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Chapter I

Overview of the Special Frames Study

The Income Suzvey Development Program (ISDP) was conducted by the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the Bureau of the
Census to examine and zxesolve operational, technical, and content
issues in the design of the Survey of Income and Program Participation
(SIPP). The SIPP, planned as a national longitudinal household surxvey
progran to collect data on cash and ‘in-kind income, program
eligibility and participation, net worth and related variables, was
scheduled to begin in 1982. - Although eight ®million dollars and
tuwenty-six positions were included 4in the ‘Rdministration's Budget
before Congress, the Social Security Administration's request was not
confirmed and SSA woxk =zxelating to the SIPP was terminated.
Information concerning the ISDPF and the SIPP may be found in Kasprzyk
and Lininger [38], Liningex [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 five State
pilot survey of 1900 persons and members of theix households selected
from six administrative zrecord systenms. Personal interxviews werxe
conducted to provide an income profile of each adult selected for the
study. The purposes of the Special Frames Study were Primarily
methodological: :

4 To assess the feasibility of using adeinistrative record

systems as sampling frames;
. To test the interviewers"' © ability to- locate respondents
from addresses listed on administrative records; and ‘
LY e -
] To determine the efficiency of the 1979 ISDP guestionnaire

in identifying program participants, their benefit amounts
and other specified data.

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

The wuse of administrative records to improve sampling efficiency and
to improve measurements of program paxticipation and changes in
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progzam parficipation on a subannual basis had been established as
research objectives early in the ISDP. The former requires Knowledge
of the administrative record systems, file structure and content, and
the accuracy of addzesses. The latter requires knowledge of program
" participation and benefit amounts from an accurate source. These
issues had been addressed somewhat in earlier ISDP field activities.
In particular, Griffith and Kaspryzk [16] discuss the use of
administrative records in the 1ISDP, and Vaughan [47], Klein and
Vaughan ([39], and Kaluzny and Butlexr [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 Secuzrity Income (SSI).

In the £all of 1978, to address the zesearch cbjectives of the ISDP
more effectively, the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
(ARSPE) recommrended that additional evaluation work be initiated on
these topics. BAs a result, the ISDP staff began a small xesearch
program to identify administrative recoxd systerms, characteristics and
content of the information systems, and characteristics of the
pregrars. A series of intexnal ASPE and Buxeau of the Census
memoranda ([13-18] -~ [25-33]) relate the results of this
investigation. The principal £inding of the investigation was that
Program administration and most xecord systems are neither centralized
nor uniform. This divergence among record systens, 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 number of programs and geographic areas 1/.

Ihe Score 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 receiving benefits and analyzed household
survey reports of program participation and benefit amounts. Sampling
frem administrative records addresses twin concerns: that program
participants 1) may not be successfully identified in household
surveys and 2) will be too few foxr most policy analyses in an area
probability sanmple. Analysis using both survey-reported and
administrative data allows a case-by-case comparison to improve our
understanding of survey-reported program data.

Time and personnel constraints dictated the limitation on the number
of administrative recoxd systems to be included in the study. While
on one hand, the need for diversity of experience recommended as many
programs as possible; on the other, the time required to arrange fox
sample selection, the willingness of the agency to participate, and
the numbex of States (for State-administered programs) to contact
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reconmended that fewer programs be considexed. Overall, though, the
primary objective was to obtain experience with administrative record
systems which were 1likely candidates for use in future national
longitudinal household surveys.

States ‘participating in the study would have to be relatively few in
number and still provide a reasonable amount of information on the
diversity of administrative record systems for the same program. Also
contributing to the State selection Frocess uwas the geographic
dispersion of the States, the accessibility of the administrative
files, the availability of erperienced ISDP interviewers and trainezs,
and the availability of several administrative record sources within
each State 2/.

Samrple Size and Desian

Sanples for the Special Frames Study were selected from six
adrinistrative sources: Unemployment Insurance (UI), Rid to Families
with Dependent Childxen (AFDC), Workers' Compensation (WC), 01d Age
Survivors and Disability Insurance (0ASDI), Veterans Administration
Compensation and Pension File (VA), and the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS). Persons sampled from the first five administrative sources
were personally interviewed during July 1980, uwhile the IRS sample uwas
interviewed during RAugust 1980. Total sample size ‘for the Special
Frames Study was approximately 1,900, with the following targeted
numnbexr from each source: . -

Sampling Frame Sample Size
Unenplcyment Insurance : 252
Rid to Families with Dependent Children . 264
Workers' Compensation 90
0ld Age, Survivors and Disability Insuzance - 264
Veterans Administration Compensation £ Pension 240
Intexnal Revenue Sexvice : _800

X : 1,910

Unlike the 1978 and 1979 ISDP Research Panels, which were national
probability samples, the Special Frames sample was spread over 26
Frimary Sampling Units (PSU) 37/ in five States: Pennsylvania, North
Carolina, Wisconsin, Missouri, and Californa. S

Thzee of the samples for the Special Frames Study: UI, RFDC, and KC,
were drawn from State record files. The OASDI, VA, and IRS samples
were obtained from Federal record systems, maintained respectively by
the Social Security Administration, Veterans Administration, and the
Intexnal Revenue Sexvice. Each Special Frames sample was drawn by the
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State or Federal agency that maintains the specific record systenm,
with the euception of the IRS sample, which was selected by the Bureau
of the Census. R set of guidelines for seiecting the sample wuwas
provided to each agency requesting that the sample be randonm and
dispexrsed geographically throughout each PSy.

Sample ‘'selection for the IRS sanple was more complicated than the
other programs primarily because of the need to oversample uppexr-
income tax filexrs as well as Schedule C tax filers (persons who
operated a business or professional practice), Schedule F tax filers
(persons reporting income & expenses from a farm) and SE tax filers
(persons who claimed themselves as self-employed).

The samples for this study were neuly selected. Houever, since the
study was conducted in curzent ISDP PSU's, the possibility of
selecting persons sampled for Previous panels existed. No systematic
atterpt was made prior to field enumeration to determine whether an
individual participated in Previous ISDP panels. If such a case had
been 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 were one to three
months old at the time of the intexvieu Y/. Thus, prior to the
interview, an address check was completed through the United States
Postal Serxvice for all Fexsons sampled. The purpcse of the Rdvance
Post Office Check (BRPOC) was to update addresses on the administrative
record which had changed or were incorrect. This procedure expedited
the location of sarple persons thereby saving interviewexr time and
travel costs. It also permitted evaluation of the accuracy and
currency of address listings of participants of programs as supplied
by administzative record systems, and evaluation of the feasibility of
using the postal service for verification of addrzesses.

Field Procedures

Procedures used by interviewers for the Special Frames Study were vezxy
similar to those used in earliexr ISDP field activities (see 1979 Panel
documentation [52]). The gquestionnaire (Form ISDP-7101) closely
resembled the ISDP-101A questionnaire, which was used for Wave 1 of
the 1979 Reseaxch Panel. Differences in questionnaire content
included items dealing with employment, Veterans Administration income
(disability, compensation oz .pension), £food stamp recipiency, and
asset income amounts 5/. A copy of all Special Frames Study Forms is
included in the Appendix.

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



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

Interviewers were provided control cards (Forms ISDP-7102 £ 7102A) i-Y4
with the names and addresses of the persons selected from the
administrative zecords ("sample persons"). The interviewer was
instructed to locate the sample person identified on the contzol card
and interview all individuals 16 years or older living in the sample -
person's household. If the sample person was under 16 years of age,
hesshe was not interviewed, but all other eligible membexrs of the
household uere.

Interviews were conducted by Bureau of the Census personnel who had
worked on previous ISDP panels. Since interviewers uwere experienced,
training for the Special Frames Study consisted of a tuwo-day
"refresher™ session which focused on reviewing the gquestionnaire and
interviewing procedures, and identifying the differences betuween the
Special Frames Study and previous ISDP field woxk.

Several procedural differences between Special Frames and previous
ISDP field work are important to note. First, in July, intexvieuwers
detexrmined whether the sample person lived at the oxriginal household
address obtained from administrative records. If so, all eligible
pexsons 1living in the household uwere intervieued. If not, no
~ intervieus were taken at that address; instead, the interviewer would

try to obtain the sample person's current address and intervieuw
him/hex and all othex eligible persons living at that current addxess.
In August, the interviewez did not ask whether the sample pexson lived
in the household. Instead, the household roster 7/ was recoxded on
the control cazd. An item on the control card instructed the
intexviewer to continue the -intexview if the sample person's name uwas
listed on the household roster. If the sanple person did not reside
in the household, the check item instructed the interxviewexr to ask a
shoxt series of economic and demographic questions and then end the
intexrvieu. Information from these questions uas conpared with
corresponding information obtained about the sample person when hesshe
was located.

Second, seli-employmeht income information uwas collected from all
eligible respondents (Form ISDP-7107). The purpose of the latter
guestionnaire was to obtain morxe detailed information on income-
related topics for nonfaxm self-employed persons for the months of



April, May -and June. The questionnaire itself was similar to the
mail-out form used for the first calendar quarter of the 1979 Research
Panel (see Appendin). . '

Third, an additional form was given to the interviewers to coaplete
when a sample person did not live at the address noted on the control
card. -The Questionnaire for Sample Person Address Location Problens
(Form ISDP-7111) was created specifically for the Special Frames Study
to characterize the problems associated with hard-to-locate sanple
persons. The gquestions help the interviewer describe the majoxr
problems encountered while trying to 1locate the sample person's
current household address. ' :

Data Analysis
The Special Frames Study data uwere analyzed by the Department of
Health and Human Serxvices and the Bureau of the Census. Plans for

analysis of the data consisted of:

. evaluating selected data items by obtaining recipient
benefit data from the administrative recoxrd files used to
select the sample, and comparing them with data collected
in the Special Frames intexvieus. Problenms of
misreporting, nonreperting, recall, and accuracy of amount
reporting uere evaluated;

. analyzing location problems encountered by interviewers
stemming fzom incorrect, inaccurate, or commexcial
addresses supplied by administrative recoxds;

. 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

° analyzing income-zelated information obtained from self-
erxployment income guestionnaires.



Chapter II

Sampling Procedures

nt ti

Samples for the Special Frames Study uwere selected from Six
administrative zecord systems in 26 PSUs in five States: Pennsylvania,
North Carolina, Wisconsin, Missouri and California. State files were
used to select a sample of individuals receiving benefits from UI,
AFDC 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 tariilers 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 frame, along
with the county makeup of each PSU, and the number of erperienced
interviewers availakle.

Sampling Specjfications

The Statistical Methods Division (SMD) of the Bureau of the Census
defined the sample selection specifications for each participating
agency. Since recoxds for the programs of interest are maintained at
both the federal and State level, HHS and Census staff contacted key
rersonnel at federal and State sgencies to discuss access issues and
to assess the feasibility of isplementing Buzeau of +the Census
sampling procedures. Ultimately, because of the amount of work
required to write State-specific and Program-specific sampling
requirements, SMD defined generzsl sampling specifications uhich
required a systematic selection of sanrple ©persons geographically
dispersed throughout the participating counties. Rgencies uwere
requested to describe the procedures actually implemented at the tige
the sample 1listings wezxe provided to Census. In several instances,
the creation of the sample universe file was moxe complicated than the
sample selection itself. Described below are the files used, their
general content, a description of the sample universe for each Progranm
and the inforration actually received from the agencies.
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. Unemployment Insurance Sample

The {files of Unemployment Insurance claimant records maintained by
State Employment Security Offices in Pennsylvania, Missouri and Noxth
Carclina uwere used for selecting a sample of UI claimants. When a2
worker is separated from a job and is not immediately re-employed,
hesshe may £ile an initial claim at a local claims office. After the
initial filing, an eligible claimant files a continued claim for each
week cf wunemployment. UI samples were draun from the list of
continued clairmants for the week of April 28 through May 2, 1980 in
each of the specified States. The number of UI continued claimants
for each PSU is shoun in Table 1. Since States have differing
claimants systems, general procedures provided by SMD uere used to
select these samples. Each State was asked to select a systematic
sample within each PSU, taking care that sarple persons uwere
geographically dispersed thrxoughout the county.

The 1list of UI claimants sent to the Bureau of the Cenus was to
contain the following information: State nare, PSU number, claimant's
name, social security number, current living address, age, sex, race,
and amount and duration of weekly benefits. The initial submissions
from the UI data files included only the number and amounts of each
payment received in April, May and June, 1980. BAn additional reguest
was later made by the Census Bureau to obtain the information for
January, February and March and to include the date each payment wuas
mailed. North Carolina and Missouri wanted formal letters of regquest
for the information and copies of all pPrevious correspondence. A
quexry of the Missouri data files record layout revealed a diffezence
betueen what was requested and the data actually available. The data
item most 1like "Date Payment Wes Mailed" is the "Process Date"--the
date the check was processed by the sgency. This should not vary more
than 2-3 days from the mailing date. 1In addition, the request for
current lay-off data was clarified; it was important to distinguish
betuween current and past lay-off dates as people arxe periodically laid
off from jobs.

Rid %o 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, North Carxolina, Wisconsin and California--
was used for selecting a sample of persons receiving AFDC progzam
benefits. Since each State maintained a different AFDC record system,
general procedures provided by SMD were used to select these samples.
A systematic sample wuas selected within each PSU, again with the
caution that sample persons were geographically dispersed throughout
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the county -(Table 1 shous the number of sample persons within each
PSU). . .

The NAFDC sanmple file sent to the Bureau of the Census was to provide
the. following information foxr each sarple person: name, social
security number, number of persons in assistance group, maximum AFDC
grant, amount of AFDC gzant, amount of paynments in excess of the
maximum AFDC grant, amount of AFDC reduction, race, and sex. Again it
uas necessary to rxequest further information from several of <the
participating agencies: Pennsylvania, Noxth Carolina, and California.

Workers' Compensation Sample

A small sample of persons receiving payments for wages lost due to
job-related injuries was selected from the Bureau of Workers'
Corpensation £files maintained by the Pennsylvania Department of Labor
and Industry and the Departrent of Industry, Labor and Human Relations
of MWisconsin. As in other State agency-selected samples, sample
persons uwere to ke geographically dispersed within each designated
county; in addition, the sanple uas selected to avoid having a numbex
of persons with similar characteristics (i.e.; date of first payment,
age, race or sex). The listing of sample rersons submitted hy each
State agency to the Bureau of the Census contained the State name, PSU
nunbexr, county name, claimant's nanme, social security numbexr, and
curzent living address. Recipients from the Wisconsin frame began
receiving payments no eaxlier than May, thexefore payments uere
recorded only for the last month of the reference period. Takle 1
shous the number of the Worxkers' Compensation Cases for each PSU.

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

01d Age, Survivors snd Disability Insuzance Sample

The 0ld Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) sample was
selected from the Mastex Beneficiary Record (MBR) of the Social
Security Administration (SSA) by SSA staff in Baltimore, Mazyland.
The MBR is an administrative syster which maintains data on benefit
amounts, payment histozry, pertinent demographic characteristics, and
othex information needed to administer the OASDI program.

Prior to sample selection, a universe file was created that contained
all individuals with an ISDP PSU mailing address who wuwexe receiving
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OASDI as of March 20, 1980, except for: eligible Spouses receiving
OASDPI in 1980 (this helped to zeduce multiple chances for selection of
these households), adult recipients with representative payees 8/;
children under 18 years of age with a representative Payee other than
a parent living at the same address; institutionalized persons; and
OASDI recipients in terminated, suspended, ox deferred pay status.

A record was transferred from the MBR file for each person in this

universe, containing the following information: PSU, age, zxace,
soccial security number, recipient name, representative payee flag,
custedy code, recipient street address, and State and County. This

sub-£file of individuals was then sorted by PSU, by race (uhite; black;
other; unknoun), angd by five age categories: (less than 18 years; 18-
34 yearxrs; 35-49 vears; 50-64 years, and 65 years and older). A
systematic sample was then selected from this sampling wuniverse .and
the information transmitted to <the Bureau of the Census for
interviewing purposes (see Table 1 for the nunber of CASDI sanmple
pexsons in each PSU).

In September, the Bureau of the Census requested further information
for the data validation Project and was asked to send a formal letter
identifying the additional information needed. Clarification of the
OASDI data file layout uas necessary to update data items which did
not match the initial regquest:

. Amount and number of payments: OASDI can furnish the
amount paid for each month zather than the actual amount
paid jin each month, since benefits may have been withheld
during the month in question because of previous over-
payment(s), In perhaps 10% of cases the apount a person
should have xeceived is reported rather +than the amount
actually raceived. i

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

. Part B Premiuns paid by a 1local wuwelfare office:
Information is available for Paxt B premiums paid by "3xd
parties.™ Local welfare agencies are a subset of these.

. Whethex or not henefits werxe reduced because of earnings:
The accepted terminclogy for this is "partial payments,"
with the category "reduced benefits" implying 2 totally

different 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 xoutine updating of the
Apxil, 1980, VA Compensation and Pension File (C & P File) national
raster file 9/. This file contains recoxds of benefits provided as
disability compensation, dependency and indemnity compensation,
disability pension, death pension, or burial allouance.

Due to time constraints, a simplified sampling procedure was used by
the VA. No preliminaxy file soxting was performed; although only
records representing payments to individuals within households were
used, these were sampled directly from the C £ P File. The file is
ordered by the last tuo digits of the VA case number which the VA
maintains is essentially unzelated +to the charactexristics of the

recipients.

Since the PSUs were 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
obtained from United States Postal Service publications and werxe not
necessarily complete. Exroneous 2ip codes leading to the selection of
addresses from the wrzong PSU and addresses, such as the recipient's
bank, rather than household, were expected, thus the VA was asked to
provide tuice the desired number of names and addresses from each PSU.
The Field Division of the Bureau uf the Census was instructed to
contact a targeted number of addresses in the ordex of selection by
the VA: the remaining names constituted a suprlemental list to replace
any of the first list that were not households in that PSU. The 100
percent oversample was overly cautious; in retrospect, 25 pexcent
above the target would have been sufficient. .

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

Additional administrative information regquested at a later date by HHS
and the Bureau of the Census included: number of payments xeceived in
the fizst six months of 1980, gross and net amounts of those payrments,
the length of time recipient has received VA payments (i.e., date
payments began), type of recipient, number of people covered by the
payment (and names, if possible), benefit type: compensation or
pension, payments made under the G.I. bill, ox for G.I. 1life
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insurance, amd the basic payment amount as well as any allouances,
special payments, or amounts given individually and not aggregated.

The edministrative data uere supplied by VA after receipt of a formal
lettexr 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 nampes:
While the number of persons covered is available in all
cases, names cannot be provided for all those covexed. A
"stub name"™ which contains the first initial of the first
and second names and the first five lettexs of the last
name of the primary beneficiary and possibly the spouse and
children, has recently been added to the VA layout; it may
not be part of all records.

. Sex: Since the VA assumes all veterans to bhe male and

spouses to be female, inaccurate information may be
provided for this iten. Rlso, VA has discontinued

allocating a sex code for childzren.

. Marital status: The closest item to this is the VA
"Derendency”™ code which Provides the person's relationship
to the primary beneficiary.

° Basic payments in addition to any allowances, special
payments, amounts given individually, not aggregated: The
only additional amount VA could rrovide on an "individual"
level would be an annual clothing allowance.

. Payments made undex 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 for
seriously disabled veterans receiving both compensation
andsor pension and education benefits. Since a separate
operation would be needed to provide the information from
the education file, this item was not pursued.

. Payments for GI Life Insurance: Rlthough this data is
pmaintained on a fourth VA file, the information was
available through the C & P file since rost vetexans have
life insurance payments deducted from theiz compensation
and/ox pension payment. :
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dnteznal Revenue Service Sample

The source of the IRS sample of 800 cases was the 1978 Internal
Revenue Service Individual Master File (IMF) zrecords for the £five
participating States. The IMF is a record of selected income and tan
information from all Individual Income Tax returns pertaining to
wages,. -dividend and interest incore, taxes paid, exemptions and the
tax identification record. Rmended and audited zeturns are maintained
in separate wmodules. Selection was made fron income tax returns of
Primary taxfilers whose filing addresses wexe in the designated PSUs
and whese social security number ending digits fell within the 1979
Statistics of Income (50I) sample. A subset of the cases uwere drawn
from returns uwhich uwerxe also contained within SSA's Continuous Work
History Sample. A double sampling approach was used for the selection
of IRS Form-1040 and 1040A series returns in this file.
Stratificaticn by tyre of return (business ox non~business) and the
amount of adjusted gross income (AGI) took place prior to initial
selection based on the terminal digits of the Primary tax-filer's
social security number. From this, a systematic subsample was
selected from each of the strata by Bureau of the Census statf.
Identification of Primary taxpayers was made, and household
information was transmitted for transcription to the contrel carxds.
This sampling procedure was based on a proposal by Fritz Scheuren of
the Internal Revenue Sexvice to provide for a larger than Proportional
allocaticn of high income and self-employed returns. Table 1 presents
the nuxber of pexsons selected from the IRS file.
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Chapter III

Field Procedures and Data Collection

To evaluate the effectiveness of the ISDP questionnaire, the Special
Frames Study replicated many of the field Pxocedures of the 1979 ISpp
Panel. The specialized nature of the sanple and the study led,
houever, to some differences in intervieuwer Pxocedures. This chaptey
will delineate similarities and differences.

mmmm:.o_w identjalj

The Special Frames Study, as all IspP field activities, Was conducted
under the authority of Title 42, Section 1310 and Title 13, Section
182 of the United States Code. All data collected 2re held
confidential by lauw (Title 13, u.s.c.). Identifiable data can be seen
only by sworn agents of the Bureau of the Census engaged in the
analysis of the survey data and cannot be disclosed oz zeleased to
othezs fox any purpose.

The questionnaire (ISDP-7101) was very similaxr to the ISDP-101A used
in Wave 1 of the 1979 ISDP Reseszch Panel [52]. Minor changes uere
made to update the ISDP-101A to the 1980 intexview perziod, and to test
revisions in areas of erployment. Vetezans Administration income, food
stanmp recipiency and asset incose amounts. The Inconme Source Sunmaxy
(ISS:ISDP-7103) uas identical to that used in the 1979 Panel 19-.

Int , Tzaini
The availability of experienced ISDP interviewezs and supervisors
played a zole in the selection of the pParticipating States. The
"refresher" training, which focused on the differences betueen the
1979 ISDP Panel and the Special Frames Study, was conducted in the
Regional Offices with jurisdiction over the respective Participating

States. The Special Surveys Branch, Demographic Surveys Division of
the Buresu of the Census, provided a verbatim training guide.

Covered in the tuo-day sessions were basic changes bhetween the 1979
ISDP Panel and the Special Frames Study with zxespect +¢o respondent

LK)



rules, mover rules and intezviewing Procedures. Since intezvieuwing
procedures differed for the months of July and August, each period was
handled Separately by the trainers.

Inisx!igﬂigs and Field Ezéssduxes

R major distinction betueen the Special Frames Study and other ISpP
field activities was that the entirze Special Frames sample wuwas g3
Berson sample rather than an address sample. For each person sampled,
the interviewers uere given a contzol card containing the sanple
person's name and address. Intexviewezrs uwere instructed to locate the
sample person and interview all individuals, 16 veaxrs old or older
(who uwerze Physically and pentally competent) curzrently living in the
sample person's household. If the sample person was undexr 16 years of
a8ge, hesshe was not interviewed, but all other eligihle menkters of the
household were asked to zespond. Proxy respondents were used when an
eligible persen was physically ox mentally incompetent, Or was absent
at the time of the intexvieuw. This included persons who had been
househcld memkers at any time during the 3-month reference period.
Children's incoze items were to be ansuered by a Rnouledgable
household member who was 16 years oz older, Preferably a pazent,
guazxdian, or the adult responsible for the child. These practices
coxrespond to "ysual"™ respondent rules; that is, self-respondent
intervieus werze conducted with all eligible household pembers present
at the time of the initial contact, and @ Proxy intervieuw accepted for
any household member 16 years oxr older (including the sample person)
not present at that time.

As in previous ISDP field activities, each eligible household in the
study was to be classified as an interview or nonintexview by the
intezvieuwez. The distinction in definition betueen this study and
earlier field activities was minor. As before, if an interview uas
obtained for any eligible household membex, the unit was classified as
an interviewed household. Household nonintervieus were defined as one
of tuo types, Type A or Type C, while Type 2z nonintezvieus referred to
Persons in participating households who refused to cooperate or uwere
absent and no other member of the household felt able to respond on
his/her behalg. :

Iype A nonintezvieuw households were, as in the 1979 Reseaxch Panel,
entire households which refused to be interviewed or could not be
contacted. Detexmination of Iype C nonintezview status was on the
basis of whether or not a sample person was a sembexr of the household
at the time cf the interviey. Iype C was assigned to the household if
the sample person had moved moxe than 50 miles from any Srecial Frames

PSU ip the State or had moved out of the State in which he/she uas.

originally identiiied a@s living, was in the pilitazry and living in

-17-

‘..



Arred Forces. barracks, was institutionalized, deceased, or had earlier
pazticipated in the ISDP. R Type 2 noninterview status indicated
that other mexbezrs of a household had been intezviewed, but that a 16+
member of the household had not, nor could 3 PXoxy intezview be
obtained.

The July and August intervieuing Procedures differed so that in August
a coxparison could be made betueen the households selected from the
IRS file and their replacement households at the sampled addzess if
the original sample person had moved,

In July, intervieuwers determined whether the sample person lived at
the original household address obtained frem administrative records.
If so, all eligible persons living in the household uwere interviewed.
If not, no intervieus were conducted at that address; the intexviewex
would try to obtain the sample person's current household address and
all those eligible at the sarple person's current addzess would be
intervieuwed.

Each household visited in Rugust was the source of a certain amount of
economic and demographic information whether oz not the sample person
lived in the household. Information collected at households from
which the sample person had zoved was then compared to corresponding
information collected at the sanmple person's cuzrent household
addzess. The interviewer did not ask if the sample person 1lived in
the household. This information wuwas obtained in the course of the
intexview, as the household roster uas conpleted by the intexvieuwer.
A "check item" on the control card identified whether or not the
. sample person's name was listed on the household rostex. If the name

was listed, the contzol card was completed and all eligible persons
living there intezviewed. If the sample person's name did not appear
on the household roster at the original address entezed on the control
card, the interxviewer completed the entize control card, ended the
intexvieu and determined the sample person's currxent household
address.

In both July and Rugust, rules for following sample persons and their
households who ueze no longexr at the sample address did not differ
from previous ISDP field Wwork. Interviewers weze instructed to follow
only the sample person of a household who had moved from his/hex
original address. If the mover was within 50 miles of the PSU in the
State in which the original address uwas listed, the person uass
followed eithexr by the intezxviewer to whom first assigned, oz by an
intezviewez whose assignment area uwas closer to the neu eoddress.
Sample pezsong BOving from one Special Frames PSU to another in the
same State were alsoc follouwed. Sample persons who had moved out of
the State in uwhieh they were originally listed wexe classified ags g
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Iype € noniqtezvieu. Other sample persons not followed were those
institutionalized, military personnel living in Axmeq Forces Barracks,
those no longer living in the United States and those who had dijed.
An attempt was made to obtain 3 neu address for Type ¢ nonintervieus,
but no further contact was Zequired.

Several sources contributed to a better understanding of the problenms
of lo;ating sarple persons; these were the ISDP-167, Nawe and Addzess
Correction Request Caxd, sent to u.s. Postal Sezvice Office for the
sarple address (also called Advance Post Office Check-~APOC); the
ISDP-7102 and 7102a, July and August Contxol Cazds; and the 1IsDP-7111,
Srecial Frares Study Questionnaire for Sample Perzson Rddress Location
Pxoblers, to be discussed below. Each of these foxms uwas unique to the
Special Frames Study and (except for the Contzrel Cards) intended to
Provide a more thorough examination of household mover xates. The
ISDP-7111 uas to ke filled out if the sample person hag moved £rom
his/hexr original addzess wubether or not the interviewey completed the
. Search for the sample person or the case uas assigned to another
interviewer. The form itself is a short questionnaire designed to
describe the rajor Proklerms encountered while trying to locate rersons
and households selected into the Special Frames Study Sample. It
obtains information about original households, any  follow-up
information the intezvieuwer Bay have <received, the source of the
information and the final outcome of the seazxch. The data collected
were intended to help understand the Pzoblems associated with hazd-to-
locate and incorrect addresses obtained from administrative files.

Suzvey of Self-Erplovrent Income

As an additional methodologicel test in the messurement of nonfazrm
self-employment incoze, intezvieuwerzs were instructed +o obtain more
detailed infoxration from respondents uwho identified themselves as
having such income. The additionsl questions were contained on the
Suzvey of Seli-Employment Incose (1ISDP Foxm-7107); one questionnaire
was to be completed for each business or Professional practice cwned.
The forr used was sinilar to the one used in the 1979 Research Panel;
it was designed to collect detsiled income~zelated information for
each nonfaxm buginess or professional practice. Intexvieuezs were
instzucted to ask if a Person so identified would be sble to conmplete
2 self-employment form while the intezviewezr uaited. If the form
could be completed within 15 minutes, it uwas then transmitted +to the
regional office with othex materials obtained. If it could not hbe
quickly completed, a preaddzessed stamped envelore was left with the
form to be completed by the zespondent and retuzrned to the Buzeau of

the Census.
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fors was left behind for completion after the interview. Upon Teceipt
of the contzol cazd at the regional office, this information was
transcribed to an ISDP-7109, Regional Office Contzol Fozrm (see
Appendix), in order to keep 2 recozrd of the number and source of self~
erployment forms expected. The intervieuer was instructed by zegional
office staff to telephone any respondent who had not returned the
self-employment questionnaire within 10 days of its receipt, unless
the person had cleaxly refused to complete the form. Blank ISDP-7107s
Lere supplied to intexvieuwers who were required to pmake telephone
followups. These were to be completed and transmitted to the regional
office within five working days of the interviewer's notification from
regional office staff to call the respondent.

Interviewer Observatjons

In ozder to assess the quality of the intervieuex training and the in-
texvieu process, ISDP pPersonnel spent several days in the zegional
offices which administered the Special Frames Study, to observe and
comrent on areas where improvement could be made 1in future data
collection activities. '

In Noxth Caxolina the intexviewers were Pazrticulazly concezned about
the age of the addresses from the list frames and possible 1scation
prohlenms. They zrxeported that local post offices aze not aluays
coorerative in providing them with new addresses for movers, although
contacts through the zegional office de¢ bring & response.

Observers uwere, overall, impressed with the quality of the interview
Process and the ability and willingness of the intervieuers to probe
for ansuers, particularly income amounts, uwhen zxespondents were
hesitant to zeply. It wss noted that some intezrviewers uwere less
reluctant about asking for sensitive information when they do not
exnpect to return to the same household again.

Accuracy of addresses and sample persons' hanes received varying
comrents within the same PSU--one obsexver noting a number of
misspellings which uwere aswkwazd in the field and anothez, s week
later, stating satisfaction in this respect. Several observers were
impressed with the coopexation displayed by the respondents, even
though a number of intezviewed households confused this suxvey wuwith
the decennial census and felt they had alzeady ansuered the Census
guestions.

An IRS frame obsexvation mentioned the need to include a category for
money market funds as a source of income. In the 1lou income zxurasl
counties of Noxth Caxolina, however, it seemed as inappzopriate to ask
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the zecipients questions concerning stocks, bongs, certificates of
deposits, etc., as it was to 3sk welfare guestions in affluent areas
wheze the household income is reported as wpgw 6  "Refm,
Additionally, in the ruzal areas, confusion arese ovey the distinction
betueen @ farm business and a nonfarnm business.

-21-
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Chaptezr 1V

Analysis of pata

sanpling frames. As Stated previously, thzee major questions were to
be addressed--the selection of samples from administrative lists of
Program participants, the difficulty in locating Xespondents from the
addresses supplied Ey the progranm frames and the efficiency of the
questionnaire design in identifying Program participants, their
reported benefits and income by comparison with adeministrative
reccrds. Ancther questionnaize design issue focused oen the
feasibility and Practicality of an alteznative nmeans of collecting
self-errloyrent incore. This chapter will 1look at the information
obtained in the July-August interxvieu reriod to see what ansuers can
be provided.

Sampling dxom Administrative Frames

Tuo apprcaches were +taken to address the issue of feasibility of
selecting a sanple from 1lists of Program parxticipants; the fizst
considered the credence that could be Placed in the address of the
sanple person as found in the administzative recoxd systenm. The
Rdvance Post Office Check (RPOC), the Location of Address Form (ISDP-
7111) and the mover zates were used for this analysis. &an additional
questicn  concerned the addresses supplied by the 1978 IRS
administrative recozds, and asked whethexr the age of the IRS addresses
can create a bias when the Persons at the address no longer include
the sample person. To look into this question, basic demogzaphic and
economic data weze collected from household members curzently living
at the sampled address and compazxed with demographic and economic data
collected fzom the sanple person at his-/her curzrent address.

Advance Post Office Check (APOC)

Rs noted earliexr, the Special Frames Study intezvieuers uere to locate
the person selected into the sample from administrative zecozds which
were, foz the most part, fzom one to three months old at the tize of
the interview. The IRS file contained addresses almost two years old
at the time of sample selection. In an attempt to assuze that

-22-



accurate addresses were available, the ISpP-147 was designed +to
request canfirmation from Post Offices of the address listed, or that
the nare or address be corrected according to the recozds paintained
at that office. ' ’

The Statistical Methods Division (SMD) of the Bureay of the Census uas
assisted by the Bureau's Data Prepazation Division (DPD) ipn
Preparation of matezials for the Special Frames Study. When DFD
zeceived the sampling list from SMD, Dppp transcribed the control
numbex, name and address for each sample unit from the list to Section
2 of the APOC card (Foxm ISDP-167). Using the most recent 2Zip C(ode
Directozry, DPD staff determined the Post Office for each APOC Card angd
batched cazds going to the same Post Office. A Tzansmittal Form wuas
Prepared for each Post Office receiving APQOC caxds, with copies
retained for SMD and DPD files. Contzol cazds (Fozrm 1ISDP-7102 or
71028) uwexe preraxed for each sample person according to the SMD
protocol and were mailed to the appropriate Regional Offices. a delay
in transrission of the sample lists for the Pennsylvania Unemployment
Insuzance sample and the Wisconsin Workers' Compensation sample made
it impossible to include these in- the APOC, lowering the nuzber of
caxds actually sent from the Bureau of the Census to the Post Offices.
Changes received from Post Offices by the Demographic Surveys Division
(DSD) uwere eithexr corrected by them or communicated to Regional Office
Staff so that control cards could be corrected.

intezview. RPOC cards uerze mailed to the Post Offices by the thizxd
week of May for the July interviews, and by the third week of June for
August intexvieus. - Sample addresses and control nurbers uwere
scheduied fox tzanscription +to contxol caxds three uweeks later;
control cards were then sent to the Regional Offices.

Actual sample sizes indicate 1,882 sanple persons weze selected (Table
1). A review of the 1,762 apOC cards--less the 120 from Pennsylvania
UI and Wisconsin WC samples--sent to the Post Offices for verification
or corxection, showed that 1,619 were returned for.a rxeturn zate of
about 92%. Table IV-1 Provides zxetuzn  rates by State and by
adeministrative sampling frare. L e 5

The zreturn rate is only an indication of the extent to which Post
Offices cooperated with the Bureau of the Census; as will bhe noted
latex, the zeturn of Form ISDP-167 did not necessarily mean that the
correct address was noy available fcr the intexviewer nor that the
Ssanple person could be xreadily located. The rzeturn zates vary little
by State, 89% for Wisconsin to 94% for Pennsylvania; s someuhat lazger
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variation is observed by comparing the return Tates arong the varjous
sampling frames--83% for AFDC to 95% for VA.

Examination of the returned apoc cards revealed nine response
categories: name and address correct, name incozzect/changed. address
incozzect/changed, address incomplete, pPerson moved, addzess unknown,
no change order on file, business address, person deceased. 0f these,
"person moved," "address unknoun" and "no change ocrder on file" were
collapsed into the classification "moved."™ Three other categories--
"narce incozxect/changed," Maddress incozzect/changed" and "addzess
incemplete™ uere collapsed into the "name/address incorzect"” category.
Table IV-2 shous the zesults of classifying zeturned cards in the five
categories: address correct, address incorrect, moved, business
address, deceased.

Aprroximately eight percent of the cards uwere not returned. 0% the
1,619 caxrds retuzned by the Postal Sexvice, 1,313y were correct as
addressed--this represented 76% of the total cards mailed or 82% of

the cards returned. Addresses cited as -incorrect by the postal
Service--130--wexe 7% of the 1,762 cazds mailed, 8% of the zeturned
caxds. Slightly moxe cards--145-~yere identified as "moved, "

comprising 8% of the total APOC cards mailed (9% of the retuzned ApoC
cards). 0f the 275 cards which uere rzeturned with notations of
incorrect, inaccurate, moved, etc., 221 contained updated information,
which increased the total nuskter of correct ox corrected hope
addresses to 1,555 (96% of the returned caxds or 88z of the total
cards mailed). Less than one percent of the addresses from
administrative sampling frares were identified as 3 business addrzess
Or as sample person deceased.

mmmmmﬂs

The Questionnaire for Sample Person Rddzess Location Problemzs (Fozrm
ISDP~7111) was intended to describe problens encountered in locating
the sample person's current household address. Information uas
collected on original households, any follow-up information the
intervieuer pay have received, where the information was obtained, and
the final outcome of the seazch. AR total of 317 ISDP-7111s ueze
received by the Bureau of the Census (17X of the 1,882 cases). The
number of ISDP-7111s filed was low zelative to the actual nunber of
Problem addresses in the Special Frames Study. This was due to the
various intexpretations given to the Purpose of the form by the
intezviewers. 0f the 317 ISDP-7111s, 46% were from the IRS frame, 18%
from AFDC, 14X from the VA frame, 11X from the OASDI fzame, 8x from
the UI frame and ux from the WC frare.
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A frequency " count of the categories from jtems 7-16 of the IsppP-7111
can be feound in R. Cavanaugh [10]. Rathexr than xepeat the
conprehensive tahles Prepared, only a sumpary of the results Will be
presented here. Tables IV-3 and IV-4 show the final outconme of the
search for the sample Ferson’'s current household address by frame and
then by State.

0f the 317 ISDP-7111g filed, the majority of initial addzesses (61%)
were occupied residential units. Tuenty-two percent of the ISDP-7111s
were filed because the addzess on the control card was that of an
occupied business establishment--thzee-iouzths of these uere North
Carolina Post Office addresses ox box numbezs. At the original
residential addzesses, 62% of the occupants said they uezxe either
friends, relatives, or Kneu the sample person; 30% reported they did
not Know the sample person. Within each frame, with the exception of
the WC frare, more than 60% of occupants uexe friends, zelatives ox
acguaintances of the sarple person. The rajority of OCCupants (§57%)
of the original WC addresses for which ISDP 7111s were filed reported
that they did not Know the sample person [10].

In 255 cases, intexvieuwers responded to the ISDP-7111 item which asked
whether a sarple Pexrson's new household address uwas obtained at the
original sample addzess. Ovexall, in 42% of these cases, the Sazple
rerson's new hsusehold address was chtained at the the original sanmple
address. In four of the five States, a new household address was pot
Sbtained at the original sample address for more than one-half of the
cases reported. In North Carolina, however, with its many post office
- related addresses, slightly more than 50% of new addresses uere
cbtained at the original sample addrxess. 0f the 103 cases where s neu
household address was obtained at the ocriginal address, 78% were valid
addresses; houwevez, in 13% of the cases, the sample person dig not
live at the addzess cbtained. The validity of the a2ddresses obtained
in the remaining 9% was not cextain, as these cases were designated
Type A or Tyrpe C nonintervieus. '

In 232 cases, intervieuers recorded they tried to obtain information
about the sample person at a prlace othexr than the original address;
this wuwas successful in 70%x of these cases. Places wmost often
contacted included the post office, the telephone company ox
directozy, and friends, zelatives or others uwho Kkneuw the sample
pexson.

In the 71 cases uhere the intexvieuer was uniable to obtain infoxmation
sozewheze other than the original address., 42X uere classified as Type
A ox Type C nonintexvieus. Another 44X showed that a plsce uas
contacted but information leading to the sample person's correct
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household address could not be obtained; in the remaining 14%, some
other, or fic reason, was given for the lack of information.

By the end of the Srecial Frames Study, slightly less than 60% of the
317 oxiginal sample persons' addresses foxr uwhich ISDP~7111s were filed
had been 1located and intezvieus conducted, 17% were not able to be
located, 6% uwere Tyre & nonintervieus and 17% were Iype C
noninterviews. The Type C noninterview rate appears overly high; this
is attributed to the 41 cases (out of 53) where the sample person had
moved more <than 50 miles from a Special Frames PSy. A larxge scale
naticnal survey would have many moze PSUs, therefore the Iype C zrate
is not indicative of what would be achieved in a national survey.
Tables IV-S and IV-6 shou the final outcome cf the search for the
sarple persons' curzent households by frame and then by State.

In interpreting rercentages in these tables, careful attention shoulgd
be given to the number of cases on which they are based. For exanple,
theze uwere only 13 WC cases for which ISDP-7111s were completed, end
caly 22 cases in the State of Missouri. It dces appear, houever, that
cases from the older IRS frame were as likely to be located and
intezxviewed as were those from all other frames combined: when
aggregated, 58% of Program frame cases and 60% of IRS ones were
intexviewed.

The average time an interviewer spent in txying to find an ISDP-7111
case was one hour, seven minutes. Most time was consumed looking for
the UI zrecipients--an average of one hour, fifty-five minutes.
Average tire looking for the AFDC cases for uwhich an ISDP-7111 had
been filed was ocne hour, fifteen minutes; for a WC case one hour, four
minutes; for an IRS sample person address, one hour; OASDI and VA
Cases averaged fifty-nine and fifty-six minutes, respectively, to

While attempting +to reconcile base figures from the Bureau of the
Census reports (which analysed aspects of the Special Frames Study as
discrete entities (4 - 10]1), questions arose concerning the flow of
the process from the RPOC to the intexview stage and £iling of the
ISDP-7111s. To claxify discrepancies, @ ratch was made of the contzol
caxrds, the APOC cards and the ISDP-7111s for tuwo States: Pennsylvania
and North Carolina. Pennsylvania was the only State in which all six
frames were intervieuwed, although APOC cazds weze not mailed foxr the
UI sample. Norxth Carolina was chosen for further exploration because
of the relatively lazge number of ISDP-711is zetuxned.

Careful review of the patched contxol csrzds, APOC caxds and the ISDpP-

7111s for the tuo States resulted in defining a "Not Readily Located"
(NRL) rate for cases in the Special Frames Study. The concept of "Not

-30-
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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 moved, but
also that numezous sample Pexsons had a ®3iling address consisting of
@ route number or Post Office bex numbex. Furthermoze, in North
Carxolina, 59 of 250 APOC cards tallied as "addzess correct" zequired a
seaxch - for the sample person--with minimal assistance from
Pestmasters, who in rost instances, gave only the area or road on
which the household D3y have beean located, leaving it up to the
interviewer's ingenuity (and sore trusting neighbors) to locate the
sarple perxson's household addzess. To further cloud the issue,
contzol caxrds shouwed indications that 47 sample pexsons had moved,
while the APOC return rate shous only tuo movers for North Carxolina.
The Postal Sexvice did, houever, SUPPly corrected addresses for 40 of
the 41 APOC caxds that were tallied in the "incorrect™ category. Four
addzesses are listed as business addresses on the control cards, APOC
disclosed one of these.

Use of the 1ISDP-7111 was equivocal; Pennsylvania intexviewezs filed
slightly fewex than arpeared necessary from the ratching of control
caxds, APOC cards and ISDP-7111s. This Statement stands despite the
fact that in one Psu, nine out of thirteen ISDP-7111s uwhich had been
filed matched with APOC cards returned unmarked from the Post Office;
these had been interpreted as "address correct," (zreasonably enough,
upon scrutiny of the directions on the APOC cazd). Thus, this was no
simple process of the Postal Sexvice providing addresses uwhich uere
then easily located by intexviewexs. Also, ISDP-7111s weze net aluays
filed when persons at the initial addzess were able to give an addzess
for the sample person that was readily located by the intexvieuer.

Czoss-matching of the forms for Pennsylvania and North Carolina
produced comparable figures to those called "™Mover Rates™ in ([5];
hovever, ue included 21l contxol numbezs wheze the sample person was
difficult to locate from the address supplied from the list frame--as
shoun by an APOC designation of moved, incorrect, business, or
deceased; by filing of an ISDP-7111 or from notations on the contzol
cazd. These aze the figuzes defined a3 "Not Readily Located (NRL)
Rates;" they are presented in Table IV-7. The data show that 425 of
the 1,882 sample persons (23%) Presented some problem for the
intexviewers, with a NRL/State woxkload range of 12% - 37% during July
and  Rugust, giving an average range by State of 17%x - 28%.
Pennsylvania‘s administrative list frames provided addresses that were
most accurate and up~to-date, with a NRL/ State Workioad rate of 16.5%
for the two-month pexiod. The highest NRL rate occuzrzed in the August
intexvieu foxr the IRS sample in Wisconsin, wheze moze than one-thixd
(37%) of the workload was identified s presenting difficulty in
locating the sample person. This brought the total rate for Wisconsin
to 28X, virtually the same as that of California--a zate that uas
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consistent for the California IRS sample (with addresses that Were up
to tuwo yeazrs old at the time of interview) and 3ll its other
sdministrative frames. IRS and aFDC frames uere highest in NRL
rating, azound 26%; the NRL/State workload Zange when all frames axe
considexed was 14x - 26%. The IRS NRL/State Zange by States was 22% -
37%, with Missouri and Noxth Carclina each shouwing 25% of the workload
to be' not _readily located. Further information would ba needed to

explain the high NRLég;?taggz,gas;iqzﬂisconsin; =

3

# Househsld Nomintervi Rates

Households -occupied by pezsons eligible fo:-intezvieuS'sz which no

questionnaire wpgicomgléted were categorized as Type & nenintervieu
if: no oné was foung at Home on tepeated visits: all residents wexe
tempozarily away during the interview rexiocd; the respondent refused
to give inforpation; the intezvieuwez Was upable to determine the ney
address of: a-hou¥2h&1d that had  moved; the unit, though occupied,
could not be :eichedfticauséadiﬁimpassablé roads; or a household could
not be interviewed due to @ serious illness or death. intervieu
status ua§§?§gpA'eg,g% a_household uhc;9¢$hq¢§gggkségsgggg&hag;ﬁppved
more than 5043 ;hgigidm“f he’ - PSU in- the - St iifuhgzg.?hé§5h§§ was
docurented 3s livings had-been institutionalize uss in the pilitazy,
living in Azmed Foxces barrzacks: 0r was decessed.

Two hundrzed fifty-two households (13.4%) of the Special Frames Study
sarples of 1,882 werze not interviewed; the rates by State and Frare,
and zeasons for noninterview, are Presented in Tables IvV-8, IV-9 and
IV-10. As seen in Table Iv-8, California had the highest rate of
nonintervieus, aPProximately 20% of its woxkload for the two-month
period, almost twice that of the other four states, uhose average rate
for the study zranged from 9% to 11% of the workload. Pennsylvania
showed the greatest variation between the months, with its conbined
Type A and. Type ¢ nonintezview rate for July half that of Rugust.
Noxth Carolina recipients wuwere most responsive, with the louest
noninterview rate for each month of the study.

In Tables IV-9 and IV-10, categozies have been collapsed where nuxbexs
wexe 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 uexre rated as other. of
the Tyre ¢ nonintervieus, "moved more than 50 miles ox out of State"
was the zxeason most often zeported--57 of 102--(56%). Despite
directions in the OASDI sampling specifications to screen forx
institutionalized zecipients, almost half of the nonintervieus foxr the
institutionalized cases are from this frame. "Deceased™ uwas listed as
the zeason for eighteen Type C noninterviews, six each from the 1IRS
frame and the 0aASDI frame. None of the Special Frames Study sample
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Table IV-11: IRS Household Noninterview Rates,

Adjusted

Annual Income
TOTALS:

Less than $50,000

$50,000 - $99,000

$100,000 +

0‘.

% Type A
Frequency

10.4%
(83)

6.8%
(27)

13.6%
(27)

14.5%
(29)

% Type C
Frequency

4,5%
(36)

5.0%
(20)

4.0%
(8)

4.0%
(8)

w39~

by Adjusted Annual Income

% Type A + Type C
Frequency/$ in Stratum

14,9%
(119/797)

11.8%
(47/398)

17.5%
(35/199)

18.5%
(37/200)
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persons were in the militarxy, living in Armed Fozces Barracks; this
was collapsed into the "Type C other" cell. )

Four frawes--AFDC, 0ASDI, VA and IRS-~ranged within a rexcentage point
of one snother, from 14% to 15%. yurI and WC uwezxe substantially louwex
at 8 and 7%, respectively. The noninterview rate for the Special
Frames Study was 13% of the total workload, with the rate for the IRS
frame--and its older addresses--only slightly highexr than that for all
other frares interviewed (15% vs 12%). The difference between the
Tyre A and Type C nonintezvieus was much greater for the IRS portion
of the study.

In all, the 75 refusals constituted 29% of the 257 noninterviews, but
43% of the 119 in +the IRS frame sample. To further investigate
pattezxns in the IRS frame sample, nonintervieus uere developed by
incore stratum (adjusted annual income) 11/ in Tahles IV-11 and Iv-12.
Rgain, the small number of cases suggests caution in interpreting
these results, but nonintervieuw type aprears to vary with income. In
the +two higher incorme strata, refusals are by far the dominant reason
(20 of 35 for the $50,000 to $99,99% income group and 22 of 37 for the
highest incore gzoup. For IRS frame sample persons with less than
$€50,000 in income, mobility appears the morxe dominant factor (of 47
noninterviews, 15 had moved from the interviewing area and 14 could
not be located, suggesting, though not guaranteeing, that they had
moved). Only nine in the louest group refused, while only 16 of the
72 nonintexrviews in the two highest groups had moved or were not
locatable. : :

Self-Employment lm&e-

The Self-employment Income Questionnaire (ISDP-7107) uas used in the
IRS interview in August to measure nonfarr self-empleyment income.
Intexvieuers obtained one form for each business or professional
practice ouned by members of households in the Special Frames Study.
The procedure differed ‘slightly from that used in the 1979 ISDP
Research Panel, in that, if possible, interxviewers had the persons uha
reported owning a nonfazm business ox professional practice complete
the ISDP-7107 while the interviewexr waited. If, houever, information
was not readily available, the form(s) and a preaddressed stamped
envelope were left at the household to bhe completed and zretuzned +o
the Burzeau of the Census. Regional office staff recorded the numbex
of forms expected from the identified households on a Regional Office
Contxol Form (ISDP-7109) and reminded intexviewers to check with the
xespondents who had not returned the ISDP-7107s within ten days. This
was an attempt to increase the number of forms returned in the "off-
line™ ox "drop-off" phase of the 1979 Panel [50].
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Table IV-13: Self-employment Income (SEI)\Response

State ' Sources of ISDP-7107s Usable
(# Households) SEI Returned Information

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

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

424



Two  hundred thirty households (29% of the IRS workload) were
identified as having one or more sources 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 interxview or
left for the zrespondent to corplete later and mail back to Census
(Table IV-13). 0f those households reporting more than one source of
self-employment income, seventeen reported two businesses or pro-
fessional practices, tuo reported three, four reperted four sources
and one indicated five scurces of nonfarm incore. One hundred forty
ISDP-7107s were received in Washington; this represented §7% of the
identified business or professional practices, a higher return rate
than the aprroximately 50% response rate for the nmeasurement of
nonfarm self-employment income which occurred in the 1979 ISDP Panel.

0f major concern in this aspect of the Special Frames Study was the
estimation of net profit or loss for the April, May, June quarter.
This is obtained on the ISDP-7107 from information in gross receipts
(item 4), total expense (item 7), orx net profit or loss (item 10). o0f
the 140 returned forms, 119 had responses in one or more of these
three items, producing usable information for 49% of the identified
sources of nonfarm self-employrent. Analysis was limited to producing
simple descriptive statistics for each item; figures from the
Cavanaugh zreport [9] uwere modified after careful review of contzol
caxds, the ISDP-7107s and the Regicnal 0Office control forms (ISDP-

7109).

Rerlacement Househzld Characteristics

Five wvariables uwere used for ccrraring the households of sample
persens who had moved with the current occupants of the household at
the original sample address: household size, number in household
employed, household's monthly inccre, numnber of income souxces per
household and type of income souzces.

The brevity of the Cavanaugh repoxt [6] on replacement household
characteristics led to a review of the information available on the
control cards foxr the August 1IRS sanple. Control cards for
replacement households contained, in addition to the household roster,
responses to questions concerning monthly income of the household,
numbexr of employed persons in the household and sources of income for
all household merbers (see Figure 1 for Control Card Items 35, 36 and
37). At the original sample pexson households only the household
rostex had been entered. on the control caxds; replies to the other
items were recorded directly onto the guestionnaires. Aat the time of
this revieuw the questionnaires had been sent to storage in
Jeffersonville, Indiana and were not available. Thus, household
size is the only variable for which a comparison can be made; for all
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other variables, only frequency counts for replacement households aze
presented. )

One hundred six (13%) of the 797 IRS cases were households wheze the

sample person no longer resided. Eighty-seven of the replacement
households provided information beyond a household rostexr (11% of
*7973. Frequency counts of the characteristics of replacement

households are found in Tables IV-14 through IV-19.

Thirty (28%) of the 106 sample person households that had moved were
designated as Type A oz Type C nonintervieus, while only tuwelve (11%)
replacement households were unable to be intexviewed (the nonintervieu
rate for the entirxe IRS frame wuas 18%--see Tables IV-9 - Iv-10).
Household rosters were chtained for seven replacement households where
further information was refused, accounting for the different
noninterview figures in Table IV-15 and Tables IV-16 - Iv~-19,

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

The +total monthly income received by the household for the previous
month included money from wages and salaries, net businesses or farm
income, social security payments, interest, dividends, rxent 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
replacement households reported monthly income exceeding $4,000 for
the previous month.

Forty-one (39%) replacement households reported one-pézson employed,
eleven (10%) indicated no one in the household was employed at a job
or business during the HMay 1ist through July 31st period (Table Iv-17).

Item 37 (Figure 1) provided data for Tables IV-18 - IV-19 which shou
how many and what +types of income were reported by =replacement
households. A questionnaire weakness is evident here: "Wages and
Salaries™ as an income souzce--other than from one's own business or
professional practice--was not identified; from the information on the
control cards it is uncextain hou pnany of the relatively large numbex
(26 = 25%) of households that had not indicated income from any of the
listed sourxces could have specified wages and salaries in the categoxy
"Some other types of income - specify”™ (income Key 8 in Table IV-19).
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Table

State
(# Households)
TOTALS: (106)
PA (39)
CA (33)
NC (18)
WI (9)
MO (7)
Table IV-15:
State
(# Households)
TOTALS: (106)
PA (39)
CA (33)
NC (18)
0 (9)
MO (7)

IV-14:

Number of persons in household:
5

1
16
5

N 0

Number of persons in household

1
15
5

Size of Households of IRS Sample Persons

2
24
8

2
22
11

3
15
6

3
23
8

(=L BENS 4

4
11
2

4
20
5
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5
1

5
6
1

6 - 12

5

6 - 12
8

N

Noninterviews
30

16
7

IRS Replacement Household Characteristics, Household Size

Noninterviews
12
8



Table IV-16: IRS Replacement Household Characteristics, Total Monthly Income

Amount/Month State: )
| PA CA NC W[ MO TOTALS:
TOTALS:: 39 33 18 9 7 106
Less than $300 3 1 2 - 1 7
$300 - $599 3 4 2 - 1 10
$600 - $899 5 1 5 2 - 13
$900 - 1,199 3 4 2 2 - 11
$1,200 - $1,599 4 6 3 - - 13
$1,600 - $1,999 2 4 - - - 6
$2,000 - $3,999 5 5 1 1 1 13
$4,000 - $5,999 - 1 - 1 1 3
$6,000 + 3 2 - 1 - 6
DK 1 . 2 - 2 5
Noninterview 10 5 1 2 1 19
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State

Table IV-17:

(# Households)

TOTALS:

PA
CA
NC
WI

MO

State

(106)

(39)
(33)
(18)
(9)
(7)

Table IV-18:

(# Households)

TOTALS:

PA
CA
NC
‘WI
MO

(106)

(39)

IRS Replacement Household Characteristics,
Number of Persons Employed

Number of Persons in Household Employed

0
11

1
41
15

2
21
4
6

10

3
13
3

Number of Income Sources

29

10

21
10

NN O N

4+
1
3

Noninterviews
19
10

IRS Replacement Household Characteristics,

Number of Income Sources
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3
8
3

4
3
1

o*

26
6

13

Noninterviews
19
10



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: A

(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
WI  (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

- -49-



Iuenty-nine (27%) of the replacement households responding to Item 37,
reported income from only one of the Sources listed, 32 (30%)
acknouledged twuo or more of the sources listed. Thirteen of the 26
cases uwhich did not report income from any of the identified sources
were from the State of California, this represented U40% of its
responding replacement households (Table Iv-18).

A total of 107 souzrces of income were identified on the control cards
by the 87 households who did report one or more of the listed sources
(Table 1IV-19). Thirty-eight (44%) of these reflected "Income fronm
savings accounts, bonds, property ounership, or other assets" as one
source of income. Eighteen (21%) had income from a business or
professional practice, comparable to 29% of the IRS worxkload who
reported self-erployment income (see Table IV-13). Fifteen (17%) uere
receiving Sccial Security benefits; there were 26 additional listings
of inccre from other entitlement Programs (income Keys 2,5,6, and 7;
Table IV-19).

Comparison with Administratjve Recoxds

A major guestion for the Special Frames Study was the efficacy of the
survey gquestionnaires in identifying and properly classifying the
receipt of program benefits and in the accurate measurement of the
amounts of program benefits received. To reseaxrch this issue, the
Bureau of the Census created a data file which included selected
information from each sample pexson's questionnaire; preliminaxy
findings based on this file [42] indicated that 58% - 94% of
respondents corxectly identified the program (hence, the
administrative frame) from which they had received payments during the
reference period (Table IV-20). Of these, only 5% eithexr did not know
cxr refused to provide the income amount. These figures are from a
tabulation done in July of 1980 and do not account for wmissing cases
or sSurvey nonresponses. A comprehensive analysis of the data of the
Rid to Families with Dependent Children (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 report, which follous in its entirety, is a <revision
of a paper presented at the 1980 tieeting of the American Statistical

Association 12-/.



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 : N
%: )
# Correct 87% 75% 58% 949 76% 81%
FRespondents  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
NG (177) 89% 87% - 100% - 90%
73/82 47/54 29/29 149/165
MO (106) 83% - - 945 71% 81%
44/53 15/16 20/28 79/97
WL (117) - 74% 75% 95% 76% 79%
20/27  21/28 20721 19/25 80/101
PA  (328) 87% 53% 49% 94% 73% 72%
72/83 31/58  26/53 49/52 38/52 216/298
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE QUALITY OF SURVEY REPORTS OF INCOME FROM
THE RID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) PROGRAM

by

Karen Goudreau, Howard Oberheu and Denton Vaughan
Office of Policy
Office of Research and Statistics
Social Security Administration

1. INTRODUCTION

The tendency for income to be undexreported in household surveys is
well known and has been the topic of considerable study. Income £rom
public assistance programs is generally not as well reported as income
from eaznings ox other transfer payments such as social security.l/
This paper describes the methodology and results of an analysis
undertaken as part of the Income Survey Development Program (ISDP) in
oxder to gain a fuller undexstanding of the nature of Iesponse exrxrors
in recipient reports of AFDC benefits.2/3/ It presents evidence that
survey estimates of AFDC income are quite 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 survey
with improved information on cash and  in-kind inconme, program
eligibility and participation. In order to insure reliable survey
estimates 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 sample.

In the spring of 1980, a Special Frames Study was conducted in
order to investigate the practical aspects of sampling from specific
Program record systems. The study was also designed to test the
ability of the suzvey gquestionnaires to identify and properly classify
various types of program participants and accurately measure the
amounts of program income rzeceived. Sampled programs included AFDC,



social security, veterans' payments, unemployment compensation, and
wozkers's compensation. Probability samples were obtained from
administrative records for beneficiaries living in selected counties
in five States: California, Missouri, North Carolina, .Pennsylvania,
and Wisconsin. Not every bProgram was sampled in every state; for
example, an AFDC sample was not selected in HMissouri. Only the results
obtained from the AFDC 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
sample was composed of 116 families in California, 54 families in
North Carxolina, 60 families in Pennsylvania, and 30 families in
Wisconsin.

The selected assistance groups weze identified and the addresses of
househclds in which the corresponding payees lived uwere provided to
the Census Bureau for interviewing purposes. Household intexvieus for
all four samples were conducted in July, resulting in information en
benefits that were received during April, May and June. All household
renkexrs over 16 years of age were interviewed using a somewhat
modified version of the guestionnaire originally employed in the first
wave of the 1979 ISDP Panel.4s The interviewers uwere informed that
some of the sample had been drawn from program records; however, they
did not know the program particifpation of a given household and they
were assigned cases from more than one program.

After completion of the field work, a file was created which
combined the survey and administrative data for the AFDC sanple cases.
Confidentiality was preserved by deleting all identifiers from the
data file after the survey and edrinistrative records were matched.

O0f the 260 families that were selected from the April 1980 payment
files, 40 families (15.4 percent of the original sample) uwere not
intervieuwed. The most common reason for not conducting the interview
was an inability to locate the farily, sometimes because the family
had moved out of the State ox county between Rpril and July. In a few
cases, the family was contacted, but refused the interview. Foux
additional cases were deleted because the administrative data
indicated that no AFDC payrent was made during the April <o June
reference period. Therxefore, 216 out of the original 260 cases in the
AFDC sample were included in the analysis.

Characteristics of interviewed and noninterviewed cases were
compared on the basis of their administrative records to assess . the
possibility of noninterview bias. The most salient characteristic uwas
residence in California--35 of the 40 nonintervieuwed families lived in
that state. The noninterviewed rayees tended to be younger (28.8 vs.
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32.1 years of age), and to have slightly fewer children (1.8 vs. 1.9).
More important £from an analyptical 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
xolls during the reference pericd (30 rexcent vs. 10 percent). While
-the higher payment 1levels by and large reflect California's higher
payment standards, the average monthly AFDC payment of intervieuwed
cases would have been about six percent higher had all cases been
successfully interviewed. In terms of the impact of part-period
participation, our analysis of interviewed families indicates that
they are more likely to fail to report receipt of any cash assistance.
Thus, if the noninterxviewed cases had been successfully interviewed it
is likely that the incidence of nonreporting would have been slightly
higher (but cnly on the order of a half Percent) than observed in the
interviewed sample.

3. AFDC RECIPIENCY REFORTING

AFDC recipiency reporting for the interviewed cases is summarized
in Table 1. The table shows that although 91 pexcent of the cases
reported receiving cash assistance from the state or local uwelfare
office, only 78 percent were able to identify the payment as AFDC rer
se. Thus, wmisclassification of AFDC as some other type of cash
assistance was a more common source of recipiency reporting error than
outright non-reporting. Thirteen percent misclassified AFDC while
only nine percent did not report any type of cash assistance. As
shoun in 7Table 2, over 60 percent of those misclassifying their cash
assistance reported the source of their payments as general
assistance, a state supported assistance program.

The incidence of misclassificetion varied substantially by State,
with Pennsylvania families at one extreme misclassifying nearly 39
pexcent of their cases and Noxth Carolina and California families on
the othexr, misclassifying four and one pexcent, respectively (p <
.001).5/ This suggests that there may be considerable variation among
states in the extent to which recipients axre made aware of the pPrecise
program under which they zreceive assistance. In Pennsylvania, fox
example, respondents sometimes simply reported receiving income from
the "DPW" (Department of Public Welfare) and were unable to specify
the nare of the program (AFDC) wunder which benefits wuwere being
received. .

Theze is alsc some evidence that the incidence of non-repoxrting
varied by State. At one extreme, nearly 14 pexcent of the California
families did not zreport receipt of any type of cash assistance,
whereas in Wisconsin all families repoxrted some type of assistance.
While this may reflect variation among states in attitudes toward cash
assistance, given the relstively small number of study cases the

-54-



|mm.l

*1J4oddns piiys pue sjuswAed aJed piyd J93150y mmns_ucuA\M
*auoN (-

- L*t L°L °ST 9°v8 0°00T°  0°001 9z  ttttUUCCtttULSUODSL
8°8 0°t1 9°he 9°8¢ 9°26 2°16 0°00T [§  ****cccceiuen|Asuudg
G 6°1 6°1 8¢ £°06 $'v6 07001 S °ttcRULL0JR) YJON
6°€1 - €1 €1 8°v8 1°98  0°00T 6L "ctcctteccelUd04L)R)
8°8 1°s £°8 vel 8°LL 2°16 0°00T 912 °°°°°s3jels J4noy ||y

/19Je)|amM  3dueysisse {e303

. yseos JayiQ |eJaudy -qng
3s Jad e3o0]
PRIJOARS e e 04y
J0U 3DUBL  © 13DURISISSR JO WUOJ JAYJO BWOS {2101
“SLISSB YSB) e e e e e pueJy sasey
se pajsodas asuelsisse yse) Jo 93els
e e e e e e e e e e Jaquiny

UoLINQLJIISLp JU3IUIJY

l'"""ll-".l'l-""-""-'-l"l-"l'-'l.ll"'lllI||||||I.I_||"""'I"'l"l'-lll'.ll.'"-'.l-l.-".ll-"'nl"""""""-l"'l

93035 AQ ‘sase) pamaiauajug Lle Joj burjsoday Aouaidioay a4y 4o SJL3stJdaldedey)--°1 ajqe]



Type of Number Percent Percent of ali
misc]assificatipn of class distribution interviewed cases
TOaTeeererrsansnnrnsmnnsnn 20 00.0 3.4
General assistanCeeeseeses.. 18 62.1 8.3
Foster child care.eeececeees 1 3.4 0.5
Other cash welfar€.ee.seese. 8 27.6 3.7
Child SUPPOrtesececcaccnscss 2 6.9 0.9

-56-



probability is about .15 that such diffezepces were due to samplihg
variation.

One of the purposes of this study was +to identify the
characteristics of recipients who misclassified their income or failed
to report any cash assistance. Survey data were used to compare AFDC
reporters with  misclassifiers and assistance reporters with
nonreporters. 0f the characteristics considered6/, only xace (p <
.01) and marital status (p < .05) seem to distinguish AFDC reporters
and misclassifiers. Nineteen percent of the white payees reported
receiving assistance other than AFDC while only 6 percent of black
rayees were misclassifiers. Marrxied payees were about tuice as likely
(22 vs. 11 pexcent) as those of other marital statuses to misclassify
their AFDC payment. We suspect that these differences merely reflect
the contrasting composition of the state samples and that they are not
substantively related to the misclassification problem. -

Our review indicates that only four wvariables differentiate
nonreporters from reporters: marital status, age, work status and
part-period participation. Harried payees uwere more than 4 times as
likely to be nonreporters as payees who uexe divorced, widouwed,
separated or never married (22 vs. § rexcent, p = .002). Nonreporters
were also somewhat older than reportexs--all nonreporters were at
least 25 years of age while 23 pexcent of reporters were under age 25

(p = .01). HMore interestingly, the incidence of nonreporting was
three tires higher for part-period payees than for full-period
recipients (21 vs. 7 percent, P = .02) and about two times higher for

workers than nonuorkers (15 vs. 7 percent, p = .04).

The precise mechanisms by which these four variables arxe related to
non-xeporting are not clear. While marital status has the most
irpact, it is not obvious why it should be so important. Although it
might be related <o stigma, it could also bke associated with
situaticns in which the children, but not the mother, are RFDC
recipients. Given the Survey procedures, which emphasized income of
the adult household members, a higher incidence of non-reporting might
be expected. The importance of part-period , Participation is moxe
readily undexstood since many of these individuals wexe no longex AFDC
recipients at the time of interview and might have overlooked this
source of past income. Employment, in turn, may have been associated
with leaving the xolls and thus have generated a good deal of part-
period participation. Although it is conceivable that enployment also
had an independent effect on nen-reporting, we did not pursue this
possibility. Finally, although it is possible <that age had an
independent effect, wuwe suspect it may only zreflect the higher
incidence of marriage among the clder payees. In sunm,
misclassification appears to be laxgely a function of the payee's
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state of residence which probably reflects variations among states in
the extent to uwhich recipients are informed of the enact program
designation undex which payments are made. The cirxcumstances
surrounding non-reporting are less clear but the extent to which a
family zreceives AFDC for only part of the Survey reference period
appears to be quite important. Both of these elements have been
docurented as affecting AFDC recipiency reporting in earliex ISDP
studies.?7s :

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 shows the rexcentage of families reporting a monthly assistance
amount that agreed with the amount carried in theix adrministrative
record.8/ In any given month of the reference period, between 62 and
67 perxcent of the families reported amounts +that agreed with <their
administrative data. However, only 55 percent of the cases reported
amounts that agreed in all three months.

Rlthough not shoun in the takble, the percentage of cases reporting
amounts that were in agreement with the adrministrative data in all
three months varied substantially by State, from 75 pexcent in Noxth
Carolina to 41-65 pexcent in the other three States. In zrevieuwing
possible <reasons for these interstate variations, it was noted that
the payrent standard changed during the first half of 1980 in the
thxee States and did not change in North Carolina. Despite this
observation, the changes in payrent standards did not appear to be
dirxectly reflected in payment amount errorxs. Overreported amounts did
not correspond to the neu payment standards and underreported amounts
did not correspond to the old payment standards.

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

Considering that socisl security is generally believed to be the
best reported government transfer payment in large-scale household
surveys, it is quite noteworthy that available evidence indicates that
the level of agreement betueen 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/

TS D SN D G M 8 D OS alt anm mh e . D e 48 b o . = . -

Time
period Total AFDC Other cash assistance 1/
All three.........0. 55,1 54.5 58.6

(N)2/ 3/ (185) (156) (29)
Aprilececceeeneeess  67.0 66.7 69.0
N Y- 62.2 62.1

Juneo.ooQCOQOOU'ot.. 66.5

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 fcx zrespondents uho correctly reported receipt of
assistance in the month prior to intexview.9s

Table 4, which follous, shows the average survey and administrative
record amounts for zrespondents who correctly reported assistance
recipiency in the month prior to interview by reporting category. The
overall mean from both sources is quite close ($276 in the survey and
$286 in the adrinistrative records) with the survey mean understating
the administrative mean by just 4 pexcent.10/ 1In 21 percent of the
cases, the survey amount was less than the administrative amount, and
in 9 percent of the cases the amounts reported in the survey exceeded
the amounts carried in the administrative record. For cases
underreporting their benefit amount, the average difference was $79,
or about 26 percent of the average appearing in the administrative
record. The average surveys/administrative discrepancy for cases
overreporting their benefit amount was $84, or about 37 perxcent of the
average carried in the administrative record for these cases.

Frequently survey estimates of aggregate program incore are compared
to administrative aggregates for the program as a shoxrt-hand
indication of the completeness of survey reporting. Such comparisons
are of necessity someuhat crude since they fail to distinguish betueen
cutzight non-reporting, misclassification and bias in the ansuers
given by individuals who preperly identify the given program as an
income source. A more comprehensiva comparison of survey and
administrative aggregates is illustrated in Table &, following. It
shous that arproximately 77 pexcent of the AFDC income received by the
study sample went to individuals who correctly identified the source
of their payments as AFDC. The income they reported amounted to 74
rexcent of the total, with the 3 pexcent discrepancy accounted for by
their slight +tendency to understate actual amounts'received. An
additional 13 pexcent of the aggregate was reported in the suxvey 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 percent of the aggregate was missed by outright nonreporting.

To exramine the factors associated with payment accuracy, the
characteristics of cases in three categories were compared: agreement
in all thzee 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. Parxtial disagreement
cases were much morxe likely to have received varying monthly amounts
than total disagreement cases (88 vs. 45 percent, p < .001), to he
part-period recipients (27 vs. 11 percent, p < .05), and to have
markedly smaller families (p < .01). None of the other variables
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considered, including uwork status, Proved to  be statistically
significant. .

Having established that for the most part the partial and total
disagreement cases had similar characteristics, except for the three
variables wmentioned, comparisons with complete agreement cases uere
made treating the partial and total disagreement cases ag 8 group.
Our review indicated that the two basic groups differed along several
demographic dimensions. Those with partial ox total disagreement were
somewhat more likely to be white (64 vs. 49 rexcent, p = .04), widouwed
or divorced than separated or never married (57 vs. 33 percent, P =
.005), and uwere less likely +to 1live in public housing (11 vs. 24
percent, p = .04). The partial disagreement cases uwere also mozxe
likely +to have fewer children (95 vs. 72 percent with tuo children ox

less, p < .001).

However, a cluster of three variables; work status, part-period
recipiency and payment variation is more interesting from the
standpoint of wunderstanding what may have caused inaccurate amounts
reporting. Variation in payment appears to be the underlying factox
in this +triad of wvariables. Cnly 6 percent of complete agreexent
cases had varying amounts, while 88 perxcent of the partial
disagreerent cases and 45 percent of the complete disagreement cases
received varying payrents over the 3-month reference period (p < .001
fexr both comparisons). Erployrent would appear to be the second most
important factor with about 40 Fercent of both disagreement groups,
but only 19 percent of the cczplete agreement cases, holding jobs
(p=.001). Part-period payment 1s also clearly important for the
paxrtial disagreement group (27 vs. 3 pexcent, p < 001). However, it
is of considerably less importance for the total disagreement group
(11 pexcent vs. 3 percent, P * .116) and is at best at the maxgin of
statistical significance. 1In short, although other factors clearly
are orerable (vis. only 45 percent of the total disagreement cases
experienced payment wvariation), we strongly suspect +that payment
variakility, generated by employsment, part-period payment and other
factors such as changing state payment standards, combined to produce
inaccuracies in recall of assistance amounts.

Finally, the nature of the reporting errors were examined and are
summarized in Table 6, following. The most common erzors for the cases
in partial 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
common error for cases in total disagreerent was reporting a fraction
oxr a wultiple of the amount actually received. This may have resulted
from a misunderstanding during the interview of the relationship
between the wmonthly survey accounting period and the program payment
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Table 6: Nature of reporting error of level of disagreement

Nature of reporting error

Percent distribution by
level of disagreement

ATl fOUP StALeSeeeeeeescenenoencossecaceenennssennn
(N)

Reporting the most recent payment of
a]] three months.....ll.......'l.......0.0il.l.l

Lagging/leading the month of change in recipiency..

Reporting a fraction or multiple of the
administrative record amount....eeeeeeeseccasaes

Lagging/leading the month of change in payment or
averaging payments over transition months.......

Rounding or reporting within $10..e..eeeeeneeeceens

Varying amounts correctly reported but amount value
in disagreement, no reason discernable..........

Constant amounts correctly reported but amount value
in disagreement, no reason discernable..........

Constant amount reported when payments
varied and amount value in disagreement,
nNo reason discernable.ieeceeseececesssecacess

Partial Total
100.0 100.0
| (41) (47)

26.8 -
24,4 6.4
17.1 ) 46.8
12.2 2.1
12.2 10.6
7.3 8.6
- 14.9
- 10.6
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cycle. Rounding errors accounted for about 12 percent of the cases in
partial disagreement and 11 pexcent of those in total disagreement.

5. CONCLUSION

R wmulti-state sample drawun from Program records was used to
investigate the accuracy of AFDC recipiency and payment reporting. 1In
terms of recipiency reporting, misclassification was found to be a
more common source of reporting error than outright nonxeporting. The
incidence of misclassification varied by state, most probably a
function of state program operations. Nonreporting was higher #for
married payees and those who received payments for only part of the
reference period. The implications of these findings for
gquestionnaire design and suzvey procedures are threefold: more
erplicit treatment of partial period payments, the use of the shortest
survey reference periods as is feasible given cost constraints, and
intensive intexvieuwer training on the difficulties which some AFDC
recipients have in reporting the source of their income as AFDC.

3

In terms of AFDC payment reporting, the ability to identify the
souxce was not associated with greater accuracy in reporting amounts.
Basically, accuracy seemed largely affected by whether or not payment
amounts changed during the reference period. This £inding  suggests
that improved measurement may be obtained by stressing the importance
of accurate reporting of changes in payments to both respondents and
intervieuwers. '

0f even more importance for improved measurement is the need fox
a clearer understanding, during the interview of the survey accounting
period. This type of error could be substantially reduced if the
interviewer was made awarxe of this problem.

Finally we would 1like to return to the importance of reference
reriod length. Reference reriod length impacts on tuo important types
of response exrors--the tendency to overlook recipiency after leaving
the rolls and to exx in reporting variable amounts. Use of a
longitudinal panel design with zelatively short reference pericds,
such as employed in the ISDP pilot surveys, should confine the bulk of
AFDC recipiency reporting loss resulting from partial period payments
to the initial intervieu. Shoxter 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 or misreport such
changes.

0f couxse, our reasoning assumes that the natuxe cf reporting
erxors in a national level Survey would be roughly comparable to those
uncovered for the four states in this study. Given that these states
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contzibuted 23 percent of the AFDC caseload . in July 1980 and axe
representative of the major regions of the United States, the
assupption does not seenm unreasonable.
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See for example Table A-4 in (8:297]1. Earliex Iesearch on the
quality of survey reports of AFDC and other public assistance
income is cited in the references [1-5, 71.

The developrent program is a Jjoint undextaking 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. Lininger, "The Income Suzvey Development Program: A
Revieu"™, which appears in the 1980 o) din 0 ectio n

Survey Research Methods of the American Statistical Association,

Pp. U486-490.

Rid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Provides cash
payments to families with children deprived of support of g3
parent due to death, disability, absence from the home oz, in
sore states, unemployment. 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 square tests to
detect association betuween reporting erxrxors and various
characteristics of .the payees. In cases uhere expected cell
frequencies were less than five, corrections for continuity uwere
exployed. The statements of pProbability which arxe inserted
parenthetically throughout the text zrepresent the probability
that the characteristic in question is distributed zandomly with
respect to the presence or absence of a given response error.

Misclassifiers and honreporters 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 earlier ISDP study carried out in Texas also demonstrated the
importance of recipiency misclassification and the impact of
Part-period payments on nonreporting. In the Texas sarrle, both
misclassification and nonreporting occurred, but nonreporting was
somewhat moxe common than misclassification (see [3]).

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

Data on monthly social security amounts was obtained in a Special
July 1973 supplement to the Census Bureau'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
reporting was assessed by Vaughan [9: 159-162]. 0f the group
analyzed, only 54 percent of the monthly benefit amounts reported
in the survey fell within $5 of the amount carried in social
security program records. However, this relatively low =zrate of
agreement was heavily influenced by the tendency for recipients
over age 65 to report their aonthly benefit net of Medicare
Premiums, which are deducted pPrior to payment to the recipient.
In the absence of such errors, which have no direct 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 of 176 for the AFDCs/public assistance reporters foxr
the month prior to interview (table 3), and 1,250 social security
recipients in the CPS sample, it is not likely that the agreement
rate for social security amounts is any higher than that for AFDC
(the' prokability for no difference by source is between .56 and
.14 over the 70 to 73 percent range). 1In any case, because of
the anmbiguity introduced by the presence of Medicare deduction
exrors, 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 survey reference reriod covers a substantially larger
block of time, such as with the annual reference period employed
in the March Supplement to the Curzent Population Suzvey, yet
other factors may come into play. For example, to the extent
that zrespondents create an annual estimate by wmultiplying the
most recently received monthly payment amount by an estimate of
the number of months that they received benefits during the year,
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 rzecent
years. It is gquite possible that such overstatements would
corpensate for the tendency to underrepoxrt the actual monthly
amount figure used to construct the estimate of annual flou.
Also, earlier research conducted as paxrt of the 1ISDP provides
documentation of the very strong impact that referxence period
length has on nonrepoxting. For example, the incidence of
nonreporting in the firxst three months of a 6-month reference
period nearly doubled when date of interview was moved from the
month following the initial three month reiod to 4 months aftex
the end of the initial 3 months (see Table 111.1 in "Evaluation
of exrperimental effects on data quality™ which appears as chaptex
6 in [3]). For additional insight into the Kinds of exxors that
enter 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 payment reporting errors.
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Chaptexr v

Summary and Conclusions

The Special Frames Study was a continuation of ISDP efforts to better
undexstand +the administrative, methodological, and operatiocnal
difficulties in using administrative sources of data for both sanpling
and analytical purposes. This repoxrt has focused Primarily on field
Procedures, and the =rxesults of those procedures for the various
administrative samples in the study. While difficult to summarize,
thexe was overall success at finding sample persons and addresses
although noninterview rates were highex than those usually obtained by
the Census Bureau. (Some have speculated that one-time methodological
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 file characteristics for sampling
purposes, including Kknowledge of content and structure of the file.
In general, it was clear that Federal agencies uwere cooperative and
helpful in providing informaticn atout their record systems as well as
in drawing a sample from those systens. Howevexr, not surprisingly,
agencies with no immediate vested interest in the study accoxded less
prioxity to the project than others.

Among the few States, there were difficulties 1in obtaining the
specified variables for the tinme period requested, a problem which
would presumably be compounded in a national effort. 1In addition,
record check studies using a large number of States would reguire
great patience, good follow thzough, and lots of time.

Some uncertainty axose over sampling procedures, and verification of
the implementation of sampling specifications by States was
problematic and incomplete. Simple generalized systematic sampling
rrocedures uere given to each sample source, along with a request for
a statement of how the sample was actually drawn. Such statements
were difficult to obtain, but we did zeceive thenm from most States and
agencies. Even then, evaluation of the procedures was not aluays
straightforuard. Fox example, the VA sampling specifications alloued
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for sample selection during a routine updating of the file, but it is
not obvious whether this provided a random sapple.

While Federal recoxd systems are neither centrxal nor uniform in
format, using othex agencies’ record systems is feasible if enough

time is available. Similarily, there are various ways in which the
issues of data access, transfer, and sampling implementation may be
resolved. Day-to-day liaison activities with States and agencies are

necessary to assure resclution of these issues.

Because of resource constraints and shifting priorities, the zesource
allocation ketween data collection and analysis was too heavily loaded
toward data collection in the Special Frames Study. However,
subsequent to their collection, some Special Frames suzvey data were
matchad +to their corxesponding administrative records. Findings from
tuo of these matches--using AFDC and IRS frames--are summarized here.

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

L The overwhelming majority (90 percent) of AFDC recipients
zeported the receipt of cash public assistance.

. ' However, of those corrrectly reporting cash assistance,
sore 13 percent failed to identify the source of their
payment as AFDC per se. Consequently, only 77 percent of
all cases uwere identifiable directly as AFDC.

. On average, benefit amounts for the month prior to
interview uwere relatively well reported. The mean benefit
reported for the prior month amounted to 96 percent of the
mean carried in the administrative record. Thus while
there appeared to be a slight bias in the reported amount
on average, and while approximately 30 pexcent of zeports
were notably larger or smaller than the amount appearing in
the administxative recozd, 70 percent of <respondents
reported an assistance amount that came to within five
dollaxs of the amount appeaxing in the administrative
recoxd. This agreement rate approximates the rate found to
obtain for such well-reported transfer incores as Social
Security in the Current Population Survey.

® Carxeful examination of misreported surxvey amounts indicated
that nearly 80 percent of the errors could plausibly be
ascribed to a limited numer of concrete and readily
identifiable mistakes. The most common errox was reporting
an exact fraction or multiple of the amount actually
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received. This type of error most likely arose because of
a m;sunderstanding on the part of the interviewer and/or
the zespondent of the relationship between the wontlhly
survey accounting period and the Program payment cycle. As
with othexr Kinds of errors uncovered, explicit interviewer
training on the kinds of errors that are likely to occur in
repoxting of benefits amounts could be expected to increase
the accuracy cf amounts reporting.

In genexal, then, these zresults were gquite encouraging. MWhile a
significant minoxity of respondents failed to correctly identify their
assistance as stemming from AFDC Prograr per se, nearly 90 percent of
AFDC benefits received by the study sample uweze picked up by the
survey. Payment reporting exrors affected only about 30 percent of
reports for the month prior to interview and could very probably be
reduced significantly with appropriate intervieuer training.

Anothex Rind of use was made of Special Frames data in a joint project
by IRS and the Census Bureau as part of the IRS Statistics of Incone
(S0I) project [11]. This work utilized IRS frame cases to validate
occupational classifications developed by S0I  primarily from
occupational reports on the income tax returns of these cases.

» Specifically, =zather than using time-consuming manual Procedures, the

IRS was developing a computerized dicticnary system to classify the
reported occupations. For the subset of SO0I cases that were
interviewed in the Special Frames Study, zesponses to the survey's
detailed questions on the sample person's occupation wexe coded by
experts at the Census Bureau, without reference to the IRS codes or
information. Then, the coxrespondence between the classification
generated in the computerized procedure and that resulting from the
Census coding of survey results was exanined. While based on a small
number of cases, the results uwere both encouraging and instructive in
isolating problens needing further attention in the computerized

system.

The Special Frames Study was one of the 1last of the ISDP data
collections. Throughout its history, the Income Suzvey Development
Program had a wunique commitrment to adrinistrative record data to
understand the prokblems of measuring income in a household survey. In
its several field tests, a body of knowledge was developed on
procedures for developing administzative record sample frames,
selecting samples, and locating specific respondents. With the
Special Fzames Study, that knouwledge was successfully extended to
files maintained at the State level and to neuw Federal administrative

recoxd systenms.
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FOOINOTES:

1

27

174

9

Early Special Frames Study pPlans contained more states and
programs than those described below, for example, a sample from
each of the following Programs was considered: Social Sexvices

(Title XX), Vocational Rehabilitation, Medicaid and Food Stamps.

In order to avoid intervieuwer recognition of program participants
prior to the interview itself, leading to biased and, perhaps,
better zreports of Program parxticipation than ig typically found
in survey programs, several administrative zrecord sources uwere
necessary in each state.

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

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

The ISDP-101A collected asset income amounts for only half of the
sarrle as a test of 3- versus 6-month recall period for the
collection of asset data; the ISDP-7101 simply used a 3-month
recall period. Minox wording changes were also made to update the
ISDP-101A to the Special Frames Study intervieuw period.

The control card is the basic recorxd 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 zoster was filled in by the interviewer. It lists
the names of all perxsons living or staying in the sarple unit at
the time of intezview, and the names of all persons who usually
lived at the address but who were temporarily away.

A representative payee is a pexson designated by the Social
Security Administration to receive monthly benefits on behalf of
a beneficiary when such action appears to be in the beneficiary's
best interest. A representative payee is appointed for an adult
beneficiary when the beneficiary is physically ox mentally
incapable of managing his/her own funds. R payee is wusually
appointed to receive benefits on behalf of a child undex age 18.

R VA sample was not selected for North Caroclina because Noxth
Carolina's combined sample size for other administrative frames
was sufficiently large.
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The 1Income Source Summary (ISS) was used by the interviewer to
recoxd the type of income received by each interviewed household
penbex. It sexved as a convenient, corprehensive reference for
determining which sections of the questionnaire to complete and
for assisting in completing certain check items on the
questionnaire.

Chapter II discusses the double sampling approach for selection
of IRS Form 1040 and 1040A series returns and the stratification
by business or non-business forms a8s well as the amount of
adjusted gross income [43, uy].
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APPENDIX
SPECIAL FRAMES STUDY FORMS

If you would Tlike to see the Appendix, please write to:

Daniel Kasprzyk
SIPP Research & Coordination Staff

Office of the Director
Bureau of the Census

Room 2025-3
Washington, D.C. 20233

(301) 763-5784
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