tc

only those observations tn which data appeared to be properly

reported.

EI.ZGZBZI_TTY The ,tcrcatauLatton technique eppLtae to Individual mtcro untte or observations

SZI_JLATJ:DN from a survey (househoLds tn thla came] a est of program rule. that simulates
eLigibiLity and benefits for each untt---uuch tn the same say a cameuorker could

determine the eLigibiLity of 8 gtven applicant. ALthough the computations are

performed on the tndtvtduL unttst etcroeteuLetton result, ere only uaaad tn the

aggregate. That to, auimry etettattce of the total numbers of eLigibLes end

perttclpanto ere prepared, from uhtch program participation characteristics are

examined. The assumption te Chat the simulation results ere accuratet on

avereget thereby producing reLtabLe eu--ary reeuLta. However, tt can eeatLy be
demonatreCod that for apeo4fto observations, the results are often incorrect.

Thus, the objective ts to determine the overaLL accuracy of the eLigibiLity

determination process rather than that of any Individual household.

To affford a careful cmapertson, tbs aescodoLogy that ese used tn the

current study te preunted alongside procedures that mtght typicaLLy be used tn

a Larger model to simulate eLigibiLity uetng retrowpecttva income date. The

del_tLed eLgortthm8 developed for the present study are then gtven.

The foLLowing crepe, for example, mtght be taken to ,tmuLate eLigibiLity on the
March 1981CPSs

(I] Obtain a data ftLe from Census for whtch consistency edtt8

end Imputations for nonreeponea have already been performed.

[2] ALLocate Income reported tn combined source categories to the
_ndtvtdueL components.

(3) ALter the retrospective Labor force data to ba consistent

· 1SC the survey week date.

[4] Age the income to reflect calendar year 1961.

(5] PoeltbLy correct certatn tncoma types for survey
underreporttng and nonreportJng.

[6) SimuLate public a.atatance and S8Z.

[7] CaLcuLate monthly tncome.

(8] SimuLate eLigibiLity under the Food Stamp Program.

The procedure, foLLowed utth the current data set and deviations from the

standard proceduroe are discussed below.



Data Edtttno. The survey data t,iLe contained . number of observations for which

st Lsowt one component of annual tacoma could not be determined accurately, ms

current sample size wes too smaLL to permit reLiabLe estimates of ween values

for misstep date; therefore, imputations were not made. ALL cases where annual
1noose amounta could net be determined from the reported data were screened out

ct, the analysts.

Zncowe ALLocation. Ae tn the CPS, annual income items on the survey were

coLLected by ,1ret eektng ti, en Individual had received car,mtn types of income
and, tf on, the smeunt. For eons ttmms the rectptency questton ret,errmd to ·

atngLe source, whermel for other trams, there wes s Ltet of' two, three, or t,our

eourcel; the amount reported mae the eel received from eLL of them, In · fuLL

ltGroItIULIttoO, thee lei Ilountl are routinely arLLecmtad te component sources,

beceuam amonntm recetved t,rom vertoue sources ere treated dtt,t,erenCLy. For the

simulation ot' t,eod scalp eLtgfbtLtty, however, the only source treated

dtt,t,erentLy t,re- the other componectm wJ_Chwhich tt was combined mae

unemployment compensation, Zn t,aot, thta source wee seLdol reported in the

survey. The only Call where tt wee reported JointLy wtth other components wee
eLtmtneted due to nonrmeponee concerning the _mount received. Hence, no

aLLocation ef tnceme lei performed for thts analysts.

Labor Forte Data AdlUstment I The CPS coLLects data on Labor force scttvtty
durtng the survey week (the second week tn March} a8 weLL aa acttvtty during the

prmvtoue, oeLonder year. There te the potantteL for tnoenetatmnuy between cheil

date ttele beeauee people who lurked during the entire year lay have Left the

Libor t,orce prior to Hitch ct, the subsequent year, or the reverse could happen,
Xn · fuLL mtcroetlULetton lodeL_, Chte potantteL conflict can be resolved for s

typtceL t,ond stamp eLigibiLity simulation by ustng s Labor _t,orce adjustment
algorithm, Such on algorithm could not be appLted tn the current context

because the fuLL battery et' CPS Labor force activity questions wee not

duplicated tn the current survey. ALso, the sdJuetment process requtrea

independent data on unelpLoylent end Labor force participation rates, which

could not be obtmtned separately t,er the survey sttee. Zn Light ot' these
restore, a8 weLL ae the Low Labor force parttctpaslon rate along the survey

popuLmtten, thts step ese olttted.

Ailing t.h.e Oete 8ese. Zn order to pert'ore comparisons across the different

program simulations, · Conltitint eec o1' program parameters, end hence, ·

conetetant time frame, mu,It be used. 80 that the current monthly income cencept

would requlre mtntmue data aectpuLetlon, the ttma period chosen' t,or thta

simulation wee JuLy of 1901. Were thts analysts to be pert,creed wtth the Ftarch
1981 CPS, _h.e detm bell would erdtnerJLy be aged so that tt reflected the

eounomtc and demographic uondtttons tn et,t,ect during the twelve month8

surrounding JuLy (t.e.t ceLecdar year 1981]. Thts would involve adjusting the

Labor force data ae mentioned in the preceding step end egtng the income data

reported at the person Level to [_fLect the 1noons LeveLs the 8aepLe population
wee expected to receive tn 1981, '-/

I--/TypicaL agtng preceduree else tnoLude altering the demographics to ret,Lect

those ct, the population extettng at the middle month of the simulation year

{caLender year 1981 in thts calm). However, that stap would not be needed in
the present case, beceuam Heroh ts sufficiently c_ua,i to the middle month of the

year.
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Ae discussed above, the Labor force _Ca ware not adjusted for this project.
However, each reported tnooma amount was aged by InfLating it by · factor chat
represented the expected change tn the Level of tncoma receipt over the period

tn question. The aging factors were derived separately for each source. 'To *.ha

extent poiitbLe, they ware bamad on obamrved change, tn average tacoma received
by the eLderLy population over the parted 1980 to 1gm1. The Individual aging
rectors used era described below.

ADJUSTMENTS ]n genereLt the March CPS ltL.at after adtttng and Imputation, have been _ound

to undarreport income received by the household sector (DoyLe, et aL. 1980].

Therefore, emmamtcroltluLatton 8ylCama have optional procedural that adjust the

amounts reported tn Individual records so that tn the aggregate, total tncoma

from the component enuroen squall amounts estimated from Independent ouurcam.

BeOaUle independent control data for the current survey .ttoa could not be

obtained, this stap aaa catered tn the present work.

St.wtatton of PubLic Assistance and SSZ. SimuLation models ara often designed

to produce .att.,its. Of receipts from the major meens-tamtad cash transfer
programs tn eddttton to food atom,lo Therefore, the public assistance and SS!

date uled si input to the food stamp eLigibiLity determination ara .omattmaa the

result of ·fatrLy complex mtoroalmuLetton model that .tmuLataa the participa-

tion dentllon and appLtal program rule. Co dst"reins eLigibiLity and benefits.

gaG.uae the focus of the current study wam specificaLLy on Food Stamp Program

eLigtbt Ltty, tt wam deotded to detarmtom beneftt, from the prevtou, year_s means-
teated transfer tnoome rather than from stmuLatad results.

However, the deotston not to undertake public asatstonce simulation dtd not

eliminate tht a step. Zt wam sttLL Important to att"apt to em"lure tntre-yeer

tnoome streamer because doing 8o can have a significant effect on food .Camp

eLigibiLity determination. Furthermore, the measurement error associated wtth
using an approximation of tntre-yamr tnoome flows reproesnte the type of

measurement error generated by the uae of annual retrospective tacoma, which ts

one of the tasuee atudted here. A complete description of the procedures used
Co 8teuLato public aamtstanoa and SSI ts presented below.

Calculation of HonthLv Zncoma. Matther the CPS itself nor the CPS portton of
the current ourvey, contotn much information on tntra-yamr income flows.. Error
ti thul introduced for obenrvsttonl wtth htgh turnover tn the Labor market and

for thole wtth irregular reoetpt of unearned income. In order to overcome these
data Lilt tortoni, ItcrostmuLatton methods sometimes uae both current Labor force

dace and the retrospective annual income reported for each parson to construct

monthly tnoome amounts st the Individual LeveL. HousehoLd monthly tacoma ts
then the sum of these amounts across IndividuaLs wtthtn a household.

Wtth regard to tht8 analysts9 tt was detarutned whether each person tn tho

sample wee working durtng the simulation month, and earned tncome, SSI, and

public assistance benefits were aLLocated accordingly, Other unearned _ncoma

wam aLLooatad evenly throughout the year. The algorithms uond to conatruc_
monthly amounts for theme tacoma sources are deeortbsd below.

Stma_atton of Food Stomp ELIgibILIty. Three caLcuLations of eLigibiLity were

requtred frr the analysts: one using prospective monthly taco, kB and reported

aaletat one using simulated monthly tncoms and reported SiliCa; and one using
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simulated income and a proxy for assets, Except for the procedures noted below,
the methods used to determine eLigibiLity and benefits with the retrospective

data ware the same aa those uud tn the determination of eLigibiLity carried out

for the other analyses documented in this report. OnLy the excapttone are
described here. The butt eLigibiLity algorithm is described tn Appendix F.

Zn the procedure used for simulating eLigibiLity from simulated monthly tncome
and reported assets, there wars two deviations from procedure8 used with current

prospective tnoomB. The first exception wes that the income used was the result

of the monthly tnoome caLcuLation based on retrospective annual income. The

second exception wis that the household, rather than the food scalp unit, was

the unit of anILystl, Thla daotaton wes wade because the food stamp unit t8 not
known with the CPS. HMvert the two concepts dtffared for only one household

tn the ftnaL aMpLe.

The procedure used for the eLt91btLtty determination baaed on simulated income

with the assets proxy was the lams as tn the preoedtng method with the exception
Of the easels talc. The Level of assets wee caLcuLated es the sum of income

from interest, dtvtdsoda, rents, royalties, end estates and cruets, divided by

an average rate of return on tnveataent. Thte computed Level of assets wee then

compared etch the program Ltwtta for eLderLy households tn effect for JuLy 1981,

whtch were $1500 for a one-person unit and $3000 for a unit containing two or

Bore persona. The rate of re_urn on investment uae aec to 5.25 percent, which

wee the rets of rmCurn on passbook aavtngs at the ttme. Thta rate of_ return was

used bacauu tt wes believed that moot of the survey respondents primarily

posoeasod only sneLL alounta of aavtng8 chat they tended to keep tn passbook

8ivtngl soooun;e.

OATA BASE As described above, the procedure for preparing the data for the analysts
PREPARATION reported tn Chapter X consisted of the foLLowing scape:

[1] Age retrospective annual income to reflect calendar year 1981
doLLars.

(2] ALLocate public oilstones and $SZ income to periods of work

and nonwork durtng the year.

[3] CaLcuLate moothLy tnoome.

(4] SimuLate eLigibiLity for the Food Stamp Program.

The ftret three slaps are dtsoueaad in detail below. The procedure used to

simulate food stamp eLigibiLity wes similar to the procedure used wtth

prompecttve tncoee presented in Appendix F.

Aging Retro- Zncome was aged to calender year 1981 by applying growth rates that vary by
speottva Income . income source. To the extent pontbLe, the growth rate. were derived from data

relevant to the eLderLy population. The rates applied to the individual income
amounts and their sour:el are described below.

Earntnoe. Earntngi, which represent tho sum or wages and salaries, and farm end

nonfarm seLf-empLoyment tnoome, were inflated by 10.2 percent. Thta t8 the



Intermediate ZZ-B aa;testa for the increase tn earnings Jn 1981 given tn the
JuLy 1981 Social Security Truetaeta Report (U.S. Senate Camtttae on Ftnancaf

1981, TabLe 28].

Social Security, The second category tncLudas benaftta received from Social

Securtty aa weLL ae thou racatvad from the RaiLroad Retirement Board. These
benaftta are Indexed to the Consumer Price Index [CPI), etch beneftt tncreaame'

effective JuLy 1. Beseems the simulation came after the JuLy 1981 tncraasu, an

InfLation factor of 11.2 percent mae used, representing the beneftt Increase
effective that month (U.S. Senate Committee on Finance, 1981, TabLe 28].

8uppLamenta_ Seourttv Znooma. For the three states tn which the survey was
conducted, eLigibLe paromne gould receive up to a federal maximum SSZ plus some

state suppLamentatfon. For thts analysts, tnorammaa of g.9 percent for New

York, 10.7 percent for' Orogon, end 11.2 percent for South CaroLina were

auummd. Thais represent the statutory fnoreamaa tn the coAbtned federal and

state guarantee, effsuttva JuLy 1991 [Social Security Administration, October
1980, and Oacmaber 1981].

Pub_tc Aamtstance! PubLic milts;enos tncLudam the Atd to FeBtLtea wtth

Ospandent ChtLdren [AFDC] program aa weLL ae Local general and emergency

aamtatanci programs. Thee ira for the molt pert LethaLLy edmtntgtared, end
anttttamonta and the retie at whtch the gumrentaam changed over the study

parted varted significantly scream the eta;aa surveyed. Therefore, three

different muLttpLtcattve fac;ora were applied: 5.7 percent for HOWYork, 11.7

percent for Oregon, zero for South CaroLtna_ based on discussions with state
officials.

Zntareet s Zt t. beLteved the; the population surveyed mainly kept tta savtnge

in passbook ssvtnga accounts. Therefore, the agtng factor used for interest

rapramenta the expected growth tn tn;area; Income from calendar year 1680 co

calendar year 1981. The maxtmum aLLowabLe Interest rate for both calendar years

1980 and 1981 was 5.25 percent compounded quarterly. Wtth that rate, the

expected tnor_e tn interest tnoome, aeeumtng no depoette or wtthdrawaL8, ts
5,35 percent.--

Dividends, Otvtdendl raprelant Income received from several sources;
dividends, nat ran;a, royaL;tam, and as;aras and trust,. Zf the present study

were a proJeot baled on · Large nationaLLy representative survey, the aging
fao;ora mould have bean dartvad fro. macroaconumtc data. However, tt wa. felt

that the survey population may not have experienced the emma tncreeam over ttme

tn amounts of thte type of incomm as the general population. In the absence of
data wtth which to a_ttmata a more relevant InfLation ractorf thta Income wee

assumed to have tncreaamd et tho same rata as tntereat 1stoma. Therefore an

InfLation factor of 5.35 portent wag ueed.

I/
_'Tha maximum aLLowabLe tntargat rate was determined from discussions etth

officials et the American Security Bank end Rtgoe Nm;tonaL Bank, both tn
Washington, O.C.
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Penstone_ ]:ncome from private and govarnmnt penltcn8, the Latter including
federal civil service, mtLttery retirement, and state and Local pensions, has

been obeerved to tnoresae more .LowLyf on average, than the cost of Living. For

purposes of the current aneLyeta tt was assumed that the increase _ penalons
wee equal to one-third of the change tn the CPZ from 1980 to 1981._ The CF]:

roam 11.1 percent over the period of tntsreet [U.S. Senate Committal on Finance,

1981, TabLe 28], aG an 1nfL&tiaa factor of 3.7 percent Naa used.

Colpsnentlon and Other Zn,come. The final category includes Veterans'

Colpenenttont Workers _ Compenutten. UnempLoyment Compensation. aLteonyf regular

contrtbuttonl from aourou outitde the household, and ,tmceLLeneoue money

tnamm. Zn the ebmnca of detatLed data on changes tn the Level of theme incomm

reoatpte over ttll_ tt eel eliuled that they changed tn accordance .tth the CP!

and therefore lncrealel of 11.1 percent were aseumed [U.S. Senate Committee on
Ftninoe, 1981t TabLe 28],

PubLic The simulation that eel done divided the year tnto two parts when simulating
Assistance end pubLto awetitance and SSZ, one period durtng which earnings ware recelved by the

SSZ Payments unto (weikl worked parted] and one period during whtch earntnge were not

received (weeke not worked ported]. Because LeveLs of tncome receipt varied

significantly acroil these ted pertods, separate pubLtc emitetance (PAl and SS!

beneftte were computed for each parted. The total annual benaftt from theme

programe t. the SUB Of tho t,_ pert-year beneftt,.

Some obmrvetlone reported total annual benefits and others reported average

monthly ,mount. and loathe of rooutpt. Zn the Letter ccH, the annual amount
wee conetructad and ueedl tf etcher the amount or the parlod of receipt wee

· tletng, the call wal aLtptnatid. SSX recipient, who reported annual bsnaftta

In excess .of S40OO and PA reotptente who reported annual benefits tn excess of
$350 alas ware screened out. Zn order to aLLocate the annual beneftta to Chi

two pert-year oomponentet the nusber of months in which · case was not working

gel ftrit compared with the reported number of months tn which beneftta were
received. Zf the months of raoatpt did not exceed the months of non-work, aLL

reported benefits were aeitgned to the weak, not worked ttle pertod and zero

beneftt8 were aeetgned to the weeke worked ttme parted. Tht8 elaumed that for

Chile meini-talted trenlfer programs, countable income wee Lele durtng the non-

work period end hence, the probability ot' recetYtng the trenefar wee greater.

For cease where weskl worked encompassed the fuLL yaert aLL benefits received
were aLLocated to the week8 worked ttme parted. Zn eLL the rmmitntng care

there wee some evidence that the tndtvtdemLs recatved beniftte durtng both

pertode of work end non-work. Due to the existence of eerntng, during the eeeke
worked period end the salumpttone regarding the flow of other unearned '.noole

eourcen [discussed baLom]t tt wee assumed that the average monthly bensftt for

1--/Thta decision wee based on two 8tudtest [1] GayLa B. Tl_oepsont 'Zapact of.

Znftatton on Prtvate Penatono of Rettrewe_ 1970-74: Ftndlhge from the

Retirement Htatory Study." So=taL Sacurtty BuLLettn t November 1978 and [2]

Bankers Trust Coepsnyt 1974 Study of Corporate Penaton P_enaf 1875.



the weak. worked period would be Lower than for the remainder of the year.
Wtthout data to determine dtrectLy how much Lower those benaftte should have

bean, amounts for the two Pertoda nra simulated, impostn§ the constraint that
the aug of the two rematn equal to the reported annual amount. The algorithms
used for thte were:

(1] For SSZ

SSZTIKN = HIN [SSZ, [MAX[0, 6UARS-V /12+20]] · I_VKN]
U

'!t' Y /'12 ) 20
U

= .XN (SSZ,(P_X(O,GUARS))+ HWKN)tr Y/I; < ao
U

SSZt/ICW= SSX--SSI'IKN

where

SSX = Reported annual SSZ baneftta

SBXWI_I = Amount of SST aLLocated to the weeks not worked

part od.

6GTWKII = Amount of SSX aLLocated to the weeks worked parted.

6UAFIS = Array of maximum monthly SSI: beneftta by stets [329

for New Yo[k_, 277 for Oregon and 265 for South
Cairo Lt na ] ._'

I/

Y = Other unearned tncome. Y ta the aug of SootaL
u

Security, tntareatt dividends, cnmpanoatton,

panstona and mt aceL Laneoua tncome.

)4W_ = Honthl not working.

[2] For PubLto AletitanGa

PAtfKN = FIXN [PUIBA, [Nax[O,i;UARP-Y /'12)] · KafKN]
U

PAIlIKII = PtJBA-PA_

where Y and _ ara del'toed aa above and
u

PtJSA = Reported annual pubLtc eaa18tanoe.

PANKN = Amount of PA aLLocated to the weeks not worked

pa rt od.

i PAIKW = Amount et' PA aLLocated to the weeks worked period.

1'J/SociaL Seo,-'rtty Adatntitrattonp 198'1.



· .IARP = Array of naeda atandard8 under the Al=DCprogram by

erase (260 for H_ York, 277 for Oregon and 1D2 for
South CaroLina)

CaLcuLation of The general procedures uamd to construct monthly Income f'or each observation

HonthLy Income vatted according to whether a person were worktng durtng the simulation month.

For thole IndividuaLs who mere employed, average monthly earntnge mere

constructed along with average monthly SS]: end PA beneftta durtng the week.

worked parted. For IndividuaLs who mere nat employed, monthly eerntnga were eec

equal to zero and average monthly SS]: and PA beneftts were caLcuLated from the

amounts aLLocated to the week" not worked parted. Average monthly ocher

unearned 1noel wee constructed tn the same may for both employed and unemployed

people. DetltLad lathodl for determining the componenta of monthly 1noels
ara deeortbed below.

MonthLy Earntnom. The monthly eerntnge vartebLe for employed persona wee

caLcuLated es annual eerntngl dtvtded by meek" worked converted to a monthly

amount. Eerntnga rapreamnta the aura of tncome recetved f'ro- wages and eeLarte8

and f'rom farm and non-f'erm lmLf'lpLoyeent. Cases where earntnge were cLatmed

but tn lhtch none of' the t_rae tncQeul eourcea had nonzero emounta reported were

omttted f'rol the etudyr Stlt LarLyt nonreeponee to the quelCton about weekl
mork"d cauaed a Gall tO be eliminated. FtneLLyt tar cease damned to be employed

but ehtch had not worked tn the pr, vtoue year, monthly earnJnga were 1reputed

bleed on the .ampLe average.

68]: and PA, To conatruot the monthly SS]: and PA alountl for employed persona,
omoun_a aLLocated to the meek. worked parted were f'trat examtomd. ]:f any of'
these oondt tt one hold i

[1] the amount recltved durtng the week. worked parted ae

estimated above wee poltttve;

[2] the perion had not reoetved eeatatance durtng the prevtou8
yemrl

[3) the montha reomfvtng beomf'tta tn the prevtoue year were Lees

than or equal to the number of month, not morktngf tn whtch
clam the weak. worked pert od benef'tt wee eeaumed to be zero;

then monthly 68]: and PA amounts were caLcuLated aa the total beneftt recatved

durtng the montha morktng per4od dtvlded by the months receiving aeltetenoe

durtng Chat parted. Honthl receiving assistance durtng the worktng pertnd wee

computed aa the mtntlllLm of' thl number of montha worked and the dtf_'erence

between the lonthi receiving aaetatanca and the months not worked.

1/
_'aeeed on cunveramttona wtth state off'totaLs. There were no published data on

AFDC need e_andarde aa of' January 1961. It would have been preferable here co

uae guarentoml for the general aeetetanoe programs. However, Choy were not
obtainable.



For employed observations for which the SSI payments aLLocated to the worktng

period wee O, a monthly payment uae simulated. The foLLowing algorithm was used
for thts simulation:

HSS! = 14mx[OtGUAFl_-[max [O,.5*(FtEARN-65-[20-HUNER]]] tf MUNER<_ 20

= Hax[Otl_JAR6-[mex [Op.5(IdEARN-65]] + [HUNER-EO])] tf MLINER) 20

MPA = Hex[ 0 pgJAgF_-(max [ 0p. 67' [ FEARN-30 ]+FFIJNER] ] ]

whore

OJAR$ end GUARPmere dmftned tn the prevtoue section end

1469Z = #oath Ly SSI beneftt.

14PA' = HonthLy PA baneftt.

HEARN = HoathLy earned 1noels deftned above.

HUNER = HonthLy unearned tncome excluding means tested transfers.

To conlCruot the monthly aZ and PA amounts for persons demand not employed, the
amount of bemeftCs aLLocated to the remake not marked uae used end than converted

Co · monthly amount.

Unearned Incase t HonthLy unearned income wee eec equal to the sue of annual

amounts reported from SooteL Security end reJ Lroed retirement, Interest,
dividends, oempenuatton9 penetone and misceLLaneous anurcua dtvtded by twelve,

A1 lee true etch the ocher tnoome amounts9 cases that failed to respond to any

of the unearned tnoowe queeClonm were deleted from the study,

Aqgrefietton Aeries Pqrsonef The computations described above for eerntnget SSZ

end PA banmfttl_ end unearned tnceme produced monthly person amounts. A further

ecop of aggregating over the members of each household mas then employed because
the untt of interest te Chi household group when simulating food scamp

eLigibiLity. When Cheil eggregetma were derJvedw a flag ual conetruocod

danottno whether any houlihoLd member mai a nonreepondent tn any of the
variables dtecusled above. Zf eot the enttre household mae eLtltneted from the

ICad y.

COHPARZSONOF Am · rough check on tho vaLtdtty of the adjusted data eeC, the estimated

EITGZBZt.ZTY eLigibiLity Petal tn TabLe X.1 of the matn report were compared mtth Independent

E_'TZ_ WZTTt estimates, From the weighted LoCaLe tn CoLumn 4, 150 untCe ere eLtgtbLe [the

TNOEg_ENOENT sum of Rowe 1 end 2] uetng F_RA. Thtl number of eLtgtbLe unica to 30.7 percent
ES_ZHATES of the overaLL population repreuanted tn the table, Wtth the RZRA simulations

142 unite ere eLigibLe (sue of Rows I end 3] which represents 29.1 percent of

the overaLL population.

These estimates ease reasonable tn Light of avaiLabLe data about national

eLigibiLity retua for We eLderLy and about the Incidence of poverty among the

aged tn tho survey still em (_miperod wtth tho country es · mhoLe, BtckeL et
eL. [1981] prnduoed talmLettoal from Wave IX of the 1679 Zncome Survey

DeveLopment Prngram (ZSOP] gelmernh Panel eurvey .howtng that there ore



approximately 4? mtLLton household untts tn the Unttad States that oontatn at

Least one member age 60 or older and that receive food etam_ or are eLiDtbLe
for food stamps. Thta was 18.9 percent of such haueahoLde.'-/ However, there is

evidence that the eLderLy at the survey sties were poorer, on average, then the

eLderLy tn the country aea whole. The average across the survey atlas of the

percentage of eLd_Ly pera_nl receiving SSZ Je approximately 1.5 ttlea the
nettoneL average.- Raoatpt of SS! can be taken aa an Indicator of poverty

among the eLderLyt and chue Chi Incidence of poverty [end thereforef of Food

Stamp eLigibiLity) among the eLderLy at the survey attea may be, on everagef

approximately one end one-haLf Ltl, ii that for the whole country. Thta, together
etch BtckeL at aL.'a 1B.S percent approximate nettonaL Food Stamp Program

eLigibiLity race oittiltl for chi eLderLy ctted eorLter, suggests chat the

average IerOli Chi ltX survey ittam of the food scamp eLigibiLity rate may be on

the order of 28 perceot_ The eLigibiLity races from the current survey are

reasonably conetltent etch thio IndependentLy-derived estimates.

STANOAROERRORS The text of Chapter X estimates the net discrepancy rate due to the uae or
FOR NET DZSC_E- retroepenttva t_came riCher thin current tacoma data tn estimating program

PANCYRATE eLIgibILIty as approxtmteLy 3.5 percent of the overaLL population of eLderLy
EGTZHATES houlehoLde. Thtl 8eotton caLcuLates the standard error aeeoctated wtth Chat .01

amtJmete.

The net number of dtlGrepenotie tn the fourth column of TabLe X.2 tn Chapter X,

t.e.f 5, Gan be mrttCan es Chi weighted ami of the nat numbers of dtscrepnnciaa
for the SaR and adjusted HeR eauipLea, .08[3] + .92 [6]. SimiLarLy, the total

number of Cella aLtgibLa using retroapscttva data tn CoLumn 4 [Rowe I and 3] ta

the wetghtad average for Chi numbers of cages tn the Cwo samples [.09}[285] +

(.92][133]. Thus, the net dtiorapency rate estimated for CoLumn 4 [which ts the

estimated population net discrepancy rets] can be wrttten as:

(.0,)[3] + {.9a][6]
NDR = = .035. [1]

[.0e)[286] + (.9n)[133]

1-/Thta ti not atrtotLy an eLigibiLity rate becauam the numerator contatna non-
aLtgtbLe recipients. Furthermore, the data ftLe used tn producing chta ftgure

contained preliminary sample wetghte. However, the 18.9 percent can be vtewed
aa Indicative of the nettoneL eLigibiLity rate. See CzeJke [1984] for a

dtlcuaeton of the 1maul. The 18.9 percent eettmete t a_ tn eLL LikeLihood, a

Lower-bound eittlete of the relevant proportion for the current data set because

entireLy-eLderLy households (the population in the current data aeC) are

probably poorert on average_ than households conTuatntng sole younger members.

2/Aa of the etd-1970a, approximately 10 percent of the eLderLy tn the Untied

Staten reoetved SSI. The corresponding rates for the survey e_taa were: Xew
York damonltratton etta, 6 percent; New York cmaparteon alta, 13 percent; South

CaroLine damonatretton site, 29 percent; South CaroLina comparison atto, 31

percent; Oregon demonstration sitar 4 percent; and Oregon comparison citer 4

percent [U.S. Bureau of the CeOlUl9 1977]. The average ecroee these slx sites

tl approximately 15 percent_ or one end one-haLf ttmea the national rate.
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Wtthtn the SSt sample, the net number of three discrepancies ts the difference

of the rates at which the two possible discrepancies occur, times the total

sample etza for the SSR sample, t.e.,

9 6
3 = (307)-(3U7) (307]. [2)

SimiLarLy for the MgR, the nat number of six discrepancies can be written es:

17 11
6 = ( 503]-(503 } [503) o [3]

Substituting (2] end (3] into (4] yields

a 8)+[.92](503) 17 11xon= ('°a](3°7) (_-3us [5_ 5_) .
(.os)lass] + (.9;)(133] [4]

FtneLLy, beceuBe cf the edJuel_nent for HeR caeca screened out on the beets of'
the mail tntarvtamet the error rates of 17/503 and 11/503 for NaR cases can be

written aa the weighted averages of the rates for the cases actuaLLy on the data

file and the Cilag artificiaLLy added to the data ft Lo to correct for the

screening [amumed to have zero error]. Thus

= + [so3) (2_3) [5)

223 0
end

Substituting thte tnto (4] yields

(.ssi(acT] [__9 _ __e)+(.ea)(5o3][ [aec)( l__Z)_(aeo) ( l__l)]
NOR= 307 307 . 503 260 503 280 ,

{.081{;65] + (.92][133} (7]
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Four o? the rats= tn Equatton (7] are rates et whtch the two types of
discrepancies ars estimated to occur tn each of the two samples. These rates

ars aLL estimated from the data and are hence subject Co sampling error. The

remaining parameters tn Equatton (7] are weighting factors used to obtain

population estimates, and se an approximation, these weighting factors wiLL he

assumed to be known wtth certainty tn the raft anco caLcuLations.

Therefore,

var(NOR] = ( [.oe1(3o7] )a. ver(9_g]
[.08](285] + (.02](133] 307

+ / [.0e)[307] _; var( 6 .] (8]

\(.08](2m) + (.92](433]/ 307

+ ( [.92](503][280] )2

503 var( 17]
(;08][a65) _ (.9_][133] 2_

+ ( (.921(5o31[aeo1 );
,, 503 var( 11 ].

(.o8)(;e5] + (.ea](133] eeo

(Covertences between the estimated error rates can be assumed to be Low beceu, s

each o? the rates ts Low, end se an approximation these covartancea etLL be

19nored.] Each of the vertameel tn the equatton can be estimated as variances of
btnomtaL distributions ustng

Var = (p] (l-p] ·

sample stzs

Perforetng those caLcuLations Leads to the result that Var [NOR] = ,0023, whtch

tmpLtes a standard error of .048.

_d4PLE ATTRZTZON The deterutnetton of the ttneL sample etze on whtch the analysts reported tn

IN THE CPS-BASEZ) Chapter X ts summarized oeo bo found tn TabLe L.I. Zntervtewl contetntng CPS

ANALYSZS 'data uere conducted for 992 households. Xowever, t taB nonreeponse for tncoms
and assets data reduced the ftnaL avaiLabLe data eec to 564 cases.
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TABLE L.1

REASONSFOR SAI_II: A*I'rRTT_ON Ill TIlE ANALYSTS

_,SED ON CPS QUESI'ZONS

CnmpLat.d tnt. rvteN containing
C_ d.tl

Zntmrvta.. wtth -tutng Ut.
tn CPS moduL.

HouuhoLd..1th mt.trig current
praapacttv, tncQum data but who.

property raported CPS dat.

AnmLysts llimpLe stzB
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