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Chaptexr I

Overview of the Special Frames Study

The 1Income Survey Development Program (ISDP) was conducted by the
Department of Health and Human Sexvices (HHS) and the Bureau of the
Census to examine and zxesolve operational, technical, and content
issues in the design of the Surxvey of Income and Program Participation
(SIPP). The SIPP, planned as a national longitudinal househcld suzvey
program to collect data on cash and in-kind inconme, program
eligibility and participation, net worth and related variables, uas
scheduled to begin in 1982. Although eight mwillion dollars and
tuenty-six positions wexre included 4in the Rdministzation's Budget
before Congress, the Social Security Administzation's reguest was not
confirmed and SSA woxK xelating to the SIPP uwas terminated.
Information concerning the ISDP and the SIPP may be found in Kasprzyk
and Liningexr [38), Liningexr [40] and Ycas and Liningex [51].

The Special Frames Study was initiated in July and August 1980 as the
fourth field activity of the ISDP. This activity was a £ive State
pilot suzvey of 1900 persons and members of their households selected
from six administrative =record systenms. Personal interxvieus ueze
conducted to provide an income profile of each adult selected fox the
study. The purposes of the Special Frames Study were primaxily
methodological: ' '

. To assess the feasibility of using administrative zecozd
systems as sampling frames;

. To test the interviewezs' ability to locate respondents

from addresses listed on administrative recoxds; and
Y L

i To deterxmine the efficiency of the 1979 ISDP questionnaire
in identifying program participants, their benefit amounts
and othex specified data.

This chapter provides general descriptions of the basic features of
the Special Frames Study.

Origin of the Study

The use of administrative records to improve sampling efficiency a?d
to improve measurements of program participation and changes in




prograrn parficipation on a subannual basis had been established as
research objectives early in the ISDP. The formezr zequires Kknowledge
of the administrative record systems, file structure and content, and
the accuracy of addzesses. The latter requirzes knowledge of progrzanm
participation and benefit amounts from an accurate source. These
issues had been addressed somewhat in earliezr ISDP field activities.
In particulax, Griffith and Kaspryzk (16] discuss the use of
administrative recoxds in the ISDP, and Vaughan [47], Klein and
Vaughan ([39], and Kaluzny and Butler [24] discuss the accuracy of
survey reports of the recipiency and amount of benefits. The papers
cited, however, discuss only a selected feu programs; Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI).

In the £all of 1978, to address the reseaxch objectives of the ISDP
more effectively, the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
(ASPE) recomrended that additional evaluation work be initiated on
these topics. As a result, the ISDP staff began a small reseaxch
rrogranm to identify administrative record systers, characteristics and
centent of the information systems, and characteristics of the
FXograzrs. A serxies of interxnal ASPE and Buxeau of the Census
memcxanda ([13-15] - [25-33]) <zxelate the zxesults of this
investigaticn. The principal £inding of the investigation was that
prograz administration and most recoxd systems are neithexr centralized
nor uniform. This divergence among record systems, along with the
issues of data accessibility and transfer, forced HHS and the Bureau
of the Census Staff to 1limit the projected scope of the study by
reducing the nunmber of programs and geographic areas 1-/.

Ihe Scope of the Study

The Special Frames Study was a methodological study of the ISDP which
investigated the use of administrative recoxds to improve sampling
efficiency £for persons zreceiving benefits and analyzed household
survey reports of program participation and benefit amounts. Sampling
frem administrative zrecords addresses twin concerns: that progranm
participants 1) may not be successfully identified in household
surveys and 2) will be too few for most policy analyses in an area
probability sample. Analysis using both survey-reported and
administrative data allows a case-by-case comparison to improve our
undexstanding of survey-reported program data.

Time and pexsonnel constraints dictated the limitation on the numberx
of administrative record systems to be included in the study. While
on one hand, the need for diversity of erperience recommended as many
programs as possible; on the other, the time required to arrange fox
sanple selection, the willingness of the agency to participate, and
the number of States (for State-administered programs) to contact
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recozpended that fewer programs be considered. Overall, though, the
prizary obijective was to obtain experience with administrative record

systems which were 1likely candidates for wuse in future national
longitudinal household surxveys. . :

States 'participating in the study would have tc be relatively few in
number and still provide a reasonable amount of information on the
diversity of adzinistrative rxecoxd systems for the same program. Also
contxibuting to the State selection process was the geographic
dispersion of the States, the accessibility of the administrative
files, the availability of experienced ISDP interviewers and trainers,

and the availability of several administrative record sources within
each State 2-.

Sarrle Size and Desian

Samples for the Special Frames Study uwere selected £rom six
adrinistrative sources: Unemployment Insurance (UI), Aid to Farilies
with Dependent Childzen <(AFDC), Workers' Compensation (WC), 0ld Age
Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI), Veterxans Administzation
Compensation and Pension File (VA), and the Internal Revenue Sexvice
(IRS). Persons sampled from the £first £five administrative souxces
were personally interxviewed during July 1980, while the IRS sample uwas
interviewed during August 1980. Total sample size £for the Special

Frames Study was approximately 1,900, with the following taxgeted
number from each souzxce:

Unexplcyment Insurance 252
Aid to Families with Dependent Children . 264
Woxkers' Compensation 90
0ld Age, Survivors and Disability Insuzance 264
Veterans Adrinistration Compensation & Pension 240
Intexrnal Revenue Service 800
1,910

Unlike the 1978 and 1979 ISDP Research Panels, which weze national
probability samples, the Special Frames sample was spread over 26

Primazy Sampling Units (PSU) 37 in five States: Pennsylvania, Noxth
Carolina, Wisconsin, Missouxi, and Californa. -

Thzee of the samples for the Special Frames Study: UI, AFDC, and WC,
were drawn from State record files. The OASDI, VA, and IRS sasples
were obtained from Federal recoxd systems, maintained respectively by
the Social Security Administzation, Veterans Administration, and the
Intexnal Revenue Service. Each Special Frames sample uas drawn by the
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State ox Federal agency that maintains the specific zrecord system,
with the exception of the IRS sample, which was selected by the Bureau
of the Census. A set of guidelines for selecting the sample uwas
provided +to each agency regquesting that the sample be zandom and
dispersed geographically throughout each PSU.

Sample ‘'selection foxr the IRS sample was more complicated than the
other programs primarily because of the need to oversample upper-
income tax filexrs as well as Schedule C tax filers (pexsons who
operated a business ox professional practice), Schedule F tax filers
(persons <reporting income £ expenses frcm a farm) and SE tax filerxs
(persons who claimed themselves as self-employed).

The samples for this study uere neuwly selected. Houever, since the
study was conducted in curzent ISDP PSU's, the possibility of
selecting rersons sampled for previous panels existed. No systematic
atterpt uas made pricr to field enumeration to determine uwhether an
individual participated in previous ISDP panels. If such a case had
teen discovered, it would have been excluded from the study.

The Special Frames Study samples consisted of persons, not households,
selected from administrative program records which uere one to three
months o0ld at the time of the interview Y4/. Thus, prior to the
intexrview, an address check was completed through the United States
Postal Serxvice for all persons sampled. The purpcse of the Advance
Post Office Check (APOC) was to update addresses on the administrative
recoxrd which had changed ox were incorrect. This procedure expedited
the location of sarple persons therxeby saving interviewer time and
travel costs. It also permitted evaluation of <the accuracy and
currency of address listings of participants of programs as supplied
by administrative record systems, and evaluation of the feasibility of
using the postal sexvice for verification of addresses.

Field Procedures

Procedures used by intexviewers for the Srecial Frames Study were very
similaxr to thcse used in eaxrlier ISDP field activities (see 1979 Panel
documentation [521]). The questionnaize (Form ISDP-7101) closely
reserbled the ISDP-101A guestionnaire, which was used foxr Wave 1 of
the 1979 Reseaxch Panel. Differences in questionnaire content
included items dealing with employment, Veterans Administration income
(disability, compensation ox pension), food stamp recipiency, and

asset income amounts 5/. A copy of all Special Frames Study Forms is
included in the Appendix.

As in all previous ISDP field work, to encourage participation, an
introductory letter (Form ISDP-7105L), signed by the Director of the




Bureau of the Census was sent to all sample addresses. The lettex
described the study and notified persons at the sample addresses that
they would be visited by an interviewezr from the Buzeau of the Census.
A Statement regarding the privacy of the information uwas also
provided. The Special Frames Study was conducted under Title 13, U.S.
Code; therefore, all information given to the intervieuwer was
confidential by law and to be used only for statistical purposes.

Interviewezrs were provided control cards (Forms ISDP-7102 & 7102A) 6§/
with the names and addresses of the persons selected from the
administrative records ("sample persons"). The intexviewezr wuas
instxucted to locate the sample person identified on the control carxd
and interview all individuals 16 years or oldexr living in the sample
person's household. If the sample person was under 16 years of age,

hesshe was not interviewed, but all othexr eligible members of the
household ueze.

Intexrviews were ccnducted by Bureau of the Census personnel who had
wcxrked on previous ISDP panels. Since interviewers uere experienced,
training for the Special Frames Study consisted of a two-day
"refresher"™ session which focused on reviewing the questionnaire and
interviewing procedures, and identifying the diffexences betueen the
Special Frames Study and previous ISDP field woxk.

Several procedural differences between Special Frames and previous
ISDP field work are irportant toc note. Fixst, in July, intexviewezs
determined uwhether <the sample person lived at the original household
address obtained from administrative recoxds. If so, all eligible
persons living in the household wuwere interviewed. If not, no
intervieus were taken at that address; instead, the interviewer would
tzy to obtain the sample persoen's current address and intexview
himshexr and all other eligible persons living at that curzent address.
In August, the intezviewer did not ask whether the sample person lived
in the household. 1Instead, the household roster 7/ was zecorded on
the control cazxd. An item on the control caxd instructed the
intexviewer to continue the -interview if the sample person's name uas
listed on the household roster. 1If the sample person did not reside
in the household, the check item instructed the interxviewer to ask a
short series of economic and demographic questions and then end the
intezxvieu. Information from these questions was compazed with

corresponding information obtained about the sample person when hes/she
was located.

Second, self-employment income information was collected frorm all
eligible respondents (Foxm ISDP-7107). The purpose of the lattex
questionnaire was to obtain wmoze detailed information on income-
zelated topics for nonfarm self-employed persons for the months of




April, May -and June. The questionnaire itself was similaxr to the

mail-out form used for the first calendar guarter of the 1979 Reseazch
Panel (see Appendix).

Thixd, an additional £fozm was given to the intexviewers to complete
when a sample pexscn did not live at the address noted on the control
card. The Questionnaire for Sample Person Address Location Problenms
(Form ISDP-7111) was created specifically for the Special Frames Study
to characterize the problems associated with hard-to-locate sample
rersons. The guestions help the interviewer describe the major

problers encountered while trying to 1locate the sample person's
current household addzess.

Data Analvsis

The Special Frames Study data were analyzed by the Department of
Health and Human Serxvices and the Bureau of the Census. Plans for
analysis of the data consisted of:

4 evaluating selected data items by obtaining zecipient
kenefit data from the administrative record files used to
select the sample, and comparing them with data collected
in the Special Frarmes intervieus. Problems of
misxeporting, nonzreporting, recall, and accuracy of amount
reporting were evaluated;

] analyzing 1location problems encountered by interviewers
stenming frxom incoxrzrect, inaccurate, or commercial
addresses supplied by administrative records:;

corparing basic household economic and demographic data
obtained for the IRS sample. persons who moved, with data
obtained for the households that replaced them; and

L analyzing income-rxelated information obtained from seli-
enmployment income guestionnaires.




Chapter II

Sampling Procedurxes

Intzodyction

Samples fcx ° the Special Frames Study uweze selected from six
adrministrative record systems in 26 PSUs in five States: Pennsylvania,
Ncxth Carxclina, Wisconsin, Missouxi and California. State files wexe
used to select a sample of individuals zreceiving benefits from UI,
AFCC and WC; OASDI and VA records were sampled from national frames.
R sixth file, the IRS Individual Master File of taxpayers, was used to
select taxfilers reporting certain tyres of incore. Each
adrinistrative frame was not sampled in every State. Table 1 shous
the final sample sizes by State, PSU and administrative frare, along

with the county makeup of each PSU, and the number o¢f experienced
interviewexrs available.

Sampling Specificati

The Statistical Methods Division

defined the sample selection specifications for each participating
agency. Since records foxr the programs of interest are maintained at
both the fedexral and State level, HHS and Census staff contacted Key
personnel at federal and State sgencies to discuss access issues and
to assess the feasibility of isplementing Bureau of the Census
sampling procedures. Ultimately, because of the amount of woxk
requized to write State-specific and program-specific sampling
reguirements, SMD defined genersl sampling specifications wuwhich
reguized a systematic selection of sample pexsons geographically

(SMD) of the Bureau of the Census

dispersed thxoughout the participating counties. Agencies uwezre
requested toc describe the procedures actually implemented at the time
the sample 1listings were provided to Census. In seversl instances,
the creation of the sample universe file was more complicated than the
sanple selection itself. Descxibed belouw arxe the files used, theix
general content, a description of the sample universe for each progzanm
and the information actually received from the agencies.
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. Unemplovment Insuzance Sample

The £iles of Unemployment Insurance claimant records maintained by
State Employment Security Offices in Pennsylvania, Missouri and North
Cazxolina wexe used for selecting a sample of UI claimants. When a
uworker is separated from a job and is not immediately ze-employed,
hesshe may file an initial claim at a local claims office. After the
initial filing, an eligible claimant files a continued claim for each
week of unemployment. UI samples were draun from the 1list of
gontinued clajmanpts for the week of April 28 through May 2, 1980 in
each of the specified States. The number of UI continued claimants
fcxr each PSU is shoun in Table 1. Since States have differing
claimants systems, general procedures provided by SMD were used to
select these sarples. Each State was asked to select a systematic
sanple within each PSU, taking care <that sample persons uere
geographically dispersed thrxoughout the county.

The 1list of UI claimants sent to the Bureau of the Cenus was to
centain the following information: State nare, PSU number, claimant's
nare, social security number, current living address, age, sex, race.,
and amount and duration of weekly benefits. The initial submissions
- fxrom the UI data files included only the nurxbexr and amounts of each
payment received in April, May and June, 1980. RAn additional xegquest
was later made by the Census Bureau to obtain the information for
January, February and March and to include the date each payment was
mailed. North Carolina and Missouri wanted formal letters of rzequest
fox the information and copies of all previous corzespondence. A
guery of the Missouri data files recoxd layout revealed a difference
betueen wuhat was requested and the data actually available. The dats
item most like "Date Payment Was Mailed" is the "Process Date"--the
date the check was processed by the agency. This should not vaxy moze
than 2-3 days frxom the mailing date. In addition, the zequest fox
cuzxzent lay-off data was clarified; it was important <to distinguish

betueen current and past lay-off dates as people are periodically laid
off from jobs.

Aid to Families With Dependent Children

The April 1980 payment file of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) assistance groups maintained by the Welfare Director of each
State agency--Pennsylvania, Noxth Carolina, Wisconsin and California--
was used for selecting a sample of persons receiving AFDC program
benefits. Since each State maintained a different AFDC record systenm,
genarxal proceduzes provided by SMD wexe used to select these samples.
A systematic sample was selected within each PSU, again with the
caution that sample persons were geographically dispersed throughout
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the county -(TIable 1 shous the number of sample persons within each
PSU).

The AFDC sample file sent to the Bureau of the Census was to provide
the following information foxr each sample pexson: name, social
security numbez, number of persons in assistance group, maximum AFDC
grant, amount of AFDC grant, amount of payments in excess of the
maximum AFDC grant, amount of AFDC reduction, race, and sex. Again it
was necessary to regquest further information £rxom several of the
paxrticipating agencies: Pennsylvania, North Caxolina, and California.

Woxkers' Compensation Sample

A small sample of persons receiving payments for wages lost due to
job-related injuries was selected £fxom the Buzeau of Workezs'
Corpensation <files maintained by the Pennsylvania Deparxtment of Labor
and Industry and the Lepartrent of Industry, Labor and Huran Relations
of Wisconsin. As in other State agency-selected samples, sample
pexrsons were to ke gecgraphically dispersed wuwithin each designated
county; in addition, the sample was selected to avoid having a nurbex
of pezrsons with similar characteristics (i.e.; date of first payment,
age, xace or sex). The listing of sample persons submitted by each
State agency to the Bureau of the Census contained the State name, PSU
nunbex, county name, claimant's name, social security number, and
current living address. Recipients from the Wisconsin £frame began
receiving payments no earxlier than May, therefore payments were
zecorded only for the last month of the reference period. Table 1
shous the number of the Workexrs' Compensation Cases for each PSU.

To investigate  the guality of survey-reported data; it was necessary
to request, in addition, the number and amounts of payments zeceived
by persons on the Pennsylvania sample list for the months of April,
May and June, 1980. Pennsylvania, in turn, asked for a formal letter
explaining the need for additional information and a copy of all
previous corxrespondence, including the sample listing.

01d Age, Suzvivors and Disability Insuzance Sample

The 0l1d Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) sample was
selected from the Master Beneficiaxry Record (MBR) of the Social
Security Administration (SSA) by SSA staff in Baltimoze, Maxyland.
The MBR is an administrative system which maintains data on benefit
amounts, payment history, pertinent demographic characteristics, and
other information needed to administer the OASDI program.

Prior to sarple selection, a universe file uas created that conteiped
all individuals with an ISDP PSU mailing address uho uwere <xeceiving
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OASDI as of Maxch 20, 1980, except for: eligible spouses receiving
OASDI in 1980 (this helped to reduce multiple chances for selection of
these households), adult zecipients with representative payees 8/;
childxen under 18 years of age with a representative payee othex than
a parent living at the same address; institutionalized persons; and
OASDI recipients in terminated, suspended, or deferred pay status.

A record uwas transferred £rxom the MBR file for each pexson in this
universe, containing the £ollowing information: PSU, age, zace,
sccial security number, =recipient name, representative payee £flag,
custcdy ccde, recipient street address., and State and County. This
sub-file of individuals was then sorted by PSU, by race (uwhite; black;
other; unknoun), and by five age categories: (less than 18 years; 18-

34 years; 35-49 years; 50-64 years, and 65 years and older). A

systematic sample was then selected from this sampling universe and
the information transmitted to the Bureau of the Census for

interviewing purposes (see Table 1 for the numbexr of OASDI sample
persons in each PSU).

In Septerzber, the Bureau of the Census rxequested further information
for the data validation project and was asked to send a formal lettex
identifying the additional information needed. Clarification of the

OASDI data file layout was necessary to update data items which did
not match the initial regquest:

. Amount and nurbexr of payments: OASDI can furnish the
amount paid for each month rather than the actual amount
paid jin each month, since benefits may have been withheld
during the month in question because of previous overx-
payment(s). In pexhaps 10% of cases the amount a perscn

should have xeceived is reported =rather than the amount
actually received.

. Medicare coverage: This item, obtainable only for disabled
primary beneficiaries or their widows and children, vyields
the date of eligibility to the program, not usage.

. Faxt B premiums paid by a local welfare office:
Information is available for Part B premiums paid by "3rd
parties.” Local welfare agencies are a subset of these.

. Whether ox not benefits were reduced because of earnings:
The accepted terminclogy for this is "partial payments,”

with the category ™reduced benefits™ implying a totally
diffexent concept.
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Veterans Administration Sample

The Veterans Administration sample was selected from twenty PSUs in
four States (Table 1) by VA staff during a zroutine updating of the
April, 1980, VA Compensation and Pension File (C € P File) national
master file 9/. This file contains recorxds of benefits provided as
disability corpensation, dependency and indemnity compensation,
disability pension, death pension, oxr burial allowance.

Due to time constraints, a simplified sampling procedure was used by
the VA. No preliminary file soxting was performed; although only
records zrepresenting payrents <to individuals within households weze
used, these were sampled dizectly from the C £ P File. The £ile is
ordered by the last tuo digits of the VA case number which the VA

raintains is essentially unrelated to the chazacteristics of the
zecipients.

Since the PSUs wuwere not designated within the C € P file, they were
identified by the Statistical Methods Division £from a 1list of =2ip
codes for the counties composing the PSU. These had been manually
oktained from United States Postal Serxvice publications and were not
necessarily ccmplete. Erronecus zip codes leading to the selection of
addresses from the wrong PSU and addresses, such as the recipient's
bank, zrather than househcld, uwexe expected, thus the VA was asked to
provide tuice the desired number of names and addresses fxom each PSU.
The Field Division of the Bureau of the Census was instzucted to
contact a targeted number of addresses in the ordex of selection by
the VA: the remaining names constituted a supplemental list to replace
any of the first list that were not househoclds in that PSU. The 100
rercent oversarple was overly cautious; in retrxospect, 25 percent
above the target would have been sufficient.

The VA-extracted file given to Census contained the £ollowing
information: VA file numbexr, claimant name, sex, marital status,
percent disability, total number of dependents, effective date of
original awaxd, number of payments for months of Januazy through June
1980, amount and type of special payment, and amount and type of
recurring benefit. '

Additional adrinistrative information reguested at a later date by HHS
and the Bureau of the Census included: number of payments zeceived in
the first six months of 1980, gross and net amounts of those payments,
the length of time recipient has zreceived VA payments (i.e., date
payments began), ¢type of zecipient, number of people covered by the
payment (and names, if possible), benefit type: compensation oz
pension, payments made undexr the G.I. bill, oxr £or G.I. life




insurance, amd the basic payment amount as well as any allowances,
special payments, or amounts given individually and not aggregated.

The edninistrative data were supplied by VA after receipt of a formal
letter enclosing prior correspondence concerning the confidentiality
issue as well as the VA sample listing. Some items requested that
differed from what was actually supplied included:

. Number of persons covered by payment and their names:
While the number of persons covered is available in all
cases, names cannot be provided for all those covered. A
"stub nare"™ which contains the first initial of the first
and second names and the first five letters of the last
nare of the primary beneficiary and possibly the spouse and
children, has recently been added to the VA layout; it may
nct be part of all recorxds.

. Sex: Since the VA assumes all veterans to be male and
spouses to be female, inaccurate information may be
provided foxr this item. Rlso, VA has discontinued
allocating a sex code for childzen.

. Mazital status: The closest item +to this is the VA
"Derendency” code which provides the person's <relationship
to the primaxy beneficiazy.

U] Basic payments in addition to any allouances, special

only additional amount VA could provide on an "individual"™
level would be an annual clothing allowance.

L4 Payments made under the GI Bill: VA maintains three basic
files, the Compensation and Pension File, which was sampled
for the study, an education file and a Chapter 31 file fox
seriously disabled veterans zreceiving both compensation
and/oxr pension and education benefits. Since a separate
operation would be needed to provide the information Zfrzom
the education file, this item was not pursued.

. Payments £for GI Life Insurance: Although this data is
maintained on a fourth VA file, the information wuas
available thxough the C € P file since most veterans have
life insurance payments deducted £from theizx compensation
and/oxr pension payment.

-14-

paysments, amounts given individually, not aggregated: The l




The souzxce of the IRS sample of 800 cases was the 1978 Internal
Revenue Sexvice Individual Master File (IMF) records for the five
participating States. The IMF is a record of selected income and tax
information from all Individual 1Income Tax =zeturns pertaining to
wages, dividend and interest incore, taxes paid, exemptions and the
tax identification record. Amended and audited returns are maintained
in separate modules. Selection was made from income tax returns of
primary taxfilers whose filing addresses wexe in the designated PSUs
and wuwhcse social security numbexr ending digits fell within the 1979
Statistics of Income (SOI) sample. A subset of the cases uwere draun
from returns which wexe also contained within SSA's Continucus Work
History Sample. A double sampling approach was used for the selection
of IRS Form=-1040 and 1040A series retuzns in this file.
Stratificaticn by tyre of xeturn (business or non-business) and the
amount of adjusted gross income (AGI) took place prior to initial
selecticon based on the terminal digits of the primary tax-filer's
sccial security number. From this, a systematic subsample wuas
selected from each of the strata by Bureau of the Census staff.

Identification of priraxy taxpayers was wmnade, and household

informaticn was transmitted for transcription to the control cazxds.

This sanmpling procedure was based on a proposal by Fritz Scheuren cf

the Intexnal Revenue Sexvice to provide for a largexr than proportional

allccaticn of high income and self-employed returns. Table 1 presents

the nuzbex of rersons selected from the IRS file.
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Chaptexr III

Field Procedures and Data Collection

To evaluate the effectiveness of the ISDP questionnaize, the Special
Frames Study zeplicated many of the field procedures of the 1979  ISDP
Banel. The specialized natuze o¢f the sample and the study led.
houever, to sore differences in interviewer procedures. This chapterx
will delineate similarities and differences.

Authority and Confidentialil

The Special Frares Study, as all ISDP field activities, was cenducted
undex the authority of Title 42, Section 1310 and Title 13, Section
182 of the United States Code. All data collected are held
confidential by lauw (Title 13, U.S.C.). Identifiable data can be seen
only by suorn agents of the Bureau of the Census engaged in the
analysis of the survey data and cannot be disclosed or released to
othexrs for any purpose. '

The gquestionnaire (ISDP-7101) was very similar to the ISDP-101A used
in Wave 1 of the 1979 ISDP Reseszch Panel [52]. Minor changes uere
made to update the ISDF-101A to the 1980 intervieu period, and to test
revisions in areas of employment. Veterans Administzation income., food
stanp recipiency and asset incose amounts. The Income Source Sumpary
(ISS:1SDP-7103) uas identical to that used in the 1979 Panel 10-/.

Intezvi Izaini

The availability of experienced ISDP intexviewezrs and supervisors
played a zole in the selection of the participating States. The
"refresher™ training, uwhich focused on the differences betueen the
1979 ISDP Panel and the Special Frames Study, uas conducted in the
Regional Offices with jurisdiction over the respective paxticipating
States. The Special Surveys Branch, Demographic Surveys Division of
the Buzeau of the Census, provided a verbatim trxaining guide.

Covered in the tuo-day sessions were basic changes betueen the 1979
ISDP Panel and the Special Frames Study with zespect to <zespondent
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rules, movexr zrules and interviewing procedures. Since interviewing
procedures differed for the months of July and August, each period was

handled sepazately by the trainezs.

A major distinction betueen the Special Frames Study and othez ISDP
field activities was that the entize Special Frames sample

was a
pexsoh sasple rather than an address sarple.

Foxr each person sampled,
the intezvieuers uere given a contzol caxd containing the sanple

pexson's narze and address. Intexvieuers uere instructed to lccate the
sarple person and interview all individuals, 16 yeaxrs old or older
(uho uweze physically and mentally competent) currently living in the
sarple pexrson's household. If the sample person was under 16 years of
age, hesshe uas not intexviewed, but all other eligible memkexrs cf the
household were asked to respond. Proxy respondents were used when an
eligibkle person was physically or mentally incompetent, or was absent
at the tire of the interxview. This included pexsons who had been
housahzsld merkers at any time duzing the 3-month reference pexicd.
Childzen's incoze itemrs uwere tc be ansuered by a Kknouledgable
household mexzker who was 16 years ox clder, preferably a parent,
guazdian, or the adult responsible for <the child. These practices
coxxespond to "usual™ respondent zxules; that is, self-respondent
intervieus uere conducted with all eligible household members present
at the tire of the initial contact, and a proxy intervieuw accepted for

any housahold member 16 years ox oldex (including the sample person)
not present at that tinze.

study was to be classified as an intexview or nonintexview by the
intervieuwer. The distinction in definition betueen this study and
earlier field activities was minor. As before, if an intezvieuw wuas
obtained for any eligible household membez, the unit uwas classified as
an interviewed household. Household noninterviews uere defined as one
of tuo types. Type A or Type C, while Type Z nonintezvieus zeferzed to
. parsonsg in participsting households uwho refused to cooperate or uere

absent and no othex zembezr of the househcld felt able toc respond on
his/her behalf.

Type A noninterview households were, as in the 1979 Research Fanel,
entize households which refused to be interviewed oz could not be
contacted. Detexmination of Type C nonintezvieuw status uas on the
basis of whether oz not a sample person was a membex of the household
at the time of the intexvieuw. Type C was assigned to the household if
the sanple person had moved moze than 50 siles from any Special Frames
PSU in the State oz had moved oyt of the State in which hesshe uas

originally identified as living, was in the militazy and living in
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Azmed Foxces. bazracks, was institutionalized, deceased, oz had earlier
pazticipateéd in the ISDP. A Type 2 noninterview status indicated
that othex mezbers of a household had been interviewed, but that a 16+

zepxber of the household had not, nor could a proxy intervieu be
obtained.

The July and August interviewing proceduzes differed so that in August
a coxparison could be made between the households selected fzom the
IRS {file and their replacement househclds at the sanpled address if
the oziginal sample pezson had moved.

In July, intexviewers determined whether the sample person lived at
the original househcld address obtained frem administrative recorxds.
If so, all eligible persons living in the household uere interviewed.
If not, no intervieus were conducted at that addzess; the intexvieuer
would tzy to obtain the sample person's curzent household address and
all those eligible at the sample pexson's cuzrent address uwould be
intervieuwed.

Each household visited in August was the source of a certain amount of
economic and demogzaphic information uhether cz not the sample pezson
lived in the household. Information collected at households from
which the sample perxson had moved uas then compazed to corzesponding
information <collected at the sanmple person’'s current household
address. The interviewer did not ask if the samzple person 1lived in
the household. This information uwas obtained in the couxse of the
intezview, as the household roster was completed by the intexvieuwer.
A "check itea" on the control caxd identified whether or not the
sample person's name was listed on the household zostex. If the naze
was listed, the contreol card uwas completed and all eligible pexrsons
living theze interxviewed. If the sample person's name did not aprear
on the household rcster at the original address enterxed on the contzol
card, the interzviewer completed the entize contzol carxd, ended the
intezvieu and determined the sample person's current household
addzess.

In both July and August, rules for following sample persons and their
households who were no longer at the sample address did not diffex
from previous ISDP field work. Interviewers were instructed to follow
only the sample person of a househocld who had wmoved frxoa his/hex
oxiginal aeddzess. 1If the mover was within 50 miles of the PSU in the
State in which the oxiginal address was listed, the person uas
followed either by the intezviewexr to whom first assigned, ox by an
intezvieuez uhose sssignment ares uas closexr to the neu addzess.
Sazple pezsons moving f£rom one Special Frames PSU to another in the
same State were alsoc folloued. Sarple persons who had soved out of
the State in uwhich they were originally listed wexe classified as a
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Iype C nonintervieuw. Other sample persons not followed wuwere those
institutionalized, militaxy personnel living in Azmed Forces Barracks.
those no longer living in the United States and those who had died.

An asttespt was made to obtain a new address for Iype C nonintervieuws,
but no further contact was required.

Several souxces contributed to a better undexstanding of the problems
~of locating sarple persons; these uere the ISDP-167, Name snd Address
Correction Reguest Card, sent to U.S. Postal Service Office for the
sarple address (also called Advance Post O0Office Check--APOC); the
ISDP-7102 and 7102A, July and August Control Cards: and the ISDP-7111,
Srecial Frazes Study Questionnaire foxr Sample Pexson Address Location
Problers, to be discussed belouw. Each of these forms was unigue to the
Srecial Frarmes Study and (except for the Contxol Cards) intended to
provide a more thorough examination of household mover rates. The
ISDP-7111 was to ke filled out if the sample person had wmoved fzox
his/hex original address whether or not the interxvieuer completed the
seaxch foxr the sarple person or the case uwas assigned to another
intezviewer. The form 1itself is a short guestionnaire designed to
descrite the major protlers encountered while trying to locate pexsons
and households selected into the Special Frames Study sample. It
obtains infocrmation about original  households, any fo0llow-up
information the interviewer may have <received, the source of the
informzation and the final outcose of the sesxch. The data collected
were intended to help undexrstand the problems associated with hard-to-
locate and incorrect addresses obtained from administrative files.

Survey of Self-Emplovrent Income

As an additional methodological test in the measurement of nonfarm
self-erployrent incoze, interviewers were instructed to obtain wmore
detailed inforxration £rom <respondents uho identified themselves as
having such inccme. The additional guestions were contained on the
Survey of Self-Employment Inccse (ISDP Foxz-7107); one guestionnaire
was to be completed for each business ox professional practice ouned.
The form used was similar to the one used in the 1979 Reseaxch Panel;
it was designed to collect detailed income-xelated information £ox
each nonfarm business oxr professional practice. Intervieuers were
instructed to ask if a person so identified would be able to conmplete
a self-employment foxm uwhile the intervieuer waited. If the foxm
could be completed within 15 minutes, it was then tzansnitted to the
regional office with other materials obtained. If it could not be
quickly completed, a preaddzessed stamped envelope was left with the

form to be completed by the zespondent and returned to the Bureau of
the Census.
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The household's contzol card indicated whether the self-enployzent
fozn was left behind for completion after the interview. Upon zeceipt
of the contzol card at the zxegional office, this information was
transczibed to an ISDP-7109, Regional Office Contzol Fora (see
Appendix), in oxder to keep a record of the number and source of self-
employment forzs expected. The interviewer was instructed by zegional
office staff to telephcne any zxespondent who had not zeturned the
self-erployrent gquestionnaire within 10 days of its zeceipt, unless
the person had cleszly refused to complete the form. Blank ISDP-7107s
were supplied to interviewezs who uwere =zequized to make telephone
followups. These were to be completed and transmitted to the zegional

office within five working days of the interviewer's notification fzom
regional ocffice staff to call the zespondent.

In orxder to assess the quality of the interxviewer tzaining snd the in-
tervieu process, ISDP personnel spent several days in the zegional
offices uhich administered the Srecial Frames Study, to observe and

corrent on areas where improvement could be made in Zfutuze data
collecticn activities.

In Noxth Caroclina the interxvieuers uwere particularly concezned about
the age of the addresses from the list frames and possible location
problens. They zreported that 1local post offices are not sluays
cooperative in providing them with new addresses for movers, although
contacts thrxough the zegional cffice do bring a rzesponse.

Observers uwere, overall, impressed with the gquality of the intervieuw
process and the ability and willingness of the interzviewers to pzche
for ansuers, particularly income amounts, uwhen zrespondents uwerze
hesitant to reply. It was noted that some intervieuers uere less

reluctant about asking £foxr sensitive infoxmation uhen they do not
expect to return to the same household asgain.

Accuracy of addresses and sample persons' names received varying
comrents within the same PSU--one observer noting a number of
misspellings which were suwkwazd in the £ield and another, a week
latex, stating satisfaction in this respect. Several observers uere
inpressed with the cooperation displayed by the respondents, even
though a number of intexvieuwed households confused this survey wuith

the decennial census and felt they had alzeady ansuered the Census
guestions.

An IRS frame obserxvation mentioned the need to include a.cttegozy fozx
soney pmarket funds ss a source of income. In the lou 1ngon¢ ruzal
counties of Noxth Caxolina, howevezr, it seemed ss inappzopriate to ask
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the recipients questions concerning stocks, bonds, certificates of

deposits, etc., as it uass to ask welfare questions in affluent areas
where the household income is zeported as "DK" oz "Ref".

Additionally, in the ruzal azeas, confusion azose over the distinction
betuween a fazm business and a nonfarm business.




Chaptez IV

Analysis of Data

The primazy £ocus of the Special Frames Study was to understand moze
fully the inhezent difficulty in the use of adrministzative recorxds fcor
sarpling frames. As Stated previously, three major guestions uere to
be addressed--the selection of samples frxom administrzative 1lists of
Frogzraxz participants, the difficulty in locating respondents from the
addresses surrlied Lty the program frames and the efficiency of the
gquesticnnaire design in identifying program participants, theirx
reported benefits and income by compariscn with administrative
reccrds. Anotherx questionnaire design issue focused on the
feasibility and practicality of an alternative means of collecting
self-erployrent incore. This chaptexr will 1lock at the information

obtained in the July-RAugust intexvieu period to see what ansuers can
be provided.

Two apprcaches were taken to addzess the issue of feasibility of
selecting a sample from 1lists of program paxticipants; the £first
considered the credence that could be placed in the address of the
sarple person as found in the adrministzative =zecord systen. The
Advance Post Office Check (APOC), the Location of Addzess Form (ISDP-
7111) and the movexr rates were used for this analysis. An additicnal
questicn concezned the addresses supplied by the 1978 1IRS
administrative recoxds, and asked whether the age of the IRS addrzesses
can creste a bias when the persons at the address no longer include
the sample person. To look into this question, basic demogzaphic and
econonic data were collected from household membexrs cyrzently living
at the sarpled address and compaxed with demographic snd economic data
collected frzom the sample pexson at his/her cuzzent address.

Advance Post Office Check (APOC)

As noted easrlier, the Special Frames Study interviewers uere to locate
the person selected into the sample fzom administzative recoxds uwhich
were, for the most part, fzom one to three months old at the time of
the intexvieuw. The IRS file contained addresses almost tuo years old
at the time of sample selection. In an attespt to assuze that
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accuzate addresses were available, the ISDP-167 uas designed to
zequest canfirmation from Post Offices of the address listed, or that

the name oz address be corzected accozding to the recozds maintained
at that office.

The Statistical Methods Division (SMD) of the Bureau of the Census was
assisted by the Bureau's Data Preparation Division (DPD) in
preparation of materials for the Special Frames Study. When DFD
zeceived the sampling list £rom SMD, DPD <transcribed the control
nurbexr, name and address for each sample unit frxom the list to Sectiocn
2 of the APOC cazxd (Form ISDP-167). Using the most zecent Zip Code
Directozry, DPD staff detexmined the Post Office for each APOC Card and
batched cards going to the same Post Office. A Trxansmittal Form uas
prerared for each Post Office zreceiving APOC cards, with copies
zetained fcx SMD and DPD files. Contzol cards (Form ISDP-7102 oz
7102A) uwexe prerazed £foxr each sample person according to the SMD
protocol and were mailed to the appropriate Regional Offices. A delay
in tzanszission of the sample lists for the Pennsylvania Unemployzent
Insuzance sarple and the Wisconsin Workers' Compensation sazple made
it impossible to include these in the APOC, louwering the nuzber of
carxds actually sent fzom the Bureau of the Census to the Post Offices.
Changes received frxom Post Offices by the Demographic Surveys Division
(DSD) wexe eithez corrected by them or communicated to Regional Office
Staif so that control cards could be corzected.

The proceduze for the APOC and control cards for the August intexview
of IRS participants uas essentially the same as foxr the July
intezvieuw. APOC cards werze mailed to the Post Offices by the thirzd
week of May for the July interviews, and by the third ueek of June fox
August interxvieus. - Sample addresses sasnd contzxol numbers uere
scheduvled fox trzanscription to control cazds thzee uweeks later;
contzol cards uwere then sent to the Regional Offices.

Actual sample sizes indicate 1,882 sanple persons were selected (Table
1). A xeview of the 1,762 APOC cards--less the 120 frxom Pennsylvania
UI and Wisconsin WC samples--sent to the Post Offices for verification
or correction, shouwed that 1,619 uwere xeturned fox a zreturn zxate of

about 92%. Table 1IV-1 provides zetuzn zates by State and by
adninistrative sampling frame. .

The zeturn =zate is only an indicstion of the extent to which Post
Offices cooperated with the Bureau of the Census; as will be noted
later, the zetuzn of Foxm ISDP-167 did not necessarily sean that the
correct sddzess was now available for the intervieuwer nozx <that the
sazple person could be xeadily located. The zeturn zates vazy little
by State, 89X for Wisconsin to 94~ for Pennsylvanis; s somewhat laxgex
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variation is obserxved by comparing the retuzn rates among the various
sampling frames--83% for AFDC to 95% for VA.

Exasination of the zreturned APOC carxds revealed nine =response
categozies: narze and address correct, name incorrects/changed, address
incorzects/changed,

address incoxplete, person moved, address unknoun,
no change order on file, business address, person deceased. 0f these.,
"person moved," "address unknoun" and "no change oxder on file" were
ccllapsed into the classification "moved.”™ Thzee othez categories--
"nare incorrects/changed,™ Maddress incorrect/changed” and "address
inccrplete” were collapsed into the "namesaddress incorrect™ category.
Table IV-2 shous the results of classifying retuzrned cards in the five

categories: addzess correct, address incorrect, moved, business
address, deceased.

Aprroximately eight pexcent of the cards uere not returned. 0f the
1,619 carxds zeturned by the Postal Serxvice, 1,334 wuweze correct as
addressed--this represented 76% of the total cards mailed or 82% of
the cards retuzned. Addresses cited as incorrect by the Postal
Service--130--uwere 7% of the 1,762 caxds mailed, 8% of the returned
cards. Slightly more cards--14S--uere identified as "moved, "
comprising 8% of the total APOC cards mailed (9% of the returned APODC
cards). O0f the 275 cards which uwere =retuzned with notations of
incorzect, inaccuzate, moved, etc., 221 contained updated inforration,
which increased the total nuster of correct oxr corrected hcme
addresses to 1,585 (96% of the returned caxds or 88% of the total
cards mailed). Less than one percent of the addresses <froa

administrative sampling frares were identified as a business address
or as sanmple person deceased.

Sarple Pexson Address Location Problens

The Questionnaire fozr Sample Person Address Location Problems (Form
ISCP-7111) was intended to descrile problems encountered in locating
the sample pezson's current household address. Information was
collected on ozxiginal households, any follow-up information the
intexrviewer may have received, where the information was obtained, and
the final outcore of the seazch. A total of 317 1ISDP-7111s ueze
received by the Bureau of the Census (17X of the 1,882 cases). The
nunbezr of ISDP-7111s £filed was low relative to the actual number of
problem addresses in the Special Frames Study. This was due to the
various interxpretations given to the purpose of the forxa by the
interviewers. O0f the 317 ISDP-7111s, 46X wexe frxom the IRS frame, 18%

fxrom AFDC, 14X from the VA frame, 11X from the OASDI frame, 8X £fzoas
the UI frame and 4x from the WC frame.
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A frequency " count of the categories from items 7-16 of the ISDP-7111
can be found in R. Cavanaugh [10]. Rather than zepeat the
comprehensive tables prepared, only a summary of the zesults will be
pxesented here. Tables IV-3 and IV-4 show the final outcome of the

seaxch £for the sample person's current household addzess by frame and
then by State.

Cf the 317 ISDP-7111s filed, the majority of initial addzesses (61%)
wezxe occupied residential units. Twenty-two pexcent of the ISDP-7111s
were filed because the address on the control card was that of an
occupied business establishment--three-fourths of <these uexe North
Carolina Post O0ffice addresses or box numbezs. At the original
zesidential addresses., 62% of the occupants said they uere either
friends, zelatives, ox Kneu the sample person; 30X reported they did
not knouw the sample person. Within each frame, with the exception of
the WC frare, moze than 60% of occupants uere friends, relatives or
acguaintances of the sarple person. The majority of occupants (57%)
of the original WC addzesses fox which ISDP 7111s uweze filed zeported
that they did not Know the sample person (10].

In 255 cases, interviewers responded to the ISDP-7111 item which asked
whether a sarple person's new household addzess uas obtained at the
oxiginal sample address. Ovezall, in 42X of these cases, the sazple
rerson's new household address was obtained at the the oxiginal sanmple
address. In fouxr of the five States, a neu household address was pot
obtained at the original sample address for more than one-half of the
cases reported. In North Carxolina, houever, with its many post office
related addrzesses, slightly moxe than 850% of neuw. addresses uere
cbtained at the oxiginal sample address. 0f the 103 cases where a neu
household addzess was obtained at the original address., 78% ueze valid
addresses; houwever, in 13% of the cases, the sample person did not
live at the address obtained. The validity of the addresses obtained
in the zemaining 9% was not certain, ss these cases uwere designated
Iype A oxr Tyre C nonintexvieus.

In 232 cases, intervieuers recorded they tried to obtain information
about the sample person at a place othexr than the original address;
this was successful in 70X of these cases. Places wmost often
contacted included the post office, the telephone <company oz

dizectozy, and fxiends, zelatives ox others uho kneu the sample
pexrson.

In the 71 cases uhere the intervieuer was unable to obtain information
somewhexe othexr than the original address, 42X were classified as Type
A or Iype C nonintexvieus. Anothexr 44X shouwed that a place uas
contacted but information leading to the sample pezson's corxect
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household address could not be obtained; in the remaining 14%, some
other, or no reason, was given foxr the lack of inforzation.

By the end of the Special Frazes Study, slightly less than 60% of the
317 original sample persons' addresses for which ISDP-7111s uwerze filed
had been 1located and interviews conducted, 17% were not able to be
located, 6% were Type A noninterviews and 17% were TIype C
nonintexvieus. The Iype C noninterview rate appears overly high; this
is attributed to the 41 cases (out of 53) where the sample person had
moved mcre than 50 miles from @ Special Fzames PSU. A lazge scale
national suzvey would have many moxre PSUs, thezefore the Type C zrate
is not indicative of what would be achieved in a national survey.
Tables IV-5 and IV-6 shouw the final outcome of the search £for the
sarple persons' current households by frame and then by State.

In interpreting perxcentages in these tables, careful attention should
be given to the numbtexr of cases on which they are based. For exanmple,
there were only 13 WC cases foxr which ISDP-7111s uere completed, and
only 22 cases in the State of Missouri. It dces appear, houever, that
cases from the oldexr 1IRS {frame uwere as likely to be located and
interviewed as uwere those from all othexr frames combined: uwhen

aggregated, 58% of program frame cases and 60X of IRS ones uwere
intexviewed.

The average time an interviewer spent in trxying to find an ISDP-7111
case was one houzr, seven minutes. Most time was consumed looking fox
the UI recipients--an average of one houx, Zfifty-five wminutes.
Average tire looking for the AFDC cases for which an ISDP-7111 had
been filed was one houz, fifteen minutes; for a WC case one hour., four
minutes; for an IRS sample perscn address, one hour; OASDI and VA

cases averaged fifty-nine and fifty-six minutes, respectively, to
locate.

While attempting to zxeconcile base £figures from the Bureasu of the
Census reports (which analysed aspects of the Special Frames Study as
discrete entities (4 = 10)), gquestions arose concezxning the flow of
the prccess from the APCC to the interview stage and £iling of the
ISDP-7111s. To clarify discrepancies, a match was made of the control
cards, the APOC cards and the ISDP-7111s for two States: Pennsylvania
and North Cazolina. Pennsylvania was the only State in which all six
fraves were interviewed, although APOC cards uweze not masiled for the
UI sample. North Carolina was chosen for furthex exploration because
of the relatively laxge number of ISDP-7111s retuxned.

Cazeful zeview of the matched contzol cards, APOC caszxds and the ISDP-

7111s for the tuo States resulted in defining a "Not Readily Located"™
(NRL) zate for cases in the Special Frames Study. The concept of "Not
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Readily Located™ arose because it became clear that the filing of an
ISDP-7111 -indicated not only that the sample person had soved, but
slso that nuzerous sarple persons had a mailing addzess consisting of
a rxoute number or Post Office box number. Furthermoze, in Noezth
Cazolina, 59 of 250 APOC cazxds tallied as "address correct" zequized o
seaxrch - for the sample pexson--with minimal assistance from
Pcstzxastezrs, who in most instances, gave only the azea or zxzocad on
which the household pay have been 1located, leaving it up to the
intexvieuer's ingenuity (and sore tzusting neighbors) to locate the
sarple pexson's household address. To fuzrther cloud the issue,
control cards shouwed indications that 47 sample pezrsons had nmoved,
while the APOC retuzn rate shous only tuc movers for North Cazolina.
The Postal Serxvice did, houever, supply corzected addresses for 40 of
the 41 APOC cards that uere tallied in the "incorzect" category. Four

addzresses are listed as business addresses on the control cards, APCC
disclosed one of these.

Use of <the 1ISCP-7111 uas egquivocal; Pennsylvania intexvieuers filed
slightly fewexr than appeared necessary from the matching of contzol
cards, APOC cards and ISDP-7111s. This Staterent stands despite the
fact that in one PSU, nine out of thizteen ISDP-7111s which had been
filed =matched with AFOC cards returned unmarked from the Post 0ffice;
these had been interpreted as "address corzect." (reasonably enough,
upon scrutiny of the directions on the APOC caxd). Thus, this was no
sizple process of the Postal Sexvice providing addresses which ueze
then easily located by intexviewezs. Also, ISDP-7111s uexe not aluays
£iled when persons at the initial addzess uwere able to give an address
for the sanple person that uas readily located by the intexvieuex.

Cross-matching of the foxms £foxr Pennsylvania and North Caxolina
produced comparable figures to those called "™Mover Rates™ in (5];
houever, uwe included all contzol numbezs wuhexe the sazple person uas
difficult to locate from the address supplied fxos the list frase--as
shoun by an APOC designation of moved, incozzect, business, oz
deceased: by filing of an ISDP-7111 ox from notations on the contzol
caxd. These axe the £figures defined as "Not Readily Located (NRL)
Rates;™ they are presented in Table IV-7. The dats show that U425 of
the 1,882 sample persons (23%X) presented some problem foxr the
intervieuezrs, with a NRL/State woxkload range of 12X - 37X duxing July
and August, giving an average zxange by State of 17X - 28.
Pennsylvania's administzative list frames provided addresses that uerxe
most accurate snd up-to-date, with a NRL/ State Workload xate of 16.5%
for the tuo-month periocd. The highest NRL zate occurrzed in the August
intexview foxr the IRS sample in Wisconsin, wheze moxe than one-third
(37X) of the uworkload uwas identified as presenting difficulty in
locating the sample person. This brought the total zate for Wisconsin
to 28X, virtually the same as that of Cslifornia--a <rate that uss
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I

consistent for the California IRS sample (with addresses that were up

to tuwo yeazxs old at the time of interview) and all its other

administrative frames. IRS and AFDC frames were highest in NRL

rating, around 26%; the NRL/State workload range when all frames arxe
considered uas 4% - 26%X. The IRS NRL/State range by States uwas 22X -
37%, with Missouzi and North Cazolina each showing 25% of the workload
to be not readily 1located. Further information would be needed to
explaxn the high NRL'xaxc ioz_jns 1m.Hxsconsxn. f’

tam

Lfliensahn]d Hnn:ntlxnaln BISES

Households occupied by persons eligible for intexviews for which no
gquestionnaire was completed were categeorized as Type A noninterview
if: noc one wuwss found at home on repeated visits; all residents uezxe
temporazrily away duzing the interzview period; the zrespondent zefused
to give infezpation; the intervieuer was unahle to deterzine the neu
addzess of a househ&ld that had moved; the unit, though occupied,
could not ke resched because of impassable zvads; or a household could
not be interviewed due to @& serious 1illness or death. intezvieuw
status uas‘*applxed te a. household whezre the sample person-had: soved
more than 50-1:19!‘ f:cm “the PSU in the State “uheze hesshe uas
docurented as IXUIDQz'h‘d-h..ﬂ institutionalized: uss in the militazy.,
living in Azmed Forces barracks;: or was decessed.

Two hundzred £ifty-tuo households (13.4%) of the Special Frames Study

sarples of 1,882 were not intervieued; the rates by State and Frare, l

and zreasons £for nonintervieuw, are presented in Tables IV-8, IV-9 and
IV-10. As seen in Table IV-8, California had the highest zate of
noninterviews, approximately 20%x of its workload for the tuwo-month
period, almost tuice that of the other four states, whose avexage rate
for the study zxanged £rxom 9% to 11X of the workload. Pennsylvania
shoued the greatest variation betueen the months, with its combined
Type A and Type C nonintexview rate fcxr July half that of August.
North Carclina zrecipients uere most responsive, uwith the louest
nonintexvieu zate fox each month of the study.

In Tables IV-9 and IV-10, categories have been collapsed where numbers
were very low. Seventy-five (57%) of the Type A nonintervieus uere
classified as refusals. Fifty-two could not be located: 18 uere
temporarily absent or not at home and five were xated as other. os
the Tyre C nonintervieus, "moved mozxe than S50 miles oz out of State"
was the zxeason most often zxeported--57 of 102--(56X). Despite
directions in <the OASDI sampling specifications to screen fozx
institutionalized zecipients, slmost half of the nonintervieus for the
institutionalized cases aze from this frame. "Deceased™ was listed as
the zeason for eighteen Type C nonintervieus, six each from the 1IRS
frame and the OASDI frame. None of the Special Frames Study sasple
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Table IV-11: RS Household Noninterview Rates, by Adjusted Annual Income

Adjusted =" % Type A % Type C % Type A + Type C
Annual Income Frequency Frequency Frequency/$ in Stratum
TOTALS: 10. 4% 4.5% 14,9% :

(83) (36) (119/797)
Less than $50,000 6.8% 5.0% 11.8%

(27) (20) (47/398)
$50,000 - $99,000 13.6% 4,0% 17.5%

(27) (8) (35/199)
$100,000 + 14,5% 4,0% 18,5%

(29) (8) (37/200)
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pexsons were in the military, living in Armed Foxces Barracks; this
was collapsed into the "Type C othez” cell.

Four frames--AFDC, OASDI, VA and IRS--ranged within a percentage point
of one another, from 14X to 15%. UI and WC were substantially louwer
at 8x and 7%, zxespectively. The noninterview rate for the Special
Frames Study was 13% of the total workload, with the rate for the 1IRS
frame--and its older addresses--only slightly highex than that for all
other frarmes intexviewed (15% vs 12%). The difference betueen the

Tyre A and Type C noninterxvieus was much greatex for the IRS portion
cf the study.

In all, the 75 refusals constituted 29% of the 257 nonintervieus, but
83% of the 119 in the 1IRS {rame sample. To further investigate
pattexrns in the 1IRS frame sample, nonintervieuws were developed by
imcore stratum (adjusted annual income) 11/ in Tables IV-11 and IV-12.
Rgain, the small number of cases suggests caution in interpreting
these results, but nonintexview type aprpears to vary with income. In
the two highexr incorme strata, refusals are by far the dominant reason
(20 of 35 foxr the $50,000 to $99,999 income group and 22 of 37 for the
highest incore group. For IRS frare sample persons with less than
$50,000 in inccme, mobility appears the more dominant £actoxr (of 47
neninterviews, 15 had moved fzom the interviewing area and 14 could
not be located, suggesting, though not guaranteeing, that they had
roved). Only nine in the louest group refused, while only 16 of the

72 ncnintexviews in the two highest groups had moved ox were not
lecatable.

Self-Employment Income

The Self-employrent Income Questionnaire (ISDP-7107) uwas used in the
IRS interview in August to measure nonfarm self-employment income.
Interviewers obtained one foxm foxr each business or professional
practice owned by membexs of households in the Special Frames Study.
The procedure differed slightly from that used in the 1979 ISDP
Reseaxch Panel, in that, if possible, interviewers had the persons wha
zeported owning a nonfaxm business ox professional practice complete
the ISDP-7107 while the interviewer waited. I£f, howevexr, inforxmation
was not zeadily available, the form(s) and a preaddressed stamped
envelope uere left at the household to be completed and zxeturned to
the Buresu of the Census. Regional office staff recorded the number
of forms expected from the identified households on a Regional Office
Comtzol Fozm (ISDP-7109) and zeminded interviewers to check with the
zespondents who had not zeturned the ISDP-7107s within ten days. This
was an attempt to increase the numbex of forms retuzned in the "off-
line™ ox "dzop-off"™ phase of the 1979 Panel [50].
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l Table IV-13: Self-employment Income (SEI)‘Response

l State ‘ Sources of ISDP-7107s Usable

(# Households) SEI Returned Information

l TOTALS: 100% 57% 49%
(230). 245 140 119

l CA (68) 70 34 26

PA (66) 77 42 35
. NC (54) . . 60 43 , 37
WI (23) 23 13 13

' MO (19) 15 8 8

i
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i
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i
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Tuo hundred thirty households (29% of the IRS workload) uweze
identified as having one or more socurces of nonfarm self-employment
income; for a total of 245 business or professional practices which
required an ISDP-7107 to be filled out at the time of interview ox
left £for the respondent <to complete latexr and mail back to Census
(Table IV-13). O0f those households reporting more than one source of
seli-employment incore, seventeen reported tuo businesses or pro-
fessional practices, two reported three, four zreported £four sources
and one indicated five scurces of nonfarm incore. One hundred forty
ISDF-7107s uwere received in Washington; this represented 57% of the
identified bhusiness or professional practices, a higher return rate
than the aprroxirately 50% response rate £for the measuzement of
nonfaxy self-employment income which occurzed in the 1979 ISDP Panel.

0f rmajor concexn in this aspect of the Special Frames Study was the
estiration of net profit or loss for the April, May, June quarter.
This 1is obtained on the ISDP-7107 from information in gross receipts
(item u4), total expense (item 7), or net profit or loss (item 10). Of
the 140 returned fcrms, 119 hsad responses in one or more of these
three items, producing usable inforxmation for 9% of +the identified
sources of nonfarm self-employrent. Analysis was limited to producing
sirple descriptive statistics £2r each item; figures Zfrom the
Cavanaugh zreport [9) were modified after careful review of control

cards, the ISDP-7107s and the Regiznal Office contzol forms (ISDP-
7109).

Rerlacerent Housebz21ld gha;agtg;;sgigs

Five variables werxe used for ccrparing the households of sanmple
persons who had moved with the current occupants of the household at
the original sarple address: nousehold size, number in household
employed, household's monthly inccre. nuthker of income sources per
household and type of income souzces.

The brevity of the Cavanaugh report [6] on zeplacement household
characteristics led to a review of the information available on  the
contzol cards for the August IRS sample. Contzrol carxds fox
replacement households contained, in addition to the household roster,
responses to questions concerning wmonthly income of the household,
number of employed pexsons in the household and sources of incore for
all household merbers (see Figure 1 for Control Caxd Items 35, 36 and
37). At the original sample person households only the household
rostexr had been entered on the control caxds; zeplies to the other
items were recorded directly onto the gquestionnaires. At the time of
this review the gquestionnaires had been sent to storage in
Jeffersonville, Indiana and uwere not available. Thus,- household
size is the only variable for which a comparison can be made; foxr all

- -43-
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other variables, only frequency counts for replacement households arxe
presented.

One hundzred six (13%) of the 797 IRS cases were households where the

sanple person no longer <resided. Eighty-seven of the <replacement
households provided information beyond a household roster (11% of
797). Frequency counts of the characteristics of <zxeplacement

households axe found in Tables IV-14 thzough IV-19.

Thizty (28%) of the 106 sample person households that had moved uexe
designated as Type A or Type C nonintervieus, while only tuwelve (11%)
zeplacement households were unable to be interviewed (the noninterview
rate for the entixe IRS frame was 15%--see Tables 1IV-9 - 1IV-10).
Household rosters were cbhtained for seven replacement households uhezxe
further information was zrefused, accounting for the different
noninterview figures in Table IV-15 and Tables IV-16 - IV-19.

Twenty-four (23%) of the original sample persons lived in a two-person
househcld, rxoughly the sare as in the rxeplacement households (22 cases
= 21%). Houwever, three and four-person households were more common in
zeplacerent households than in original sample households.

The total monthly incore received by the household for the previous
month included money from wages and salaries, net businesses or farm
income, social security payments, interest, dividends, rent and all
other income received by members of the household (Table IV-16).

Total monthly income ranged below $1,999 for 41 (39%) of replacement
households uwhere income was reported. Only nine (8%) of the
replacexent households reported monthly income exceeding $4,000 fox
the previous month.

Forty-one (39%) =zxeplacement households reported one person employed,
eleven (10%) indicated no one in the household uas employed at a 3Jjob
or business during the May 1st through July 31st period (Table IV-17).

Item 37 (Figure 1) provided data for Tables IV-18 - IV-19 which shouw
how many and what types of income uwere reported by zxeplacement
households. A gquestionnaire weakness is evident hezxe: "Wages and
Salaries™ as an income source--other than from one's own business or
professional practice--was not identified; from the information on the
control caxds it is uncertain hou many of the relatively larxge numker
(26 = 25%) of households that had not indicated income from any of the
listed sources could have specified wages and salaries in the categoxy
"Some other types of income - specify"™ (income Key 8 in Table IV-19).




Table IV-14: Size of Households of IRS Sample Persons

State Number of persons in household
(# Households) 1 2 3 4 5

TOTALS: (106) 16 24 15 11 5

PA (39) 5 8 6 2 1

CA (33) 8 8 5 5 -

NC (18) 2 6 2 3 1

WI (9) 1 1 - 1 ’ 5

MG (7) = - 1 | 2 - 1

6 - 12
5

Noninterviews
30

16
7

Table IV-15: [IRS Replacement Household Characteristics, Household Size

State Number of persons in household
(# Households) 1 2 3 4 5

TOTALS: (106) 15 22 23 20 6

PA (39) 5 11 8 5 1

CA (33) 7 6 5 8 1

NC (18) 1 3 6 5 1

WI (9) 1 1 3 1 1

MO (7) 1 1 1 1 2

-46-

6 - 12
8

Noninterviews
12
8
2




Table IV-16:
Amount/Month

TOTALS:

Less than $300

$300 - $599
$600 - $899
$900 - 1,199
$1,200 - $1,599
$1,600 - $1,999
$2,000 - $3,999
$4,000 - $5,999
$6,000 +

DK

Noninterview

IRS Replacement Household Characteristics, Total Monthly Income

State:

PA CA
39 33
3 1
3 4

.5 1
3 4
4 6
2 4
5 5
- 1
3 2
1 -

10 5

-47 -

NC
18

Wl MO TOTALS:

9 7 106
- 1 7
- 1 10
2 - 13
2 - 11
- - 13
- - 6
1 1 13
1 1 3
1 - 6
- 2 5
2 1 19
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Table IV-17: IRS Replacement Household Characteristics,
Number of Persons Employed

State Number of Persons in Household Employed
(# Households) 0 1 2 3 4+ Noninterviews
TOTALS:  (106) 11 41 21 13 1 19
PA (39) 6 15 4 3 3 10
CA (33) 4 13 6 5 - 5
NC (18). - - 5 10 2 - 1
WI (9) - 7 - - - 2
MO (7) : 1 1 1 3 - 1

Table IV-18: IRS Replacement Household Characteristics,
Number of Income Sources

State Number of Income Sources
(# Households) 1 2 3 4 o* Noninterviews

TOTALS: (106) 29 21 8 3 26 19
PA (39) 9 10 3 1 6 10
CA (33) 10 2 2 1 13 5
NC (18) 4 5 2 1 5 1
WI (9) 3 2 1 - 1 2
MO (7) 3 2 - - 1 1




e

Table IV-19: IRS Replacement Household Characteristics,
Types of Income Sources

State Sources of Income (see key below)
(# Sources) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Q** NI*

TOTALS: '

(107) 18 6 38 15 8 6 6 10 26 19
PA  (42) 7 3 16 6 1 3 2 4 6 10
CA (24) 5 - 10 2 3 - 2 2 13 5
NC  (26) 4 1 5 5 2 1 2 4 5 1
Wl (10) 2 1 4 1 1 1 - - 1 2
MO (7) - 1 3 1 1 1 - - 1 1

Key to Sources of Income:

1 Income from business or professional practice

2 Income from unemployment compensation

3 Income from savings accounts, bonds, property ownership, or other assets
4 Social security benefits

5 Income from government assistance program, such’as Medicare, Medicaid,
Food Stamps, AFDC, or Supplemental Security Income

6 Veterans benefits

7 Retirement, disability or survivors pensions (excluding social security
and veterans benefits

8 Some other type of income (specify)
0* None of income sources shown

NI* Noninterview **  Not summed in totals
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Tuenty-nine (27%) of the zeplacement households responding to Item 37,
reported income from only one of the sources listed, 32 (30%)
acknowledged two or more of the sources listed. Thirteen of the 26
cases which did not report income from any of the identified sources
were from the State of California, this represented 40X of its
responding replacement households (Table IV-18).

A total of 107 sources of income were identified on the contrxol cards
by the 87 households who did report one or more of the listed souzces
(Table 1IV-19). Thirty-eight (44%) of these reflected "Income from
savings accounts, bonds, property ounezship, or other assets" as one
source of income. Eighteen (21%) had income from a business or
professicnal practice, comparable to 29% of <the IRS workload who
reported seli-employment income (see Table IV-13). Fifteen (17%) uezxe
receiving Sccial Security benefits; there wexe 26 additional 1listings

cf inccre <from other entitlement programs (income Keys 2,5,6, and 7;
Table IV-19).

A major guestion for the Special Frames Study was the efficacy of the
survey guestionnaires in identifying and properly classifying <the
receipt of program benefits and in the accurate measurement of the
amounts of program benefits received. To xesearch this issue, the
Buresu of the Census created a data file which included selected
information from each sample person's gquestionnaize; preliminary
findings based on this file (42) indicated that 58% - 9ux of
respondents correctly identified the program (hence, the
adrinistrative frame) from which they had received payments during the
reference period (Table IV-20). O0f these, only 5% eithexr did not Kknow
oxr zxefused to provide the income amount. These figures are from a
tabulation done in July of 1980 and do not account foxr missing cases
or survey nonresponses. A comprehensive analysis of the data of the
Aid to Families with Dependent Childrxen (AFDC) program collected
during the Special Frames Study was completed by Goudreau, Oberheu and
Vaughan [12]; it presents evidence that the survey estimates of AFDC
incore are quite sensitive to survey design and data collection
procedures. The repoxrt, which follous in its entirety, is @ revision

of a paper presented at the 1980 Meeting of the American Statistical
Association 12/.
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Table IV-20: Respondents Correctly Reporting Source of Entitlement Income,
by State and Frame (Preliminary Results)

State ul AFDC WC 0ASDI VA Totals:
(July Workload)
TOTALS : '
%:
4 Correct 87% 75% 58% 949 76% 81%
# Respondents  189/218  167/224  47/81 206/218 152/199 761/940
CA (357) - 81% - 93%  80% 85%
| 69/85 93/100 75/94 237/279
NC (177) 89% 87% - 100% - 90%
73/82 47/54 29/29 149/165
MO (106) 83% - - 949% 71% 81%
44/53 15/16 20/28 79/97
Wl (117) - 74% 75% 95% 76% 79%
20/27  21/28 20/21 19/25 80/101
PA (328) 87% 53% 49% 94% 73% 72%

72/83 31/58 26/53 49/52 38/52 216/298




AN ASSESSHMENT OF THE QUALITY OF SURVEY REPORTS OF INCOME FROM
THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) PROGRAM

by

Karen Goudreau, Howard Oberheu and Denton Vaughan
Office of Policy
Office of Reseaxch and Statistics
Social Security Administzation

1. INTRODUCTION

The tendency for income to be underreported in household surveys is
well knowun and has been the topic of considerable study. Income £rxom
pPublic assistance programs is generally not as well reported as income
from eaznings or other transfer payments such as social security.l”/
This paper describes the methodology and zesults of an analysis
undertaken as part of the Income Survey Development Program (ISDP) in
oxrdexr to gain a fuller understanding of the nature of response errors
in recipient reports of AFDC benefits.2/3/ It presents evidence that

survey estimates of AFDC income are guite sensitive to survey design
and data collection procedures.

2. STUDY DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The goal of the ISDP is to develop a large-scale national suxvey
with improved information on cash and in-kind income, program
eligibility and participation. In oxder to insure reliable survey
estipmates for relatively small population subgroups, such as
participants in the AFDC program, a multiple frame sampling approach
is required. This guarantees that sufficient numbers of program
participants are included in the overall sanmple.

In the spring of 1980, a Special Frames Study was conducted in
order to investigate the practical aspects of sampling from specific
program recoxrd systems. The study uwas also designed to test the
ability of the suzvey questionnaixes to identify and properly classity
various types of program participants and accurately measure the
amounts of program income rxeceived. Sampled programs included AFEBC,




social security, veterans' payrments, unemployment compensation, and
workers's compensation. Prochability samples were obtained from
administrative zrecords for beneficiaries living in selected counties

in five States: California, Missouri, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,

and MHisconsin. Not every program uwas sanmpled in every state; for
example, an AFDC sample was not selected in Hissouri. Only the results
obtained from the AFLC sample are discussed in this paper.

Approximately 260 AFDC families were selected from the April 1980
payment files maintained by the welfare agency in each State. The
sanple was conmposed of 116 families in California, 54 families in

North Carolina, 60 families in Pennsylvania, and 30 £families in .

Wisconsin.

The selected assistance groups were identified and the addresses of
househclds in which the corresponding payees lived were provided to
the Census Bureau for interzviewing purpecses. Household interviews fox
all four samples were conducted in July, resulting in information on
benefits that were received during April, May and June. All household
memtexrs over 16 years of age uwere interviewed using a someuwhat
modified version of the questionnaire originally employed in the first
wave of the 1979 ISDP Panel.i4/ The interviewers uwere informed that
some 0f the sample had been draun from program records; houweverx, they
did not know the program participaticn of a given household and they
were assigned cases from moxre than cne progranm.

Aftexr completion of <the £i1eld work, a £file was created which
conbined the surxvey and administrative data for the AFDC sample cases.
Confidentiality was presexved bty deleting all identifiers from the
data file after the survey and adrinistrative records were matched.

0f the 260 families that were selected from the April 1980 payment
files, 40 families (15.4 pexcent of the original sample) wuwere not
intexviewed. The most common reason for not conducting the intexview
was an inability to locate the farily, sometimes because the family
had moved out of the State ox county between April and July. In a feuw
cases, the family was contacted, Lut refused the interxview. Four
additional cases were deleted because the administrative data
indicated that no AFDC payment was made during the Apzril to June
reference periocd. Therefoze, 216 out of the original 260 cases in the
AFDC sample werxe included in the analysis.

Characteristics of interviewed and nonintervieuwed cases uere
compared on the basis of their administrative recoxds to assess the
possibility of noninterview bias. The most salient characteristic was
residence in California--35 of the 40 noninterviewed families lived in
that state. The nonintexviewed payees tended to be younger (28.8 vs.
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32.1 yeaxrs of age), and to have slightly fewer childrxen (1.8 vs. 1.9).
More important from an analytical standpoint was the tendency for
noninterviewed families to receive higher monthly AFDC payments ($381
versus $282 in the month prior to interview) and to leave the AFDC
zolls during the reference period (30 percent vs. 10 pexcent). While
-the highex payzent 1levels by and large reflect California's higher
payment standaxds, the average monthly AFDC payment of intezxvieued
cases would have been about six percent higher had all cases been
successfully interviewed. In terms of <the impact of part-periocd
paxrticipation, ouxr analysis of intervieuwed families indicates that
they are more likely to fail to report receipt of any cash assistance.
Thus, if the noninterviewed cases had been successfully interviewed it
is likely that the incidence cf nonreporting would have been slightly
highexr (but cnly on the order of a half percent) than observed in the
intervieued sample.

3. AFDC RECIPIENCY REPORTING

AFDC zrecipiency <reporting for the interviewed cases is summarized
in Table 1. The table shows that although 91 percent of <the cases
reported receiving cash assistance £from the state or local welfaxe
cffice, only 78 percent were able to identify the payment as AFDC pex
se. Thus, misclassification of AFDC as some other tyre of cash
assistance was a more common source of recipiency reporting error than
outright non-reporting. Thirteen percent misclassified AFDC while
only nine perxcent did not repoxt any type of cash assistance. As
shoun in Table 2, over 60 percent of those misclassifying their cash
assistance reported the scurce of their payrents as general
assistance, a state supported assistance program.

The incidence of misclassificstion varied substantially by State,
with Pennsylvania families at one extreme misclassifying nearly 39
percent of theixr cases and North Carolina and California families on
the other, misclassifying four and one pexcent, zrespectively (p <
.001).5/ This suggests that therxe may be considerable variation among
states in the extent to which recipients are made awaze of the precise
program under which they =zeceive assistance. In Pennsylvania, fox
example, respondents sometimes simply reported receiving income £from
the "DPW"™ (Department of Public Welfarxe) and were unable to specify
the nare of the program (AFDC) under wuhich benefits wuwere being
zeceived.

There is alsc some evidence that the incidence of non-reporting
varied by State. At one extreme, nearly 14 pexcent of the California
families did not zeport =zxeceipt of any type of cash assistance.
wuhereas in Wisconsin all families reported some type of assistance.
While this may reflect variation among states in attitudes toward cash
assistance, given the relatively small number of study cases the
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i
Table 2: Misclassified Cases by Type of Misclassification
| Ctypeof  Mmber  Percent  Percent of all
misclassification of class distribution interviewed cases
| TOtalerrrrnrennnnnnnnnnnnnnn 20 000 3.4
General assistanCliceceeceess 18 62.1 8.3
l Foster child careieesecsecses 1 3.4 0.5
' Other cash welfarecseeeeeess 8 27.6 3.7
Child SUPPOrMtececeesoceccescs 2 6.9 v 0.9
i
i
i
i
1
1
i
i
i
i
i
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probability is about .15 that such differences were due to sampling
waxiation.

One of the purposes of this study was to identify the
characteristics of recipients who misclassified their income ox failed
%0 report any cash assistance. Survey data uwere used to compare AFDC
zeporters with misclassifiers and assistance zreporters with
nonreporters. 0f the characteristics consideredé/, only race (p <
.01) and marital status (p < .05) seem to distinguish AFDC zeportezs
and misclassifiers. Nineteen percent of the white payees reported
xeceiving assistance other than AFDC while only 6 percent of black
payees were misclassifiers. Maxried payees were about tuwice as likely
(22 vs. 11 percent) as those of other marital statuses to misclassify
their AFDC payment. We suspect that these differences merely zeflect
the contrasting composition of the state samples and that they are not
substantively related to the misclassification problex.

Our review indicates that only £four variables differxentiate
nenreporters freom reportexrs: marital status, age, work status and
part-period participation. Married payees uere more than 4 times as
1ikely to be nonreporters as payees uho uwere divorced, widowed,
separated or never married (22 vs. § percent, p = .002). Nonrepoxrters
were also somewhat older than reporters--all nonreporters uere at
least 25 years of age while 23 percent of reporters were under age 25
(p = .01).. More interxestingly, the incidence of nonrxeporting was

three tires higher £or part-period payees than for full-period

recipients (21 vs. 7 pexcent, p = .02) and about tuo times higher Zfor
workers than nonuwcrkers (15 vs. 7 perxcent, p = .04).

The precise mechanisms by which these four variables azxe related to
non-reperting are not clear. While marital status has the most
irpact, it is not obvious uwhy it should be so important. Although it
might be related +to stigma, it could also be associated with
situations in which <the childzen, but not the mothexr, axe AFDC
recipients. Given the survey procedures, which emphasized income of
the adult household members, a higher incidence of non-zeporting might
be exrected. The importance of part-period participation is moxe
readily understood since many of these individuals were no longex AFDC
recirients at the time of interview and might have overlocked this
scurxce of past income. Employment, in turn, may have been associated
with leaving the zolls and thus have generated a good deal of part-
pexiocd participation. Although it is conceivable that employment also
had an inderendent effect on non-reporting, we did not pursue this
poessibility. Finally, although it is possible that age had an
independent effect, we suspect it may only zeflect the higher
incidence of wmarriage among the oldexr payees. In sum,
misclassification appears to be larxgely a function of the payee's
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state of residence which probably reflects variations among states in
the extent to which recipients are informed of the exact program
designation under which payrents are made. The cirzcumstances
surrounding non-zeporting are less clear but the extent to uwhich s
family receives AFDC for only part of the survey reference period
appears to be gquite important. Both of these elerents have been

documented as affecting AFDC zrxecipiency zeporting in earliex ISDP
studies.?7/

4. AFDC PAYMENT REPORTING

Another purpose of this study was to assess the accuracy of AFDC
payment reporting. One aspect of this issue is addressed in Table 3
which shous the percentage of families reporxting a monthly assistance
amount that agreed with the amount carried in their adnministrative
recoxd.8/ In any given month of the reference period, between 62 and
67 percent of the families reported amounts that agreed with theix

administrative data. Howevexr, only 55 percent of the cases repoxted
amounts that agreed in all three months.

Rlthough not shoun in the table, the percentage of cases reporting
amounts that were in agreement uwith the administrative data in all
thzee months varied substantially by State, from 75 pexcent in Noxth
Cazrolina to #41-65 perxcent in the other three States. In rxeviewing
possible reasons for these interstate variations, it was noted that
the rayrent standard changed during the first half of 1980 in the
three States and did not change in Noxth Caroclina. Despite this
observation, the changes in payrent standards did not appear to be
directly zeflected in payment amount erxors. Overreported amounts did

not correspond to the new payment standards and underxeported amounts
did not correspond to the old payment standards.

When the accuracy of reported payments is differentiated by whether
the payrent was correctly reported as AFDC or misclassified as some
othex form of cash assistance, an interesting £inding appears.
Contxary to what might have been expected, the misclassifiers wexe no
less accurate in zreporting payment amounts than those who correctly
identified themselves as AFDC recipients. In fact, the level of 3-
month agreement was somewhat highexr foxr the misclassifiers but the
difference is not statistically significant (p = .68).

Considexing that social security is generally believed to be the
best reported government transfer payment in large-scale household
surveys, it is guite noteworthy that available evidence indicates that
the level of agreement between survey and administrative data on
monthly social security payment amount is roughly comparable to that
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Table 3: Percentage of Cases Reporting Receipt of Cash Assistance in Which
Survey Report Agreed with Administrative Amounts Information by
Reference Month and Type of Assistance Reported 1/

Time | cecemeeemeececememmmeccccccceceees
period Total AFDC Other cash assistance 1/
A1l three........... 55,1 54,5 58.6

(N)2/ 3/ (185) (156) (29)
Aprileceeeeeeeeesees 67,0 66.7 69.0
May.eeeeoooeneeneaee 62,2 62.2 62.1
June...ceiiiiiieae.. 66,5 66.7 65.5

D W D N D D W W W W D D D DG D D D D D P D D D D D D U W D D D S W D D D D e W W D R S e W W W

1/ Includes all misclassified cases regardless of reported source.
2/ Excludes seven AFDC cases for which the administrative amount was unknown

and 5 AFDC cases for which the administrative amount was 0 in April.
3/ Base of percentage.
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found hexe fcr zrespondents who correctly zeported zeceipt of
assistance in the month prior to intexview.9/

Table 4, which follows, shous the average survey and administrative
recoxd smounts for <respondents who corxectly =zxeported assistance
recipiency in the month prior to intexview by repoxting category. Zhe
overall mean from both socurces is quite close (%276 in the survey and
$286 in the adrinistrative records) with the suzvey mean understating
the administrative mean by just 4 percent.10/ 1In 21 perxcent of the
cases, the survey amount was less than the administrative amount, and
in 9 percent cof the cases the amounts reported in the survey exceeded
the amounts carried in <the adnministrative zrecord. Fox cases
undexrepcorting their benefit amount, the average difference was $79,
or abecut 26 percent of the average appearing in the administrative
record. The average surveysadministrative discrepancy for cases
overreporting their benefit amount was $84, or about 37 percent of the
average carried in the administrative recoxd for these cases.

Frequently survey estirmates of aggregate program incore arxe compared
to adrinistrative aggregates for +the program as a short-hand
indication o¢f the completeness of survey reporting. Such comparisons
are ¢f necessity sorewuhat crude since they fail to distinguish betueen
outright non-reporting, misclassification and bias in the ansuers
given by individuals who preperxly identify the given prograr as an
incore sourxce. A more comprehensive comparison of survey and
administrative aggregates is illustrated in Table 5, following. It
shows that approximately 77 pexcent of the AFDC income received by the
study sarple went to individuals who correctly identified the source
of their payments as AFDC. The income they reported amounted to 74
percent of the total, with the 3 percent discrepancy accosunted for by
their slight +tendency to understate actual amounts received. KAn
additional 13 percent of the aggregate was reported in the survey but
was misclassified as some £form of cash assistance other than AFDC.
Thus while 87 percent of total AFDC income was reported by the program
recipients a substantial portion was "hidden" by misclassification.
Only 9 pexcent of the aggregate was missed by outright nonreporting.

To examrine the factors associated with payment accuracy, the
charactezristics of cases in three categories uwere compared: agreement
in all three months, disagreement in‘ some of the months and
disagreement in all three months.11/ We began with the characteristics
of the partial and <total disagreement cases. Partial disagreement
cases were much more likely to have received varying monthly amounts
than total disagreement cases (88 vs. 45 percent, p < .001), to ke
part-period recipients (27 vs. 11 percent, p < .05), sand to have
markedly smaller families (p < .01). None of the other variables
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considered, including woxrk status, proved to be statistically
significant.

Having established that for the wmost part the partial and total
disagreement cases had similar characteristics, except for <the three
variables pmenticned, comparisons with complete agreement cases uere
pade treating the partial and total disagreement cases as a group.
Our zrxeview indicated that the two basic groups differed along several
demographic dirensions. Those with partial oxr total disagreement uwere
somewhat more likely to be white (64 vs. 49 pexcent, p = .04), widowed
or divorced than serarated or never married (57 vs. 33 perxcent, p =
.005), and were 1less 1likely +to 1live in public housing (11 vs. 24
percent, p = .04). The partial disagreement cases uwere also more

likely to have fewer children (95 vs. 72 percent with tuwo children or
less, p < .001).

However, a cluster of <three variables; work status, part-pericd
recipiency and payrent variation is =more interesting from the
standpcint o¢f wunderstanding uwhat may have caused inaccurate amounts
reporting. Vaxriation in payment appears toc be the underlying £factor
in this +triad of wvariables. Cnly 6 percent of complete sgreerxent
cases had varying amounts, while 88 pexcent of the partial
disagreemrent cases and 45 percent of the complete disagreement cases
received varying payrments ovexr the 3-month reference period (p < .001
fcx both corrarisons). Employrent would appear to be the second most
important factor with about 40 percent of both disagreement groups.
but only 19 pexrcent of the ccrglete agreement cases, holding jobs
(p=.001). Part-period payment 1s also clearly important £oxr the
partial disagreement group (27 vs. 3 percent, p < 001). Houever, it
is of considerably less importance for the total disagreement group
(11 percent vs. 3 percent, p = .116) and is at best at the maxgin of
statistical significance. In shecrt, although other factors clearly
are orerable (vis. only U5 percent of the total disagreement cases
experienced payment variation), e strongly suspect that payment
variakility, generated by employzent, part-period payment and othex
factcrs such as changing state payvent standards, combined to produce
inaccuracies in recall of assistance amounts.

Finally, the nature of the zeporting errors were examined and are
summarized in Table 6, following. The most common erxzors for the cases
in partisl disagreement were reporting the most recent payment for all
three months of the reference period when payments actually varied,
and 1lagging ox leading the month of change in recipiency. The most
corxmon error for cases in total disagreerent was reporting a fraction
or a multiple of the amount actually received. This may have resulted
from a misundexstanding during the interview of the relationship
between the monthly survey accounting periocd and the program payment

----------i




Table 6: Nature of reporting error of level of disagreement

Nature of reporting error

Percent -distribution by
level of disagreement

Partial Total
A]] four States.’..........'l...l.............0..... 100.0 100.0
(N) (41) (47)
Reporting the most recent payment of
a]] three months..'...........ll....'...l'....l. 26.8 -
Lagging/leading the month of change in recipiency.. 24.4 6.4
Reporting a fraction or multiple of the
administrative record amount..ccecececcccccccses 17.1 46.8
Lagging/leading the month of change in payment or
averaging payments over transition monthS....... 12.2 2.1
Rounding or reporting within $10...ceececaccncsccss 12.2 10.6
Varying amounts correctly reported but amount value
in disagreement, no reason discernable....ceecee 7.3 8.6
Constant amounts correctly reported but amount value
in disagreement, no reason discernadble....ceeess - 14.9
Constant amount reported when payments
varied and amount value in disagreement,
no reason discernab]E................-.-..... - 1006




cycle. Rounding erxoxrs accounted for about 12 percent of the cases in
partial disagreement and 11 percent of those in total disagreement.

S. CONCLUSION

R wmulti-state sample draun from program zrecoxrds was used to
investigate the accuracy of AFDC recipiency and payment xeporting. In
texms of zecipiency reporting, misclassification was found to be a
more common source of reporting error than outright nenreporting. The
incidence of wmisclassification varied by state, most probably a

function of state program operations. Nonreporting was highexr for
rarried payees and those who received payments for only paxrt of the
reference period. The implications of these findings for

guestionnaire design and suxvey procedures arxe threefold: more
explicit treatment of partial period payments, the use of the shortest
survey reference periods as is feasible given cost constraints, and
intensive interviewer training on the difficulties which some AFDC
recipients have in reporting the souxce of their income as AFDC.

In terms of AFDC payment reporting, the ability to identify the
socurce uas not associated with greater accuracy in reporting amounts.
Basically, accuracy seemed largely affected by whether ox not payment
amounts changed duzring the reference period. This £finding suggests
that improved measurxement may be obtained by stressing the importance

of accurate reporting of changes in payments to both respondents and
intervieuers.

0f even more importance for improved measurement is the need for
a clearer undexstanding, during the interview of the survey accounting
period. This type of erxror could be substantially reduced if the
intervieuer was made aware of this problen.

Finally we would 1like to return to the importance of reference
period length. Reference period length impacts on tuwo important types
of response errors--the tendency to overlook recipiency after leaving
the xolls and to erxr in <reporting variable amounts. Use of a
longitudinal panel design with relatively short reference periods.,
such as employed in the ISDP pilot surxveys, should confine the bulk of
AFDC recipiency reporting loss resulting from partial perxiod payments
to the initial interview. Shorter reference periods also place the
intervieuw closer to the point when amount changes occur and thus can

be expected to reduce the tendency to overlook oxr miszrepoxt such
changes.

0f course, our <reasoning assumes that the natuzxe cf xepoxting
errors in a national level survey would be xoughly comparable to those
uncovered for the four states in this study. Given that these states
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contributed 23 percent of the AFDC caseload in July 1980 and aze

representative of the major =zregions of the United States, the
assumption does not seem unreasonable.
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FOOTNOTES

Earlier researxch on the
quality of survey reports of AFDC and other public assistance

income is cited in the references [1-5, 7].

The developrent progzam is a joint undeztaking of the U.S.
Departrent of Health and Human Services and the Bureau of <the
Census. A brief description of the ISDP program is given in M.
Ycas and C. Liningez, "The Income Survey Development Program: A

Revieu", which apreaxs in the 1980 Proceedinas of the Section on
Survey Research Methods of the American Statistical Association,

Fp. 486-490.

Rid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) provides cash
payrents to farilies with childzen deprived of support of a
parent due to death, disability, absence fron» the home oz, in

sore states, unemployrent. The program is jointly funded by the
Federal and State governments.

For additional details see [6].

In the course of our analysis we employed chi squaze tests to
detect association betueen zeporting exxors and various
characteristics of the payees. In cases uhere exrected cell
frequencies were less than five, corrections for continuity weze
exployed. The statements of probability uwhich are inserted
pazenthetically throughout the <text =zepresent <the probability
that the characteristic in question is distributed zandomly with
resrect to the presence or absence of a given response error.

Misclassifiexs and nonreporters were compared to AFDC reporters
on the basis of age, race, marital status, number of children,

residence in public housing, work status, months receiving AFDC,
and part-period receipt.

An earliexr ISDP study carried out in Texas alsoc demonstrated the
importance of rzecipiency misclassification end the impact of
part-period payments on nonreporting. 1In the Texas sample, both
misclassification and nonreporting occurred, but nonreporting was
somewuhat moze common than misclassification (see (3]).

The suzxvey amount was classified as in agreement if within $5 of
the amount carried in the administrative recozd.

Data on monthly social securxity amounts was obtained in a spec§11
July 1973 supplement to the Census Buzeau's Current Population
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Survey and was matched to social security program records as part
of the 1973 Exact Match Project. The accuracy of monthly amount
repoxrting was assessed by Vaughan [9: 159-162]. 0f the group
analyzed, only 54 pexcent of the monthly benefit amounts reported
in the survey fell within $5 of the amount carried in social
security program records. Houever, this relatively louw =zate of
agreement was heavily influenced by the tendency for recipients
over age 65 to report their wmonthly benefit net of Medicare
presiums, which are deducted prior to payment to the recipient.:
In the absence of such erroxs, which have no dirxect counterpart
in the AFDC program, the agreement rate using the $5 criterion
would probably be in the vicinity of 70-73 percent. Given a
sarple size c¢f 176 for the AFDC/public assistance reporters for
the month prior to interxrview (table 3), and 1,250 social security
recipients in the CPS sample, it is not likely that the agreement
zate for social security amounts is any higher than that for AFDC
(the protakility £oxr no difference by source is between .56 and
.14 over the 70 to 73 pexcent range). 1In any case, because of
the anmbiguity intrcduced by the presence of Medicare deduction
erxors, about the most that can be said is that we have no strong
evidence that the social security monthly amounts reported in the
CPS were substantially more accurate than the AFDC amounts
reported in the Special Frames Study.

When the suzvey reference period covers a substantially laxger
block of time, such as with the annual reference period enmployed
in the March Supplement +to the Current Population Suzvey, yet
other factcrs may come into play. For example, to the extent
thast respondents cxeate an annual estimate by multiplying the
most recently received monthly payment amount by an estimate of
the number of months that they received benefits during the yeazx.
the respondents' estimates of their annual £flow may tend to
overstate the actual amounts received when there is a secular in-
crease in benefit levels as has been the case with AFDC in recent
years. It is gquite possibhle that such overstatements would
corpensate foxr the tendency to underreport the actual monthly
amount figure used to construct the estimate of annual flow.
Also, earlier reseaxch conducted as paxt of the ISDP provides
documentation of the very strong impact that reference period
length has on nonreporting. Foxr example, the incidence of
nonreporting in the <£fixst <three months of a 6-month reference
reriod nearly doubled when date of intervieu uas moved £xom  the
month following <the initial three month peiod to 4 months aftex
the end of the initial 3 months (see Table 111.1 in "Evaluation
of experimental effects on data gquality"™ which appears as chaptex
6 in [3])). For additional insight into the kinds of exxors that
entexr into respondents' estimates of transfer income on an annual
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basis and in turn are reflected in survey estimates of program
aggregates see [11].

Variation in monthly payment amounts was included along with the
variables listed in note 6 in our review of variables associated
with payrent reporting erxrors.




8. REFERENCES

[1]) David M., "The validity of income xeported by a sample of

families who received welfare assistance during 1959," Journpal
of the Arerican Statistical Associatjon, 1962:57:680-685.

[2] Hu, Teh-Wei, "The validity of income and welfare information

' repcrted by a sample of welfare families,™ Proceedinas of the
Social  Statistics ~ Section, 1971, American Statistical
Asscciation, Washington, D.C., 1972, pp. 311-313.

{3] Klein, B: and D. Vaughan, "Validity of AFDC zeporting among list

frame recipients,™ in J. 0Olson, ed., Reports from zthe Site
Research Test, U.S. Depaxtment of Health and Human Services,

Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Washington,
D.C., Decerbexr 1980.

[4] Livingston, R., ™Evaluating the rerocrting of public assistance

incere in the 1966 Survey of Economic Opportunity,” Proceedings_
of the Tenth Workshor on Public Welfare Research and Statistics.,
1970. pp. 65-76.

[S] Livingston, R., ™Evaluation of the repoxting of public assistance
incorme in the special census of Dane County, Wisconsin, HMay 15,

1968," Proceedings of ibe Ninth Werkshop on Public Welfare

Research and Statistics, 1969. pp. 59-72.

(6] Legan, W.J., et al., Report from the Specis] Frames Study, Social
Security MAdministration, Office of Research and Statistics,
forthcoming.

[7] ono, M, and H. Oberheu, "Findings from a pilot study of curzent
and potential public assistance <zrecipients included in the

Cuxrent Population Suzxvey," American Statistical Association,
Hashingtono D.C., 1976, PP. §76-579.

(8] U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Sexies P-
60, No. 123, ™Money income of famwilies and persons in the United

States: 1978," U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C., 1980.

[9] vaughan, D., "™Measurement of OASDI Income in the Cuzzent
Population Suxvey (CPS): Results, speculations, and prospects
fxrom experience with the 1973 Currxent Population Suxvey--
adpinistrative zrecoxrd exact watch £files," Social Security
Administration, Office of Research and Statistics, Octobez., 1979.

-70-




{10] vaughan, D., and R. Yuskavage, "Investigating discrepancies
betueen Social Security Administration and Currzent Population
Suzvey Benefit Data <foxr 1972," Proceedings of the Socisl

Statistics Section, 1976, part 2, QAmerican Statistical
Association, Washington, D.C., 1977, pp. 824-829.

{11] Ycas, M. and C. Lininger, "The Income Survey Development Program:
A Revieuw," The 1980 pProceedings of ihe Section on Survey
Research Methods, Arerxican Statistical Association, Washington,
D.C., 1981, pp. 486-490.




Chaptexr V

Summazry and Conclusions

The Special Frames Study was a continuation of ISDP efforts to bettex
undexstand the administrative, methodological, and opexational
difficulties in using administrative sources of data for both sampling
and analytical purposes. This report has focused primarily on £field
procedures, and the 1zxesults of those procedures for the variocus
administrative samples in the study. While difficult to summarize,
there was overall success at £finding sample persons and addresses
althcugh nonintexview xates were higher than those usually obtained by
the Census Bureau. (Some have speculated that one-time methodoclogical
tests are not treated as seriously as continuing surveys, but it is

not possible to document the influence of such a factor on these
rates.)

The study provided significant experience in developing systematic
procedures to identify important £ile characteristics for sampling
purposes, including Knouledce of content and structure of the file.
In general, it was clear that Federal agencies uwere cooperative and
helpful in providing informaticn akout their record systems as well as
in drawing a sample from those systess. Houwevexr, not surprisingly,
agencies with no immediate vested intexest in the study accorded less
priority to the project than others.

Among the few States, there were difficulties in obtaining the
specified variables for the time period requested, a problem which
would presumably be compounded in a national effort. In addition,
record check studies using a laxge number of States would require
great patience, good follouw through, and lots of time.

Some uncertainty arose over sampling procedures, and verification of
the implementation of sampling specifications by States was
problematic and incomplete. Simple generalized systematic sampling
procedures were given to each sample souxce, along with a request for
a statement of how the sample was actually dzaun. Such statements
were difficult to obtain, but we did receive them from most States and
agencies. Even then, evaluation of the procedures uwas not aluays
straightforwarxd. For example, the VA sampling specifications allouwed
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for sample selection during a routine updating of the file, but it is
not obvious whether this provided a random sample.

While Federal zxeccrd systems axe neithexr central noxr uniform in
format, using othexr agencies' record systems is feasible if enough
time is available. Similarily, there arxe various ways in which the
issues of data access, transfex, and sampling implementation may be

zesolved. Day-to-day liaison activities with States and agencies are
necessary to assure resolution of these issues.

Because of resource constraints and shifting priorities, the resource
allocation ketween data collection and analysis was too heavily locaded
toward data collection in the Special Frames Study. Houwever,
subsequent to their collection, some Special Frames survey data were

matchad to their corrxesponding administrative records. Findings fronm

two of these matches--using AFDC and IRS frames--arxe summarized here.

The <focus of <the AFDC record check was on the evaluation of survey
zeports of this income type. There uwere four major findings:

. The overwhelming majority (90 pexcent) of AFDC xecipients
xeported the receipt of cash public assistance.

U However, of +those corrrectly zreporting cash assistance,
sore 13 pexcent failed to identify the source of their

rayment as AFDC pey se. Consequently, only 77 pexcent of

all cases uere identifiable directly as AFDC.

. on average, benefit amounts for the month prioxr to
interview were zelatively well reported. The mean benefit
reported: for the prior month amounted to 96 percent of the
mean carried in the administrative recoxd. Thus while
there appeared to be a slight bias in the reported amount
on average, and while approximately 30 percent of =zxeports
were notably larger ox smallexr than the amount appearing in
the administrative record, 70 pexcent of respondents
reported an assistance amount that came to within five
dollars of the amount appearing in the administrative
recoxrd. This agreement rate approximates the rate found to
obtain for such well-reported transfer incozes as Social
Security in the Curxrent Population Suxvey.

Careful examination of misreported survey amounts indicated
that nearly 80 pexcent of the exxors could plausibly be
ascribed to a limited numer of concrete and zeadily
identifiable mistakes. The most common exror was reporting
an exact fraction oxr multiple of <the amount actually
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received. This type of error most likely arcse because of
a wnmisunderstanding on the part of the interxviewer andsoz
the respondent of the =relationship between the montlhly
survey accounting period and the program payment cycle. As
with other Kinds of errors uncovered, explicit intervieuex
txaining on the Kinds of errors that are likely to occur in
reporting of benefits amounts could be expected to increase
- the accuracy cf amounts xepoxting.

In genexal, then, these =results uwere quite encouraging. While a
significant minority of respondents failed to correctly identify their
assistance as stemning from AFDC program per se, nearly 90 perxcent of
AFDC benefits received by the study sample uwexe picked up by the
survey. Payment reporting errors affected only about 30 percent of
reports fcx the month prior to intexview and could very probably be
reduced significantly with appropriate intervieuwer training.

Anothexr Kind cof use was made of Special Frames data in a joint project
Ey IRS and the Census Bureau as part of the IRS Statistics of Income
(SCI) project [11]. This woxk utilized IRS frame cases to validate
occupational classifications developed by SOI primarily from
occupational zepoxrts on the income tax returns of these cases.

Specifically, =zrather than using time-consuming manual procedures, the
IRS was developing a computerized dictionary system <to classify the
reported- occupations. For the subset of S0I cases that wezre
interviewed in the Special Frames Study, =zxesponses to the survey's
detailed questicns on the sample person's cccupation were coded by
experts at the Census Bureau, without referxence to the IRS codes oz
information. Then, the correspondence betuween the classification
generated in the computerized procedure and that zresulting £fzom the
Census coding of survey results was examined. While based on a small
nunker of cases, the results were both encouraging and instructive in

isolating problems needing further attention in the computerized
systen.

The Special Frames Study was one of the last of the ISDP data
collections. Throughout its history, the 1Income Survey Development
Program had a unigque commitrent to administrative record data to
understand the problems of measuring income in a household surxvey. In
its several field tests, a body of Kknowledge was developed on
procedures for developing administrative record sample iframes,
selecting samples, and locating specific zespondents. With the
Special Frames Study, that Kknowledge was successfully extended to

files maintained at the State level and to new Federal administrative
recoxd systems.
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FOOINOTES:

1/ Eaxly Special Frames Study plans contained moze states and

27/

37

-4

8/

S/

prograns than those described below, for example, a sample £from
each of the £following programs was considexed: Social Sexvices
(Title XX), Vocational Rehabilitation, Medicaid and Food Stamps.

In orxder to avoid interviewer recognition of program participants
prior to the interxview itself, leading to biased and, perhaps.
better zrerorts of program participation than is typically found
in survey programs, several administrative zrecoxrd sources uere
necessary in each state. :

A PSU  (Primary Sampling Unit) consists of one to several
contiguous counties.

The 1IRS sample was an exception; IRS recoxds up to two years old
in August, 1980, were selected.

The ISDP-101A collected asset income amounts foxr only half of the
sarrle as a test of 3- versus 6-month xecall period for the
collection o¢f asset data; the ISDP-7101 simply used a 3-month
recall period. Minoxr wording changes were alsc made to update the
ISDP-101A to the Special Frames Study interview period.

The control carxd is the basic record of each sample unit. On it
are recorded housing-related and basic demographic information
for a sample household and the persons living in that household.

The household roster was filled in by the interviewer. It lists
the names of all pexrsons living or staying in the sample unit at
the time of interview, and the names of all persons who usually
lived at the address but who uere temporarily away.

A zrepresentative payee is a person designated by the Social
Security Administration to receive monthly benefits on behalf of
a keneficiary when such action appears to be in the beneficiary's
best interest. A representative payee is sppointed foxr an adult
beneficiary when the beneficiary is physically oxr mentally
incapable of managing hiss/hexr owun £funds. A payee is usually
appointed to receive benefits on behalf of a child under age 18.

R VR sample was not selected for North Carolina because Noxth
Carolina's combined sample size for other administrative frames
was sufficiently larxge.




J0s The 1Income Souxce Summary (ISS) was used by the intexviewer to
zecord the type of income received by each interviewed ' household
penberx. It served as a convenient, comprehensive reference for
determining which sections of the gquestionnaire to complete and
for assisting in conmpleting certain check items on the
questionnaire. ~

11/ Chapter 1II discusses the double sampling apprcach for selection
of IRS Form 1040 and 1040A series returns and the stratification
by business ox non-business forms as uwell as the amount of
adjusted gross income [43, 4u].
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