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PREFACE 

T h i s  w o r k i n g  paper  was p r e p a r e d  by  L e i g h t o n  Ku and Rober t  Dal rymple,  
O f f i c e  o f  A n a l y s i s  and E v a l u a t i o n ,  Food and N u t r i t i o n  S e r v i c e ,  U.S. 
Department o f  A g r i  c u l t u r e .  The paper  n o t e s  d i  f fe rences  between SIPP 
and FNS program d a t a  on c h i l d  n u t r i t i o n  programs and W I C .  I t  i s  des igned 
t o  h e l p  u s e r s  o f  SIPP d a t a  t o  unders tand  and i n t e r p r e t  s e l e c t e d  program 
d a t a  i n  t h e  SIPP. I t  a l s o  sugges ts  how t h e  su rvey  e d i t i n g  and i m p u t a t i o n  
may b i a s  a n a l y s e s  o f  t h e s e  programs. The f o l l o w i n g  t o p i c s  a r e  d i scussed :  

Areas o f  Coverage; 

O Persons i n  Households;  
O Comparison of D e f i n i t i o n s  and I n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  

Income L e v e l s  and I m p u t a t i o n s ;  

O Changes i n  t h e  1986 Panel  ; and 

O A d d i t i o n a l  Data  Sources.  

F o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  use of SIPP d a t a  i n  t h e s e  areas, c o n t a c t :  

Rober t  Dal  rympl  e (Genera l  I s s u e s  about  SIPP) 
F r a n  Z o r n  ( C h i 1  d N u t r i t i o n )  
L e i g h t o n  Ku (WIC) 

A l l  can be reached a t  (703 )  756-3133 o r  FTS 756-3133. 
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The Wlreau of the Census' Survey of -me and Program Participation 

( S T  has great potential for researching participation in public 

assistance programs ard is only now beginning to be t a m  Insofar as 

it is still a new data base, there are areas where caution is needed in 

interpretation. paper discusses differences in the interpretation 

of participation in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), the Sd~ool 

Breakfast Program (SBP) and the special Supplementdl Food Program for 

Women, Infants and children (WIG). These programs and others, such as 

the Food Stamp Program, are administered by the Food and Nutrition 

service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). A 

counterpart piece on the Food stamp program was pblished in 

Proceedings: Secord Annual Resear& conferem= of the Wlreau of the 

Census, June 1986 (R. Dalrymple and S. Carlson, "Food Stamp 

Participation: A Qmparison of SIPP with ~dministrative Records", pages 

587-597). 

Briefly, the NSLP provides nutritious lun&es an3 breakfasts to 

elementary and s e c o w  school children in virtually all U.S. public 

schools and many private schools. The SBP is similar in nature, but 

much smaller in availability and participation Free lunches 

brea3cfasts are provided to children whose family incomes are certified 

as being below 130 percent of poverty, usually determined at the 

beginnhx~ of the school year. Reduced price meals are available to 

children whose family incomes are between 130 and 185 percent of 



paverty: lunches may ast no more than 40 cents and b-asts no more 

than 30 cents. Paid l-es arYl b-asts are available to all ather 

children ard their prices are set a t  the discretion of the local school 

district. 

The WIC m-Ogram provides nutritious q l e m e n t a l  foods (normally in the 

form of vou&ers o r  checks for specific foods), nutrition education and 

access to health services for low-income pmgmnt, breastfeeding or 

postpartum women, infants and children under 5 years old w i t h  

nutritional r isks  determined by a health professional. Specifically, 

Pregnant women are eligible unt i l  6 w e e k s  after the end of Pregnancy: 

breastfeeding women eligible unti l  one year af ter  delivery and 

PostparbJm women eligible unt i l  6 m o n t h s  after delivery. Participants 

are normally recertified every 6 months. me maximum income level is 

185 percent of pwerty, but states may se t  lower standards in accord 

with income guidelines for hedlth care services. 

In g-, the followiq pertain to the 1984 ard 1985 panels of SIPP. 

m-ocedturdl cbrqes  in the 1986 panel shcni~d reduce the prcblems and are 

discussed later. 

S m  is confined t o  the 50 states and the D i s t r i c t  of ~olumbia, w h i l e  

the FNS programs are also present in terr i tor ial  areas, including m e  

Rice (see Exhibit 1 for exact areas). SIPP cavers the 



~~ikrtionalized resident m a t i o n  of the U.S. am3 excludes 

military personnel living in b c k s ,  crew of merchant vessels am3 

institutionalized persons, such as t h e  in nursing homes, prisons or 

residential child care institutions. Also excluded are foreigners who 

are not working or in school ard their families. Additionally, in the 

Census Series P-70 reports, farm households are excluded. FNS program 

data include all peaple participating in the programs, regardless of 

residence or status. 

T h i s  difference in geqraphic merage may cause prablems if FNS data 

are directly cornpard to SIPP because territories, especially Puerto 

Rim, have relatively large FNS programs. W i t  1 compres FNS data 

on overall participation in the programs vs. non-territorial 

participation in April 1984. w proper comparison to SIPP data is the 

--territorial United states. 

dif f- due to institutionalization are trivial. For example, 

in NSLP about 0.5 percent of meals are served to children in residential 

child care institutions; WIC services are not generally prwided to 

people in institutions. For the Series P70 reports, differences due to 

the farm poplation will be small, but more significant. FNS data are 

broken cut by farm/non-farm status. 

The quarterly published SIPP reports show the number of households 



receiving same saxce of a benefit (Tables 7 and 9 in the Series P-70 

reports) and rnnnber of 'perscars in hauseholdstt receiving some saxme of 

a benefit (Table 8). Yhrsms in householdstg refers to all pople in 

the h ~ ~ e h ~ l d ,  regardless of whether or not each person receives the 

benefit. Thus, non-participating children, parents, relatives or 

unrelated persons in the hausehold will be counted with participating 

people in this statistic. For NSW, SBP am3 WIC, participation is based 

on individuals, not hauseholds, a different concept. Care shdd be 

taken to nut confuse tpersans in households1@ with the number of 

participants, a much smaller number. For example, all add.t~ in 

hauseholds with children participating in the Child Nutrition -S 

(NSW ard SBP) are included in the count of 'persons in households" 

receivhq NSLP and SBP. Overall, when using the pblished reports we 

advise against using the Table 8 data on these programs. 'Ihe ?'able 7 or 

9 data on households should be more reliable, but we have no rn- 

in program data. Better m t s  of individual recipients can be done 

using the actual data tapes. 

A related problem is that the definition of a SIPP household may not 

conform to program definitions. For example, in Food Stamp Program 

(FSP) analyses, about 18 percent of FSP households (as identified in 

SIPP) included members not in the reported FSP household. In NSLP, SBP 

or WIC, the household definition is less -licit and even more likely 

to be family-related than ~ood stamps. Where possible, we advise using 

families as the units of analysis, not households, for NSLP, SBP and 

WIC. 



Child Nutrition 

For the Food axxi Nutrition Service (FNS), participation in the NSLP or 

SBP i s  defined as average daily m e a l s  sewed (in ea& program, 

categorized as free, reduced price, paid and total) t i m e s  an ** 
factor. The average daily m a s  sewed are based on reported by 

school districts for meal reimbusem& The a b s e n t e e i s m  factor varies, 

but averages arcund 1.07 to 1.10 and rep-- 7 to 10 percent of 

children absent on any given day, who would have otherwise consumed a 

lunch These data are reported monthly d can be aggregated to any 

apprapriate period (quarter, year, etc). 

For SIPP, participation is based on questions for households w i t h  

children 5 to 18 years old who l ive in the household for the 4-month 

reference period, These are rep- in Exhibit 2. A key problem 

w i t h  use of the SIPP School Ijlnch or M a s t  data is that the SIPP 

measurement (people t b u d l y "  eating a school lunch or breakfast) does 

n0t correspond w i t h  the FNS m e a s u r e  (average daily participation). The 

number of people t w l y l t  participating is l m y  t o  be him= than the 

average daily participation, not m e a s u r e d  by SIPP. 

A child who is eligible for free lunch (family i n c o m e  utxler UO percent 

of poverty), but who is not eat ing it on a given day (e.g., has a f i e l d  

t r ip ,  a t e  an a la  carte lunch a t  school, bmught a bag lunch, a te  off- 



C a m p ,  ek.) w a d  rwt be a participant for a given day in FNS data, 

h t  w a d  be a participant under S m .  'Ibis bias should lead to an 

meredmate of persons participating as shown in SIPP versus program 

data. Other research suggests that children eligible for free lurhes 

partake of them about 80 to 90 percent of the time and that children in 

the reduced-price range eat them 60 to 80 percent of the time. ~owwer, 

we do not know if these participation rates cormqoIld to the children 

l-1~ participatbqt1I as identified by the SIPP questions. 

A second prablem is a common survey palem of lack of knowledge on the 

part of the reqmdent. Many families are not fully aware of what type 

of school lunches their children are reoeiving, nor whether the meals 

are free or rettuced-price. For example, a parent whose child gets a 

lunch at 50 cents (in the paid category) may view this as a redueel- 

price because it is below market rates for a lunch Thus, there may be 

some errors due to inapprapriate p- identification. The direction 

of bias is not clear. 

WIC - 

For FNS, participation in WIC is defined as the number of ~ l e  who 

were issued WIC benefits  voucher^, checks or food) in a given month. 

In SIPP, WIC participation is determined thmugh the rc6W of sources 

of i n c o m e  to the household, asked of w~ldents 18 years or older. m e  

guestion skip pattexn limits the WIC question to only one parent, if 

both are in the household. WIC is sthecpently enumerated for each 



month i n  the wave. Essentially, the only guestion is whether WIC 

benefits are a source of income for the hausehold for a given month, 

age, whether  arryane in the h3usehold gets WIC benefits. If so, then 

Census usually im- WIC recipiency to the reqm3errt (if the 

rqpXlent is a m a l e ,  the  ensu us ~ l r e a u  edit check assigns it to his 

spause) and to all children under 5 years old. In turn, they the 

average monthly benefit per participant, based on national data, to each 

of the persans they designated as WIC recipients. Recipiency and the 

assigned values are located on the person record 

One prablem is that not all eligible household m e m b e r s  get WIC 

a pregnant woman or  one year old may get WIC, a fm year old 

child may nat. Imprtatian of all children uder 5 years old as being 

WIC recipients should result in wMimation The Census imputation 

Process for w h i c h  women are cansidered eligible is not correct s h  

SIPP does not detennhe i f  a woman is pregnant, breastf- or 

postpartum. Finally, since the question is only asked of people wer 

18, it may m i s s  teemge pregnant women or mothers alfogether. Ove ra l l ,  

it would be expectd that SIFP w a d  overestimate the number of WIC 

participants in m o s t  cases (women and children), but may underestimate 

in some subpapllations (ag., teeMge m o t h e r s ) .  

Insofar as the number of recipients may be in error, so the am- of 

WIC benefits for a hausehold may be werstated since this is imprted on 

a per person basis. In addition, there is s o m e  degree of variation 

of the value of WIC benefits by state and by person type, which is not 



a m t e d  in the Census Bureau i m w t i o n ,  which uses a starrdard cost 

per person for any given month. For example, benefits in  New York or 

California teTld to be higher than in Bmsylvania, largely due to policy 

an3 food price variations. FWther, infants' WIC benefits tend t o  be 

worth more than children's because of the cost of infant formula. In a 

a-te use, the overall average WIC benefit per participant *auld be 

valid, but in comparison of s u b g r m p  there may be some distortions. 

Since WIG benefits are small ( w y  $30 to $32 per person per month), 

the biases for analysis of overall income or the value of in-- 

benefits should be negligible. 

ReCCgnition of the program shaild be relatively good among recipients, 

since WIC is universally hewn by this m e .  However, there are WIC- 

l ike programs which may cause some confusion. The Commodity 

3.lPPkInental Food Program pruvides c o m m o d i t y  food packages to l o w - b m e  

women, infants and children in 13 States. It is small (M 

participation less than 5 percent of WIC) and generally Wwn as 

-te f r o m  W I C  There are State-furded auxiliary programs very 

similar t o  WIC in New York, Massachusetts, ~ennsylvania, Illinois, 

Wisconsin and Texas, ht these are also quite small and are essentially 

the same as WIC, except for ~ederal versus state fun=iing. Confusion 

about these WIC-like programs may lead to small c r ~ e ~ t h a t e S  in SIPP. 

A final concern is that the sample size of WIC households in SIPP is 

relatively small. Only 300 hauseholds out of 20,000 interviewed 

hCUSehO1ds reported receivhq WIC when the SIPP sample size w a s  its 

hqes t  in Wave 1 of the 1984 panel. 



In#lme impuW5ons a often perfoxmed in sIPP and ather largescale 

m u t i -  surveys. Overall, any andlysis of program WC- by 

incame level shaiLd carefully m i n e  h m e  hgutatims, especially for 

law-inXrme households. lhis -leu is too complex to be apprw- in 

~ n e o e s ~ a r y d e p t h i n t h i s m e m o .  ' I h e ~ i n c l u d e s f l a g s ~ . t h e i r  

data tapes whicfi mte hptatims. 1t is worth rememberirrg that in S m  

all WIC benefits are assigred, so the imptation flag refers to WIC 

recipierq. ?his is in ccartrast to the general practice of iWuting 

benefit amamts (nut recipierq) for other benefit programs. 

Exhibit 1 prwi- a direct cumparism of SIPP estimates anl FNS 

of nowterritorial participation for April 1984. 

USLP. SIPP data tenet to -te total, m3me.d price an3 paid 

meal  participation, krt to -te free m e a l  participatioa 

me wemsthates are pr&ably due to the issue of "" veE3us 

average dai ly  participation, d b c u s e d  above. she m i m a t e  of 

free participatian (abart 15 pement) is similar to the level of 

SIPP underestimatim for other hme-tested pmgrams, a g o ,  the 

Stamp -, and may be due to general 
I- 



SBP. SIFT does mt v t e  estimates of total SBP participation, - 
cnly free or re3ued price participatim T h i s  is because SIPP 

does mt ask i f  &ildren get  s&ool b r e a k f a  in m, km't 

* s p e c i f i d y  a s b  abaA free co. reduced-price b x w k f e  The 

estimate of free participatian is very close S W  -tes 

rducd price participatim by m o m  than dable. This may be cbre 

to the usual versus average daily participation issue, the very 

sxnall sample size for this w, which leads to large stardad 

e m a ~ ,  or perhaps m e  paid brea3cfast huxseh~lds m-y 

identify- themelves as recipients of reduced price m e a l s ,  

because of their lcrw cost. 

WIC - ?he cnterall SIPP estimates of WIC participation were qui te  

close to FUS data, but the a b g r m p  estimates had large errors. 

I h o - w e r e i n ~ i . I % J d i X e c t i ~ ~ l ~ M d b a l h a r t i n r P t  

T h e  overall acumicy may be a peculiar artifact. Ccffltrary to 

eqectdtiogts, the number of children were mdemsti~aated by SIPP by 

a b ~ k 3 O p e r P e n t .  I h e ~ o f a r b r l t s w a s w ~ a t e d b y a b a r t  

40 percerk These -ies may be due to the small sample 

sizes and large mrs.  ore tho- eqlamtians are 

mt m w  available. 

R ha 1986 pme~ for s m  ha. the WIC qwstican to idei;tif~ which 

-1d m e m b e r s  actually &ve WIC  his &mild i m v  the quality 



of WIC data in SIPP arrd eliminate the poterrtial p a l e m  of splricxls 

impbtians. 

Additional data specifically abaxt NSIP, SBP or WIC participants can be 

abtained fran special surveys of &macteristics, available fmm this 

office. These include: study of WIC Participant and Pragram 

characteristics (1986, describ- participants in l a t e  1984) ard 

National Evaluatim of S&ml Nutritian Programs (1983, describing 

participarrts in late 1980). An updated m r t  an NSLP participant 

characteristics is in development. ?hese reports hwe their own 

limitatio~ls, which  are described in the reports. 



EXHIBIT 1 

. 
COMPARl SON OF S l PP AND USDA PROGRAM DATA FOR PARTlCl PATION IN 

THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM (NSLP), THE SCHOOC BREAKFAST 
PROGRAM (SBP) AND THE SPECIAL SUPREENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR 

WOMEN, l NFANTS AND CH ILmEN ( W  IC) - APR lL 1984 

PROGRAWCATEGORY SlPP (1)  U SDA U SDA Ra t i o  of 
tnon-terr .  (non- terr .  (total 1 (2) SIPP/USDA(3) 

=====I==Lt==t==ttPt==:=======================~========t=====~t=~~=========== 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 
Total  27,787,819 22,180,717 23,276,309 1.253 

Free (4 )  8,672,340 9,972,091 10,397,540 ,870 
Reduced P r i c e  1,889,493 1,493,442 1,559,719 1.265 
Pa id  17,225,986 10,742,138 11,346,004 1.604 

SCHOCL BREAKFAST PROGRAM 
Tota l  NA ( 5 )  3,326,218 3,513,959 NA (5 )  

Free (4 )  2,855,249 2,823,623 2,987,072 1.01 1 
Reduced P r l c e  313,465 139,113 151,511 2,253 
Paid NA ( 5 )  363,482 375,376 NA ( 5 )  

WIC 
Tota l  2,851,979 2,968,840 3,065,968 .96 1 

Chi l dren (18 Y r  ( 6 )  1,778,930 2,337,268 2,415,024 ,761 
Women (7)  1,073,049 632,072 650,944 1.698 



EXHIBIT 2 

Questions about National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast Program 
Par t i c ipa t ion :  from Survey of Income and Program Pa r t i c i pa t i on  1984 Panel 
Wave 3 Questionnaire, Form SIPP-4300, page 45. . 

4 - PROGRAM QUESTIONS 

Is this the reference parson's 
;*roo1 1OYes 
I 

quertionnrin? I 
2 0 NO - SKIP to Check hem C1, page 47 

I 

1 ~ a t h . g o v a m m o n t h n a n - ~  ;ale I i n y e s  
p I o g n m M h . I O . P W m M d -  I 2 0 No - SKIP to Check Item P2 
6 0 . b . t h b u d . t . n o r e a n k r m c d v d ~ b . r  
MhourwhddorWwnkP.#dradytoth. 
-~0.*comp.nv*trwld..kr*or1ndlord. 
H-thkhowdmld--otthb I 
t y p . ~ t h e p a 8 t 4 ~ ?  I 

b. W w  thk aa&tama th. 1- ot i 4818 i C] Checks sent to household 
CouPocu or rouch.r, 8ant to thb houddd or - 1 4820 2 q Coupons or vouchers sent to household * dk.cttr to ut#m -, 4822 . 3 0 Payments sent directly to utility company, 
d..kr,orkndl#d? I fuel dealer, or landlord 
Mark f X )  all that apply. I 

I 

C. w h a t w . . t h . t o t . l . ~ o t t h . ~ ~ l  

month.? 
I X I  ODK 
I 4 

I4820 1 10Yes  
Are there any children 5 to 18 who . f 
live in the household? 2 NO - SKlP to Check hem CI. page 47 

I 

2 . . D o e n v d h . o h ~ b . n k ~ h r * ~ d m ~ u t  1 r O ~ e s  
compkt.hot~ott.nd.t.d#d? I 

2 0 NO - SKIP to Check Item C1, page 47 

I b. ~ o w m n y c w w a ~ ~  
[I]jChildnn 

C a D o ~ o f t h . c h N d r m n ~ ~ o r r d u c . c c p r k #  i U 3 2 1  I 1 OYes 
l ~ t h & . d r O o l ~ ~ t h y ~ t ~ r ,  2 q No - SKIP to Zf 
th.hd.rdkhodLlnb8hhogl.m? I 

1 

d* How lnuw CMmSn? I 
I - 
~FI m ~ h i l d n n  

a. ~ n t h ~ - h ~ ~ m m ?  IOFIOO 
Mark (XI  all fiut apply. J urn 2 0 Reduced-price 

I 
I 

h. A n t h . k w l r t w b t r o m o r m ~ ~ ~  
Mark ( X )  dl fiut adv. 

-- 

Notes 



FOOTNOTES 

(j ) S l  PP runs conducted by Mathematics Pol icy  Research, Sept. 1986 fo r  FNS, 
using a sp.ec1 a1 household f i l e  abstracted from the Apr i l  Extract of Wave 3 
of the 1984 SlPP panel publ ic  use f i l es .  

(2 )  SlPP and the USDA non-terr i t o r  la1 estimates are f o r  the 50 States and 
0.C. USDA t o t a l  f igures included the t e r r i t o r i es .  In WIC these Include 
Puerto R lco, the V i rg in  I s l  ands, and Guam, and f o r  NSLP and SBP, a1 SO 

lncl uded are American Samoa, Northern Marl anas and the Trust Terr i t o r  10s. 
(3)  The r a t  10 o f  SIPP/USDA 1 s t h e  S l PP e s t l  mate dlv 1 ded by the USDA non- 

t e r r i t o r i a l  figure. 
(4) Pr ice categories for  NSLP and SBP are: f ree ( Income less than 130 percent 

of poverty), reduced p r i ce  (income between 130 and 185 percent of 
poverty), and paid ( Income abwe 185 percent of pove*). 

( 5 )  These are m lss ing because SlPP does not ask for  general SBP p s r t i c i  pat ion 
and paid pa r t i c i pa t i on  cannot be Imputed. 

( 6 )  These SlPP es t t  mates break out  ch l l dren under 18 years old. For 
comparison, USDA data f o r  infants and ch i l dren under 5 years are 
presented. This does not  count women under 18 years old par t i c ips t ing  I n  
WlC* 

(7) These S l  P? es t  I mates d l  d not  break out women, so the SlPP data are the 
d l f  ference of  the  t o t a l  and chi l dren e s t l  mates. USDA Q t a  include al l 
women, under and w e r  18 years old. Further, Series P-70 reports do not 
d i f f e ren t i a te  women and ch 1 I dren a t  a1 I. 




