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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exchanging food stamps for cash or for nonfood goods and services (food stamp trafficking)
is a serious federal policy concem. Unauthorized use of food stamps weakens the abiliw of the Food
Stamp Program (FSP) to accomplish its objective of encouraging nutritious food use by program
participants, and trafficking undermines confidence in the program among the general population.
Most investigations of food stamp trafficking focus on food retailers as they are the only ones who
can obtain cash from the government for food stamps. A recent U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) study of authorized food stores suggests that between
three and four percent of food stamps are exchanged for cash or nonfood items (Macaluso 1995).

Because of extensive anecdotal evidence suggesting that food stamp trafficking is common, the
USDA contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) to conduct an exploratory study
of food stamp trafficking, focusing on the motivations and dynamics of trafficking from the point
of view of FSP participants. This report summarizes the findings from that study.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The present study was conceived as an exploratory research project, designed to obtain
preliminary information about trafficking by food stamp participants and to examine the feasibility
of further research. In that vein, one key objective of the project was to test the feasibility of
obtaining accurate survey information from FSP participants about their trafficking experiences. A
second goal was to obtain preliminary data on the characteristics and motivations of people who
exchange their food stamps for cash or for goods, so as to help devise deterrence strategies that the
government could employ to reduce trafficking.

DATA COLLECTION

Several different data collection activities were undertaken as part of the research:

· A series of focus groups was conducted with FSP participants in three metropolitan
areas in different parts of the country, The goal was to obtain information that would
help in designing a survey of participants, asking them about their attitudes toward
trafficking, their trafficking behavior, and the dynamics of trafficking in their
neighborhoods. The focus groups included an explicit discussion of whether the
participants would be willing to share information about their trafficking behavior in an
interview.

· A survey of 720 FSP participants was conducted in those same three metropolitan areas
and in nearby rural areas. This survey obtained information about respondent household
characteristics, household income and expenditures, attitudes and opinions about
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trafficking: respondents' social support systems; and respondents' actual experiences
with trafficking. One part of the interview tested an innovative approach to obtaining
survey data about trafficking, under which respondents listened to questions on an audio
tape and wrote down the answers on a one-page answer sheet. Based on a review of
methods employed with similar difficult survey situations, this method had seemed the
most promising available, because it had been used with apparent success in survey
applications involving illegal behavior. It was hoped that by ensuring that the
interviewer would not know their answers, respondents would answer honestly.

· Post-survey focus groups were conducted at two of the three survey sites with
respondents in the survey. These focus groups discussed the survey findings (see
below) with participants in an attempt to gain additional insight into the response
patterns seen.

Ethnographic research was conducted at two of the survey sites. In this work, researchers with
extensive "street-level' contacts in low-income areas attempted to identify and interview buyers of
food stamps, to discuss their experiences with trafficking and to obtain additional insight into the
dynamics of trafficking and the motivations of food stamp sellers.

SAMPLING

In light of the exploratory nature of the research, we decided not to allocate the resources that
would have been required to obtain a nationally representative sample of FSP participants.
However, the three metropolitan areas selected for the field work were chosen through a combination
of purposive and random methods, so that a reasonable cross-section of sites would be ensured in
terms of area of the country, size of the metropolitan area, and use of electronic benefit transfer
(EBT) food stamp issuance methods. For each of the three metropolitan areas, we chose four
different survey locations to achieve a mix of poverty densities and urban/rural locations. We chose
respondents randomly from among FSP participants living in those areas.

FINDINGS CONCERNING THE FEASIBILITY OF OBTAINING ACCURATE SELF-
REPORTS OF TRAFFICKING

Despite success elsewhere, the method of using audio tapes to ask questions about food stamp
trafficking does not appear to measure the phenomenon accurately. In the current survey, the weight
of the evidence suggests that there was significant underreporting of trafficking behavior.

Overall, approximately 5.1 percent of the survey respondents reported selling food stamps in
the previous month. Together with survey data on the average amount of benefits sold per
transaction, this implies that approximately two percent of dollar benefits were sold. While there
is no "gold standard" comparison with which to test the validity of these estimates, they appear to
be low when compared to the following sources:



· Respondents were asked a series of questions about how common the3' thought
trafficking was in their neighborhoods. While the answers reflect only opinions and are
difficult to quantify, the pattern of responses suggests a considerably higher prevalence
of trafficking than the survey indicates.

· Similarly. during the pre-survey focus groups, participants were asked how common
they believed trafficking was. The general discussion suggested greater incidence of
trafficking than the survey answers showed.

· During the post-survey focus groups, which were conducted with survey respondents,
the participants were asked whether they had felt "safe" in replying honestly to the
questions on trafficking. Several reported feeling that being fully candid during the
survey was unsafe. It was apparent that they had replied negatively to many questions
when the truthful answer was affirmative.

· The survey-based estimates are lower than would be expected, according to the findings
of a 1995 FNS analysis of trafficking. The FNS analysis, which did not include all
forms of trafficking, estimated that at least 3.8 percent of coupons were trafficked in
1993, well above the estimates from the survey.

None of these sources is conclusive. The totality of the evidence, however, suggests that it is
quite likely that there is significant underreporting in the survey.

HYPOTHESES ABOUT TRAFFICKING SUGGESTED BY THE STUDY

The evidence from the focus groups, the survey, and the ethnographic research, taken together,
gives rise to a number of interesting hypotheses about trafficking. Because of the limited scope of
this preliminary study, with data collection in only three areas of the country, none of these findings
can be viewed as conclusive. All, however, appear quite likely from the evidence generated by the
study. Following are key hypotheses:

· Many buyers in food stamp trafficking transactions may purchase the coupons for
their own use; sometimes, they themselves may be FSP participants. Participants in
the pre-survey focus groups repeatedly voiced their belief that the buyer in a food stamp
trafficking transaction is often a food stamp recipient, and that many buyers use the
stamps themselves at the grocery store. Focus group members reported that, as a way
of stretching their food budgets, they and their friends often bought food stamps from
people who wanted to sell them, with several viewing this practice as simply prudent
household management. They also reported that it was common for a recipient to be
both a buyer and a seller over the course of a month, perhaps selling coupons initially
to obtain cash for some high-priority use and then, if cash became available later, using
it to buy coupons at a discount and gain access to food more cheaply.
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· There is no clear 'profile "of characteristics of people who traffic. During prelimina_'
analysis of the survey data, we examined whether self-reports of trafficking were
correlated with demographic, social, or economic characteristics of respondents. While
some weak possible correlations were identified, no single characteristic or set of
characteristics stood out as being highly predictive of trafficking behavior. To be sure,
as noted earlier, there is evidence that trafficking was substantially underreported in the
survey, and this weakens our ability to identify significant correlations, if in fact they
exist.

· Electronic benefit transfer (EBT) may change the dynamics of the transaction. One
of the three study sites had been issuing food benefits under an EBT system for several
months prior to the study. A number of respondents at that site reported trafficking, and
the focus group discussions yielded insights as to how this trafficking took place.

The dynamics of the trafficking under EBT are apparently quite different from
trafficking in food coupons. The buyer and seller reportedly often go to the store
together, because the buyer wants to avoid (1) prepaying for an EBT card on which
benefits have been depleted, and (2) prepaying for an EBT card that has been reported
as lost or stolen. The general feeling about EBT as it relates to trafficking was that
"where there is a will there is a way."

Focus group respondents reported that the cycle with which benefits were posted to the
EBT cards contributed to selling benefits. In the EBT site, the AFDC benefit was credited
early in the month, At this time, recipients needed food and spent the welfare benefit on
groceries. The food benefit was credited four or five days later. By the time the food
benefit was credited, food had been purchased and recipients needed cash.

· '31iddlemen "may not be a major factor in trafficking. One issue of considerable
interest in the current study was the role of "middlemen" who buy coupons and then sell
them at a profit, either to people who plan to use them for food or to stores that can
"launder" them. It was believed at the outset of the study that such middlemen might

represent a significant share of buyers. However, no evidence emerged from the
research to suggest this. During the pre-survey focus groups, participants were asked
to talk about what categories of people bought food stamps. The group participants
tended to focus on two types of buyers: (1) retail stores that cashed the coupons at
banks, and (2) !ow-income people who intended to use the coupons to purchase food (as
discussed in Section 1, above). The existence of middlemen who bought the coupons
to make money by reselling them was seldom mentioned by the focus group
participants, even after direct probing. Similar findings were obtained during the
ethnographic research. The ethnographers probed extensively about middlemen and
found virtually no evidence that they exist. None of the 10 respondents interviewed, all
of whom had themselves been buyers of food stamps for various reasons, reported ever
having bought coupons and reselling them for cash.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Food Stamp Program (FSP) represents a key component of America's "safety net" for low-

income households. With annual outlays in benefits of more than $19 billion in 1997. it has an

average caseload of more than 22 million people each month. The program is thus an important

source of support for America's poorest households. Furthermore, by distributing benefits either as

coupons or through electronic benefit transfer (EBT) accounts, both of which can legally be used

only to purchase food, the FSP helps assure that America's poor have access to nutritious meals.

In light of the importance of the program, food stamp trafficking--particularly program

participants exchanging food stamps for cash--represents a serious concern. Trafficking weakens

the ability of the FSP to encourage nutritious food use by program participants, and it undermines

confidence in the program among the general public.

Unfortunately, the very nature of trafficking makes the practice difficult to study. In most

contexts, asking respondents in a survey to report on their socially unacceptable behavior runs the

risk of underreporting, since respondents do not want the interviewers to think badly of them. In the

case of trafficking, this problem is greatly exacerbated by the illegality of the actions being asked

about. Because trafficking is illegal, FSP participants are understandably reluctant to discuss any

trafficking activities in which they may be involved. In particular, they are often skeptical about

confidentiality pledges and fearful that admitting to selling coupons could lead to loss of benefits

or even criminal prosecution.

This report summarizes the results of a research study that attempted to overcome these barriers

and to learn more about trafficking, with a particular focus on the participant side of the trafficking

transaction. Recognizing that obtaining accurate information from participants was likely to be



difficult, the study was designed with several different components. Data collection activities used

both qualitative and quantitative techniques. One component of the studv--a survey of a total of

more than 700 program participants living in three different parts of the countD'--was designed to

test a promising method for obtaining self-reports from participants concerning whether and how'

they had engaged in trafficking. In addition, the survey was designed to obtain preliminar)'

information about trafficking with which to develop hypotheses that could be examined in later

research.

Supporting the survey were several other types of data collection: (1) pre-survey focus groups.

conducted to help develop the survey instrument by obtaining information about trafficking from

recipients; (2) post-survey focus groups of respondents to probe further about how they answered

the survey questions and ascertain the motivations that determined their responses; and (3)

ethnographic interviews with purchasers of food stamps to ask them about trafficking activity and

about the characteristics and apparent motivations of traffickers.

This report summarizes the findings of the study.

A. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Several significant methodological limitations, many of which were recognized from the outset

of the study, must be kept in mind when assessing the results in this report.

The project was designed as an exploratory study, not as a definitive analysis of participant

trafficking. Because at the outset so little information was available about either participant

trafficking behavior or about how to obtain information from participants about trafficking, it was

felt that a full, detailed study of trafficking on a national basis was not warranted. Rather, the goals

of the study were more modest and focused on obtaining information that could help shape further

studies.

2



In light of its objectives, the study was limited to three areas of the countD'. While an efiort was

made to choose geographically separate areas with different characteristics, the clustering of data

collection into three areas precludes making valid national generalizations of the results. While the

results may be suggestive about hypotheses concerning trafficking for the country, as a whole, we

cannot assess the representativeness of the three areas chosen for the study and therefore cannot

formally generalize the results.

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter III, there is considerable evidence that techniques used in

the survey were less successful than had been hoped in eliciting accurate reports of trafficking. It

is likely that a number of respondents in fact engaged in trafficking but did not admit during the

survey to having done so. Furthermore, we are not able to determine whether the traffickers who

did say they trafficked are systematically different from the traffickers who did not admit to

trafficking. It is thus not possible to make reliable generalizations about traffickers from the survey

results, even leaving aside the high degree of clustering in the survey.

B. OVERVIEW OF REPORT

Chapter II provides details about the data collection activities undertaken for the study. Chapter

III assesses the degree to which it was possible to elicit accurate self-reports of trafficking during

the participant survey. Chapter IV highlights a number of other hypotheses about participant

trafficking that have emerged from one or more of the data collection activities. Appendix A

provides details about the data collection work, and Appendix B reproduces the data collection

instrument used in the participant survey.



II. DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED FOR THE STUDY

It was t_lt that a multifaceted data collection strategy would best serve the objectives of the

study. Details of the methods used follow.

A. PRE-SURVEY FOCUS GROUPS

Two pre-survey focus groups were conducted with FSP participants in each of the three prima-D'

areas where the survey was to be done (see below). _ These sessions were intended to help the project

team learn more about the trafficking process and about how participants thought about and talked

about trafficking. It was anticipated that this would be useful both in suggesting topics to be covered

during the surveys and in wording items as clearly as possible to respondents.

1. Material Covered

The exact topics covered in the focus groups evolved slightly over time, as we drew from the

outcomes of the earlier groups in planning later ones. In general, however, the following seven areas

were included:

1. Introductory Material The opening material was designed to explain the purposes of
and ground rules for the focus groups. Also included was an exercise to facilitate self-
introductions by participant group members and to get them started talking to one
another.

2. Using Food Stamps. The first substantive part of the focus groups elicited information
about how respondents use their food stamps, including their experience at stores. This
provided a nonthreatening way of opening the discussion of alternative ways coupons
can be used.

_Details about how the three areas for data collection were selected and about the other aspects
of the data collection--particularly, the household survey--are presented in Appendix A.



3. Coping Experiences. This discussion focused on how food stamp recipients cope with
unexpected expenses that may arise during the month. It provided a context for the
discussion of trafficking to follow.

4, Trafficking, The discussion asked how commonly trafficking was believed to occur in
the neighborhoods of the group participants. It also asked about the mechanics of
trafficking, in terms of how buyers and sellers find each other, what types of people are
buyers, and how much coupons sell for. This discussion also focused on what types of
goods and services could be bought with food stamps and participants' general attitudes
toward trafficking. Motivations for trafficking also were discussed.

5. Trial of Taped Interview. To see how well it would work, we gave respondents the
taped interview that was planned for the general survey. While the sample sizes were
too small to test the success of the method in eliciting accurate response, it was possible
to test the logistics of the self-administered audiotape-based interviewing process.

6. Discussion of Willingness to Share Personal Information About Trafficking. A
discussion was initiated concerning whether and under what circumstances focus group
participants would be willing to provide accurate information about their trafficking
experiences.

7. Closing. In closing, group participants were thanked for their help and were given their
payments for participating.

2. Sampling and Recruiting

The focus group participants were randomly sampled from lists of active participants provided

by the state food stamp offices and were recruited in advance from MPR's survey telephone center.

The focus groups had approximately 12 members each.

3. Fielding

Each focus group was held in a "neutral" location, such as a community center or a hotel, which

was convenient for the group participants to reach. Each was moderated by a senior MPR staff

member with extensive experience in conducting focus groups. At least one assistant was also

present at each group. The interview were taped, and transcripts were prepared.
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B. THE PARTICIPANT SURVEY

The participant survey had two overall objectives. The first was to test a strategy for obtaining

accurate self-reports of trafficking behavior from participants. (See Section 2.) The second was to

obtain information with which to develop hypotheses about participant trafficking, such as the

characteristics of traffickers, their motivations, and the particular circumstances that lead them to

traffic. To some degree, accomplishing the second of these objectives depended on accomplishing

the first, since accurate self-reports about who trafficks are necessary to describe the respondent

characteristics associated with trafficking.

1. Survey Content

The data collection instrument consisted of a series of modules designed to obtain information

about the respondents themselves and their knowledge of and participation in trafficking. The

following information was obtained:

· Household Information and Food Stamp Benefit Receipt. Module A collected
background information on the respondent's age and marital status. It also covered
number and ages of other people in the household, number of people covered by the
food stamp benefit, availability of adequate cooking and food storage appliances, date
and amount of most recent food stamp benefit, responsibility for food stamp benefit
spending, and typical food stamp spending pattern.

· Household Income and Expenditure. Module B collected information about the
respondent's income and expenses, food shopping trips and expenses over the past week
and month, employment status and earnings of household members, participation in Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and other government programs, recent
hardships experienced, and food sufficiency. 2

· Attitudes, Opinions, and BelieJgAbout Food Stamp Trafficking. Module C collected
information about the respondent's beliefs and opinions in several areas, including

2AFDC has since been replaced by the Temporary Assistance For Needy Families (TANF)
program.
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outlook for the future, the public assistance system, consequences of lying to an AFDC
worker, and the consequences of selling food stamps.

· SocialSupport. Module D collected information about the respondent's connection to
friends, family, and other support networks in the community. Some questions were
designed to elicit the degree to which the respondent was stable and established in the
community; others probed whether and how respondents were recently victimized by
crimes.

· Buying and Selling Food Stamps. Module E contained questions about the
respondent's general knowledge and perception of trafficking activity in the community:
the ease or difficulty with which trafficking occurs, which store types and which people
are involved in trafficking, ethical and moral views on trafficking, consequences of
selling food stamps, and items that are exchanged for food stamps. At the end of this
module, the respondent used an audiotape to answer a self-administered series of
questions about whether he or she had bought or sold food stamps during the previous
month and, if so, the value of the coupons transacted.

· Demographic Characteristics. Module F collected information on the respondent's
ethnicity and racial background, gender, educational attainment, and history of public
assistance participation. It also solicited the respondent's opinions for ways in which
the FSP might be improved and invited the respondents to possibly participate in a post-
survey focus group.

· Interviewer Observation. The final section of the questionnaire required the
interviewer's observation of the physical environment.

2. Approach to Data Collection

Most of the data collection instrument was administered using standard in-person interviewing

methods, with the interviewer reading each question, probing as necessary, and then recording the

answer on a questionnaire. However, 14 questions--those concerning the respondent's own

experiences buying and selling food stamps--were administered using an audio recording and

headphones. The respondent listened to the prerecorded questions through headphones and then

recorded his or her answers on a self-administered answer sheet, which was then sealed inside an

envelope. The interviewer then signed the back of the envelope over the seal, which was not to be

8



broken until the survey center of Mathematica Policy Research. Inc. (MPR) received the envelope

for data processing.

The decision to use audiotape recordings reflected two major considerations. First. the survey

literature contains considerable evidence that respondents are more likely to report sensitive or

illegal behaviors in a self-administered questionnaire format than in an oral interview. Apparently.

an audiotape interview provides a sufficient feeling of anonymity to respondents that they answer

honestly about any involvement in illegal activities. In a study of alternative ways of measuring

drug use, Turner et al. (1992) found that "the self-administered questionnaire yielded higher

estimated prevalence rates. As predicted, examination of the ratios indicates that the advantage of

the self-administered questionnaire increases with the presumed sensitivity of the drug in question."

Similarly, Gfroerer and Hughes (1992) conclude that "for sensitive question such as those on the use

of illicit drugs, it is likely that people will be more willing to reveal their drug use on a self-

administered answer sheet than in a verbal response--whether by telephone or in person--to an

interviewer."

Hay (1990) compared standard interview and self-administered techniques and found that "the

frequency distributions indicated that a significantly higher percentage of the questionnaire

respondents reported ever having more than a sip or taste of an alcoholic beverage. Similarly

statistically significant differentials were observed between the interview and questionnaire

respondents on reported smoking."

However, because the study population for the current research was expected to have low levels

of reading ability, there was concern that a traditional self-administered instrument might lead to

considerable confusion on the part of respondents, thus reducing our ability to obtain accurate



replies.; Therefore. we decided to have respondents listen to a self-administered audiotape and then

mark their response on a simple answer sheet. A study by Camburn et al. ( 1991 ) provided evidence

that this can be an effective approach. In particular, this study had good success in using audiotapes

to ask respondents who were 12 to 21 years old a set of questions about such sensitive issues as drug

use, alcohol use, sexual practices, and eating disorders.

3. Sampling

Because the study was exploratory, the survey was limited to three areas of the country. A

combination of random and purposive sampling was used to assure diversity among the areas in

terms of size of population, geographical location, and food stamp issuance methods. The following

areas were selected for data collection: Baltimore, Maryland; Denver, Colorado; and Spokane,

Washington.

Within each of these three primary areas, urbanized zip code areas were stratified into four

groups, based on the percentage of households below the poverty level in the zip code areas. 4 One

zip code was then randomly selected from three of the four strata. (The stratum with the lowest

concentration of poverty was not sampled.) Furthermore, for each of the three primary areas initially

chosen (Baltimore, Denver, and Spokane), the rural counties contiguous to the urban area were

listed. One of the counties in each primary sampling area was then randomly chosen.

3About 10 to 20 percent of U.S. adults and a higher percentage of food stamp recipients have
reading difficulties. The percentage of U.S. adults who completed high school is 71 percent. Fifty-
six percent of the food stamp recipients in the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration and
41 percent in the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration completed high school.

4These were defined as zip code areas where at least 80 percent of the population was in areas
classified by the Census Bureau as urban.
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Overall. therefore, four subareas were chosen from each of the primary, sampling areas. Three

of these were urbanized, with varying poverty concentrations; the fourth was rural but adjacent to

the urban area.

Once the local sampling areas had been defined, either in terms of zip codes or in terms of the

designated rural counties. MPR obtained, from the state food stamp offices, lists of food stamp cases

in these local areas. Respondents were then randomly sampled from these case lists. Because many

of the study objectives required having a substantial representation of traffickers in the sample, and

because it was believed that the likelihood of trafficking might be correlated with the amount of the

food stamp benefit, households were sampled with probabilities of selection proportional to the

amount of the benefit, as listed in the sampling frames.

4. Fielding Procedures

Interviewers were hired and trained for the project at each of the three primary sites. The

selection criteria for hiring interviewers included strong verbal skills, an ability to work effectively

with low-income respondents, and good organizational skills. All but 2 of the 26 interviewers hired

had interviewing experience.

Interviewer training began with advance study and completion of written training exercises. In-

person training, held at local hotels, then lasted eight hours. Trainers explained the background and

purpose of the study, reviewed the screener and the interviewer- and self-administered

questionnaires, provided instructions for asking each question, discussed methods for contacting

respondents, addressed sensitivities about criminal behavior, and went over administrative

procedures. After the main session, interviewers finished their training by completing mock

interviews with a supervisor.
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The interviewing was conducted between December 1995 and April 1996. An experienced

supervisor managed the interviewers by telephone. The interviewers returned their data to MPR's

main survey operation center near Princeton, New Jersey. for logging, data entry, and verification.

5. Fielding Results

A total of 720 interviews were completed: 245 in Baltimore, 221 in Denver, and 254 in

Spokane) The overall response rate among eligible respondents was 77 percent. The main reasons

for nonresponse were interviewer inability to locate the respondent (seven percent); refusal on the

part of the respondent (six percent); and interviewers' inability to complete cases, despite multiple

attempts (six percent). Other reasons for nonresponse included language barriers (two percent) and

poor health of respondents (two percent).

C. POST-SURVEY FOCUS GROUPS

An additional round of focus groups was conducted several months after the survey was

completed. Based on resource considerations, we decided to conduct these focus groups at two of

the three survey sites (Denver and Baltimore). The purposes of these post-survey focus groups were

(1) to examine apparent discrepancies between data obtained in parts of the survey and other

available information, and (2) to provide more-detailed followup about some of the survey findings.

The participants in these focus groups were recruited from among the earlier survey respondents.

1. Material Covered

The seven main areas covered by the post-survey focus groups were the following:

5One interview was subsequently lost in the mail.
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1. Introduction. The sessions began with a discussion of their purposes and of the ground
rules to be followed. In addition, self-introductions were made.

2. Food Stamps-Baseline Knowledge. The first set of topics was designed to provide a
nonthreatening way to get respondents to talk about the use of their food stamps. To
stimulate the discussion, questions were asked about participants' perceptions of the
mechanics of how the program works and about how food stamps relate to their food
budgeting. Toward the end of this module, participants were asked to give their
reactions to a number of situations in which food stamp recipients were faced with
financial problems that might lead them to traffic.

3. Survey Data: Incidence of Trafficking. The preliminary survey results showing a
relatively low reported incidence of trafficking were summarized for the members of the
focus groups, These participants were then asked whether they thought the survey
results were accurate. They were also asked how they had reacted to the relevant survey
questions and whether, if they had been trafficking, they would have reported having
done so in the interviews that used the recorded tapes.

4. Survey Data: Profiles of Traffickers. In part because no clear profile of trafficker
characteristics had emerged from the preliminary analysis of the survey data, focus
group participants were asked to indicate what characteristics, if any, they would
associate with trafficking.

5. Survey Data: Urban Versus Rural Trafficking. Based on preliminary survey results,
it appeared that trafficking was more common in urban than in rural areas. The focus
group moderator probed for reasons.

6. Survey Data: About the Trafficking Process. Focus group participants were asked to
comment on survey data about the ease with which buyers and sellers of food stamps
could be located in their neighborhoods.

7. Additional Suggestions. Focus group participants were asked for their suggestions as
to how it might be possible to reduce trafficking.

2. Fielding

Two post-survey focus groups were conducted in each of the three primary sampling areas.

Each was moderated by a senior member of MPR's subcontractor, RIVA Market Research, and

observed by an MPR staff member. MPR recruited focus group members from lists of survey

respondents who had expressed an interest in participating in subsequent focus groups.
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D. ETHNOGRAPHIC RESEARCH

It was believed that food stamp intermediaries could provide an additional perspective on FSP

participants who trafficked their benefits; therefore, the research design called for interviews of

people who acted as brokers in recipient trafficking exchanges. This work is described here.

1. Approach

Because of potential difficulties locating food stamp buyers and getting them to cooperate with

the study, we decided to enlist the help of ethnographic researchers who already had street-level

contacts in the areas where the survey had been conducted. In particular, we identified urban

ethnographers working in both Baltimore and Denver, and we asked them to locate food stamp

buyers and interview them in detail. These two researchers had spent years conducting drug-related

studies in their respective areas and had contacts among residents of neighborhoods with high

poverty rates.

In reviewing this work, it is important to note that the researchers' past experience had focused

on studying drug use. Because of the difficulty of identifying appropriate respondents and the

intensive nature of the data collection, ethnographic research, by its very nature, seldom involves

random samples of subjects. In the current case, the fact that the two researchers involved had

previously studied drug use may have skewed the profile of respondents toward people with drug

problems.

In developing this line of data collection, we designed a protocol that described the research

issues to be covered in the interviews and identified the types of respondents we were interested in.

Based on this protocol, each ethnographer drew upon his local contacts to identify suitable

respondents and then conducted the interviews.
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2. Content

Because of the unstructured nature of ethnographic research, it was not appropriate to develop

detailed specifications as to the exact content of the interviews. Rather, the interviews were allowed

to proceed in whatever directions seemed most fruitful to accomplish the basic research objectives.

In general, however, the interviews covered topics similar to those covered in the household survey

but did so from the perspective of food stamp buyers rather than sellers. Major topics included (1)

the respondents' experiences with trafficking; (2) their perceptions of the motivations of traffickers:

and (3) the logistics of trafficking, including locations where trafficking take place, what prices

coupons sell for, and how buyers and sellers come together. Respondents were asked to report both

their own experiences and their perceptions of common practices regarding trafficking in their

neighborhoods.

3. Fielding

Five interviews were conducted in Baltimore and five in Denver. When field conditions

permitted and respondents were willing, the interviews were taped, and recordings were made of six

of the interviews. In the four instances where taping was not possible, the analysis was based on

interviewer notes from the discussions with respondents.

The results of the individual interviews were then summarized by the two field ethnographers

who conducted them, and a further synthesis was then conducted.
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III. ASSESSMENT OF WHETHER THE PARTICIPANT SURVEY ELICITED
ACCURATE SELF-REPORTS OF TRAFFICKING

As discussed earlier, a key objective of the project was to assess the feasibility of obtaining

accurate reports of trafficking by using a survey-based data collection procedure. Based on evidence

from earlier research done on other illegal activities, it seemed reasonable to expect that fairly

accurate responses could be obtained if the respondent listened to a recording of the questions using

a headphone and then marked his or her responses on an anonymous answer sheet. This approach

was intended to make the respondent feel "safe" in reporting illegal activities and to reduce

respondents' tendencies to give answers that they think their interviewers viewed as socially

acceptable.

However, based on the survey responses to the questions about whether respondents trafficked,

coupled with other information on the prevalence of trafficking, we believe that there is a high

likelihood that the survey reports significantly understated the prevalence of trafficking. In

particular, it appears that the number of respondents who reported having engaged in trafficking

behavior is lower than we would have expected based on any of the following sources of

information: (1) other questions from the survey related to the general perceived prevalence of

trafficking; {2) information on trafficking from the focus groups conducted for the project; and (3)

an independent estimate of certain types of trafficking made by USDA for the year 1993.

To be sure, these alternative sources of comparison information about trafficking prevalence are

themselves subject to error, and as a result our inferences are not conclusive. Nevertheless, the

weight of the evidence strongly suggests underreporting in the survey, The discussion below
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provides details of these arguments. First. we present the relevant survey self-report data. Then v_'e

examine these data in light of the comparison information.

A. THE SURVEY SELF-REPORT DATA ON TRAFFICKING

Three percent of the survey respondents said that they had sold food stamps for cash the

previous month, and two percent had exchanged them for goods or services (Table III. l). The

overall reported rate of selling or exchanging food stamps was 5.1 percent. The reported cash value

of food stamps sold ranged from $20 to $180. The mean value of benefits sold was $61.08, which

is approximately 41 percent of average household benefits. These data suggest that about two

percent of benefits were sold.

In contrast, two percent of respondents said that they had bought food stamps; that is, they

obtained food stamps either for cash or in exchange for goods or services. Of these, about one

percent said they received food stamps in exchange for cash and one percent said that they received

food stamps in payment for goods or services. The value of food stamps bought varied from $5 to

$352, with an average of $77,

Most respondents who reported trafficking indicated that they either bought or sold, but very,

few reported both. Only about one-half of one percent of the sample bought and sold during the

month.

_Calculated as 5.1 times 0.41, where 5.1 is the probability of selling and 0.41 is the average
percentage sold if the recipient sells.
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TABLE III. 1

REPORTED PARTICIPATION IN TRAFFICKING

Percentages Unless Otherwise Noted)

Full Sample
(N = 719)

Selling Food Stamps

Sold Food Stamps for Cash 3.4
Received Goods or Services m Exchange for Food Stamps 2.1
Received Cash, Goods, or Services for Food Stamps 5.1

Buying Food Stamps

Bought Food Stamps for Cash 1.0
Received Food Stamps in Exchange for Goods or Services 1.0
ReceivedFood Stampsfor Cash,Goods, or Services 2.0

Any Trafficking 6.5

Mean Value of Food Stamps Sold (in Dollars) a 61.08
Minimum 20.00
Maximum 180.00

Mean Value of Food Stamps Bought (in Dollars) a 77.05
Minimum 5.00
Maximum 352.00

SOURCE: Food Stamp Trafficking Survey, weighted data.

NOTE: N indicates sample size. Not all sample members responded to all questions. For each
question on this table, between 0 and 9 respondents did not provide responses.

%he value of food stamps bought and sold are calculated based on responses from those who
reported buying or selling food stamps.
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B. COMPARISON TO OTHER AVAILABLE INFORMATION

Unfbrtunately, there are no definitive data on the incidence of trafficking by participants with

which to compare the survey results. Furthermore, even if definitive national data were available,

our ability to assess the accuracy of the survey data would be significantly limited by the fact that

they are drawn from only three areas of the country, and we don't know how nationally

representative these areas are.

Despite these problems, however, a number of comparisons between the self-report data and

other sources are of interest. We present them below.

1. Comparisons with Survey Data on Neighborhood Prevalence and of Trafficking by
Friends

Besides being asked directly about their own trafficking behavior, respondents in the survey

were asked several questions about their perceptions of the prevalence of trafficking in their

communities. One survey question, for instance, asked how many food stamp recipients in the

respondents' neighborhoods sold food stamps for cash in any one month; choices included "most

people," "some," "a few," and "nobody." (Note that this question focused specifically on selling for

"cash.")

Approximately 2.8 percent of respondents answered that "most people" that were FSP

participants in their neighborhoods trafficked, and another 7.6 percent and 8.5 percent, respectively,

responded "some" and _a few." (See Table III.2.) About 9.7 percent said "nobody." Thus the

number of respondents answering "most people" or "some people" exceeded the number selecting

the "nobody" category.

How these results are assessed depends greatly on what is assumed about the 71.3 percent of

respondents who gave a "don't know" response to the question. At one extreme, it is possible that

those answering "don't know" did so because there is no significant trafficking in their
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TABLE III.2

PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE EASE AND PREVALENCE
OF FOOD STAMP TRAFFICKING

(Percentages)

Full Sample
(lq = 7191

In any one month in your neighborhood, how many food stamp recipients sell
some or all of them for cash?

Mostpeople 2.8
Some 7.6
Afew 8.5

Nobody 9.7
Don'tknow 71.3

Refused/missing 0.3

If someone in your neighborhood had cash and wanted food stamps, would it be
easy to find someone to sell them?

Very easy 23.1
Somewhateasy 13.3
Somewhatdifficult 8.1

Verydifficult 15.6
Don'tknow 39.5

Refused/missing 0.4

How many of the three food stamp recipients you know best sold food stamps
for cash in the past year?

None 34.0
One 8.2
Two 4.2
Three 5.1

Don'tknowthreefoodstamprecipients 26.4
Don'tknowhowmanysoldfoodstamps 21.9
Missing 0.3

How often did these friends sell benefits in the past year7
Everymonth 4.9
Nearlyeverymonth 2.5
Onceinawhile 4.3

Questionnotapplicable 82.3
Missing, 1.0

SOURCE: Food Stamp Trafficking Survey, weighted data.

NOTE: N indicates sample size.
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neighborhoods. On the other hand, it is plausible that, despite their answers, the "don't know"

respondents lived in neighborhoods that were quite similar in terms of trafficking to those of the

people who did answer the question. If any significant number of the "don't know" respondents live

in neighborhoods where substantial amounts of trafficking do occur, this would suggest a prevalence

rate higher than that implied by the small number (3.4 percent) of respondents who reported having

themselves sold coupons for cash trafficked in the previous month.

A related survey question asked how easy it would be in the respondent's neighborhood for

someone who had cash and wanted to buy food stamps to find a seller. As shown in Table III.2, 36.4

percent of respondents replied that finding a seller would be either "very easy" or "somewhat easy,"

compared to 23.7 percent who indicated that it would be "somewhat difficult" or Uvery difficult."

(About 40 percent indicated that they didn't know how easy it would be.)

A third relevant questioning sequence asked respondents to think about their three best friends

on food stamps and estimate how many trafficked during a 12-month period. Approximately 50

percent of respondents said that they knew three other food stamp recipients and had an opinion as

to whether the people they knew trafficked. Approximately 17.5 of respondents (continuing to use

the overall sample as the base) thought that at least one of the people they knew trafficked.

Furthermore, of those who thought their friends trafficked, most believed that the friends did so

"every month" or "nearly every month." (In these two categories, 7.4 percent responded, compared

to only 4.3 percent responding "once in a while.")

While not conclusive, these findings suggest that the food stamp recipients who responded to

the survey perceive that trafficking occurs frequently in their communities. This is in contrast to

their direct self-reports of trafficking.
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2. Pre-Survey Focus Groups

As described in Chapter II, the design work for the study included conducting focus groups of

FSP participants in each of the planned survey sites, While it is not possible to quantity the focus

group responses precisely, the general impression gained from both the sessions and the transcripts

was that several of the participants in each session had engaged in trafficking activity and that

virtually all participants were aware of trafficking taking place among their acquaintances.

Respondents were able to speak with some confidence about such details as the cash price of

coupons, the locations in their communities where trafficking often occurred, and what items could

and could not be easily bought with food stamps. As with the written survey, these focus group

sessions provide evidence that trafficking is a much more common phenomenon than suggested by

the self-reports discussed in Section III.A.

3. Post-Survey Focus Groups

To further explore the likely accuracy of the survey responses and to learn respondents'

perceptions about the questions and our interviewing approach, we held focus groups in two of the

survey sites several months after the survey. During this second round of focus groups, samples of

the respondents to the earlier survey were assembled and asked to describe their reactions to the

survey, particularly the self-administered taped interview. In addition, the focus group members

were shown the survey results concerning the incidence of trafficking and asked whether they

thought them believable.

The responses strongly suggest that some of the respondents did not provide accurate self-

repons concerning their trafficking activities. Several indicated that they had distrusted the survey

and suspected that it was a "sting" operation to detect food stamp fraud. Furthermore, several focus

group participants explicitly said that the use of the tape recorder did not significantly increase their
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confidence that their replies would be kept confidential. These focus group responses provide

significant evidence that the incidence of trafficking is significantly underreported in the survey data.

4. An External Estimate of Trafficking Incidence

A USDA study (Macaluso, 1995) used evidence drawn from federal trafficking investigations

to estimate the approximate level of trafficking in the United States in 1993. The data include only

trafficked food stamps that were sold directly to stores and therefore were not ultimately spent for

food: they thus exclude sales to people who then used the coupons to obtain food in a store. The

USDA study estimated that food stamp trafficking in 1993 amounted to about $800 million,

approximately 3.8 percent of all food stamps issued during the year.

As noted earlier, the tabulations from the current survey imply that about two percent of dollar

benefits are trafficked. This is further evidence that trafficking is significantly underreported in the

survey. In addition, the questions in the current survey asked about all transactions involving selling

food stamps (including selling them to a person who was planning to use them to buy food), whereas

the USDA study, because of the methodology it used, was able to assess sales of food stamps only

to buyers who then "laundered" them through stores. Thus, if the numbers could be put on a

comparable basis, the gap between the survey numbers and the USDA estimates would further

widen. For instance, if, as the survey data suggest, considerable selling takes place to buyers who

buy tbr their personal use, then adjusting the survey data to exclude this portion of trafficking would

reduce the survey-based estimates of the value of coupons trafficked to well below 2 percent, further

increasing the discrepancy with the USDA estimate of 3.8 percent.
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IV. OTHER HYPOTHESES SUGGESTED BY STUDY RESULTS

As discussed earlier, the overall project was an exploratory, study designed both to assess an

apparently promising technique for surveying food stamp recipients about their trafficking activities

and to identify, which other hypotheses about trafficking behavior might warrant further study. As

it turned out, the "headphone" interviewing approach we tested appears not to have been successful

in eliciting reliable reports of trafficking activities. However, the various research activities

conducted for the project, including the survey, the focus groups, and the ethnographic research.

have yielded a number of interesting hypotheses that may warrant further study. Several of these

hypotheses are discussed below, together with their supporting evidence.

1. Many Buyers in Food Stamp Trafficking Transactions May Buy the Coupons for Their
Own Use; Sometimes, They Themselves May Be Food Stamp Program Participants

Participants in the pre-survey focus groups repeatedly voiced their belief that the buyer in a food

stamp trafficking transaction is often a food stamp recipient, and that many buyers use the stamps

themselves at the grocery store. Focus group members reported that. as a way of stretching their

food budgets, they and their friends often bought food stamps from people who wanted to sell them,

with several viewing this practice as simply prudent household management. They also reported that

it was common for a recipient to be both a buyer and a seller over the course of a month, perhaps

selling coupons initially to obtain cash for some high-priority use and then, if cash became available

later, using it to buy coupons at a discount and gain access to food more cheaply. This theme of food

stamp recipients buying food stamps for their own use but also selling them came up in the focus

groups in all three cities in which the groups were held.
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The ethnographic research conducted for the study also found evidence that many buyers of

food stamps are purchasing them for their own use, rather than intending to resell them to stores that

can "launder" them through the regular banking system. In both cities where these interviews were

conducted, respondents indicated that most purchasers they were aware of were buying the coupons

because they represented a cheap way of obtaining food. In Baltimore, for instance, the ethnographic

researchers interviewed a respondent who lived in the suburbs but regularly came into the city to

purchase food stamps at a discount so that she could use them to obtain food. These transactions

were made easier because she had previously lived in the city and retained ties to her old

neighborhood.

In Denver, one of the respondents in the ethnographic study was a crack dealer who occasionally

traded crack for food stamps (about $65 of coupons per month) for her own use in buying food but

would not accept more food stamps than she needed for food. In another Denver interview, the

household (a couple) were drug addicts. Usually, they bought food stamps for use only in buying

food, though occasionally they used the stamps to buy drugs.

2. There Is No Clear "Profile" of Characteristics of People Who Traffic

During preliminary analysis of the survey data, we examined whether self-reports of trafficking

were correlated with demographic, social, or economic characteristics of respondents. While some

weak possible correlations were identified, no single characteristic or set of characteristics stood out

as being highly predictive of trafficking behavior. To be sure, as noted earlier, there is evidence that

trafficking was substantially underreported in the survey, and this weakens our ability to identify

significant correlations, if in fact they exist. (Indeed, the apparent underreporting of trafficking is

the reason that we have not formally analyzed the survey data in greater detail.) However, the fact
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that no strong correlations were present in the survey data is at least consistent with the conclusion

that traffickers do not fall into readily identifiable groups.

We explored this issue further during the post-survey focus groups, because the preliminar3'

analysis of the survey data had shown a surprising lack of regularity or patterns in trafficker

characteristics. Focus group participants were asked to discuss among themselves what

characteristics they would expect a person selling food stamps to have and were given several

specific sets of choices (for example, men/women; younger people/older people; people with

kids/people without kids). In general, no strong patterns emerged from these discussions. While

there was some tendency for the groups to focus on certain characteristics, such as being young and

being a woman, it appeared that the discussion group members were really focusing more on the

profile of the food stamp recipients they knew rather than on the characteristics of traffickers from

within that group. Overall, no clear consensus about a pattern of characteristics emerged. This

would be consistent with a hypothesis that many different types of people traffic for many different

reasons.

3. "Middlemen" May Not Be a Major Factor in Trafficking

One issue of considerable interest in the current study was the role of "middlemen" who buy

coupons and then sell them at a profit, either to people who plan to use them for food or to stores

who can "launder" them. It was believed at the outset of the study that such middlemen might

represent a significant share of buyers. However, as discussed below, no evidence emerged from

the research to suggest this.

During the pre-survey focus groups, group members were asked to talk about what groups of

people bought food stamps. The group participants tended to focus on two types of buyers: ( 1) retail

stores who cashed the coupons in at banks, and (2) low-income people who intended to use the
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coupons to purchase food (as discussed in Section 1. above). The existence of"middlemen." who

bought the coupons to make money by reselling them. was seldom mentioned by the focus group

participants. Furthermore, even after direct probing, most of them said that they did not know of

such people.

In addition, in one of the questions on the participant survey (QE7). respondents were asked

what type of people might be likely to buy food stamps. The answer categories, which were all read

by the interviewer, included such responses as "people you live with," friends," "storekeepers." and.

most important for the current discussion, "a middleman who buys food stamps and sells them to

someone else." (Multiple responses were allowed.) Fewer than five percent of the respondents

chose this "middleman" response as one of their replies.

Similar findings were obtained during the ethnographic research. The ethnographers probed

extensively about middlemen and found virtually no evidence that they exist. None of the 10

respondents interviewed, all of whom had themselves been buyers of food stamps for various

reasons, had ever bought coupons and resold them for cash. Furthermore, they were not aware of

people (other than retailers who cashed the coupons in at banks) who did so. Indeed, several of these

respondents indicated that they were not able to figure out how a middleman could make money.

In their experience, the discount price of coupons was fixed in any given neighborhood at one rate

(usually 50 percent); they felt that, if somebody bought coupons at 50 percent, it would be hard to

convince another person or a store to repurchase them at a higher rate. In their experience, coupons

could be bought at the 50 percem rate easily, and they didn't see why anybody would pay a

middleman a higher rate.

The fact that these respondents, who were located through street contacts, were not themselves

major middlemen is not surprising, since such people, if they exist, would probably be harder to
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interview. However. these respondents were being interviewed not only about their own experiences

but also for their perspective on their local social scenes, and the fact that they had not heard of

middlemen is reasonably telling.

4. Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) Does Not Completely Prevent Recipient Trafficking but
Does Change the Dynamics of the Transaction

One of the three study sites had been issuing food benefits under an EBT system for several

months prior to the study. A number of respondents at that site reported trafficking, and the focus

group discussions yielded insights as to how this trafficking took place.

The dynamics of the trafficking under EBT appeared to be quite different from trafficking in

food coupons. Focus group participants indicated that, under EBT, the benefit is usually sold to

someone the seller knows and trusts, since if the transaction is with a stranger, it is riskier and more

time-consuming for both buyer and seller. In general, sellers were said to "spend down" the amount

of the food benefits they needed for themselves before turning the EBT card over to a buyer. If the

seller knows the buyer, the buyer may pay in advance and the seller may give out an identification

(PIN) number with the card. If the buyer and seller do not trust each other, the buyer often

accompanies the seller to the store. In this situation, the seller shows his or her own identification

and pays for the groceries as if he or she is shopping; payment is made after the pair leave the store.

The buyer and seller were reported to go to the store together often because the buyer wants to avoid

( 1) prepaying for an EBT card on which benefits have been depleted, and (2) prepaying for an EBT

card that has been reported as lost or stolen. The general feeling about EBT as it relates to

trafficking was that "where there is a will there is a way."

Focus group respondents reported that the cycle with which benefits were posted to the EBT

cards contributed to selling benefits. In the EBT site, the AFDC benefit was credited early in the
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month. At this time. recipients needed food and spent the welfare benefit on groceries. The food

benefit was credited four or five days later. By the time the food benefit was credited, food had been

purchased and recipients needed cash.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY METHODOLOGY



This appendix presents the methods used to select the sample, conduct the Food Stamp

Recipient Trafficking Survey, and process the data.

A. METHODS FOR SELECTING AND LOCATING RESPONDENTS

1. Sample Design

A combination of purposive and probability sampling was used to select three states from which

the survey sample would be drawn. FCS's specifications for the work were that each state be

"stratified by level of urbanization to include one local area food stamp office considered to be

central city, one in a metropolitan area not considered to be central city, one in a suburban area, and

one in a sparsely populated (rural) area." Random probability methods were used to select

respondents from each local office area.

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) used a three-stage sample design to implement this

requirement. Stage One involved selecting three metropolitan areas in different parts of the nation.

Stage Two involved selecting a range of urban to rural strata within and near each metropolitan area.

Stage Three involved selecting Food Stamp Program (FSP) participants within strata.

a. Stage One, Selecting Metropolitan Areas

· The sample frame consisted of all 134 Metropolitan Statistical Areas for the 48
contiguous states and Washington, DC. The areas were stratified into three geographic
strata based on FCS regions (Mid-Atlantic, Northeast, and Southeast; Midwest,
Mountain Plains, and Southwest; and West) and three population size groups (more
than 3 million, 1 to 3 million, and 250_000 to 1 million). Areas also were classified as
issuing benefits using or not using Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) technology.

· A random number between 0 and 1 was assigned to each area.

· We used the random number to pick the EBT site first. Baltimore, Maryland, had the
lowest random number and was selected. Baltimore, in the Eastern region, was the
largest stratum.
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· Next, we randomly selected the third region as the second site. Using the lowest random
number, we selected Spokane, Washington, among all the areas in the third region that
were not in the largest size stratum. Spokane was in the smallest size stratum.

· Denver. Colorado, represented the midsized population stratum in the Central region.

b. Stage Two, Selecting Strata Within Metropolitan Areas

· We listed every zip code in each of the three selected metropolitan areas, along with its
total population, population in poverty, and population living within the urban area.

· After excluding zip codes that were less than 80 percent urban, we sorted the remaining
zip codes by the percentage of their households living below the federal poverty level.

· We formed four strata in each area, based on the percentage living in poverty. The strata
ranged from the very highest poverty density to no poverty.

· After excluding zip codes in the lowest poverty density strata, we randomly selected one
zip code from each stratum. The selected zip codes were:

Baltimore 20 percentor morepoverty 21231
10to 20 percentpoverty 21237
5 to 10percentpoverty 21210

Denver 20 percentor morepoverty 80223
10to 20 percentpoverty 80207
5 to 10 percent poverty 80228

Spokane 20 percent or more poverty 99202
10to 20 percentpoverty 99205
5to 10percentpoverty 99016

· To select a rural area, we listed every rural county contiguous to the metropolitan area
and selected one at random. The rural counties selected were:

Baltimore Kent County

Denver C!eark Creek County

Spokane Pend Oreille County

· The three metropolitan sites and four subsites formed 12 strata.
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c. Stage Three, Selecting Respondents

· MPR asked states for lists of FSP participants in each stratum (that is. zip code or rural
county). The states sent machine-readable data sets. which an MPR programmer edited.

· The programmer sorted cases in each stratum by size of food stamp benefit. She then
used interval sampling to select a sample proportionate to the size of the monthly
benefit. She selected 150 cases in the Baltimore and Denver strata and 200 cases in the

Spokane strata. _ Cases that would have entered the sample with certainty, were selected
before applying the interval method.

· In the "less than 10 percent" stratum in Baltimore and Denver, there were not enough
FSP participants to yield 60 completed interviews. For these strata, we supplemented
by adding randomly selected zip codes from the same stratum. We added zip codes
21206 and 21220 to 21210, and zip codes 99223 to 99016. Samples were drawn on the
combinations of zip codes.

2. Obtaining Contact Information for Respondents

Maryland and Colorado sent names and addresses of FSP participants to MPR. Washington

State mailed the sample frame to MPR without names and addresses. MPR selected the survey

sample and sent the results back to the state for the consent mailing. Washington sent a letter to

potential sample members, offering them a two-week period in which to decline to participate. Only

2.3 percent of those to whom letters were mailed objected.

3. Screening Criteria

To be eligible to participate in the study, individuals had to be active food stamp participants

and be living in the stratum from which they were selected. To determine eligibility, interviewers

administered a short screener before conducting the interview. Eligibility rates are discussed in

Section E.

_More cases were needed in Spokane because their Human Research Review Board required a
passive consent procedure before releasing names to MPR.
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B. SELECTION AND TRAINING OF FIELD STAFF

1. Hiring

MPR hired and trained 26 interviewers for this project; 11 worked in Baltimore. 9 in Denver,

and 6 in Spokane. To the extent possible, we hired interviewers who lived in the communities in

which they interviewed. All but two interviewers had prior interviewing experience. The number

of interviewers hired per site depended on the hours per week each could work, In Spokane, where

each interviewer could work more hours per week, we hired fewer interviewers. In Baltimore, where

experienced interviewers had other project commitments, we needed more. The goal was to hire

enough inter¥iewers to have at least 120 hours of labor available each week.

2. Training

Interviewer training had three components. The first was a two-hour self-study module to

prepare for the main training session. We expected interviewers to spend two hours reviewing the

questionnaire and related materials a few days prior to the main training session. We required them

to complete written training exercises to prove that they had mastered the materials. (New

interviewers had additional time to view MPR's video, "General Interviewer Training," and to

review lessons with their supervisor.) The main training session lasted eight hours. We held

sessions at a local hotel. Trainers explained the background and purpose of the study, reviewed the

screener, went over the interviewer- and self-administered questionnaires, provided instructions for

asking each question, discussed methods for contacting respondents, and addressed sensitivities

about criminal behaviors associated with interviewing. Interviewers had ample time for role-

playing, practice interviewing, and administrative procedures. After the main session, interviewers

finished their training by completing mock interviews with a supervisor.
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MPR trained the Baltimore interviewers on December 2. The Baltimore training session sen'ed

as "Trainers' Training." Anne Ciemnecki. the survey director, was the lead trainer. Sharron

Christofar. the Contracting Officer's Technical Representative, discussed the importance of the

project to FCS. Linda Mendenko, MPR's field coordinator, covered administrative materials.

Lynne MacKenzie, MPR's field manager, led the role-playing and mock interviewing. Denver and

Spokane main trainings were held on December 9 and 16, Lynne MacKenzie was the lead trainer

for the Denver and Spokane sessions.

C. METHODS FOR COLLECTING THE DATA

1. Timing of the Field Period

Interviewing began immediately after training in Baltimore and Denver. The Spokane sample

was not available until December 29. We completed interviewing by April 6. Following are the

numbers of interviews completed weekly at each site:

Baltimore Denver Spokane Total

Week Ending Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

December9 23 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 3.2

December16 35 14.2 13 5.9 0 0.0 48 6.7

December 23 21 8.5 3 1.4 0 0.0 24 3.3

December30 22 9.0 7 3.2 1 0.4 30 4.2

January. 6 22 9.0 12 5.4 19 7.5 53 7.4

January. 13 9 3.7 16 7.2 38 15.0 63 8.8

January20 20 8.2 23 10.4 26 10.2 69 9.6

January. 27 17 6.9 16 7.2 22 8.7 55 7.6

February.3 11 4.5 23 10.4 19 7.5 53 7.3

February10 13 5.3 18 8.1 32 12.6 63 8.8

Februa_17 18 7.3 20 9.0 23 9.0 61 8.5
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Baltimore Denver Spokane Total

Week Ending Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

FebruaD' 24 9 3.7 14 6.3 22 8,7 45 6.3

March2 11 4.5 9 4.0 13 5,1 33 4,6

March9 0 0.0 l0 4.5 5 2,0 15 2.1

March16 4 1.6 4 1.8 3 1,2 II 1.5

March23 5 2.0 5 2.2 6 2.4 16 2.2

March 30 4 1.6 17 7.7 15 5.9 36 5.0

April6 1 0.4 11 5.0 10 3,9 22 3.0

TotaI 245 100.0 221 100.0 254 !00.0 720 !00.0

To encourage interviewer productivity at the end of the project, MPR offered field interviewers

a bonus of $20 for every interview and $5 for every screener completed after March 22. This kept

interviewers' enthusiasm high when sample was sparse. It also kept interviewers motivated to finish

their assignment rather than to move to easier, newer projects.

2. Ensuring Respondent Confidentiality

Because trafficking in food stamps is illegal. MPR took two important steps to ensure

respondents' confidentiality. First was documenting contacts with the respondents. Usually, we

document information about the respondent (case identification number, name, address, telephone

number, and directions to the home) on a contact sheet detailing the interviewer's attempts to reach

the sample member. For this study, we separated the contact information onto two forms, a Record

of Contacts Form and a Contact Notes Form. The Contact Notes Form contained identifying

information used to locate the sample member and schedule the interview. The Contact Notes Form

was left with the respondent at the end of the interview to assure the respondent that his or her name

would not be linked with data. The Record of Contacts Form contained the case-tracking number
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and a record of attempts to reach the respondent (that is, number and time of calls, interim case status

codes). Interviewers mailed the form to MPR along with the completed interview. The,,' _7ote no

names, addresses, or other information that could identify the sample member in any way on the

Record of Contacts Form.

The second step in ensuring confidentiality was to use an audiotaped intervie_' and seOc

administered answer sheet to ask about the sample member's direct involvement in food stamp

trafficking. The respondent used audio headphones to listen to 14 questions about personal buying

or selling of food stamps. He or she recorded answers on a self-administered answer sheet and

sealed them in an envelope. The interviewer signed his or her name across the back of the envelope

over the seal. An unbroken signature implied that the envelope had not been opened before receipt

at MPR. The audiotaped interview provided all the advantages of a self-administered, pencil-paper

questionnaire in increasing reports of illegal or socially disapproved behavior. It was intended to

overcome the suspected barrier of poor reading skills in the food stamp population. Ninety-six

percent of the survey respondents used the self-administered audiotape and answer sheet. Those who

did not fell into three categories:

1. People with print impairments (visual disorders, innumeracy, and attention disorders)
who could not focus on the answer sheet well enough to fill it out

2. People whose primary language was not English or Spanish who needed an interpreter
for the interview

3. Those who refused

MPR produced a Spanish language version of the audiotape.
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3. Field Management and Reporting Procedures

Field interviewers received most of their assignments at the beginning of the field period.

Distribution of assignments early allowed interviewers to plan their time and travel efficiently.

Adjustments to assignments were made as data collection progressed. Field interviewers reported

progress to their field supervisor weekly by telephone at prearranged times: hours worked, expenses.

and case-by-case progress. During the reporting session, the supervisor provided interviewers with

feedback from MPR's quality, review process, handled administrative needs such as supply orders.

and answered nonurgent questions. Interviewers were encouraged to call supervisors immediately

for urgent matters.

The supervisor reported summaries of field progress and expenses to MPR's field coordinator

weekly to provide management with information that guided staffing and sample-release decisions.

4. Problems Faced During the Field Period

Two serious problems arose during data collection. Six weeks after interviewing began, an

interviewer was robbed at gunpoint at the Highlander Ridge Apartment complex in Baltimore.

Highlander Ridge is a gated public housing project. Because of this incident, MPR mandated that

escorts accompany interviewers working in the Highlander Ridge complex. Escorts may be other

interviewers but are often friends or relatives of the interviewers who travel with interviewers.

Escorts added to the cost of the data collection, but no new incidents were reported after we

established the policy.

The second problem was in the Denver stratum with 10 to 20 percent of the households living

below the federal poverty, level. Here. a child was killed in a drive-by shooting during the third week

of interviewing. We advised interviewers to stay out of the area for a few weeks until emotions

cooled and interviewers felt more comfortable working there.
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D. QUALITY ASSURANCE AND DATA PROCESSING PROCEDURES

Interviewers mailed completed work to MPR weekly. As quality control clerks received field

interviewers' packages, they logged completed work into a questionnaire tracking system. Each

completed interview had:

· A Record of Contacts Form

· The interviewer-administered main questionnaire

· The self-administered answer sheet from the audiotaped interview

The clerks entered the date they received each of the three components of a completed interview.

Weekly repons listed cases reported by the interviewer as complete but not received at MPR, and

cases where one or more components were missing. MPR used these reports to track missing

documents. Most of the time, when paper was missing, the work was completed but not mailed.

Two interviewers reported work completed that was not, in fact, done; MPR terminated those

interviewers and reassigned their cases to other staff members. Usually, MPR validates field

interviewer work by calling respondents or mailing a thank-you note with a prepaid return postcard

for respondent to acknowledge that the interview was completed. To protect respondent

confidentiality, we were unable to link contact information with interview data for this study.

Therefore, quality control callbacks and the usual means of verification were not possible. Instead,

we verified interview completion by comparing the sample member's birth date (and age) and

monthly benefit amount from the administrative files provided by the states with the data collected

during the interview. The questionnaire tracking file contained these two variables. As the clerk

logged completed work into the tracking file, she compared the age and monthly benefit amounts
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recorded in the interview with data on the administrative record. (Record data were not available

to the intel-viewer.) She assigned codes to indicate the closeness of the match. For example:

Birth Date:

Code 1 Verystrong Exactdate
match

Code 2 Probable match Month and year correct; day may be incorrect: or day and
year correct; month off by one month or two months: or
month and day correct, year off by up to three years

Code 3 Weak match Two out of three elements do not match, but not too far
off

Code 4 No match None of the three elements match

Age:

Code 1 Verystrong Exactage
match

Code 2 Probable match Off by I to 2 years

Code3 Weak match Off by 3 to 4 years

Code4 No match Off by 5 or more years

Benefit Amount:

Code 1 Very strong Respondent amount within 5 percent of amount on file
match

Code 2 Probable match Respondent amount within 10 percent of amount on file

Code 3 Weak match Respondent amount within 25 percent of amount on file

Code 4 No match Difference greater than 25 percent

We produced weekly reports of verification codes by interviewer and looked for patterns of

Codes 3 and 4 in both age/birth date and benefit amount fields. We uncovered no fraudulent

interviews using this procedure.
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Besides operating the tracking system, quality, control staff reviewed each questionnaire prior

to data entry. They determined whether problems, such as strings of missing data or incorrect

recording of responses, would make data entry, impossible. The quality control staff followed a set

of specifications set up by the survey director to ensure that recorded values were _4thin a reasonable

range, response codes had been assigned correctly, and the questionnaire had internally consistent

responses. Any errors, missing data. or inconsistencies could not be double-checked with the

respondent because of anonymity requirements, but they were reported to the interviewer. This

feedback made the interviewer aware of his or her errors and helped prevent them from recurring.

After the questionnaires were manually edited and open-ended items were coded, they were

batched and sent to data entry clerks who used programmable key-to-disk data-entry equipment.

An editing program to perform checks on value ranges, questionnaire skip logic, and internal

consistency for the full sample was prepared. Errors were flagged automatically during data entry,

and corrected by a senior member of the quality control staff. She reviewed the file and located error

codes flagged by the quality control program. The data editor reviewed the questionnaire and

corrected the error. A second operator rekeyed all the data. As the data were reentered, they were

compared automatically with the first data file. Discrepancies were brought to the operator's

attention. Finally, the survey data were transmitted to the research database.

E. RESPONSE RATES AND OTHER FINAL STATUSES

MPR interviewers completed a total of 720 interviews. One was lost in the mail. The remaining

719 interviews were processed for analysis. The overall response rate was 76.7 percent.
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TABLE A 1

RECIPIENT FOOD STAMP TRAFFICKING STUDY
RESPONSE AND ELfGIBILITY RATES. BY SITE

All Sites Baltimore Denver Spokane

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Eligibility Survey
Status

Completed Interviews 720 76.7 245 78 3 221 757 254 76 0
Cannot Locate 65 6.9 33 10.5 20 68 12 3 6
Refusal/Breakoffs 56 6.0 I0 32 17 5.8 29 8 7

Multiple Unsuccessful

Attempts 53 56 21 67 15 5 I 17 5.1
Language Barriers 20 2. I 0 00 9 3 1 11 3.3
Health Problem 19 2.0 3 1.0 10 34 6 18

Other 6 0.6 I 0.3 0 0.0 5 15

Total Eligible Sample 939 100.0 313 100.0 292 100.0 334 100.0

Eligibility Rates

Eligible Sample 939 71.5 313 78.2 292 61 6 334 75.9

Ineli_lble Sample 375 28.5 87 21 8 182 384 106 24 I

Total Sample Released 1.314 100.0 400 100.0 474 100.0 440 100.0

Reasons for

Ineligibility

MovedfromStratum 154 I1.7 63 15.8 83 175 68 154

No Longer Participating 214 16.3 22 5.5 96 20.3 36 8.2
Deceased 7 05 2 05 3 06 " 05

Total Ineligible Sample 375 28.5 8'7 21.8 182 .38.4 106 24.1

NOTE Due to roundmg, percentages may not equal 100.
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1. E!igibiliW Rates and Reasons for Ineligibility

MPR released 1,314 cases to field interviewers (see Table A.I). Of these, 375 cases, or 28.5

percent, were ineligible to participate in the survey. Cases were deemed ineligible for one of three

reasons. The most common reason was that the sample member had movedj_om the stratum in

which he or she was selected. Moves accounted for 214 cases, or 16.3 percent of the sample. The

next most common reason for ineligibility was that the sample member no longer participated in

the FoodStamp Program: 154 cases, or 11.7 percent of the sample, were not participating in the FSP

when contacted for an interview. (Depending upon the site, contact occurred between 2 and 10

months after the survey sample was drawn from lists of FSP participants.) The third reason for a

case being considered ineligible was death. Seven program participants died before we could

interview them.

2. Eligibility by Site and Strata

Although the overall ineligible rate was 28.5 percent, ineligibility across sites was 21.8 percent

in Baltimore, 38.4 percent in Denver, and 24.1 percent in Spokane. The mobility rate was

remarkably stable across the sites (15.8 percent in Baltimore, 17.5 percent in Denver, and 15.5

percent in Spokane). Differences in eligibility were related to the percentage of program participants

still receiving food stamps when interviewed. In Denver. where the frame consisted of all active

cases in July 1995, 20.3 percent of the sample were no longer receiving food stamps. In Spokane

and Baltimore, where the sample was drawn from lists of cases active in October 1995, the

percentages of the sample no longer receiving food stamps were 8.2 and 5.5, respectively.

In the Baltimore site, ineligible rates were remarkably similar across three of the four strata (see

Table A.2). The ineligibility rate was 19 percent in Stratum 11 (where more than 20 percent of

households were under the federal poverty level), 21 percent in Stratum 12 (where 10 to 20 percent

of households lived under the federal poverty level), and 19 percent in the rural stratum (Kent
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TABLE A.2

RECIPIENT FOOD STAMP TRAFFICKING STUDY RESPONSE AND ELIGIBILITY RATES.
BY STRATUM

Stratum Il Stratum 12 Stratum 13
More than 20 Percent 10 to 20 Percent of Less than 10 Percent of Stratum 14 Baltimore

of Poverb. Poven3 Povert3 Kent Counv..' (Ruralt Total

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

B,Illl_nlo_

Eligibility Survey
Status

CompletedInterviews 61 753 6t 77.2 54 750 69 852 245 783
Cannot Locate 10 12.3 10 12.7 11 15.3 2 2.5 33 105

Refusal/Breakoffs 2 25 4 5.1 3 4.2 I 1.2 I0 3 2

Multiple Unsuccessful

Attempts 8 9.9 4 5.1 3 4.2 6 74 21 67
Language Barriers 0 O0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 O0
HealthProblem 0 0.0 0 00 0 0.0 3 37 3 IO
Other 0 0.0 0 00 I I4 0 00 I 03

Total Eligible Sample 81 100.0 79 100.0 72 100.0 81 100.0 31.3, 100.0

Eligibility. Rates

Eligible Sample 81 81 0 79 79.0 72 72.0 81 81.0 313 78.2

lnel?ble Sample 19 190 21 21 0 28 28.0 19 19.0 87 21 8

Total Sample
Released 100 100.0 100 100.0 100 100.0 100 100 400 100.0

Reasons for

Ineligibili_

Moved from Stratum 12 12.0 16 16.0 26 26.0 9 90 63 158

No Longer Participating 5 50 5 5.0 2 2.0 10 10.0 22 5.5
Deceased 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 2 O.5

Total Ineligible
Sample 19 19.0 21 21.0 28 28.0 19 19.0 87 21.8
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TABLE A2 fcontmued_

Stratum 21 Su'atum 22 Stratum 23 Stratum 24

More than 20 Percent l0 to 20 Percent of Less than 10 Percent of Clear Creek Count', Den,er
of Povem Povem Povem t Rural _ Total

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

!)ellwer

Eligibility Survey
Statuses

Completed Interviews 63 656 62 81.6 55 833 4l 759 '_'_ 75 '7
Cannot Locate 9 94 5 66 0 0.0 6 11. I 20 68
Refusal/Breakoffs 8 8.3 6 79 I 15 2 3.7 17 57

Multiple Unsuccessful
Attempts 8 8.3 2 2.6 5 7.6 0 00 15 5 I

LanguageBarriers 5 52 0 00 3 45 I I9 O 3 I
Health Problem 3 3.1 I 1.3 2 30 4 74 10 3 4
Other 0 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 0 00

Total Eligible Sample 96 100.0 76 100.0 66 I00.0 _ I00.0 292 100.0

Eligibility Rates

Eligible Sample 96 70.1 76 60.8 66 55.9 54 5 50 5 5.0 2 2.0 10 10.082 38 4

Total Sample Released 1.57 100.0 125 100.0 118 !00.0 94 100.0 474 I00.0

Moved from Stratum 33 24 1 25 20.0 13 11.0 12 12.8 83 175

No Longer Participating 8 58 24 19.2 39 33.1 25 26.6 96 203
Deceased 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 3 3.2 3 0 6

Total Ineligible
Sample 41 29.9 49 39.2 52 44.1 40 42.6 182 38.4
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TABLE A 2 t'contmuedJ

Stratum 31 Stratum 32 Stratum 33 Stratum 34

More than 20 Percent 10 to 20 Percent of Less than 10 Percent of Pend Oreille CounI3 Spokane
of Povert>. Povert3. Poverty (Rural) Total

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Sln_me

EligibiliD' Su rve._
Statuses

Completed Interviews 61 824 62 71.3 58 70.7 73 80.2 254 760
CannotLocate I 14 3 3.4 2 2.4 6 66 12 36
Re fusal/Breakoffs 7 95 9 10.3 13 15,9 0 0.0 29 8 7

Multiple Unsuccessful
Attempts 2 2.7 5 57 3 3.7 7 7.7 17 5 [

Language Barriers 2 2.7 4 46 5 6. I 0 0.0 I 1 33
Health Problem I 1.4 4 4.6 I 1.2 0 0.0 6 1.8
Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 5 55 5 05

Total Eligible Sample 74 100.0 87 I00.0 82 100.0 91 100.0 334 I00.0

Eligibiliw Rates

EligibleSample 74 71.8 87 73.7 82 71.9 91 867 334 76.0

Inelis, ible Sample 29 28.2 31 263 32 28 1 14 133 106 240

Total Sample Released 103 100.0 118 100.0 114 100.0 105 100.0 440 100.0

Reasons for

I neligibili_'

Moved from Stratum 19 18 4 18 153 22 19.3 9 8 6 68 15.5

No Longer Participating 10 9.7 12 10.2 10 8.8 4 3.8 36 8.2
Deceased 0 00 i 0.8 0 00 I 1.0 2 05

Total Ineligible

Sa m pie 29 28. I 31 26.3 32 28.1 14 13.4 106 24. I

NOTE Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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County). In Stratum 13 (where less than 10 percent of the households lived below the federal

poverty level), 28 percent of the sample were ineligible (26 percent had moved from the stratum

between the time the sample was drawn and the interview was attempted).

At the Denver site. rates of and reasons for ineligibility differed across the strata. The highest

ineligibility rate was 44 percent in Stratum 23 (where fewer than I0 percent of the households lived

below the federal poverty, level). One-third of the sample in this stratum was ineligible because the3'

were no longer receiving food stamps on the interview day. In Denver's rural stratum (Clear Creek

County), 43 percent were ineligible. One-quarter were no longer participating in the FSP when

interviewed. The county food stamp fraud investigator told MPR that Clear Creek was a highly

mobile county; thus, many nonparticipants may have moved. In Stratum 22 (where 10 to 20 percent

of the households lived under the federal poverty level), the ineligibility rate was 39 percent, split

almost evenly between those who left the FSP (19 percent) and those who moved (20 percent). The

ineligibility rate for Stratum 21 (the poorest of the Denver strata) was 30 percent; one-quarter had

moved out of the stratum.

In the Spokane site, Strata 31 and 33 (more than 20 and fewer than 10 percent of households

living under the federal poverty level, respectively), ineligibility accounted for 28 percent of the

sample released. In both strata, the number of movers was almost double the number of those who

no longer participated in the FSP. Ineligibility rates were lower, 26 percent, in Stratum 33 (10 to 20

percent living under the federal poverty level) and much lower, 13 percent, in rural Pend Orei!le

County. Despite the lower frequency than in other Spokane strata, the ratio of movers to

nonparticipants in Pend Oreille County was the same--cases were screened out because of moving

twice as often as because of nonparticipation.
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3. Response Rates and Reasons for Nonresponse

Overall. 77 percent of sample members eligible to participate in the survey completed

interviews. There were three important reasons for nonresponse. First. the sample member could

not be located (seven percent). Second, the sample member refused to be interviewed (six percent).

For another six percent of the sample, interviewers could not complete the case despite multiple

telephone and in-person contacts. Other reasons for nonresponse were language barriers (two

percent) and respondents' poor health (two percent).

4. Response Rates and Nonresponse by Site and Strata

Response rates were quite even across the three sites. Baltimore's response rate was 78 percent,

whereas Denver's and Spokane's were 76 percent. Baltimore had the highest nonlocatable rate (10

percent) and the lowest refusal rate (3 percent). In Spokane, the nonlocatable rate was six percent,

but the refusal rate was nine percent. This pattern of refusal rates increasing with the proportion of

sample located may imply that sample members not easily located for this survey were, in reality,

reluctant respondents.

FSP offices in Denver and Spokane helped MPR with locating by checking administrative

records for address updates during the field period. In the Baltimore site, however, only Kent

County updated addresses. In Baltimore County, where intensive trafficking investigations were

under way independently of this study, we were concerned that asking for address updates might hurt

sample members by focusing attention on them; therefore, we did not request address updates in

Baltimore County.

In the Baltimore site, the average response rate in the urban strata was 75.8. The response rate

in the rural county was 85.2 percent. Both refusal rates and the percentage of nonlocatable sample

were lower in the rural area.
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In Denver. where the overall response rate was 75.7 percent, two of the urban strata were well

above average and one was well below. The response rates for Stratum 22 (10 to 20 percent living

under the federal povert3' level) and Stratum 23 (less than 10 percent living under the federal poverty

level) were 81.6 and 83.3 percent, respectively. The lowest response rate in the Denver site. 65.6

percent, occurred in the poorest stratum. In that area, all the components of nonresponse were higher

than average. In the rural stratum, the response rate was 75.9 percent. A remarkably high proportion

of rural stratum sample members were either nonlocatable ( 11.1 percent) or unable to complete the

interview because of health problems (7.4 percent).

In Spokane, the response rates were highest in the most urban and rural strata (82.4 and 80.2

percent, respectively) and lower in the strata with 10 to 20 percent and less than 10 percent of the

households living under the federal poverty level (71.3 and 70.7 percent, respectively). In the three

urban strata, refusal rates increased as the percentage of households living under the federal poverty

level decreased. The rural strata had no refusals, however.
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APPENDIX B

FOOD STAMP SURVEY



CASE ID: )__l__l__t__!___

INTERVIEWER ID: f__I__l__l__l_i

FOODSTAMPSTUDY

A. INTRODUCTION:

Hello,My name is and I am from MathematicaPolicy
Research,Inc., a researchcompanyin Princeton,New Jersey. We are
conducting a research study for the United States Department of
Agriculture. The study is about (foodstamps/Independencefood stamp
benefits). You may have recently received a letter about this study. The
purpose of the study is to see how and where people use their (food
stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits). We will ask questionsaboutyou
and your household,shoppingfor food with food sta_s, and other uses of
food stamps.

You have been selected to be part of this very important study. We would
like you to help us by participatingin a 4S-minutein-personinterview.
I can conduct the interviewin your home or we can meet at any other place
that is convenient for you.

B. INFORMATION:

What is this study about?

The purposeof the study is to see how and where peopleuse their {food
stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits). We will ask questionsaboutyou
and your household,shoppingfor food with food stamps,and other uses of

Who is sponsoringthis study? Who is conducting this study?

The United StatesDepartmentof AgricultureFood and ConsumerServiceis
sponsoringthis study. MathematicaPolicyResearch,Inc., an independent
researchand surveycompany locatedin Princeton,New Jersey is conducting
the study for them.

Why is Mathematicacallingme now?

Mathematicawould like you to take part in a 45-minutein-person
interview. The interviewercan come to your home or will meet you any
place that is convenientand comfortablefor you.

By discussinghow and where you use your (food stamps/Independencefood
stamp benefits),you will help the researchersbetter understandhow to

improvetheFoodStampProgram.
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Howwas I selected?

You have been randomly selected from (food stamp/independence food stamp
Denef_tJclients in the (Denver/Baltimore/Spokane)area.

Do I hlIW_toparticipate? What if I decide not to?

Althou_your participation is very important, it is voluntary. Your
participationwill not affect any benefitsyou get now or in the future.

If I do participate,will the informationbe confidential?

Yes. All informationcollectedwill be kept strictlyconfidentialand
used only for researchpurposeswith no names attached.The resultsof the
study are for research purposes only.

C. ELIGIBILITY SCREEN:

1. Before I tell you more about this study, I need to confirmthat
I am speakingto the person I'm supposedto speak to. Are you

SPEAKINGWITH CORRECTSAMPLE MEMBER....01

NOT SPEAKINGWITH CORRECTSAMPLEMEMBER --)END.THANKmESPONDEN? I

2. Did yc)F4receivefood stampsduring the month of THI_.MOiil)_?

YES.................................... Ol -,, GOT_.4
NO..................................... O0

3. Did you receivefood stamps during the month of LAST MONTH?

YES .................................... 01

NO..................................... O0 4 I'm sorry. This survey is orgy
for peoeie who received food
stamps this month of last.
Thank you for your time.
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4. Do you live in the READ ZIP CODE OR COUNTY FROIdCONTACT SHEET (Zlp

code/county)?

YES....................................01 -- RECC_RDZIPCODE )
OR COUNTY: I )

N0 ".- I'M SORRY, We _e only intewiewing OR )
peol_e who live in t_e READ (EUGIBLE KENT .............. 01 JCODE/COUNTY) FROM CONTACT SHEET. CLEAR CREEK ....... 02

Thm_k you tot your t_me. PEND d'ORE]LLE ....... 03

5. IS THIS A TELEPHONEOR IN-PERSONCONTACT?

TELEPHONE-- SCHEDULETIME TO CONDUCTIN-PERSONINTERVIEW

IN-PERSON-- GOTO SECTIOND

D. AGREEMENTTO PARTICIPATE:

MARYLANDANDCOLORADO:

Before we begin, I would like to tell you how this interviewwill work.
For the next 45 minutes, I will be askingquestionsabout you and how you
use your (food stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits). The information
you share will be used to improvethe Food Stamp Program. All the answers
you give me will be kept completelyconfidentialand will never be
associatedwith your name. That means no one at the Food Stamp Office or
any other programor agencywill know the way you answeredthese
questions.

Some questionswill be private.When it is time to answerthe private
questions,I will give you a tape in a Walk,man and an answersheet to fill
out by yourself. No one, not even I, will know how you answeredthe
privatequestions. When we are all finished,I will ask you to seal your
questionnairein an envelope. Then, I will leave this sheet [INTERVIEWER:
SHOW CONTACTNOTE FORM] with your name and addresswith you so that you
Know that your name and answersare separate.

WASHINGTON:

HAND STUDY DESCRIPTIONTO SAMPLEMEMBER. ASK SAMPLEMEMBER TO FOLLOW
ALONG AS YOU READ ALOUD.

We are askingyou to be in a study that MathematicaPolicy Research,an
independentresearchcompany,is doing for the United StatesDepartmentof
Agriculture(USDA). The USDA is the agencythat runs the Food Stamp
Program. The study is about how people use food stamps,as well as how
they misuse them, for example,by sellingthem. The USDA will use the
study findingsto improvethe Food Stamp Program.
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If you agree to be in the study, we will ask questions a bout you and your
household,and about how you use you food stamps. Some of the questions
are a_out illegal uses of food stamps. You do not have to answer personal
questions. The interviewwill take about 45 minutes to complete,and can
be done in your own home or someplace else that you choose.

All of your answerswill be completelyconfidentialand will never be
linked with your name. That mea_s no one at the Food Stamp Office or at
any other program or agency will know the way you answered the questions.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You can decide
not to be interviewed,or you can stop the interviewat any time, without
any penalty or loss of any benefits you receive now or in the future.

Please understand the following:

· Nothing you say in the interview can or will be used against you by the
State of Washington,the U.S. Departmentof Agriculture,or any other
legal authority. The only exception is that if you give us information
about th_ abuse or neglect of a child, the interviewer must report this
to the Department of Social and Health Services.

· We will not connectyour name, address,or telephonenumberwith
your answers. The interviewerwill not keep a record of your name,
address, or telephone number.

· The interviewer has signed a confidentiality pledge that prevents
her from linking your answers with you as an individual. There will
be a report of all the interviews conducted for this study (about
720), but it will be a sun_ary with no names mentioned.

Some questionsabout your own use of food stampswill be private. When it
is time to answer the private questions, the interviewer will give you a
tape in a Walkman and an answer sheet to fill out by yourself. No one,
not even the interviewer, will know how you answered the private
Questions. When you finish, you should seal your answer sheet in an
envelope. Then, the interviewer will leave the Contact Sheet with your
name and address with you so that you know that your name and answers are
separate. You may also keep a copy of this Study Description.

We hope you will agree to be _nterviewed. If you have any questions about
the study, now or in the future, you may call the researchers listed on
this form at 1-800-777-0085.

May we begin the interview now?

YES .................................... 01

.0.....................................O0 --IRESC_UtE I
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i i

STARTTIME: I, I I:1 I i AM.... 01
PM.... 02

Al. I'd like to begin this interview by finding out about you and your
household. First, when is your birthday? When were you born?

A2. Are you now .

Married ............................... 01

Living with someone as married, ....... 02

Widowed ............................... 03

Divorced, ............................. 04

Separated,............................05

Or have you never been married? .......06

A3. Which of the followingbest describeswhere you live now .

A place you own ....................... 01

A place you rent ...................... 02

A place where you live rent free, .....03

You are homeless ...................... 04--I

You live in a shelter,group home, _]-.eSKIP TO A13, PAGE 7or treatment facility, or ............. 05

You live in some other
type of place? (SPECIFY).............06
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A4. Countingyourself,how many people live in your household.

INTERVIEWER: COUNTPEOPLEWHOLIVE IN THE HOUSEHOLDONA REGULAR
BASIS FORSIX MONTHSOF THE YEAROF MORE.

LIVE ALONE............................O1 --SKIP TO AIO

[ I I TOTAL PEOPLE IN HOUSEHOLD

A5. How many of these people are childrenunder the age of 167

) I ) CHILDRENUNDER 16

INTERVIEWER: AS SOONAS YOUBELIEVEALL HOUSEHOLDNEMBERSARE
ACCOUNTEDFOR, YOUMAYCONFIRMA6 AND/ORA7 WITH
RESPONDENT,

A6. How many of the people in your household are people age 16 and older
who are related to you?

INTERVIEWER: DONOTCOUNTRESPONDENT.

I J I RELATEDPEOPLE AGE 16 AND OLDER

A7. How many of the people in your householdare people age 16 and older
who are not relatedto you?

_.,m I _ UNRELATEDPEOPLEAGE 16 AND OLDER

A8. INTERVIEWERCHECK: DOES A5 + AB + A7 + 1 · A47

YES..................................01

NO --..} FIXA4-A7 I

Ag. Includingyourself,how many of the FILL A4 people in your household
are coveredby your (food stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits)?

I I J COVEREDBY FOOD STAMP BENEFIT
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AIO. Does the place where you live have a working refrigerator or freezer
(that you are allowed to use)?

YES .................................. 01

NO ................................... O0 -- SKIP TO A12

All. Is the refrigerator or freezer large enough to meet your needs?

YES .................................. 01

NO ................................... O0

Al2. Does the place where you live have a working stove,toasteroven, or
microwaveoven (thatyou are allowedto use)?

YES .................................... 01

NO ..................................... O0

AI3. On what date did you receive your most recent (food stamps/
Independence Food Stamp benefit)?

PROBE: When was your most recent food benefit credited to your
Independence Card?

I-_o_T,-t--I * t--19I-T_R--IDAy

Al4. How much did you receive in (food stamps/IndependenceFood Stamp
benefit) on FILL DATE FROM A13.

si L t

A15. About how many dollarsof your (Independence)food stamp benefitsfrom
FILL DATE FROM A13 cioyou have left?

PROBE: That is, what is the value of your food stamp benefitsthat
you have not yet spent?

[ i

Al6. During the past year, for how many months did you receive (food
stamps/IndependenceFood Stamp benefits)?

I I _ MONTHSOUT OF 12
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A17. Who takes responsibility for your food stamp benefits each month?
That is, who keeps the (foodstamps/Independencecard) and OeciOes
how and where the {foodstamps/benefits)will be spent?

CIRCLE/CODE ALL THAT APPLY

SAMPLE MEMBER .......................... 01

SPOUSE/PARTNER.........................02

CHILD/STEPCHILD/GRANDCHILD.............03

PARENT OR STEPPARENT ................... 04

BROTHER OR SISTER ...................... 05

GRA.DPARENT............................06
OTHERRELATIVE......................... 07 _SI_=FY: ]

A18. INTERVIEliER:IS ONLY THE SAMPLEMEMBER CODED IN A17?

YES, SAMPLEMEMBER ONLY................O] --SKIP TO A20

NO, SAMPLEMEMBER AND/OROTHERS........O0

SAMPLE MEMBER NOT CODED AT ALL.........-4 _ SKIP TO A20

A19. Do you and your FILL RELATIONSHIP(S)FROM A17 agree about how and
where to use the (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)

All of the time ........................ 01

Most of the t_me.......................02

Some of the time, or...................03

Hardly ever? ........................... 04
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A20. Within how many days after you receiveyour (food stamps/Indepenctence
food stamp benefits) do you begin to spend them?

SAME DAY ............................... 01

WITHIN) I I DAYS OR

BETWEENt I IANDI ) )DAYS

A21. Do you usuallyspend the entire amount in one or two days or do you
save some for later in the month?

SPEND ALL WITHIN ONE OR TWO DAYS.......O1 -_ smP TO SECTIONB
! PAGE10.

SAVE SOME FOR LATER IN THE MONTH .......02

VARIES/DEPENDS.........................03

A22. About how much do you usuallysave for later in the month?

PROBE: On average,what is the value of the (food stamps/Independence
food stamp benefits)that you save for later in the month?

A23. Typically,how long do your (food stamps/Independencefood stamp
benefits} last each month?

IF RESPONDENTSAYS BEIYEENX AND Y, CODE Y.

ONE WEEK ............................... O1

TWO WEEKS .............................. 02

THREE WEEKS ............................ 03

ENTIRE MONTH ........................... 04
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B1. The next questions are about your income and expenses. Let's beg_n
with housing. What was your monthly (rent/mortgagepayment)last
month?

s[ t,I ( ( I

B2. My next questions are about how often your household shopped for food
in the last 7 days at supermarkets, neighborhood grocers, convenience
stores, and specialty stores. I would like you to include all trips--
trips to pick up a few items, as well as major shopping trips by all
household members.

I SHOW CARD A l
How often in the last 7 days, did your household go to:

a. Supermarkets?
b. Neighborhood stores?
c. Conveniencestoressuch as 7-11 or stores that sell gas ant

groceries?
d. Specialtystoressuch as bakeries,vegetablestands, farme s

markets,dairy stores,meat markets,health food stores,c- othe
similar places.

ASK B2a-d BEFOREGOINGTO B3. DONOTASK B3-B4 FORANYTYPES :
STORESWHERETHE NUMBEROF TRIPS EQUALSZERO.

B3. During the last 7 days, about how much did your householdspenc :
{TYPEOF STORE)? Includeall purchasesyou made, whetheryou p_ : f:
them by check, cash, or (food stamps/yourIndependencecard). _ :ND
TO NEAREST DOLLAR.

B3a. Does the AMOUNT FROM B3 includethe dollar value of food purchasec
with (food stamps/yourIndependencecard)?

B4. About how much of this AMOUNT FROM B3 was for non-food items such as
cleaning or paper products,commerciallypreparedpet food, or tobacco
products? INTERVIEWERNOTE: ALCOHOL IS A FOOD ITEM.

W Total AmmJnt Aign_

of Tri_ _ _ I_L_ Sprat m
LAST7 DAYS _ST 7 DA' Food StiIDI I_t_ ]tm

· . ........ I_l_l , I_l_l_l YEs.... ol s i_l_l_l

b. ,e,gn_rno_ scor. ..... I__t__J s I_t_l_j YES.... 01 s t_l_l_l
..... O0 -- mW[ 13

c. Conv_ie_e s_ores ..... [__[__I S I__l__t__J YES.... O1 s l_l_l_l

_. S_c,iLty sto_fi ...... I_[_l s I_l_l_l YES.... al s I_l_l_i
NO..... 00 -- IF-_SK13
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B5. Would you say that the amountyour householdspent on food in the last
7 days was more, less, or about the same as usual?

MORE ................................ 01

LESS ................................ 02

ABOUT THE SAME AS USUAL ............. 03

B6. During the last 7 days, what was the dollar value of purchases made
(with food stamps/withyour Independencefood benefits)by your
household? Considerall {food stamp purchases/Independencefood
benefit purchases) by your household, even for just a few items.

si l,I t I r

B7. Now I'd like to ask about monthllyexpenditures. First, I am going to
ask about the amount your household spent on food in LAST MONTH.
During LAST MONTH, how much did your householdspend in total at
supermarkets, neighborhood grocery stores and convenience stores?
Include all purchases you made, whether you paid for them by cash,
check, or (food stamps/Independencecard). Do not includeany
expenses for meals eaten away from home or for home-delivered or
carry-out meals.

B7a. About how much of this AMOUNT FROM B7 was for non-fooditems such as
cleaning and paper products, commercially prepared pet food, or
tobacco products?

,f B,iT ) i

B8. During LAST MONTH, how much did your householdspend on food at
specialtystores such as bakeries,delicatessens,vegetablestands,
farmers'markets,dairy stores,meat markets,health food stores,and
other similar places?

si t,I I I I
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B9. During LAST MONTH, did anyone in your householdbuy and eat at home
ready-to-eatmeals like Chinesefood, pizza or "fast food" from
delivery services,carry out places or pick-upwindows?

YES ................................. 01

NO..................................O0 -- SKIP TO B12

B10. How much did these cost? Include food, beverages, any delivery
charges, tax and tips.

PROBEFORALL INSTANCESOF TAKEOUTORHONEOELIVEREOFOODIN THE PAST
MONTH.

si I I I

Bll. Would you say that the amountyour householdspent on take out and
deliveredfoods in LAST MONTH was more, less, or about the same as
usual?

MORE ................................ 01

LESS ................................ 02

ABOUT THE SAME AS USUAL ............. 03

B12. Are you currently working at a job for pay? Include any self-
employment.

YES ................................. 01

NO..................................O0 --SKIP TO B15

B13. How many hours do you usually work per week (at all jobs)?

J J J HOURS PER WEEK
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B14. How much do you earn (at all jobs), beforetaxes and other Oecluctions?

RECORDHOURLYWAGEUNLESSRESPONDENTCANONLYPROVIDESALARYFORA
DIFFERENTPAY PERIOD. IF HOURLYWAGEIS NOT RECORDED,RECORDBOTH
SALARYAND PAY PERIOD.

s I r I.I I I PERHOUR
OR

, i m i,i I i I PER WEEK............... 01
DAY ................ 02

EVERY TWO WEEKS ....03

TWICE A MONTH ......04

MONTHLY ............ 05

YEARLY ............. 06

B15. INTERVIEWER: REFERTO A4 ONPAGE6. DOESSAMPLEMEMBERLIVE ALONE?

YES.................................O1 _ SKIP TO B18

NO .................................. O0

HOMELESSOR IN GROUP HOME...........-4 --SKIP TO BI8

B16. Is anyone else in your household currently working at a job for pay?

YES ................................. 01

NO.................................. OD -,. SKIP TO B18

B17. How much (do they/does(he/she))earn? Pleasetell me (thecombined)
wages earned before taxes and deductionsby all of the others in your
household.

$ I I I-I f I PERHOUR

OR

S I )___,_ I ] _ PER WEEK...............01
DAY ................ 02

Exm,t.A_oRs.owcaJ, cu_oas EVERY TWO WEEKS.... 03

TWICE A MONTH ......04

MONTHLY ............ 05

YEARLY ............. 06
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B18. During last month, did you receive AFDC, that is Aid to Families With
DependentChildren/FILLLOCAL NAHES FOR DENVER/SPOKANE/BALTIHORE.

YES ................................. 01

NO.................................. O0 .-- SKIP TO S20

B19. How much did you receivefrom AFDC/LOCALNAHE last month?

,i ) i

B20. How much other incomedid people in your household (including
yourself)receivelast month. Tell me about income from all other
sourcessuch as GeneralAssistance,Unemployment,SocialSecurity,
SSI, retirementbenefitsor any other incomeyou have. Do not include
the amount of the food stamp benefit.

PROBE: Please tell me your other income before taxes and other
deductions.

NO OTHER INCOHE ..................... 00

B21. Generally,over the past six months,did your incomechange from month
to month?

YES ................................. 01

NO.................................. O0 -- SKIP TO B22
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B21a. What caused your income to change?

EARNINGS FLUCTUATED ................. 01

CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS FLUCTUATED...02

GIFTS ............................... 03

OTHER (SPECIFY) ..................... 04

I I I

B21b. Was your incomelast month more, less, or about the same as usual?

MORE ................................ 01

LESS ................................ 02

ABOUT THE SAME ...................... O0

B22. Now I am going to ask about variousevents and conditionsthat happen
to people. I'm interestedin those that happenedto you during the
last 12 months,that is since NEXT MONTH, 199B. As I ask about the
specificevents,please think carefullyso I can recordthings
accurately. First, think about financial matters. Did any of the
followinghappento you since NEXT MONTH, 19957

YES NO

a. Car, household al:)_iance, o_ fumrture rell)_Ls_ ......... 01 O0

b. Pawnecl or solCl off valuabies to make encts meet ........... 01 O0

c. F_essurecl to Oay bills by s_otes, cretktcrs, or bill collectors .... O1 O0

ct. MalOr wormemng of your financial cond_Jon .............. 01 O0

Now I am going to ask about specific hardships. Did any of the
following happen to you s_nce NEXT MONTH, 1995.

e. Fell beJ'Undin Day,rig your rerrt of mo_t_tge ............... O1 O0

f. Evicted from your al:_mrtmeryt/house ................... O1 OD

g. Had your u_lil)em (water, heat. o_ eJectncrty) shut off ........ 01 O0

h ' U_e t 0 _Se _d food ...................... 0 1

_ Ummbie to afford neeQ_eci me_cli care .................. .01 O0

j. Hacl to temoorartJy Jive wmtlqOilers o_ tn a shelter
or'on the _rtTe,et' m ............................ 01
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B23. These next questionsare about the foods eaten in your household.

Which of the followingstatementsbest describesthe amount of food
eaten in your household--enough food to eat, sometimes not enough to
eat, or often not enough to eat?

ENOUGH FOOD TO EAT ..................... 01

SOMETIMES NOT ENOUGH TO EAT............02_ SKIP TO B25_F'OFTEN NOT ENOUGH TO EAT ................ 03

B24. Do you have enough of the kinds of food you want to eat, or do you
have enough but not always the kinds of food you want to eat?

ENOUGH OF THE KINDS YOU WANT ........... 01

ENOUGH BUT NOT ALWAYS THE
KINDS YOU WANT ......................... 02

B25. In the last 12 months,did you ever eat less than you feltyou should
because there wasn't enough money to buy food?

YES .................................... 01

.....................................

B26. Did this happen in the last 30 days?

YES .................................... 01

.....................................

B27. In the last 30 days, how many days did you eat less than you felt you
should becausethere wasn't enough money to buy food?

I ) I NUMBEROF DAYS
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B28. People do different things when they are running out of money for food
in order to make their food money go further.

In the last 30 days, did you or anyone in your household

YE_ NO

a. get food or borrow money for food from
friends or relatives? ............ 01 O0

b. put off paying a bill so you would have
moneyto buyfood? ............. 01 O0

c. get emergency food from a church, food
pantry, or food bank? ............ 01 O0

d. eat meals at a soup kitchen? ........ 01 O0
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C1. These next questionsare aboutyour beliefs. Please tell me if you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the
following statements.

SHOW CARD B J

STRONGLY [ I STRONGLY
AGREE AGRI_ UNDECIDED DISJtGRE_ DISAGRE_

a. I worry that I won't be al_e to do
the kind of work t_lat I want to do

because I don't have enoug_
education ................ 01 02 03 04 05

b. I have had as mucJq ODDOrtun_/ to
succeed as peoDle from otter

nmghDorhoods ............. 01 02 03 04 05

c. If a Derson works hard. s/he can

get ahead ................ 01 02 03 04. 05

cl. As I get older, things will get
t)etter ................... O1 02 03 04 05

e. tt is okav to lie if it keeos your
friencls out of trouble ........ O1 02 03 04 05

f. It is okay to Dreak the law if it
helps put food on your family's 01 02 03 04 05
ta IDle ....................

g. I like to take ctlan_ ........ O1 02 03 04 05

h. I get uoset when I have to wamt
for something ............. 01 02 03 O_ 05

i. I act without gtOpl_ng to think . . 01 02 03 04 05

j. I get bored easily ........... 01 02 03 04 05
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C2. Now I'd like to get your opinions about a variety of issues. In the
next set of questions I will read a statement and ask you to tell me
ii= you strongly agree with the statement, agree with the statement.
disagree with the statement, or strongly disagree with the statement.

I SHOWCAP,0B I

STRONGLY STRONGLY
AG_ AQRIEE UNDEC1OIDD O_AGRE]; DISAGREE

a. Public assistance workers (or AFDC

workers) try to give everybody an
even break .................. 01 02 03 04 05

b, It Ls sometimes all right to get around

the rules if you can get away w_h it . 01 02 03 04 05

c. To get ahead, you sornetmnes have to
do somethang which may be against
the mw ..................... 01 02 03 04 05

cl. Most successful Ioeogle iorobably

used illegal means to become
successful ................... 01 02 03 04 05

e. People who leave things lying around
outside their house should expect

that some of their thffqgs might be
taken or stoiemq ................ 01 02 03 04 05

f. It's okay to steal from someone who

ts rich and can easily re!olace it .... 01 02 03 04 05

g. It's okay to steal from the
government seqce the govemmerrt
has so much money that r: won't
hurt them ................... 01 02 03 04 05

C3. Now I'd like to ask you how important some things are to you. Please
tell me if they are very important, pretty important, somewhat
important, not too important, or not important at all. How important
is it .

NOT
VERY PRETTY SOMEWHAT NOT TOO IMPORTANT

IMPORTANT IMPOKTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT AT ALL

a.... for you to have mmlot

of money? ............. 01 02 03 04 05

10.... for you to have mmgood

reoutation m the communrtv? O1 02 03 04 05

c .... to Dlen ehead? ........ O1 02 03 04 05
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C4. Please tell me how much you agree with the following statements.
Would you say definitely yes, probably yes, probably no, or
definitely no.

l SHOWCAN) D [

YF.J YF.JJ UNDECZD!_) NO NO

a. If you lie to your Dubdic
assistance Ior AFDC) worker, you
will wind up losing your benefits 01 02 03 (34, 05

b. If you tie to your public
assistance tor AFDC) worker, you
will wind up being charged by the
police .................. 01 02 03 04 05

c. If you lie to your pubUc
assistance jot AFDC) worker, you
will wind up IDling lent to court 01 02 03 04 05

C5. Now imaginethat you get caught sellingfood stamps. How big a
problemwould that cause for you? Would it cause a

SHOW CARl)E /
M

Very big problem ....................... 01

Big problem ............................ 02

Small problem .......................... 03

Very small problem, or ................. 04

No problem at all? ..................... 05

C6. Now tell me how much of a problemwould it be to have the following
incidentsoccur tn your l_fe.

... If your friendsfind out that you had done somethingthat was
against the l_w? Would it be a

[ SHOWCAROE ]
Very big problem ....................... 01

Big problem ............................ 02

Small problem .......................... 03

Very small problem, or ................. 04

No problem at all?.....................05
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C7 .... If your relatives find out that you had done something that was
against the law? Would it be a.

SHOWCARD E ]
Very big problem ....................... 01

Big problem............................02

Small problem .......................... 03

Very small problem, or ................. 04

No problem at all? ..................... 05

NOT APPLICABLE {NO RELATIVES OR
NO CONTACT WITH RELATIVES) ............. -4

CB .... If your children find out that you had done something that was
against the law? Would it be a.

SHOW CARD E

Very big problem.......................01

Big problem ............................ 02

Small problem .......................... 03

Very small problem, or ................. 04

No problem at alt?.....................05

NOT APPLICABLE (NO CHILDREN) ........... -4
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D1. My next questions are about getting together with friends and
relatives. Please think about the past year. In a typical week
during the past year, how often did you talk on the telephone with
friends or relatives? Did you talk on the telephone

IF NO REGULAR ACCESS TO A PHONE,
CODE LESS THAN THAT.

Every day, ............................. 07

Five or six times a week, .............. 05

Three or four times a week, ............ 03

Once or twice a week, or............... 01

Less than that? ........................ O0

D2. In a typicalweek during the past year, how often did you get together
in person with friends, neighbors, or relatives? By get together I
mean going out together or visiting in each other's homes? Did you
get together .

Every day, ............................. 07

Five or six times a week, .............. 05

Three or four times a week, ............ 03

Once or twice a week, or............... 01

Less than that? ........................ O0

D3. How often do you attend church or religious services? Do you go .

Once a week or more .................... 01

At least once a month .................. 02

Once every two or three months .........03

Three or four times a year .............04

Once or twice a year, or............... 05

Less than that? ........................ O0

D4. Do you belong to any clubs or organizations such as church groups,
unions, tenant associations, athletic groups or school groups?

YES .................................... 01

NO..................................... O0 .,.- SKIP TO D6
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D5. How often do you attend t_e meetingsof the clubs or organizationsto
which you belong? Do you attend meetings.

Once a week or more .................... 01

At least once a month .................. 02

Once every two or three months, ........03

Three or four times a year, ............04

Once or twice a year, or ............... 05

Less than that? ........................ O0

D6. How long have you lived in this (city/town)?

RECORDTO NEARESTYEAR. IF LESSTHANONEYEAR, RECORDMONTHS.

I I I YEARS OR I I ] MONTHS

D7. How long have you lived at your currentaddress?

RECORDTO NEARESTYEAR. IF LESSTHANONEYEAR, RECORDMONTHS.

I I t YEARS OR I I ]MONTHS

Pleasethink about the (city/town)where you have lived the longest.

D8. How long did you live there?

RECORDTO NEARESTYEAR. IF LESSTHANONEYEAR, RECORDMONTHS.

i I YEARSOR ) J ] MONTHS

D9. In the past year, has someoneused a weapon,force, or strongarm
methodsto get money, food stampsor somethingelse from you?

YES .................................... 01

NO.....................................O0 --SKZP TO D12

DIO. How many times in the past year did this happen?

( i TIMES IN PAST YEAR

79



Dll. In the most recentevent, what was the person trying to get fromyou?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

MONEY .................................. 01

DRUGS .................................. 02

FOOD STAMPS/OTHERBENEFITS.............03

SEX .................................... 04

OTHER {SPECIFY) ........................ 05

Ill

D12. (In addition to that,) in the past year, have you had your pocket
picked or your purse or wallet snatched,or an attemptmade to do so?

YES .................................... 01

NO.....................................O0 -- SKIP TO SECTIONE

D13. How many times in the past year has this occurred?

I t I TIMES IN THE PAST YEAR

8O



El. My next questionsare about the ways people use their (food
stamps/IndependenceFood Stamp Benefits). If someonein your
neighborhoodhad (food stamps/crediton their Independencecard) and
wanted cash, would it be very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult
or very difficultto find someone(whowould buy the food stamps/pay
money to use the Independence card)?

SHOW CARDF I
VERY EASY .............................. 01

SOMEWHAT EASY .......................... 02

SOMEWHAT DIFFICULT ..................... 03

VERY DIFFICULT ......................... 04

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

E2. If someonein your neighborhoodhad cash and wanted {food stamps/to
use an Independencecard),would it be very easy, somewhateasy,
somewhatdifficultor very difficultfor someoneto (buy food stamps
for cash/usean Independencefood stamp benefits in exchangefor
cash)?

VERY EASY .............................. 01

SOMEWHAT EASY .......................... 02

SOMEWHAT DIFFICULT ..................... 03

VERY DIFFICULT ......................... 04

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

E3. During any one month in your neighborhood,about how many peoplewho
get (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)sell some or all of
their (stamps/benefits)for cash? Would you say

MOST PEOPLE ............................ 01

SOME PEOPLE ............................ 02

A FEW PEOPLE, OR ....................... 03

NOBODY? ................................ 04

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

8]



E4. Next, I am going to read a list of reasons people might (sell their
food stamps/take money from someone for the use of their Indepenaence
card). How likely would people in the following situations be to
(sell food stamps/take money for the use of their Indepenaence food
benefits)? First, would someone who needs cash to pay bills such as
rent or utilities be very likely, somewhat likely, or not likely at
all to (sell their food stamps/take money for the use of their
Independence food benefits)?

Next, would FILL b-i be very likely, somewhat likely, or not likely at
all to (sell their food stamps/sell their Independence food benefits)
in your neighborhood?

I SHOWCARDG

NOT
V!RY $OMLqNHAT LIKELY DON'T
LIKELY LIKELY AT ALL KNOW

a. Someorte who neel:L_ cash to pay bills sadctTILl
rent or u_i'_l_ ........................ 01 02 03 -1

b. Someone who needs Cas_ to buy off, er nece_si_u
such Is paper goods, soao, or toiletries trurt
cannot be putcf_leed wittq food rulml=s ....... 01 02 03 -1

c. Someone who needed money for an unanttCal_ated
expense such as · car reoa.r or doctor v_srt .... O1 02 03 -1

cl. Someone wllo needs cash for ctotnes of sl_oes . . 01 02 03 -1

e. Someone who eats with friem:ls or family and

cloes not need to buy food for tnemsedves ..... 01 02 03 -1

f. Someone who wants money for atco_oi ....... 01 02 03 -1

g. Someone who wants money for dleg411drugs . . . 01 02 03 -1

h. A homeless person .................. 01 02 03 -1

i. Someone who wants Castq for gambhng or
to play tl3e lottery ...................... 01 02 03 -1

E5. Not countingyourself,please think of the three people who get (food
stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits)whom you know best. How many
of them (sold their food stamps/letsomeoneuse their Independence
food stamp benefits tn exchange)for cash in the past year?

NONE...................................O0 --SKIP TO E6

ONE .................................... 01

TWO .................................... 02

THREE .................................. 03

DON'T KNOW THREE PEOPLE ON
FOOD STAMPS ............................ -4-,-I

DON'T KNOW HOW MANY SOLD BENEFITS......-1._11-'SKIP TO E&
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E5a. (Does this person/Dothese (two/three))people sell their food
(stamps/benefits)every month, nearly every month, or just once in a
while?

INTERVIEWER: IF HORE THAN ONE PERSON IN ES, CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

EVERY MONTH ............................ 01

NEARLY EVERY MONTH ..................... 02

ONCE IN A WHILE ........................ 03

E6. If you had (food stamps/crediton your Independencecard) that you
wanted to sell for cash, how many buyersmight you find?

PROBE: Your best estimateis fine.

I 1 )OR

BETWEENI I AND) ] 1
DON'T KNOW ANYBODY.....................O0 --SKIP TO Em

E7. Thinking of the peoplewho might buy your (food stamps/Independence
food benefits),are any of them .

E7

YE._.SS NO

a Peopleyoulivewith .............. O! O0

b Neighbors................... O! O0

c Relativeswho do not livewithyou ....... 01 O0

d Friendswho livenearby ............ O1 O0

e Friendswho do not livenearby ......... 01 O0

f Peopleyou do not knowverywell ........ 01 O0

g People who you do not know who happens
to be where you are when you want cash ..... 01 O0

h. Storekeepers .................. 01 O0

i. A middlemanwho buys food (stamps/benefits)
and sellsthemto someoneelse ......... O1 O0

ED. Do you know of any stores that would give you cash for (your food
stamps/yourIndependencefood stamp benefits)?

YES .................................... 01

NO.....................................O0 -_SKIP TO EIO
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Eg. Not countingchange from a purchase,do you know any FILL TYPE OF
STORE that would give you cash for (food stamps/Independencefood
stamp benefits)?

YEs N_O

a. Supermarkets?.................. O1 O0

b. Convenience stores like 7-11 or FILL OTHER
LOCALNAMES?................... 01 O0

c. Corner grocery stores, "mom and pop' stores,
or bodegas? ................... 01 O0

d. Specialty stores such as bakeries, vegetable
stands, liquor stores, farmer's markets, dairy
stores, meat markets, health food stores, or
trucks that come around sellingmeat or produce? 01 O0

e. Any othertypeof stores? (SPECIFY)....... 01 O0

EIO. Do you know of any stores that would let you use your food stamp
benefits to purchase unauthorized goods such as paper products or
alcoholic beverages?

YES .................................... O1

NO ..................................... O0 -- SKIP TO E12

Ell. Do you know any FILL TYPE OF STORE that would let you use your food
stamps/benefitsto purchaseunauthorizedgoods such as paper products
or alcoholic beverages?

YES NOI

a. Supermarkets?................. . O1 O0

b. Convenience stores like 7-11 or FILL
OTHERLOCALNAMES? ................ 01 DO

c. Corner grocery stores, "mom and pop' stores,
or bodegas? ................... O1 O0

d. Specialty stores such as bakeries, vegetable
stands, liquor stores, farmer's markets, dairy
stores, meat markets, health food stores, or
trucks that come around selling meat or produce? 01 O0

e. Any othertypeof stores? (SPECIFY)....... O] O0

I )__1
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El2. If you had S10 worth of food (stamps/benefits)to sell, how much money
could you get for them?

,i i Im t )
DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

DEPENDS OR VARIES -- PROBE_D GPEC:_b'Y: On what oo®e the
m_ling pnce nepe_?

I_t_l

E12a. Would the amount you could get differ depending on whether you sold
them to an individual,a store,or to a middleman?

YES .................................... 01

NO.....................................O0 --SKIP TO El3

E12b. How would the amountyou could get differ?

RECORDVERBATIMRESPONSE.

I ) )

El3. To the best of your knowledge,is buying or selling (food
stamps/IndepenOencefood benefits)againstthe law?

YES, AGAINST THE LAW ................... O1

NO, NOT AGAINST THE LAW ................ O0

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1



E14. In your opinion, is selling (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)
wrong from a moral or ethicalpoint of view?

YES, WRONG ............................. 01

NO, NOT WRONG..........................O0 --SKIP TO E16

DON'T KNOW.............................-1 --SKIP TO E17

E15. Why do you say that?

PROBE: That selling (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)is wrong
from a moral or ethical point of view?

RECORDVERBATIHANDCIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY

I I,I I I I

AGAINSTTHE LAW........................01

IT'S LIKE STEALING AND STEALING
IS WRONG ............................... 02

CAUSES CRIME (DRUG USE/VIOLENCE)
TO GO UP ............................... 03

THE BENEFITS WERE INTENDED FOR THE
PURCHASE OF FOOD BY THE RECIPIENT
AND THAT'S HOW THEY SHOULD BE USED .....04

l SKIP TO E17
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E16. Why do you say that?

PROBE: That buyingor selling(food stamps/Independencefood
benefits) is NOT wrong from a moral or ethical point of v_ew?

RECORDVERBATIKANDCIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY

PEOPLE SELL FOOD STAMPS BECAUSE
THEY NEED THE MONEY TO BUY THINGS
NOT COVERED BY FOOD STAMP BENEFITS .....01

PEOPLE HAVE NO OTHER WAY TO GET
CASH THEY NEED ......................... 02

FOOD STAMPS ARE TO HELP FAMILIES;
ANYWAY THE FAMILY IS HELPED IS OKAY ....03

PEOPLE SELL FOOD STAMPS IN
EMERGENCY SITUATIONS ................... 04

I

El7. My next questionsare about the consequencesfaced by peoplewho sell
their (food stamps/Independencefood benefits). In your neighborhood,
is someonewho sells food (stamps/Independencefood benefits)very
likely,somewhatlikely,somewhatunlikelyor very unlikelyto get
caught?

VERY LIKELY ............................ O1

SOMEWHAT LIKELY ........................ 02

SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY ...................... 03

VERY UNLIKELY..........................04

u!



El8. If someonedid get caught selling (food stamps/Indeoendencefood
benefits),what do you think would happen to him or her?

RECORd)VERBATIMAND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

LOSE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS...............O1

LOSE OTHER PUBLICASSISTANCEBENEFITS..02

GET ARRESTED ........................... 03

GET CONVICTED .......................... 04

NOTHING AT ALL ......................... OB

DON'T KNOW ............................. -l
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E19. Now I would like to read a list of other activities and ask you now

serious each one is. First, lying about your household size to get a

larger food stamp or welfare benefit. Is that not serious, somewhat
serious, or very serious? CONTINUE WITH b-k.

SHOW CARD H

NOT SOMEWHAT VERY DON'T
SERIOUS SERIOUS SERIOUS KNOW

a. Lying about your houseino/d size to get a
target food stall:) or welfare benefit .... 01 02 03 -1

b. Collecting food stamps or welfare benefiis
in more than one place or under more than
one name ....................... 01 02 03 -1

c. Stealing something worth less than $5.00 01 02' 03 -1

cl. Stealing someth'ng worth more
than $5.00 ..................... 01 02 03 -1

e. Stealing something from someone wino is
rich and can easily replace it ......... 01 02 03 -1

f. Selling food stamps ............... 01 02 03 -1

g. Using illegal drugs such as marijuana,
cocame, crack, or speed ............ 01 02 03 -1

h. Selling illegal drugs sucln as maruuana,
cocaine, crack, or speed ............ 01 02 03 -1

i. Prostltutmg or usmg the servmces of
a prostitute ..................... 01 02 03 -1

i. Driving when vour license ,s revoked uf
that _s the only way you can get to work 01 02 03 -1

k. Buying food staml_s .............. 01 02 03 -1
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E20. In your neighborhood, how or where do food stamp recipients learn of
people who will (buy their food stamps/payto use their Independence
food benefits)?

PROBE: I don't need a specific name, just how or where someone finOs
them.

RECORDVERBATIMANDCIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY

) ) ) ).) )

AT OR NEAR THE FOOD STAMP OFFICE .......01

AT OR NEAR THE GROCERY STORE ...........02

APPROACHED DIRECTLY BY BUYER ........... 03

APPROACHED DIRECTLY BY STOREKEEPER .....04

WORD OF MOUTH .......................... 05

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

NO ONE IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD BUYS
FOOD BENEFITS .......................... -4
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E21. In your neighborhood, how or where do food stamp recipients learn of
storesthat will give them cash for (food stamps/Independencefood
benefits)?

PROBE: I don't need a specific address, just the kind of place.

RECORDVERBATIHANDCIRCLEALL THATAPPLY

E I t I 1 ]

AT OR NEAR TO THE FOOD STAMP OFFICE....01

AT OR NEAR THE STORE ................... 02

WORD OF MOUTH .......................... 03

APPROACHED DIRECTLY BY STOREKEEPER .....04

TRIAL AND ERROR BY RECIPIENT ........... 05

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

NO STORES IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD THAT
WILL BUY FOOD BENEFITS ................. -4

E22. In your neighborhood, are there stores or people that will accept
{food stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits)for items such as
sneakers, electronics, or other products that are not food?

YES.................................... 01,o
-1._J
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E23. a. What kinds of things can you get for food stamps in your
neighborhood? LIST IN COLUMNA.

PROBE: Anythingelse.

b. Where can you get FILL COLUMNA with {food stamps/Indepenaence
food benefits),from a store or from a person?

PROBEFORKIND OF STOREORTYPEOF PERSON: What kind of store?/
Tell me more about this person. Is this a friend, relative,
someone on the street, or what?

c. How much in (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)would you
expect to pay for FILL COLUMNA?

d. What would you expect to pay for FILL COLUMNA if you were paying
with cash insteadof with {food stamps/Independencefood
benefi ts)?

e. Would you say that (food stamps/Independencefood benefits)are
traded for ITEM often, sometimes,or hardly ever?

A. B. C. J D. E.Velue bt Feed
Item Wl_mfim_? lltmnlm/m,mlmJglm V/Jura bt _ Fr_lumnmy

I. Kind of Store (_o_'/fyI $ I_l__)__l__l S )__l__l__l__l otlen ....... ol

l_(__J Sometlmemm ... 02.

K,ncl of Perman f,._e¢/fy)

I__l__[ [__{__l Herclly Ever . . . 03

2. K,ndofStore(.S_e¢_,l $ I__1__]__1__1$ I__1__1__1__1Often ....... 0 1

I__!__1 Some_mee . . m 0 2

Klna of Pereon ($Dec,"/'y!

i_l_l ___1 Hercllv Ever . . . 03

3. Kincl of Store [S_ec/fl,,'] $ I_r_f_l_l s I_l_l_t_) Often ....... 01

_l_l Sometime-, ... 02
Kronaof Perlon /$De,c',"f¥1

I I !_'--; HerdlvEver . . . 03

4 K,ncl of Store IS,a,ecffy/ S r_r_r_l_l $ )_1_1_]_1 Otlen ....... 01

-- --; Sometmmee . . . 02

Kronaof Pereon /$_ecr_/

]_]_1 'II HerdlvEver . . . 03

E24. In your neighborhood,are there people who trade {food stamps/
Independencefood stamp benefits)for favorsor servicessuch as
rides, babysitting, or a place to stay?

YES .................................... 01
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E26. In your opinion,why do people sell their (food stamps/InUependence
food benefits)?

RECORDVERBATIMANDCIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY

I [ I [ I [

NEED CASH FOR GROCERIESTHAT
CANNOT BE PURCHASEDWITH FOOD
BENEFITS ............................... 01

NEED CASH FOR OTHER NECESSITIES........02

NEED CASH TO PAY BILLS SUCH AS RENT
OR UTILITIES ........................... 03

NEED CASH FOR CLOTHES/SHOES............04

TO BUY ALCOHOL ......................... 05

TO BUY DRUGS ........................... 06

TO GAMBLE .............................. 07

THEY ARE HOMELESS ...................... 08

THEY HAVE OTHER SOURCES OF FOOD/
DO NOT NEED FOOD/BENEFITS..............09

TO BUY GUNS ............................ 10

SOMEONE ELSE IS FORCING THEM TO
RAISE CASH ............................. 11

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1
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E25. I am going to read a list of the kinds of favorsor servicesthat
peoplemight trade for (food stamps/Independencefood stamp benefits).
Do people in your neighborhood trade (food stamps/ Independence food
stamp benefits) for READ SERVICES IN COLUMN A.

INTERVIEWER: ASK ABOUT ALL SERVICESIN COLUHNA, THEN CONTINUE
WITHCOLUHNSB, C ANDD FOREACHSERVICETRADEDFOR
FOODSTAHPS/BENEFITS.

b. FOR ALL "YES' ANSWERSIN COLUMNA, ASK: What is the usual amount
someonepays for SERVICEwith (food stamps/Independence food
benefits)?

c. What would SERVICE cost if someone paid in cash instead of (food
stamps/Independencefood benefits)?

d. Would you say that (food stamps/Independence food stamp benefits)
are traded for SERVICE often, sometimes, or hardly ever?

A. B. C. D.
Sefvioe TrNed

tar _ S_lm Amouni PMd m VnJue if C_mh _mqu_
m Your Ne#l_ r--"-,,,,,r_8mmlm_ Wire Paid

8 m _OVm,_,n o ........... _S ........ 01 --QOTOII ti I__l__l__{ il i___,_, o.on ....... o _

NO ........ OD -- A,IIm[AIIOUT Notes: Somatlrnee . . 02

DON'TKNO_V . -1 -- Ail_ AIOU_ I__l__l Hardly Ever . . . 03

r_. R_aem ............... YES ........ 01 --QOTOm il )__1__{__1 s I_[_t_l often ....... 01

NO ........ O0 -- Al& AIOUff NoTII: Somltlmll . . . 02
NID_TIN

DOIN'TKNOW . . -1 -- Ali. AlOUq' ]_l_r Hardly Ever . . . 03
NID_I' ImIv_'E

c. Intereit on aloan ...... YES ...... 01 --OOTO" il{_{_1_[ il]___1_= o,,n ....... 01
NO ....... 00 -- ASK AIOC'T Notee: Soma_me, ... 0Z

NEXTIIImVICI

DON'T KNOW , - 1 -- &iix AIOa. r_' I_lt{ Hardly Ever . . . 03
Nor"r

a A place to stay ........ _S ..... 01 ' OD TO I S )__=__l__{ $ } {__{__1 Often ....... 01

NO O0 -- AM AIOVT Notee: $omettme. . . . 02

DON'TKNOW .1 --Al4 &lOUT {__{__l Hardly Ever . . . 03
_EXT IIIR_<_

· Prostitution ......... YES O1 --OoTom S {__1__{__{ il )__{__{__{ Oflan ...... 01

NO 00 -- Al& AI(XJ'T Nozee: Sometlmea . . . 02

DOaN'TKNOVV .I .Alia AIO_U'T {DiD{ HmrcllvEver ... 03

I

e D 'U gm ............ Y[S ...... 0i -- aoTOm s r__r__l__l il I_l_i_l O'han ....... 01

NO . . 00 -- *,,M &loq.rr Note-: Sometmm,e. . . . 02
NIEX'T&lwrv'_l

DOaN'TKNOW . -1 -- AM nlOUff tDIDI Hardly Ever . . . 03
IUE_vlc_

g. Other favors {SPECIF'Y) YES .... O1 --OOTOI S I__)__l__l s I_JDltl Otien ....... O1

NO .... O0 -- &zig E2II HOTel: Somettmea . . . 02

DO_I'TKNO'_v . -1 -- &lac {21 ]__{__} Hardly Ever · m + 03
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E26a. In your neighborhood,are there peoplewho sell their food
(stamps/benefits}and then, later in the same month, use cash to buy
food?

YES .................................... O1

.....................................

E26b. How many peoplewho sell food (stamps/benefits)use cash later in the
month to buy food? Would you say...

Most ................................... O1

Some, or ............................... 02

Just a few? ............................ 03

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

E26c. Why do they sell the food (stamps/benefits)for less than full value
and then later use cash to buy food? Aren't they losing money that
way?

PROBE: Why don't they use food (stamps/benefits)at full value for
food and use the cash spent on food for other items.

PROBE: Why do you think this happens?

RECORDVERBATIMANDCIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY.

THEY DON'T PLAN AHEAD..................01

AFRAID FOOD STAMPS/BENEFITS
WILL BE STOLEN ......................... 02

BILLS WON'T WAIT ....................... D3

DON'T HAVE CASH YET AND NEED
CASH IMMEDIATELY ....................... 04
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E27. In your opinion,why do people buy (food stamps/IndepenOencefood
stamp benefits) for their own use?

RECORDVERBATIMAND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

I t ) I ] 1

TO STRETCH THEIR BUDGET ................ 01

CANNOT GET FOOD STAMPS BY APPLYING--
DON'T WANT TO APPLY OR NOT ELIGIBLE....02

TO HELP A FRIEND WHO NEEDS CASH ........03

TO FEED FAMILY BETTER..................04

IT IS A GOOD DEAL/WINDFALL/
OPPORTUNITY............................05

E28. Now, I would like you to answer some questionsabout your own
experiencesbuying and selling(food stamps/Independencefood
benefits). Please use this Walkman to listen to the questionsand
write your answerson the answer sheet. When you are done, I'll ask
you to fold and seal your answer sheet so that I cannot see your
responses. That way, your answerswill be completelyconfidential.
If you need any help with the Walkman, let me know.

HANDRESPONDENTWALKFU_N,ANSWERSHEET, ANDPEN. BE SURETHETAPE IS
REWOUND.

WRITE CASENUMBERONANSWERSHEET.

WHENTHE RESPONDENTFINISHES ANDSEALSTHE ANSWERSHEETIN THE
ENVELOPE,SIGN YOURNAMEACROSSTHE SEAL OF THE ENVELOPEAND SAY, I am
signing my name across the seal of this envelope to assure that your
answersremainconfidential. An unbrokensignatureis a sign that
this envelopehas not been opened before reachingour home office.
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Finally, I wou)d like to ask some questions about your background.

Fl. Are you of Hispanicdescent?

YES .................................... 01

NO..................................... 02

DON'T KNOW.............................-1

REFUSED................................-3

INTERVIEWER: ASK ONLY IF NOT APPARENT.

F2. Do you consideryourself to be .

White .................................. 01

Black/AfricanAmerican,................02

Asian or Pacific Islander, ............. 03

American Indianor AlaskanNative,.....04

Biracial/Mixed,or.....................05

Of some other racialgroup?............06

(SPECIFY) 1_)__1

DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

REFUSED ................................ -3

F3. INTERVIEWER: CODE FROM APPEARANCE. RESPONDE)rrIS:

MALE...................................01

FEMALE ................................. 02
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F4. What is the highestgrade or level of school that you have completed?

FIRST GRADE ........................... O1

SECOND GRADE ........................... 02

THIRD GRADE............................03

FOURTH GRADE ........................... 04

FIFTH GRADE ............................ 05

SIXTH GRADE ............................ 06

SEVENTHGRADE..........................07

EIGHTH GRADE ........................... OB

NINTH GRADE ............................ 09

TENTH GRADE ............................ l0

ELEVENTHGRADE.........................11

GRADUATED HIGH SCHOOL (DIPLOMA) ........ 12

GED .................................... 13

VOCATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM
CERTIFICATE ............................ 14

TWO- OR FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE DEGREE .......15

OTHER (SPECIFY) ........................ 16

I_l_l
DON'T KNOW ............................. -1

REFUSED ................................ -3

F5. Are there any children under age 16 who do not live with you for whom
you have a financial responsibility?

YES O1 4 l FSi. How tomy? ' ' ' J.............. .....,.......**..,... '_1

N 0 ..................................... O0

F6. Did your family ever receive food stamp benefits, AFDC, public, or
general assistance when you were a child?

YES .................................... 01

NO..................................... O0
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F7. How old were you when you first received food stamp benefits, AFDC,
public,or generalassistancein your own name?

PROBE: WHEN (MONTH/YEAR)DID YOU FIRST RECEIVETHESE BENEFITS?

f_l_l YEARS OLD OR I_(_1 (MONTH) 19 I_l_l (YEAR)

F8. INI'ERVIE14ER:REFER TO QUESTION 1. IS RESPONDENTUNDER AGE 217

YES....................................01 --SKXP TO Fg

NO ..................................... O0

F8a. Since you were age 21, in how many differentyears have you received
food stamp benefits,AFDC, public,or general assistance?

i iYEARS

F9. Before we finishthe interview,I would like you to tell me what one
change the Departmentof Agriculturecould make that you think would
most improvethe Food Stamp Program?

RECORDVERBATIMRESPONSE

I I l

INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF THE BENEFIT .....01

ISSUE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS TWICE
PER MONTH .............................. 02

DESIGNATE A PERCENT OF FOOD STAMPS
TO PURCHASE PAPER PRODUCTS ............. 03

DESIGNATE A PERCENT OF FOOD STAMPS
TO PURCHASE OTHER PRODUCTS (SPECIFY)...04

I I I

WITHDRAW BENEFITS FROM PEOPLE WHO
TEST POSITIVE FOR DRUG USE ............. 05

99



FlO. What other changeswould you suggestto improvethe Food Stamp
Program?

RECORDVERBATIHRESPONSE

I I I I I I

NO OTHERS..............................O0

INCREASETHE AMOUNT OF THE BENEFIT.....O1

ISSUE FOOD STAMP BENEFITSTWICE
PER MONTH .............................. 02

DESIGNATEA PERCENTOF FOOD STAMPS
TO PURCHASE PAPER PRODUCTS ............. 03

DESIGNATE A PERCENT OF FOOD STAMPS
TO PURCHASE OTHER PRODUCTS (SPECIFY)...04

I I t
WITHDRAW BENEFITS FROM PEOPLE WHO
TEST POSITIVE FOR DRUG USE ............. 05

Fli. And finally,when this survey is over, Mathematicawill write a
report. Before turningthe report in to the Departmentof
Agriculture,Mathematicais planningto meet with groups of survey
respondentsto show them the resultsof the survey. They would like
people who were interviewedto commentabout the results. Their
commentswill become part of a largerreport that is turned into the
Federal government. If such a meeting were held in your area, would
you be interestedin attending? You



Fl2. Here is a card for you to fill out to let the researchers know that
you (are/maybe)interestedin the meetingand where you can be reacheU
in about three months. The card is the only way the researchers will
know who to call and how to reach them when it is time for the
meeting.

F13. THANKS. (I will take the card with me so we can call you for the
meeting.) I will leave this Contact Note Form with you because the
number on it could link your answers with your name. Because I am
leavingmy ContactNote with you, you can be sure that your answers
and your name will be separate. Thank you again for your time and
participation.

ENDTIME: l__l I I I t AM.... 01
PH.... 02
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Gl. INTERVIEWER: DID YOU INTERVIEW SAMPLE MEMBER AT HOME?

YES...............................01 -- coMm.L:'nEaEC'nONG Amour m.OCK
WHIBP.E SAMPLE MIB_BIBR LIVES

NO (SPECIFY)...................... 00 -, COMPLETESEC"nONGABOUTPLACE
w,_E SAMmJEM_m_ WAS
INT1ERVlEW_Z)

G2. BASED ON STREET-LEVELFRONTAGE,HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZELAND USE ON
THIS STREET?

PRIMARILY RESIDENTIAL ............. 01

PRIMARILY COMMERCIAL .............. 02

MIXED RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMERCIAL USE .................... 03

PRIMARILYINDUSTRIAL,WAREHOUSE,
MANUFACTURING ..................... 04

PRIMARILY VACANT HOUSES ........... 05

PRIMARILY VACANT LOTS OR
OPEN SPACE ........................ 06

PRIMARILY SERVICES OR
INSTITUTIONAL, (E.G., SCHOOLS,
CHURCHES, HOSPITALS) .............. 07

PRIMARILY PARK, PLAYGROUND ........ 08

OTHER (SPECIFY) ................... 09
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G6. HOW MANY HOUSES ARE BURNED OUT, BOARDEDUP, OR ABANDONEDTO VANDALS?

MOST ON THE BLOCK ...................... 01

AT LEAST HALF OF THOSE ON THE BLOCK ....02

A FEW .................................. 03

NONE ................................... 04

G7. IS THERE GARBAGE,LITTER,OR BROKEN GLASS IN THE STREET OR ON THE
SIDEWALKS?

ALMOST NONE ............................ 01

YES, BUT NOT A LOT ..................... 02

YES, QUITE A BIT ....................... 03

YES, ALMOST EVERYWHERE ................. 04

G8. ARE THERE ANY NEEDLES,SYRINGES,CONDOMS,OR DRUG-RELATED
PARAPHERNALIAON THE SIDEWALK,IN GUll'ERS,OR ON THE STREET?

YES .................................... 01

NO..................................... O0

Gg. ARE THERE EMPTY BEER OR LIQUOR BOTTLESVISIBLEIN STREETS,YARDS OR
ALLEYS?

YES .................................... 01

NO ..................................... O0

GlO. IS THERE GRAFFITION BUILDINGS,WALLS, SIGNS?

ALMOST NONE ............................ 01

YES, BUT NOT A LOT.....................02

YES, QUITE A BIT ....................... 03

YES, ALMOST EVERYWHERE ................. 04

Gll. IS THERE A BUS OR SUBWAY STOP ON THE STREET?

YES .................................... 01

NO ..................................... O0
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G3. WHAT IS THE MAIN TYPE OF HOUSINGON THIS STREET?

SINGLE OCCUPANCY DWELLING UNITS ........ 01

DUPLEX {TWO-HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURES) ...... 02

MULTIPLE HOUSEHOLD OCCUPANCY:
3 TO 6 UNITS ........................... 03

APARTMENT BUILDINGS: 7 OR MORE UNITS..04

MIXED SINGLE AND MULTIPLE HOUSEHOLD
DWELLING UNITS ......................... 05

HOUSING AUTHORITY PROJECT, LARGE
APARTMENT BUILDINGS .................... 06

HOUSING AUTHORITY PROJECT, LOW RISE
SEMI-DETACHED UNITS .................... 07

HOUSINGUNITS OVER COW4ERCIALUNITS....OB

APARTMENT BUILDING, NUMBER OF UNITS
UNKNOWN ................................ Og

NO HOUSINGON STREET...................10 -,,SKIP TO G7

G4. HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE GENERAL CONDITION OF MOST OF THE HOUSING UNITS
ON THIS STREET?

BADLY DETERIORATED ..................... 01

POOR CONDITION WITH PEELING PAINT
AND NEED OF REPAIR ..................... 02

FAIR CONDITION ......................... 03

WELL KEPT WITH GOOD REPAIR AND
EXTERIOR SURFACE ....................... 04

G5. ARE THERE WINDOW BARS OR GRATINGS ON RESIDENCE DOORS OR WINDOWS?

ON ALMOST ALL HOUSES/APARTMENTS........01

ON AROUND HALF OF ALL HOUSES/
APARIMENTS ............................. 02

ON ONLY A FEW HOUSES/APARTMENTS........03

ON NONE OF THE HOUSES/APARTMENTS.......04
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G12. ARE THERE FULL GROWN TREES LININGTHE STREET?

NONE ................................... 01

A FEW .................................. 02

SOME ................................... 03

MOST OR ALL OF THE BLOCK ............... 04

G13. ARE PEOPLE SELLING ILLEGAL DRUGS?

NO PERSONS VISIBLE ON STREET ........... 01

YES .................................... 02

NOT OBSERVED ........................... 03

G14. WHAT IS THE CONDITIONOF COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIALPROPERTY?

NO COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIALPROPERTY
ON STREET .............................. 01 -- SKIP TO G17

MOST PLACES ARE VERY WELL KEPT/
IN VERY GOOD CONDITION ................. 02

MOST PLACES ARE MODERATELY WELL KEPT...03

MOST PLACES ARE IN ONLY FAIR
CONDITION .............................. 04

MOST PLACESARE IN POOR/DETERIORATED
CONDITION .............................. 05

G15. ARE SOME COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIALPROPERTIESFENCED?

HIGH MESH FENCING WITH RAZOR WIRE
OR SPIKED TOPS ......................... OI

AT LEAST SIX FEET HIGH METAL OR
BOARD FENCING .......................... 02

NO FENCING ............................. 03

G16. ARE COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIALBUILDINGSSECUREDWITH METAL SECURITY
BLINDS, GATES, OR BARS?

MOST ................................... 01

AT LEAST HALF .......................... 02

SOME ................................... 03

NONE ................................... 04
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G17. OBSERVER: HOW DID YOU FEEL ABOUT OBSERVING IN THIS STREET?

AFRAID AT TIMES FOR MY
PERSONAL SAFETY ........................ 01

AS IF I WERE AN OUTSIDER LOOKED
UPON SUSPICIOUSLY ...................... 02

I'D BE UNCOMFORTABLELIVING/WORKING/
SHOPPING HERE .......................... 03

FAIRLY SAFE AND COMFORTABLE ............ 04

COMFORTABLE,AS IT SEEMS TO BE A
SAFE AND FRIENDLY PLACE ................ 05

VERY COMFORTABLE, CAN IMAGINE LIVING/
WORKING/SHOPPINGHERE..................06

106



BALTIMORE

SCRIPT FOR AUDIO TAPE

The nextquestionsare on a tapeso thatyour answersare private. After

each questionis asked, therewill be a shortpause for you to mark your answer

sheet. If you need to hear the questionagain, push the REWIND button on the

tape player for just a few seconds. If you need more time to think about an

answer,push the STOP button. To start the tape again, push the PLAY button.

Take a moment right now to find these buttons. If you have any questionsabout

how to use the tape player,ask the interviewerfor help.

Let's begin. Please remember that all your answers will be kept

completelyconfidential. QuestionI is for practice.

QUESTION 1: Do you receiveIndependencefood stampbenefitsnow? Circleyes
or no. If you do not know the answer to this or any other
question, circle Don't Know.

QUESTION2: Did you buy Independencefood stamp benefits to stretchyour
food budget or for any other reason during the past month?
Circle yes or no. If you circledyes, answer question3. If
you circledno, wait for question4.

QUESTION3: What was the value of the Independencefood stamp benefitsyou
bought during the last month. Write the value, in dollars,on
the line.

QUESTION4: Not counting change from a purchase,in the past month, has a
store given you cash for your Independencefood stamp benefits?
Please answer yes, if you got the cash yourself or if someone
else handled the transactionfor you. If you circled yes,
answer question5. If you circledno, wait for question6.
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QUESTION5: During the last month, what was the face value of the
Independencefood stamp benefits that you sold to a store for
cash? Write the value, in dollars, on the line.

QUESTION6: tn the past month, has someoneelse gone to a store for you to
get cash for Independence food stamp benefits? Circle yes or
no.

QUESTION 7: Not counting a store or storekeepers, in the past month, did you
have to sell Independencefood stamp benefitsbecauseyou needed
cash or for any other reason? If you circled yes, answer
question 8. If you circled no, wait for question g.

QUESTIONB: What was the value of the Independencefood stamp benefitsyou
soldduring the past month. Write the value, in dollars,on the
line.

QUESTION9: During the past month, did you qive Independencefood stamp
benefits to anyone as a favor or in return for a favor? Circle
yes or no. If you circled yes, answer question lO. If you
circledno, wait for question 11.

QUESTION 10: Thinkingabout last month,what was the value in dollarsof the
Independencefood stamp benefitsyou gave to someoneas a favor
or in return for a favor? Write the value, in dollars,on the
line.

QUESTION 11: During the past month, did you _et Independencefood stamp
benefits from anyone as a favor or in return for a favor?
Circle yes or no. If you circledyes, answer question 12. If
you circledno, wait for question 13.

QUESTION12: Thinkingabout last month, what was the value in dollarsof the
Independencefood stamp benefitsyou receivedfrom someoneas a
favor or in return for a favor? Write the value, in dollars, on
the line.

QUESTION t3: At any time in the past six months,did you collectIndependence
food stamp benefits or welfare benefits under more than one name
at the same time?

QUESTION ]4: Thank you for completingthis part of the survey. Please fold
the answer sheet in half and seal it in the envelope given to
you. Do not write your name on the answer sheet or the
envelope.
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SCRIPT FOR AUDIO TAPE IN COUPON SITES

The next questionsare on a tape so thatyour answersare private. After

each questionis asked,there will be a short pause for you to mark your answer

sheet. If you need to hear the questionagain, push the REWIND buttonon the

tape player for just a few seconds. If you need more time to think about an

answer,push the STOP button. To start the tape again, push the PLAY button.

Take a moment right now to find these buttons. If you have any questionsabout

how to use the tape player,ask the interviewerfor help.

Let's begin. Please remember that all your answers will be kept

completelyconfidential. Question1 is for practice.

QUESTIONl: Do you receivefood stampsnow? Circleyes or no. Ifyou do not
know the answer to this or any other question,circle Don't
Know.

QUESTION2: Did you buy food stamps to stretchyour food budget or for any
other reason during the past month? Circle yes or no. If you
circledyes, answer question 3. If you circled no, wait for
question4.

QUESTION3: What was the value of the food stampsyou boughtduringthe last
month. Write the value, in dollars,on the line.

QUESTION4: Not countingchange from a purchase,in the past month, has a
store given you cash for your food stamps? Please answeryes,
if you got the cash yourself or if someone else handled the
transactionfor you. If you circledyes, answer question5. If
you circledno, wait for question6.

QUESTION5: During the last month, what was the face value of the food
stamps that you sold to a store for cash? Write the value, in
dollars,on the line.

109



QUESTION 6: In the past month, has someone else gone to a store for you to
get cash for food stamps? Circleyes or no.

QUESTION 7: Not counting a store or storekeepers, in the past month, did you
have to sell food stamps because you needed cash or for any
other reason? If you circled yes, answer question 8. If you
circled no, wait for question 9.

QUESTION 8: What was the value of the food stamps you sold during the past
month. Write the value, in dollars, on the line.

w

QUESTIONg: During the past month, did you _ive food stamps to anyone as a
favor or in return for a favor? Circle yes or no. If you
circled yes, answer question 10. If you circled no, wait for
question 11.

QUESTION10: Thinking about last month,what was the value in dollarsof the
food stamps you gave to someone as a favor or in return for a
favor? Write the value, in dollars, on the line.

QUESTION 11: During the past month, did you 9et food stamps from anyone as a
favor or in return for a favor? Circle yes or no. If you
circled yes, answer question 12. If you circledno, wait for
question 13.

QUESTION 12: Thinkingabout lastmonth, what was the value in dollarsof the
food stamps you received from someone as a favor or in return
for a favor? Write the value, in dollars, on the line.

QUESTION 13: At any time in the past six months,did you collectfood stamps
or welfare benefits under more than one name at the same time?

QUESTION 14: Thank you for completing this part of the survey. Please fold
the answer sheet in half and seal it in the envelope given to
you. Do not write your name on the answer sheet or the
envelope.
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I t I I _ ! ,

ANSWER SHEET
- -Z:,

I YES NO - DON'T KNOW· ii :!:-i:_:

NO _I WAIT FOR Q.4 I DON'T KNOW'1

2. FYES
3..1 ,

J WAIT FOR Q.6 j DON'T KNOW

4. FYES NO -I
5. ,._J $

6. YES NO DON'T KNOW
i i

8.,_ DON'T KNOW

e. s .o --Iwan'r-o._l:_?._i_[':::i';:Do."r_ow

12._

13. YES NO DON'T KNOW

14. THANK YOU

Ill
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