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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

L essthan one-half of working households and less than two-fifths of derly households that axe
thought to be digible for food stamps actudly received them in 1994 One way of increesing our
underganding of the reasons for these low rates of participaion in the Food Stamp Program (FSP)
would be to conduct a nationd survey of nonparticipants who are digible for the program.  Because
such a survey would have to overcome conceptud and operationd  challenges, the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture contracted with Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc. to design and test a survey of the reasons for nonparticipation among low-income
working and ederly households. This report discusses our experiences conducting a pretest of this
survey and our recommendations for the desgn and fidding of a larger naiond survey about the
reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP. .

We faced three major challenges in designing a survey of the reasons for nonparticipation in the
FSP. The first chdlenge was to identify people who were digible for the FSP but did not paticipate
in the program. No ligs of these people exist, S0 we nesded to dat with a randomdigitdiding
(RDD) samnple frame. Second, to identify persons who were digible for food samps, we needed to
drike a bdance between asking detailed and often sensitive questions to make an accurate
determination of digibility, and kesping the screening interview short and the response rete high.
The third chdlenge was to develop questionnaires that collected sufficient informetion to identify
the reasons for nonpaticipation

OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

An RDD frame was used to identify FSP nonparticipants who were likdly to be digible for food
stamps. We cdled nearly 17,000 telephone numbers to identify 484 nonparticipantsvho were likely
to be dighble for food damps and met our other criteria for indugon in the ssmple We ds0
identified 92 FSP participants usng RDD. Ancther 86 FSP patidpants were identified from a ligt
of program participants provided by date FSP agencies A short screening interview weas used to
check whether the regpondents met our cariteria for indusion in the sample. The survey pretest begen
in January 1998 and lagted about three months.

A man quesionnare was administered to 451 respondents who met our criteria for induson
in the sample The quedionnarres asked about characteridics of the households, atitudes,
experiences with the FSP and, if the respondents were nonparticipants, about the reasons they did
not paticipate in the progran. We deveoped eight different versons of the quetionnaire Each
type of respondent-working nonpaticipant, working particpant, dderly nonpaticipant, dderly
participant-was administered a different questionnaire. And for each type of respondent, we used
two different lengths of inteviewns-a ot and a long verson.

"The number of persons €ligtble for food stamp benefits wes estimated from Survey of Income
and Program Participation data and the number of participants was cdculated from Food Stamp
Program adminidrative deta (Stavrianos, 1997).

.e



All theinitial screening intervievs were conducted by tdephone To test whether the
quegtionnaires  could aso be administered in-person, we administered about 15 percent of the
questionnaires in-person  The pretest took place in six urban sites and two rural sites.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our experiences and findings during the pretes suggest the fdllowing condusions ad
recommendations regarding conducting a nationd survey of the masons for nonparticipation.

1. It is Feasible to Conduct a Stand-Alone Survey on the Reasons for Né&participation

The pretest showed that it is feasible to conduct a stand-alone survey about the ressons for
nonparticipation However, the survey would require condderable survey resources, manly because
of the difficulties identifying survey respondents. We estimate that it would take just over 18,000
hours of interviewer labor to identify a sample of about 1,000 FSP-eligible nonparticipants from
working households and 1,000 digible nonpaticipants from dderly househalds

2. A List-Frame is Needed if the Survey is to Include FSP Participants

If RDD is being usad to identify nonparticipants identifying patidpants at the same time
requires litle additiond interviever time However, identifying paticipants by RDD once the
sample of nonparticipants has been identified is many times more codtly than identifying participants
usng the lig-frame. As we found working and ederly participant households were not as prevaent
in the populaion as working and ddely nonpaticipant households a mixed-frame desgn would
be the mog dfident one ifpaticpants are induded in the survey.

3. A Final Response Rate of About 65 Percent Couid Be Achieved on a Stand-Alone Survey
on the Reasons for Nonparticipation

Nonresponse is a concern because, if the factors thet determine whether a person responds to
the survey arc rdated to the reasons for nonpaticipation, the survey findings may be biased. The
overall response rate to the pretest survey was about 51 percent—the response rate to the screening
interviews was just under 60 percent; the completion rate to the main questionnaires was 85 percent.
With the recommended changes to the survey, the response rate to the screening interviewsina
national survey could be as high as 70 percent and the completion rate to the main questionnaire as
high as 90 or 95 percent, yielding an overall response rate to the survey of 63 to 67 percent. The
recommended changes to the survey that would have the mogt effect on the response rate are

Changing the order of the quedions on the RDD screening interview, o that the
interviewer begins with questions directly rlaed to the FSP and does nat ask about
income until the fourth or fifth question



< Adding more interviewer probes to the screening interview to assure respondents of
confidentidity.

¢ Sending an advance letter about the gudy to persons on the RDD sample frame with
lised addresses.

¢ Lengthening the fidd period to increase the number of RDD telephone numbers for
which the resdentid daus can be determined.

« Increasing the likelihood that the respondent to the screening interview can also respond
to the main questionnaire by relaxing the criteria for detemining the household member
who can respond to the main quetionnare.

o Adminigering a man guesionnare shorter then the long verson usad in the pretest

4. The RDD Screening Interview Used in the Pretest Strikes the Right Balance Between
Determining Eligibility and Minimizing Nonresponse

Most previous sudies of FSP nonparticipation used crudescreening rules to creste samples of
nonparticipants who were likdly to be digible for food ¢amps The RDD screening interview used
in the pretest used more sophisticated screening rules that required data on income, vehides, and
assts. Even so, we estimate that 38 percent of the respondents found digible by the RDD streen&
interview seem to be FSP-indigible basad on information given later in the interview. The screening
interview usad in the pretedt, with some changes, hits about the right baance between the two
objectives of kesping the interview short and Imple and predicting FSP digibility well.

5. The Screening Interview and Maiu Questionnaires Should he Administered Using
Computer Asssed Survey Methods

A national survey about nonparticipation should use computer assisted survey interviews (CASI)
for both the screening interviews and the main quesionnaires CAS supports sample management
and scheduling, ads the InteTviewer ; in conducting complex skip logic, and automaticelly oetermines
whether the respondent is digible forthe sample Using CAS! will shorten the administration times
of the main questionnaires

6. A Survey About the Reasons for Nonparticipation Should Include a Small Sample of
Households Without Telephones and Ask Telephone Households About Telephone
Interruptions

About 20 percent of low-income .households do not have working telephones Because
househalds without telephones may have different ressons for not paticipaing in the FSP then
househalds with tdephones a naiond survey of the reasons for nonparticipation should indude a



sndl sample of respondents without telephones. Interviewers would administer both a screen@
interview and the man quesionnare in-person.

Because working and ddely FSP-digible houssholds that do not have tdephones are not
common, condderable survey resources would be needed to identify such houssholds For this
reason, the sample of non-tdephone househalds would nead to be smdl and screening for them
should take place in areas with a high concentration of non-telephone households

To reduce the required sample size of non-telephone households, we recommend collecting data
about pest interruptions of telephone sarvice from households currently with telephones. If non-
telephone households and households with interruptions in telephone savice have smilar reasons
for not participating in the FSP, data on interruptions in telephone service can be used to statistically
adjust for the under-representation of non-telephone households,

We adso recommend that both FSP paticipants and FSP-digible nonparticipant non-tdephone
households be administered the main questionnaires. By interviewing dl FSP-digible non-tdephone
households, information would be collected to determine the FSP paticipation rate anong non-
tdephone households It may be tha the paticpaion rae is 0 high anong nontdephone
housshadlds, that nonparticipation among nonteephone households is not a concan.

7. A Questionnaire About Nonparticipation Should Include Closed-Ended Structured
Questions About Nonparticipation

In previous surveys, the questions about nonparticipation were typically broad and open-ended
and dlicited responses that were too vague to inform policy decisons. Hence, we designed a saries
of direct dosed-ended quedtions about the ressons for nonparticipation. Each question asked
whether a particular reason was gpplicable to the respondent, At the end of the series of quedtions,
we asked whether there were other ressons why the respondent did not participate and which was
the most important reason that the respondent did not participate. For some reasons, more detailed
folow-up quedions were asked. Even on ther own, these quedions could provide much detalled

information about the reasons for nonparticipation.

8. A Questionnaire About Nonparticipation Should Include Questions to Determine FSP
Eligibility, Food Security, and Sources of Food Assistance

Questions to determine the likdy FSP eligibility of the respondent are important because
including persons who are nat digible for food samps in the sample may bias the survey findings
Because of concerns about the response rate, the screening interview cannot ask all the detailed
questions required to determine FSP eligibility. However, some of these questions can be asked later
in the main interview when the interviewer has established rapport with the respondent.

Daa on food security are important because if most nonparticipants are food secure, the FSP

may be meeting its mission of providing food assistance to those who need it, and low rates of
participaion are not a cause for concern.

XX !



The findngs from the pretest suggest that many working and dderly households do not
participate in the FSP because they feel they did not need food stamps. It is important to determine
whether the lack of need is because nonparticipants are receiving food assistance from other sources
such as other government programs, charities, family, or friends

9. The Questionnaires Developed For This Study Should be Revised to Address FSP
Nonparticipation Issues Arising from Recent Welfare Reform

Changes associated With recent welfare reform may have affected the likdihood that working
households and, to a lesser extent, dderly households participate in the FSP. FSP participation may
have been affected in three ways. First, Temporay Asssance for Needy Families (TANF) dients
who discontinue TANF recaipt because they find work, reachthetime limits for TANF receipt, or
are sanctioned for not medting TANF work requirements may discontinue recapt of food stamp
benefits a the same time even if they are ill digible for food samp bendfits  Second, welfare
reform may have reduced the likeihood that persons gpplying for TANF dso gpply for food stamp
bendfits a the same time, because TANF gpplicants are not mede aware of thair eligibility for food
damp benefits & this time Third, welfare reform may have incressad the importance of
psychological factors, such as the stigma of FSP receipt or use or the desire to be self-sufficient, as
reesons for nonpatiapation+ With some minor revisons, the quedionnaires could collect
information on how welfare reform has affected the reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

10. A 20-Minute Main Questionnaire Would Collect Sufficient Information About
Nonparticipation To Make Policy Decisions

Because of concerns of respondent burden and regponse rates, we recommend usng a dightly
shorter verson of the long gquestionnairesthat would take about 20 minutes to adminiger. It would
indlude quedtions about the reasons for nonparticipation, previous experiences respondents have had
applying for and using food stamps, food security and sources of food assistance, the demogrgphic
composgtion of the household, and questions aoout income, expenses, and vehides.

11. If Survey Resources are Limited, Consideration Should Be Given To Excluding
Participants From the Survey

We recommend that FNS condder conducting a telephone survey of only nonpaticipants A
urvey of nonparticipants would save condderable survey resources and could provide sufficient
information about the ressons for nonpaticpation to inform policy. Comparisons of participants
and nonparticpants yidd findings tha ae suggedive of masons for nonpaticipation but rardy
provide firm evidence that a paticular reason IS important. If resources permitted, surveying
paticipants does allow compaisons between participants and nonparticipants of economic and
demographic characteristics and previous expeariences with the FSP which are ussful in identifying
types of persons who are mogt likdy to not participate. It dso dlows an exploraion of the ways in
which patidpants overcame red or percaved bariers to paticpation. However, comparisons



between participants and nonparticipants of household demographic and economic characteristics,
-sources of other food assistance, and food security can be made from existing data.

12. Consideration Should be Given To Adding A Module About FSP Nonparticipation to
Another Household Survey

An dtendive to conducting a dand-done survey would be to add a short module about the
reasons for FSP nonparticipation to another household survey.  The module would begin with the
screening questions, and only persons who meet the criteria in the screening interview would then
be asked quedions about nonpaticipation. At a minimum, we recommend a 15- to 20-minute
module thet indudes (1) the screening questions, (2) the direct questions about nonparticipation,
(3) quedions about whether the respondent has previoudy applied for or used food gamps (4)
questions about food security and sources of food assgtance.

Adding a module to an exist& housshold survey would significantly reduce the costs of
collecting the data since only the additional costs associated with a longer interview would be
incurred. Depending on the survey to which the module is added, the response rate to the questions
may a0 be higher. Some household surveys contain detailed questions about income by source,
and these data could be used to soreen for digiii for the add-on module on nonparticipation.
However, the household survey that the module is added to must be large enough to ensure sufficient
samples of FSP-eligible nonpatidpants in working and ddely households



L INTRODUCTION . ..

Less then one-hdf of working households and less than two-fifths of ddaly houssholds thet
were thought to be digible for food amps actually received them in January 1994 (Stavrianos

1997).! Oneway of increasing OuUr understanding of the reasonsfor these low rates of participation

in the Food Stamp Program (FSP) would be to conduct a nationd survey of nonparticipants who are
digible for the program. Because such asurvey would have to overcome conceptual and operational

chdlenges, the Food and Nutrition Sarvice (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPRY) to design and test asurvey of the reasons

for nonparticipation among low-income working and dderly houssholds? This report discusses our
experiences conducting a pretest of this survey and our recommendations for the desgn and fidding

of alarger nationd survey about the ressons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

Why should we care about low rates of participation in the FSP? Thisis an especidly pertinent
guestion given that the am of recant welfare reform legidation was to reduce the number of people
dependent on welfare. The answer is because the mission of the FSP is to provide food assstance
to dl persons who nead it, S0 low participation rates may be an indication that the program is not
fulfilling its mission. If the program has features that discourage persons who need food assistance
from participeting, or ifpersonsin need don't know about the program or how to apply, then changes

in the program need to be made for it to fulfill its misson. On the other hand, if people do not

"The number of persons digible for. the Food Stamp Program (FSP) was estimated from Survey
aof Income and Program Participation (SIPP) data and the number of FSP participants was caculated
from FSP adminidrative daa

’This was part of a study entitled Reaching tk Working Poor and Poor Elderly.
!



participate because they do not need food stamps, then the low participation rates would not be a
cause for concarn and program changes would not be needed.

We faced three major chdlengesin designing a survey of the ressons for nonparticipation in the
FSP. Thefirg chalenge was to identify people who were digiile for the FSP but did not participate
in the program. No ligs of these people exid, S0 we needed to dat with a random-digit-diaing
(RDD) sample frame. Second, to identify persons who were digible for food stamps, we needed to
strike a balance between asking detailed and often semsitive questions to make an accurate
determination of digibii, and kesping the screening interview short and the response rate high.
The third chdlenge was todevelop questionnaires that collected sufficient information to identify
the reasons for nonpaticipation. In previous surveys about nonparticipation, the guestions hed
elicited responses that were too  vague to inform policy decisons (McConnell and Nixon 1996).

This report discusses our experiences mesting these chdlenges We address three broad

questions

1. How well did the procedures work for identifying respondents for the survey?
2. How wdll did the quesionnaires collect the informétion they were designed to collect?
3. Do the quedionnaires collect sufficent information to address the quesions of why
working and ddely households have low rates of paticpeation in the FSP?
Each of the next three chapters of this report addresses one of these quesions. We condude the
report with a discusson of our conclusions and recommendations. The rest of tﬁis introductory

chapter describes the survey pretest.



A -OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

The structure of the pretest was complex. 1t used two sample frames (an RDD frame and a lig
frame), 10 different ingtruments (2 screening inteviews and 8 man questionnaires), and two
interview modes (telephone aud in-person). Figure 1.1 illustrates the Structure of the pretest

TheRDD ﬁ'amé was used to identify FSP nonparticipants who were likely to be digible for food
gamps. We cdled nearly 17,000 telephone numbers to identify 484 nonparticipants who were likdy
to be digible for food gamps and met our other criteia for indusion in the sample We dso
identified 92 FSP patidpants usng RDD. The pretest of the RDD survey began in January 1998
and lagted about three months. Another 86 FSP participants were identified from a lis of program
participants provided by state FSP agencies. A short screening interview was used to check whether
the respondents met our criteria for indusion in the sample. The list-frame survey begen in February
1998 and lasted about two months.

Regpondents who met our criteria for indudon in the sample were administered a man
questionnaire that asked about thear experiences with the FSP and, if they were nonparticipants,
about the reasons they did not participate in the program. We developed eght different versons of
the quedionnaire. Each type of regpondent-working nonparticipant, working paticipant, ederly
nonpaticipant, dderly participant-was administered a different questionnaire. And for eech type
of respondent, we used two different lengths of interviews-a short and a long verson.

In a nationd survey on nonpaticipation; both the screening questionnaires and the main
questionnaires would be administered by teephone to househalds that have working teephones  but
both the screening and the man questionnaireswould be administered in-person to households
without telephones. In the pretest, we tested whether the main questionnaires worked well in-person

by administering about 15 percent of the main questionnaires in-person. The other 85 percent of the
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questionnaires were administered by telephone. To contain the cogt of the pretest, we conducted dl
of the screening interviews by tdephone.

The man quetionndres were administered Usng hard-copy instruments both when
administered by telephone and by person. Both the RDD and list-frame screening interviews were
conducted by telephone using computer-assisted-telephone-interviewing (CATIT)? With CAT], the
interview quedions are digplayed on a computer screen and the interviewer's type the responses

directly into the computer. The advantages of CATI over usng a hard-copy interview are

. -« allows complicated ... logic. Tre computer will atomaicdly folow the
questionnare skip logic. For example, in the RDD screening interview, the CATI
sydem autometicelly presented different questions to respondents who sad they
recaived food samps and to those who sad they did not.

. It can perform calculations. The CATI sysem automdicdly determined FSP-
digibility based on responsss to the screening questions S0 that the interviewers were
not required to do manual cdculaions

e |t aids in managing the sample. CATI automdicdly asigns respondents to the
appropriate sample cdls (Such as working nonparticipants) and maintains records of the
datus of each cdl.

o It aids in the scheduling of interviews. CATI automdicaly sdects the tdephone
number to be dialed and schedules callbacks to unsuccessful contacts a different times

of the day and on different days.

o It avids cos& data entry. Thedata arealready in dectronic form and can be more
eadly transformed into an andyds data file

With CATI, up-front programming is required for each ingrument. The savings from using

CATI will offset these programming codts if the sample is lage, as it was for the screening

interviews in the pretest. However, because the number of respondents for each main questionnaire

‘Some of the statistical results that are used in this report were produced usng computer
programs made available through the Computer-Assisted Survey Methods Program (CSM),
Universty of Cdiforia Berkdey. Neather the CSV staff nor the Univarsity of Cdifornia bear any
respongbiity for the results or condusons presented here

S



in the pretest was small, it was more efficient to administer the main questionnaires using hard-copy
ingruments rather then CATLL

The pretest took place in eght dtes in ten counties (1) Suffolk County, Massachusdts, (2)
Gavegton, Texes, (3) Adams County, Colorado, (4) Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, (5) Ramsey Courty,
Minnesota, (6) Durham, North Carolina, (7) Bedford County, Pennsylvania, and (8) Murray, Lincoln,

and Lyon Counties, Minnesota.

B. THE SCREENING INTERVIEWS

To identify respondents for the full survey, we used a short telephone screening  interview.
(Vdume 1I of this report contains copies of the screening interviews). The screening interviews
contain a number of “tests’ to determine whether the respondent is digible for induson in the
sample. Once the screening interview determined that a respondent was not digible for indusion
in the sample, the interview was concdluded Respondents who were found digible for indusion in
the sample were administered a main questionnaire. |

A regpondent was determined digble for indudon in the sample if his'g.r her housmold
contained ether a working or an elderly person and dther (1) the household was participating in the
FSP and hed gpplied for benefits in the previous three years or (2) the household was not participating
in the program but was likdy to be digible for food samp benefits  We required thet participeting
respondents had gpplied for food stlamps within the previous three years o thet the respondents could
dealy recollect their experiences applying for food samps. Our criteria for whether a household was
counted as working, dderly, a FSP paticpant, or a FSP nonparticipant were as follows

Working. A houschold was counted as working if any adult in the household worked for
pay during ether the current o previous month.  The two-month time period dlowed us



to indude people who had some recent attachment to the labor market but were not
currently working.

. Elderly. A household was counted as dderly if anyone in the household was 60 years of
age or older.

. FSP Participant. A houshold was counted as participating if anyone in the household
recaved FSP bendfits in ather the current or previous month (and had gpplied within the
past three years). We induded households who reported receiving food stamps in the
previous month, as some people may not viewthemsdves as participating if they have not
yet recaved thar bendfits for the current month.

. FSP Nonparticipant. A housshold is counted as not participating if no-one in the

household received FSP bendfits in the current or previous month.

Determining whether a person is likey to be digiile for the FSP reguires a lat of detalled
information—more than we could collect in ashort screening interview. Hence, we chose the following
rdaivdly smple aiteia to Smulae the FSP-eligibility determindtion process.* Respondents were
consdered caegoricaly-digible for food samps if they reported that everyone in ther households
recaved during dther the current or previous month Temporary Assdance for Needy Families
(TANF), Supplementd Security Income (SSl), or Generd Assgance (GA).  If evaryore in the
househald diid not receive these benefits, the respondent was considered likely to be digible for food
gamps only if dl of the falowing teds were met:

1. Their household imcome was less than 130 percent of the poverty threshold. This

amuldes the FSP-eligibility test that requires gross household income not to exceed
130 percent of poverty. Although ddely houssholds and households thet contain
dissbled persons are not subject to this gross income digibility test, they are subject
to a requirement that income net of certain expenses and deductions does not exceed
100 percent of poverty. As Smulding the net income test reguires too many detailed
questions for a short screening interview, we approximated the net income test with the

requirement that gross income must not exceed 130 percent of poverty for dderly and
dissbled househalds

‘These criteria were basad on the findings of a sudy of the errors that would be made predicting
FSP digibility usng survey daa (McConndl 1997).

7



2. The household did not own any vehicle that was manufactured in the past five years.
For most FSP gpplicants, the fair market value of their vehides (exceeding $4,650) is
counted as an ass&t McConndl (1997) found thet the age of the household's vehides
was a good proxy for ther value and a good predictor of whether a household was
digible for food gamps

3. The value of the household’s financial assets \\:s less than $3,000 if the houschold
contained an elderly persom, and $2, 000 if the household did notcontain nelderly
person. The FSP ast digibii tet requires thet the value of &l counted household
asdts, including the counted vaue of vehides, do not excesd these levds

4. The household had not been informed by the FSP that it is ineligible for food stamps
in the previous two months. This will screen out some respondents who may be
indigible for other ressons, such as they do not meet the citizenship requirement or
they ae able-bodied adults without dependents who have not me the work
requirement.

If the respondent passed these tests the interviewer determined who in the household should
be adminigered a man quedionnare Our criterion was that a respondent to a nonparticipant
questionnaire should be the person in the household who woeuld apply for food samps if the
household decided to participate and that the respondent to a participant questionnaire should be the
person in the housshold who lagt gpplied for food samps. This meant that the respondent to the
man quetionnare sometimes differed from the person who was administered the screening
I nterview,

Using the responses to the screening interview, the computer determined whether an digible
respondent should be administered a working nonparticipant, an derly nonparticpant, a working
participant, or au edely participant questionnaire. The computer determined randomly whether a
respondent should be administered a short or a long questionnaire. |t dso determined, by the
regpondent’s zip code, whether the gquestionnaire would be administered by telephone or in-person.

If the main quedionnaire was to be.administered by tdephone, the interviewer administered

the questionnaire directly after completing the screening interview. If the questionnaire was to be



administered in person, at the end of the screening interview the interviewer would tell the
respondent that an inteviewer would be cdling within one wesk to arange an interview in his or
her home.

To identify persons who are likely to be eligible for food samps but not receiving them, we
used RDD. In RDD, the ssmple frame indudes tdephone numbers of househdlds with high income
and households thet contain neither a working nor an elderly person.  Thus respondents were first
asked a set of screening questions to establish their digibility for the survey. If we identified from
the RDD sample Came a FSP patidpant who was in an dderly or working household, and hed
goplied for food gamps within the previous three years, we induded the partidpant in the sample
and administered a patidpant quesionnare

We ds0 used aligt frame developed from program-records files to locate FSP participants.  \We
requested that the dtates in the Sudy provide us ligs of current FSP participants who were in ether
a working or an dderly housshold. We sent the ligs to the locd FSP offices, where casaworkers
updated the addresses and teephone numbers of persons on the sample frame. Persons on the list-
frame were also administered a screening interview to check thet they met the aiteria for indusion
in our sample. If we found persons on the lig& me who were no longer recalving food stamps, they
were deemed indigible for the survey.

The screening interviews were conducted in English and dso, when needed, in Spanish.

However, we did not trandate the man questionnairesand o did not conduct any main interviews

in Spanish.



C. THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Respondents who met our eriteria for indusion in the sample were administered a questionnaire
designed to collect information about the reasons for nonparticipation.® We designed eight versons
of the questionnaires that differ according to: (1) whether they were to be administered to persons
in working or ddely houssholds, (2) whether they were to be administered to participants or
nonparticipants, and (3) whether they were ‘short” or ‘long” in the time required for their
administration. (Volume Il of this report indudes copies of dl the questionnaires).

We induded FSP participants in our survey o that we could compare the experiences, attitudes,
and characteristics of participants and nonparticipants. To facilitate this comparison, the participant
and nonparticipant questionnaires are Smilar. For example, they both ask respondents about their
previous experiences with the FSP. The working and dderly questionnaires are similar because in
focus groups of low-income workingand dderly persons conducted for this study in 1996, the two
groups gave similar reesons for not participating in the FSP (Ponza and McConndll 19%). The man
differences are that the questionnairesfor the repond&s in working households indude a section
that asks about employment and the questionnaires for the respondents in dderly households indude
a section that asks about hedlth. The long verson of the questionnairesmainly differs from the short
version in thet it contains questions about employment, income, expenses, and food assistance from
other sources that are not induded in the short verson. It aso contains more questions about food
security.

Themainquestionnaires covered the following topics

SIn-depth cognitive tests of the screening interviews and guestionnareswere conducted in two
ocounties in Texas in March 1997. The quesionnaireswererevisedtotakeintoaccountthefindings
from these tests (Ponza et d. 1997).



Reasons for Nenparticipation (Section E). This section was included in the
nonparticipant questionnaires only. Respondents were asked in a series of closed-ended
questions whether a specific factor was a reason they did not participate. It was important
to ask dosed-ended quedtions as previous surveys have found that responses to open-
ended questions about reasons for nonparticipation have been too genera to be useful. We
ds0 aked respondents whether the reason was au “important” reason they did not
participate and asked them to name the one most important reason. For some reasons, we
induded follow-up quedtions thet asked about the mason in more detal. To ensure that
we asked about dl factors, we dso asked whether there were “other” reasons why the

respondent did not participate.

History of FSP Applications (Section D). \We collected informdtion from both
paticipants and nonparticipants who had previoudy goplied for food stamps in the past
three years about the reasons they applied for food stamps, whether they applied for other
benefits & the time they gpplied for food samp benefits, how the respondent gpplied for
food stlamp benfits (uch as, in-person or via authorized representative), and spedific
problems thet they may have encountered gpplying. We do identified respondents who
darted the gpplication process but did not complete it and probed for the reasons they did
not complete the process. We dso asked participants about factors that helped them
overcome barriers to gpplying for or usng food samp benefits

FSP Participation History (Section C). \\/e asked both participants and nonparticipants
who previoudy received food samps about ther experiences recaving food samp
benefitsin the padt three years. We ask the nonparticipants who previously received food
gamps why they sopped recaving them.

Knowledge of tie FSP (Section B). As alack of kuowledge about how to gpply for food
damp bendfits orthe FSP digiii rules may lead to nonparticipetion, the questionnaires
incduded questions about factors that may be rdaed to the respondents knowledge of the
program.  We asked both participants and nonparticipants whether they received food
gamps as a child and whether they knew someone who received food gamp benefits

Employment History (Section H). \\e collected information on employment for two
reasons. Hrg, factors rdaed to employment (such as the gability of employment) may
influence the decison to partiapate in the FSP.  Second, information on earnings can be
used to meke a more accurate determination of FSP digibii. Only the long verdons of
thequestionnaires  collected information on employment All the long versons collected
information on earnings. The working questionnaires also asked about the type of job
worked and the work higtory of the person in the household who worked the most hours.

Receipt of Food Assistance from Other Sources (Section F). \\le collected information
on the receipt of other food assstance for two reasons  Fi receipt of other food
assgance has been found to be corrdated with receipt of food gamps (McConndl and

Nixon 1996). Second, because alack of need for food samp benefitsis Sometimes given
as a reason for nonparticipation (Ponza and McConndl 1996), it is important to know
whether the reported lack of need is because of receipt of food asssance from other

sources. All the long versons of the questionnaires contain questions about the receipt of
other food assistance.
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Food Security (Section G). In focus groups conducted for this study, people who sad
they did not nead food damp hendfits 0 admitted to sometimes going without food
(Ponza and McConndl 1996). From a policy perspective, it is important to determine
whether the respondents who say they do not need food stamps are actually food secure.
All questionnaires contained questions to determine the food security of the respondents’
households

. Health (Section I). As some dderly persons may have difficulties applying for and/or
usng food samps, we asked gquestions ahoutthe generd hedth and physical and cognitive
functioning of the respondent. We did not ask these quedions in the working
quesionnams

. Social Supports (Section J). The presence of social supports may be an important factor
in determining participation in the FSP. It may indicate the extent to which family and
friends can act as a safety net to the respondent. \Weaskedinthel ongquestionnairesa
series of questions about the length of time the respondent has lived in the neighborhood,
the frequency of sodid vigts and whether the respondent’s rdatives live dose by.

. Inwme and Expenses (Section K). |nformaion on income and expenses of the
respondent is important for two ressons (1) economic factors, such as income, may
influence the decison to participate, and (2) information on income and expenses will he
used to make amore informed decison about whether the regpondent is FSP-eligible. The
questionnaires also asked about housshold vehides This section wes included in the long
guesionnams  only.

. Household Cempesition and Demographic Information (Sections A and L).
Information on the demogmphic compasition of the household is collected because it may
determine the likdihood of paticipation. In addition, this information can be usad as

covariates Whenexamining factors that affect the decison to paticipate in the FSP. We
dso asked about ditizenship-a factor that may affect FSP-eligibility.

We administered the quedionnares to 451 regpondents. The interviews were divided
approximately equally between respondents from working households and respondents from dderly
houssholds  About two-thirds of the respondents were nonpaticipants and onethird of the
respondents were participants.

We conducted 69 (15 percent) of the interviews in-person. The remainder of the interviews
were conducted by telephone. To contain the codt of the pretest, the in-person interviews were all

conducted in areas with specific zip codes in two of the eight pretest sites. All the main
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questionnaires, in both in-person and telephone Sites, were administered by an interviewer using a

hard-copy questionnaire.

D. STE SELECTION

We chose to conduct the pretest in eght Stes rather than sdecting a nationwide probability
sample, because it reduced the cods of in-person interviews and obtaining program records, while
il providing sufficient irformation to thoroughly test the Quesionnaires and methods for

identifying FSP-eligible nonpaticipants The eight Stes were

1. Suffolk County, Massachusetts (Boston)

2. Galveston, Texas

3. Adams County, Colorado (Denver)

4. Philaddphia, Pennsylvania

5. Ramsey County, Minnesota (Minneapolis)

6. Durham, North Carolina L
7. Bedford County, Pennsylvania

8. Murray, Lincoln, and Lyon Counties, Minnesota

Tdephone intarviews were conducted in dl eght stes In-person interviews were conducted in
Gavesdon, Texas and Durham, North Caob

The sites were sdlected with a combination of random and purposive sampling.  The sampling
took place in two stages. In the firgt sage, we randomly sdected six aress corresponding to the
Census defined metropoliten statistical aress (MSAs) and primary metropoliten Setisticl aress
(PMSAs). One area was sdlected from eech of six of the saven FSP regions.  We stratified the

sampling to indude & least two MSAs with Electronic Bendfit Trander (EBT) (Gaveston and
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Raleigh®) and two lage meropdlitan aess (Philaddphia and Bogon), two medium-sized
metropolitan areas (Denver and Minnegpalis), and two amdl-9zed meropolitan aress (Galveston
and Rdegh).

In the second stage, we randomly sdected one urban county within eech MSA/PMSA from
counties that have 10 percent or more of their populdion in poverty. In one randomly sdected
MSA/PMSA~—Philadelphia—we sdected only from counties thet aso hed 20 percent or more of thar
population over 60 years of age. To sdlect the two rural Stes, we firg randomly selected two of the
gx sudy saesPennsylvania and Minnesota. \We chose the two rurd sites in states that dso
contain an urban Ste to reduce the cost of collecting program-records data \We then randomly
selected a rural county in the chosen state from a list of rural counties that have poverty rates of 10
percent or more. Because the sdected counties in Philaddphia, Bogton, and Gaveston were large
and contained many FSP offices, we sdected an area within eech county as our site.” Conversdy,
the population of Murray County was too smdl, so we expanded the definition of the site to indude

adjacent Lincoln and Lyon Counties.

E. BEHAVIORAL CODING AND INTERVIEWER COMMENTS
In mos ways, the pretest was adminidered like a regular survey with a amdl sample sze
However, we added two components to the survey to callect more informetion on the performance

of the quedionnarres

‘Raleigh is.the MSA that contans Durham.

‘These aress were sdlected by asking the FSP agency for areas with a high concentration of
working or elderly persons.
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Fird, the lagt section of the quesionnaires included a set of debriefing quetionsfor the
interviewvers. These quedtions asked the interviewers to record any quedtions that respondents
complained about or found difficult to answer.

Second, We conducted behaviord coding on 40 of the completed interviews. These interviews
were divided roughly equally among interviews using questionnaires ofeechtype. ~ Tenofthecoded
interviews were conducted in-person The coding involved taping the interviews and then coding
resopondent and interviewver behaviors during the interview.

Respondent behaviors that were coded induded: long pauses before answering;, asking
interviewers to repedt the quedtion; objecting to the quesion; reluctance to answver the question;
asking the interviewer to clarify the quedtion; digressing When answering; or interrupting the reading
of the quesion. While it is not necessaily a problem if some respondents exhibit some of these
behaviors, if many respondents exhibit these behaviors, it usudly indicates that there is a problem
with the quetion. Smilaly, if interviewers make wording changes, probe incorrectly, or do not
folow the skip paterns, this may aso indicate a problem with the quedionnare.

The coder dso noted whether the interaction between the interviewer and respondent wias low,
medium, or high. A low interaction was coded if the interviewer just asked the question and the
respondent gave an answer.  The respondent may have paused or made a comment before answering,
but did not ask the interviewer for darification. A medium interaction was coded if the interviewer
asked a quedtion, the respondent asked for darification or for the interviewer to repeet the question,
the interviewer provided clarification or repeated the question, and then the respondent answered the
guesion. A high interaction was coded if the interviewer was required to repeat or daify the

question a leest twice after the initid asking of the question. For example, the interviewer asked
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a question, the respondent asked a question, the interviewer replied, and then the respondent asked

another question requiring a reply. A high interaction may indicate a problem with the question.
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II. EXPERIENCES IDENTIFYING SURVEYRESPONDENTS

A mgor chdlenge in conducting a survey of the reasons for FSP nonparticipation is to identify
persons who ae digible for food damps but are not recaving them. While the FSP agendies
mantain ligs of program patidpants, no ligds exig of persons who ae digible for, but do not
receive, food samps One of the main purposes of the pretest was to investigate whether it is
feagble, a a reasonable cog, to identify digible nonparticpants for the survey usng random-digit-
diding (RDD) and a short screening interview. This chapter discusses our experience in identifying
both digible program nonpaticipants and program paticpants usng RDD. We dso discuss our
experience uang ligds of program paticipants to locate FSP paticipants digible for the survey.

Two main criteria are used to assess our success in identifying persons digible for the survey—
theresponseratetothe screening interview and survey costs.  Alowresponseratei sacausefor
concembmuseﬁndingsfromthesmveywillbebiasedifpersonswhodorespondtothe interview
differ fundamentally from those who do not respond in thar reasons for nonparticipation,
expariences with food stamps, or generd attitudes Codt is dways a concern, especidly so for a
urvey about nonparticipation for which the survey codts are likdly to be high. In addition to these
two criteria, we also examine how many respondents are determined digible for food Samps by our
RDD screening interview, but later in the main questionnaires report income, vehidles, and expenses
that suggest that they are indigible for food samps

The remainder of this chapter is organized intothree secions.  Section A discusses our
experience identifying respondents using RDD. Section B discusses our experience identifying
patidpants usng a list-frame. \\e summarize our main findings and discuss their implicetions for

adminigering the survey on a naiond scde in Section C.
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A . RDD SCREENING

To identify persons who were digible for food stamps but not paticipating in the FSP, we used
lig-asssted RDD sampling. It was “list-assisted” in that we purchased ligts of telephone numbers
in the chosen sites from a commercid vendor. The vendor credtes a lig of dl possible telephone
numbers in an area, including both those that are liged in the telephone directory and those that are
not.

To decrease the number of business telephone numbers on the lids the vendor removes dl
telephone numbers that are lised in the yellow pages but not the white pages of the telephone
directory and redtricts the sample to telephone numbers for which there is a least one known
resdentid telephone number with the same eight first digits (including area code). However, even
after thee deps, the sample includes telephone numbers that are not in service and telephone
numbers of businesses and other nonresidential organizations. So the survey interviewer’s first task
when cdling a telephone number is to determine whether the number is in service and belongs to a
resdence. If the telephone number is found to be working and it belongs to a resdence, the

screening interview iS conducted to determine whether the respondent is eligible for a man

questionnaire.

1. Response Rates

The response rate to the RDD screening interview was about 60 percent. While this response
rate is about the average for recent RDD telephone interviews, this rate is still a cause for concern.
Nonresponse t0 a survey generaies uncertainty about the vdidity of the survey's findings. If
nonresponse was completely random it would not be a problem. However, we generdly do not

know whether or not it is random. If nonresponse varies with characteristics of interest, there will
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be nonresponse bias-the obsarved findings will differ from the findings thet would have been
observed if there had been nO nonresponse.

The response rate to an RDD screening interview has two components (1) the rate a which the
interviewer can determine whether the telephone number belongs to a resdence, and (2) the rate &
which the respondent completes the screening interview. Table II. 1 summarizes the components of

the response rate.

a. Determining Residential Status

Interviewers caled 16,648 different telephone numbers in the RDD sample. They determined
whether the number worked and belonged to a resdence for 13,870 numbers-a completion rate for
determining residentia status of 83 percent Of these 13,870 numbers, 8,623 (62 percent) numbers
beonged to resdences and 5,247 (38 percent) numbers were dther not working or belonged to
businesses or other nonresdentia organizations. The interviewers called each number up to 40 times
on different days and a different times of the day before the number was ‘Wired.” Evefi so,
interviewers could not determine whether 2,778 tdephone numbers bdonged to a resdence, mainly
because no-one answered the telephone. |

The completion rae for determmmmimng resdentid datus varies condderably between RDD
urveys but it is typicdly over 90 parcat One explandion for the low completion rate for
determining residential Saus in this Sudy was thet the fidd period for the RDD survey was only
three months MPR’s experience has shown that the completion rate can increase significantly if the

fidd period is extended, dlowing more atempts a obtaining an answer to a telephone call over a

longer period of time.



TABLEIL!

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Totd Numbers Dided 16,648
Resdentid Status Determined 13,870
Resdentid 8,623
Nonresdentid 5,247
Resdentid Staus Unknown 2,778
Reae of Completing Detemindtion of Resdentid Status® 83.3%
Reddentid EHlighility Rate 62.2%
Eligible for Screening? 8,623
Highlity Determined 6,155
Higble for main quesionnare 576
Working nonparticipants® 355
Eldely nonparticipants® 191
Working participants® 54
Eldely paticpants 48
Indigible for main quetionnaire 5579
Highility Unknown . 2,468
Hung-up during introduction 231
Refused after introduction 815
Refused during screening interview 1,282
Language or disbii prevented completion of interview 140

Rate of Completing the Hligibility Screening Interview’ 71.4% -
Rae of Highility for Man Questionnaires® 9.4%
Response Rate” 595%

NOTES:

* Cannot determine whether the telephone belongs to a resdence. In modt cases, the telephone was
never answered.

® The number of tdegphone numbers for which resdentid atus is determined as a percentage of the
number of tdephone numbers dided.

20



TABLE 1.1 (Continued)

¢The number of tdephone numbers which beong to a residence as a percentage of the number of
telgphone numbers for which the residentid datus is determined.

4Telephone numbers that belong to a residence.

¢ Higible respondents who are in both working and dderly households are counted as bath working
and ddely. We identified 484 nonparticipants and 92 participants in totd.

fThe number of respondents who completed the screening INterview &s a peroentage of the number
of respondents digible for screening.

£The number of respondents found digible for the main quedtionnaires as a percentage of the number
of respondents who completed the screening intarview.

& The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number
of resdentid (both known and unknown) telephone numbers cdled. It is the product of the rate of
completing the determsimation of residential status and the rate of completing the digibility screening
interview.
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b. Determining Eligibility for the Survey
Afier determining that the tdephone number belonged to a resdence, the interviewer conducted
a short screening interview to determine whether the respondent wis eligible for the survey. The
interview was desgned o that mogt people who were indigible for the survey completed the
interview after being asked only the first two questions. These questions asked about household size
and whether household income was less than an amount equd to 130 percat of the poverty
threshald (an amount dependent on the househald's size) If the respondent reported income of less
then 130 percent of poverty, the interviewer then asked quedtions about whether the household,
contained either a working or an ddely person, food stamp recapt, whether the household hed
recently been determined ineligible for food Samps, whether everyone in the household received
TANF, GA, or SSI, and questions about the household's assets. We count ascreening interviewas
“complete’ if the respondents answered sufficient questions for us to determine whether the person
was digible for the survey. We completed 6,155 screening interviews, 71 percent of the 8,623
telephone numbers that we determined belonged to resdences.
The 2,458 persons who did not complete the screening interviewcanbedividedintofourbroad
groups (see Table 1.1):
1. Persons Who hung-up the telephone during the introduction.  Although the
introduction congsted of only four short sentences, this group comprised 9 percent of
al respondents who did not complete the screening interview and about 3 percent of all
respondents digible for screening.
2. Persons who refused immediately after the introduction in the screening interview.
A further 33 percant of dl respondents who did not complete the screening interview
(about 9 percent of dl respondents) refusad to answer any screening questions
3. Persons who refused during the screening interview. Fii-two percent of persons who

did not complete the screen& interview (about 15 percent of dl respondents) could not
answve or refused to ansver a pecific question in the screening interview.



4. Persons who did not complete the screening interview because of language or
disabilities. Screening interviews were conducted in English and Spanish” About 6
percent of respondents who did not complete ascreening interview (2 percent of all
respondents) did not complete it because they spoke neither English nor Spanish or they

were too ill or incoherent to respond to an interview.
Just over 40 percent of the respondents who did not complete the screening interview were not even
asked the fird question, Suggedting thet the length of the screening interview weas not an important
contributor to nonresponse,

To explore whether there were ecific questions that discouraged persons from completing the
RDD screening interview, we present a summary Of the nonresponse to eech question in Table I1.2.
If arespondent did not answer one of these questions, the screening interview was concluded  after
tha question.” With one exception, the quedions are liged in the order they are asked on the
sreing  interview. The exception is the question about whether the respondent hed gpplied for
food stamps within the past three years. This question was asked after the question about the receipt
of food samps but only of those respondents who received food samps in the current or previous
month. The sscond, third, and fourth columns present the percentage of r&;pondents who did not
regpond to each question (either because they refused the question or because they éaid they did not
know the answer) as a percentage of all respondents asked the question.” The lest column presents
the percentage of dl respondents who did not respond to the question as a percent of dl respondents
who did not complete the screening interview.

A striking findng from Table [1.2 is that nearly 10 percent of people who were asked the firgt
question (about how many people lived in their household) refused to answer it. Nearly 57 percent

‘Jugt over 1 percent (103) of the RDD screening interviews were conducted in Spanish.

?The denominator indudes respondents who did not respond to later questions
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TABLE 1.2

DISTRIBUTION OF POINTS AT WHICH THE RESPONDENT BROKE OFF THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Percentage of Respondents Who Did Not Respond to the Question

Of Ail Respondents Who Broke Off

Of Ail Respondents Asked the Question During the Screening interview
Don't Total j
Question’ Refused Know Nonresponse Total Nonresponse
sl. How many people live in your household? 9.6 0.2 9.8 56.9
sla/ab is your income less than (130% of poverty)? 5.0 1.7 6.8 35.5
82, Did you receive food stamps this month or last? 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.0
s4/5 Does anyone in your household work?
is anyone in your household over age 607* 0.8 0 0.8 0.8
s7. Does anyone in your household own a vehicle? 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.5
s8. Was the vehicle manufactured in the previous 5 years? 0.5 0.7 1.2 0.5
si3. Is your cash and money in checking and savings accounts less than
($2,000/$3,000)? 5.2 2.3 7.5 3.8
sl4, Do you have any other assets? 0.7 0.7 1.4 0.5
sib. Are these other assets less than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 4.6 4.6 0.2
s16. Is the vaiue of all your assets less than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 0 0 0
sl9a.  Did you apply within the previous three years? 0.9 . 26 3.5 0.9
Total number of respondents who hegan the screening interview : : 7,437 .
Total number of respondents who broke off during the screening interview ) - - 1,282
NoTES: a

*The questions have been paraphrased for brevity. .

YThe screening interview is considered incomplete if the respondent did not respond to both the question of whether the household contains a working person and the question about
whether the household contains an elderly person. The question numbers for participants ac s23 and $24,



of dl persons who began the interview but did not complete it, refused to answver the first question
Including persons who refused before or during the introduction, over 70 percent of dl personswho
did not complete the screening interview refused before the interviewer asked the second question.

The second question asked whether the respondent’s household income was less than an amount
gpproximatdly equa to 130 percant of poverty for the respondent’s household size® Even though
this is a sensitive question and asked early in the interview, only about 5 percent of persons asked
the question refused and judt less than 2 percent of persons sad they did not know the answer.
Nonresponse to this question accounts for about 36 percent of all persons who began the screening
interview but did not complete it Persons who did not answer the firgt two questions account for
92 percent of the persons who were asked the first question but did not complete the screening
interview.

In an attempt to decrease nonresponse to the income question, one week into the pretest survey
we added an interviewer probe to the income question.  If a respondent either answered “don't
know” or refused to answer the income question, the interviewer said to the respondent “We de not
need to know your income, we only need to know if your income is below a certain amount. Your
response will be kept confidential” and then repeated the income quedtion to the respondent  This
probe was successful in reducing nonresponse to the question. Of the 444 times the probe was used,
the respondent answered the income question after the probe (efter initidly refusing to answer the
quedion) 77 time&i rae of converting refusds of 17 percent.

As expected, the questions about assets also proved to be sensitive and difficult. The RDD

screening interview incduded four questions about respondents assets (1) whether the respondent’s

3The CATI sydem automaticaly sdected the gopropriate income threshold for the reported
household sze. The income threshold was rounded to the nearest fifty dollars so that it would not
give the impresson that the respondent nesded to kmow the exact amount of his or her household
income.
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liquid assets (cash and resources in checking and savings accounts) exceeded the asset threshold for
FSP digibility, (2) whether the respondent had any other assets, (3) whether the amount of these
other assets exceeded the asset threshold for FSP digibiity, and (4) whether the liquid assets and
other assets together exceeded the assat threshold for FSP digibility.

Of the persons asked the first asset question, over 5 percent refused to answer the question and
over 2 percent did not know the answer. Ofrespondents asked this question, ahigherproportion
of persons refused to answer it than refused to answer the income questions. The nonresponse to the
second asset question was very low. The third asset question—-whether the amount of other assets
exceeded the asset threshold for FSP digibility-caused some difficulties. While no-one in the
pretest refused to answer the question, nearly 5 percent of those asked did not know the answer to
the quedtion. This reflects the difficulty of the question. All the persons asked the fourth question
responded to the quegtion.

Despite relatively high nonresponse rates to the asset questions, only 4.5 percent of all people
who broke off during the screening interview did so because of these questions. Thisisbecausethe
questions were asked later in the interview when many respondents had either already been found
ineligible for the survey or had refused to answer a prior question.

The question about whether the respondent last gpplied for food stamps within the previous
three years, asked of participants, d0 proved somewhat problematic. Although less than 1 percent
of persons asked this question refused to answer it, nearly 3 percent could not answer it.  This is a
difficult question for respondents to answer~they need to think back over a period of several years;
and while for progran administrators an “goplication” is a welldefined term, it may be a confusing

term to food stamp recipients. The date the respondent last applied for food stamps can be easily

‘The CATI sysem automatically Selected the appropriate threshold based on whether the
household contained an elderly person.
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confused with the date the respondent first goplied for food stamps or the date the respondent last
recertified.

The other questions in the screening interview had low rates of item nonresponse. Respondents
did not have any difficulties answering questions about whether they received food stamps, whether
thair household included a working or an dderly person, whether they owned a vehide, or whether

the vehide was manufactured in the previous five years

¢. Overall Response Rates

The overall response rate to the screening interview was just under 60 percent. Fdlowing the
recommendaion of the Coundl of American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO 1982), the
regponse rate was cdculated as the number of completed screening interviews as a percent of the
number of resdentid units both known and unknown. The number of unknown resdentid units
was estimated by assuming that the proportion of resdentid telephone numbers among telephone
numbers in which the resdentid gatus was unknown is the same as the proportion of resdentid
telegphone numbers among tdephone number for which the resdentid datus was known Usng this
esimate, the overdl response rate is equd to the product of the completion rate for determining
resdentid daus and the completion rate for determining digibility for the main quesionnaire

Response rates for RDD interviews are typicaly low. In areview of 39 RDD surveys Massey,
O’ Connor, aud Krotki (1997) found that the average response rate was 62 percent About one-hdlf
of the surveys had regponse rates between 60 aud 70 percent One-third of the surveys had response
rates below 60 percent.  Only about one-ixth of the surveys had response rates aove 70 percent
The response rate to the pretest screening interview is in the same range as found in previous RDD

urveys, even though it asks difficult and senstive questions.
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Both the completion and response rates varied by site, as illustrated in Table IL3. The response
rate varied from just under 50 percent in Boston to just over 70 percent in the rural county in
Minnesota. Both the completion rate for determining residentid status and the completion rate to the
interview were lowest in the big dity stes of Boston and Philaddphia, and highest in the rurd ste

in Minnesota Low response raes in large metropolitan  areas, especially in the Northeast of the
United States, have been found in other studies (Cohen and Carlson1992 and Kristal e d. 1993).

If we exdude regpondents from Bostion and Philaddphia from our sample, the regponse rate to the

pretest increases nearly three percentage points to over 62 percent.

2. Resource Requirements for Identifying Respondents Using RDD

An important factor in designing any survey is its cost. Because households that are eligible for
food stamps are not common, an RDD survey reguires many phone cdls to identify FSP-eligible.
households. The focus on working and dderly househdlds adds to the difficulty of finding
repondents digible for the survey. This section begins with a discussion of the rate & which we
found respondents digible for the main questionnaires, and then discusses the reasons we found

respondents indigible for the main quesionnares \We conclude the section with adiscussion of the

amount of time oent by intaviewers on RDD  screening.

a. Rate at Which We Found Respondents Eligible for the Survey

The most important determinant of the cost of the RDD screening interview is the number of
cdls tha need to be made to identify the target number of respondents  One of the main
determinants of this is the eligibility rate-the number of respondents that we find are digible for the
survey as a percent of the number of respondents who completed a screening interview. The

digibility rates are presanted in Teble 11.4, separately by Ste and by working nonparticipants, derly

28



TABLEIL.3

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE
RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW, BY STE

Completion Rete for  Response  Rate

Completion Rete Delemining to RDD
for Identifying Highility for Main Screening
Ste Resdentid Status® Questionnaires® Interview*
Urban *
Suffolk, MA (Boston) 73.6 67.5 49.7
Gaveson, TX 84.4 71.8 60.6
Adams, CO (Denver) 85.8 71.6 61.4
Philaddphia, PA 80.5 67.8 54.6
Ramsey, MN (Minnegpadlis) 84.4 74.8 63.1
Durham, NC 85.2 712 60.6
Rural
Bedford, PA 89.4 74.0 66.2
Murray, N 90.9 77.6 70.6
All 833 714 595
NOTES:

*The number of tdephone numbers for which resdentid datus is determined as a percantage of the
number of teephone numbers dided.

¥The number of regpondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents digible for screening.

“The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
resdentid (both known and unknown) telephone numbers called. ,
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TABLE 114

RATE AT WHICH RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW
WERE FOUND TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES BY 3STE

Nonparticipants Participants
Percent in Percent

Site Poverty Elderly Working Elderly All Working Elderly All’ Total
Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 18 16 36 2.3 5.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 6.7
Galveston, TX 16 15 71 3.5 9.4 0.8 0.8 13 10.7
Adams CO (Denver) 0] 1 5.6 2.3 7.1 0.6 0.4 0.9 8.1
Philadelphia, PA 20 20 10.1 4.5 129 2.2 1.7 3.7 16.6
Ramsgy, MN (Minneapalis) 1 16 55 42 8.6 0.8 0.8 - 1.3 99
Durham, NC 12 14 4.2 2.8 6.0 d.6 0.8 13 13
Rural

Bedford, PA 14 21 6.4 48 10.0 0.4 0 0.4 104
Muttay, MN 14 26 5.5 42 8.6 08 % 08 12 99
All 13* 17 55 3.1 79 09 0.8 1.5 94
NoTES:

‘The rate for all nonparticipants/participants is not equal to the sum of the rates for the working and elderly because some households contain bath
a working and an dderly person.

* The national rate for the U.S



nonparticipants, working participants, and dderly participants -As some houscholds (sbout 12.5
percat) contain both working and dderly persons, the sum of the digibility rates for working
nonparticpants (or paticpants) and ddely nonparticipants (or paticpants) exceeds the overdl
dighility rate for identifying respondents in ether working or dderly houssholds?

Overdl, we found 576 persons eligible for one of the main questionnaires out of 6,155 persons
who completed the screening interview-an eligibility rate of 9.4 percent. Of the persons who
completed the screening interview, we found 6.6 percent who met our criteria for the working
questionnares and 3.9 percent who met our criteria for the ddarly questionnaires.®

Estimates using survey data from the 1994 Survey of Income and Program Participation (S| PP)
Uggest thet just over 5 percant of U.S. households are digible for the FSP and contain a person who
works, and jus lessthan 5 percent of U.S. households are digible for the FSP and contain an elderly
person (Stavrianos 1997). Our tidings on the prevdence of FSP-eligible working and dderly
househdlds are smilar.

We were surprised by the rdaivdy high number of nonpaticdpants we found for eech
participant. For every 100 people who completed the screening interview, we identified 7.9 FSP-
digible nonparticipants (in ether working or edely households) and 15 paticipants (in ether
working or ddely households). We found more then five nonparticipants for every paticipant,
about Sx times as many working nonparticipants for every one working participant, and about four
edely nonparticipants fa every one dderly paticipant. Stavrianos (1997) estimated that in 1994

5If we found that a household contained an elderly and aworking person, we only administered
one questionnarre to the household. The CATI sysem determined randomly whether the respondent
was adminigered a working or an ddely quesionnare

“The sum of these two percentages exceeds 9.4 percent because a respondent could be digible
for both a working and an dderly questionnaire.

31



there was just over one working nonparticipant for every one working participant and just under two
ddaly nonpaticipants for every one dderly participant.

There are four possible explanations for the discrepancy between our findings and the findings
in Stavrianos (1997). First, we screened out any participant who sad thet they last goplied for food
stamps more than three years ago. As we show later, our findings suggest that without this screen
we would increese the number of participants thet we identified by about 82 percent.

Second, the earlier Sudy used data from 1994 while our findings are based on information
collected at the beginning of 1998. Since welfare.reformtherehasbeenadecrease in participation
in many wefare programs, including the FSP, that cannot be explained by the decrease in poverty
rates (which are usually good measures of FSP digibility rates). This would suggest a decrease in
the FSP paticpdtion rate.

Third, respondents may have dated in the screening interview thet they do not receive food
samps when in fact they do. FSP patidpeion is typicdly undereported in. survey data.
Comparisons of FSP operations data and 1992 SIPP data suggest that FSP participation IS
underreported by sbout 22 percent in the PP (Trippe and Sykes 1994). For this reason, Stavrianos
used estimates of the number of FSP participants from FSP operations data rather than the SIPP. [f
this explauation is true, this would cause some concern because it suggedts thet some of the persons
we believe are nonparticipants are in fact participants. We do not think this is a serious concern, as
no respondent to a man nonpaticipant questionnaire later reveded that they were in fact a
paticipant when asked about the reasons for their nonparticipation.

Fourth, it is possble tha the response rae to an RDD screening interview is lower for

paticipants then for nonpaticipants’ As most persons who did not complete the interview had

"This explandion is aso condgtent with the underreporting of FSP participation found in the
SIPP.
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broken off by the time we asked about participation, we cannot tell whether the response rate differed
between participants and nonparticipants. (Although we do know the completion rate to the man
questionnaire was higher for participants) If the response rates do differ between participants and
nonparticipants, this would be a concern as it suggests differences in the rate of response that depend
on factors relaed to the decison to participate.

The digibility rate varied by dte from less then 7 percent in Boston toﬁabout 17 percent in
Philaddphia.  The differences in the digibility rete reflect differences in poverty raes and the
percent ddely in the survey stes Stes with high poverty rates andlor large ederly populations,
such as Philaddphia, Bedford, and Murray, have high digibility rates  Sites with low poverty retes
and sndle ddaly populdions such as Ramsey (Minnegpdlis), have lower digibility rates
However, the poverty rates and the percent of the populaiion who are ddely do not explain dl the
differences—we found higher rates of digihility in Gaveston than in Boston, despite Boston having
a high povety rae and a higher prevdence of ddely persons than Gaveson.

It is important to remember that the Stes were sHected only from counties which had poverty
rates of 10 percent or higher, and Philadephia and Murray were selected only froth counties which
dso had 20 percent of more of the population over age 60. In nationally-representative Stes, we
would expect the digibii rates to be lower. Based on an average of the eligibility rates in the four
gtes with lower rates of poverty and less elderly populaions* we would expect the digibility rete

for a nationally-representative sample to be around 9 percent.

*These dtes are Gdveston (Texas), Adams (Colorado), Ramssy (Minnesota), and Durham
(North Carolina).
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b. Reasons Respondents Were Found Indligible for the Survey

The reasons respondents were found ingligible for the survey are presented in Teble IL5. The
reasons are listed in the order they are used in the screening interview to screen out respondents. All
respondents are firs asked about the size of thar housshold and whether their household income
exceeds 130 percent of poverty. Respondents who report household income bdow that leve and
that they do not receive food stamps need to satisfy six additional screening criteria to be eligible for
the main questionnaires:

1. No-one in the household can have been informed that he or she was indigible for food

gamps in dther the current or previous month
2. The household mugt contain ather a working or ederly person
3. The housshdld mugt nat own a vehide that was manufactured in the pagt five years

4. The househald's cash and assats in checking and savings accounts mugt not exceed the
FSP dighility threshold

5. Other household assats mugt not exceed the FSP ellglblllty tbreshold
6. The vdue of dl housshold assts must not exceed the FSP dlgm threshold

The lagt four screening criteria are not goplied if everyone in the respondent’s household receives
TANF, GA, SS, or other welfare benefits because the household is considered categaricaly digible
for food damps. Two additiond screens are gpplied to paticpants (1) they mugt have gpplied
within the last three years, and (2) the household must contain either a working or an elderly person.
As soon as a respondent indicates that they are not eligible by not “passing a screen” the interviewer
ends the interview by thanking the respondent for his or her time

For mog respondents, a household income above the FSP digibility threshold was the reason

they were found indigible for the main quesionnaire About 85 percant of dl ineligible respondents
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REASONS RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING
FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

TABLE 11.5

INTERVIEW WERE FOUND INELIGIBLE

Number of Respondents

Number of Respondents Found Indigible
For Each Reason as Percent of:

Found All" Respondents All Respondents
Indigible for ~ Who Answered Who Were Found Who Ansvered the
Reason Reason the Quegtions Indligible - Question
845

Had recently been informed that they were
indligible for food stamps

Neither a working nor an elderly person in the
household

Owned vehidle less than 5 years old®

Cash and assets in checking and savings accounts
exceeded  limit!

Other nonliquid assets exceeded limit!
Total assets exceeded limit!

Passed all screens

207
194

142
29

6,155

1,095

1,063
856

662
520
491
484

0.6

3.7
3.5

2.5
0.5
01 ,

76.6

7 ?% 2

2.9

20.2
22.7

215
5.6
14
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TABLE 115 (Continued)

Number of Respondents Found Indigible

Number of Respondents For Each Reason as Percent of:
Found All Respondents All Respondents
Indigible for ~ Who Answered Who Were Found ~ Who Answered the
Reason Reason the Ouegtions Ineligible Question

Las applied more than three years previoudy 155 344 2.8 . 45.i

Inconsgtent response to quegion about when they

last received food stamps® 9 189 0.2 48
Neither & working nor an elderly person in the

household 88 180 16 48.9
Passed all screens - 92 . 92
Total Number Of Respondents Who Completed a

Screening  Interview . 6,155 - 6,155
Total Number of Respondents Found Indigible 5579 . ' 5,579 .
Noms: I

. Only indudes respondents who completed the screening interview.

b This question is skipped if the respondent reports that everyone in the household receives TANF, GA, or SSI.

¢ Persons responded that they had receved food samps this month or last to question s2 but then responded that they had received las food gamps
more then one month ago when asked when they had lagt received food samps in quegtion s19.
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were indigiile because their income was too high, and 77 percent of respondents who were asked
about their income reported that their income exceeded 130 percent of poverty.

The quegtion about whether the household contained a working or dderly person screened out
about 20 percent of the nonpaticipant households and nearly 49 percent of the participant
households,

The asst questions aso screened out quite a large number of nonparticipant households. If we
had notasked the asst quegtions, the main questionnaires would have been administered to 856
nonpaticpants nearly twice the number of nonpaticipants (484) who actudly passed dl the
screens. Many nonpaticipants who were in fact indigible would have been administered the main
quesionnaires if we had not induded the asst screens Table 11.6 presents the number of
nonparticipants who did not pass the asst screens, broken down by whether the respondent is
working or ddaly. Although the differences are not large, respondents fiom working households
were more likdy than respondents from dderly households to fail the vehide test and respondents
from ddely housshdlds were more likely then the ones from working househalds to have cash or
other assets that exceeded the threshold.

About 45 percent of participants sad that they had not gpplied for food stamps in the previous
threeyearsandsowerescreenedout.  If this question had not been used as a screen, we estimate that
we would have identified 167 participants for the main questionnaire, about 82 percent more than
the 92 that we actually identified. W eusedthi squestionasascreenbecausethesurveyasks
participants about ther experiences gpplying for food gamps and we did not wart to indude
participants who last gpplied many years ago. Despite the reldively high nonresponse to this
guestion (see Table 11.3), the proportionof pretest participants screened out because they goplied
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TABLE 11.6

FAILURE TO PASS ASSET SCREENS IN RDD INTERVIEW, BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT

Working' Elderly®
Number of Per cent of Number of Per cent of
Respondents Respondents * Respondents Respondents
WhoWere  Who WhoPassed WhoWere Who who Passed
Found Passed Previous Screens Found Passed PreviousScreens
Indigible Previous Found Indigible Ineligible Previous Found Indigible
Reason for Reason Screens for Reason for Reason  Screens for Reason
Owned vehicdle less than five
years old 157 635 24.7 65 327 19.9
Cash and assets in checking
and savings accounts exceeded
limit 96 478 20.1 58 262 22.1
Other nonliquid assets .
exceeded 21 382 55 12 204 5.9
Total assets exceeded limit 6 361 17 ! 192 0.5

NOTES:

« Respondents in a household that contains a working person. The household may also contain an ederly person.

® Respondents in a household that contains an ederly person. The household may also contain a working person.



within three years (55 percent) is the same as the proportion of FSP participants that applied within
the lag three years in a crosssectiond sample of FSP participants in the 1991 SIPP (Gleason,
Schochet, and Moffitt 1998).

Another screen for the participants merits some discusson. We asked persons who sad they
recaived food gamps, when they lagt recaived food samps and the amount they recaived. Nine
respondents sad they lagt recaived food samps more than two months previoudy. As this directly
contradicts the response tha these persons gave ealier in the screening interview that they had
recaived food samps in the current or previous month we treéted these respondents as indigible for

the survey.

¢. Interviewer Time Spent on RDD Screening
The mog important determinant of the cog of a survey is the number of hours spent by the
tdephone interviewers on the screening. The amount of time spat by interviewvers on RDD
screening during the pretest is shown in Table 11.7. Time pent screening indudes dl time et by
telephone interviewers conducting the screening” This indudes time spent logging on to the CATI
gydem, cdling numbes determining whether the number beongs to a resdence, taking with
upervisors, and time between cdls Table I1.7 dso presents the average number of times eech

telgphone number was called during the pretest.

The edimates were made using electronic records of the length of time interviewers spent
logged on to the RDD CATI program, dectronic records of the length of time interviewers Soent
logged on to the list-frame CATI program, interviewer-recorded time soent administering the main
guesionnaires, and records of hours worked from the interviewers time-sheds
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TABLEIL7

NUMBERS CALLED, TIMES EACH NUMBER DIALED, AND TIME SPENT ON
INTERVIEWING: RDD SCREENING

Teephone numbers cdled 16,648
‘Aveaage times number was dided 54
Totd time spent on screening (hours)* . 3,347
Average time spent screening per number cdled (minute 12
Average time spent screening per digible respondent (hours) 5.8

NOTE:

*Includes dl time soent by telgphone interviewaers on RDD screening. This indudes time Soent
loggng into the CATI sydem, cdling numbers, determining resdentld daus tdking with
upavisors, and time between cdls



A totd of 46 telephone interviewers'® spent 3,347 hours identifying the 576 persons digible for
the man questionnaires—about 5.8 hours for each digible respondent Each telgphone number was
cdled between 1 and 40 times On average, each number was cdled 54 times The interviewers
ot an average of 12 minutes per telgphone number on screening.

Most of the interviewers time was spent not on conducting interviews, but on diding numbers
determining resdentid Satus, and attempting to persuade the respondents to complete the interview.
The RDD screening interview took on average less than four minutes,

The amount of interview time required to i(.jerr[ify respondents usng RDD s driven by the
amount of time it tekes to identify the type of respondent thet is leest prevdent in the populaion.
The addiiond cost of identifying other types of regpondents that ac more prevdent in the
populaion is negligible because types of respondents with a higher prevdence are identified in the
course of streening for the target population with the lowest prevdence. For example, because
dderly nonpaticpents are less prevaent than working nonparticipants, the amount of time required
to identify 1,000 dderly nonparticipants and 1,000 working nonparticipants will not be much more
then the amount of time it tekes to find 1,000 ddealy nonpaticpaits and no working
nonparticipants.

Table 11.8 illusrates how many tdephone numbers would need to be cdled to identify 100
respondents of each type and how much interviewer time it would take to screen each digible
respondent, These esimates are basad on the assumptions that the response rate for each type of
respondent is the same, and the amount of time spent cdling each tdgphone number is the same as

it was in the pretest. The estimates presented in the second and third columns are based on the rate

%Not dl of the interviewers worked throughout the pretest As is typicd, there was some
dtrition of the interviewers and in laer dages of the pretest we used only the more productive
interviewers
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TABLE 11.8

ESTIMATES OF RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS USING RDD

Wii Eligibility Rate Expected
With  Nationally-Representative

Wii Retest Eligibility Rate Sites®

Numbers Average Time Numbers Average Time

caled to spent Screening ----calledto..  spent screening

Identify 100 -Per Highble Identify 100 Per Eligible

Hligble Respondent Eligiile Respondent
Respondent  Group Respondents (Hours) -- Respondents (Hours)
Working nonparticipants 4,690 9.4 4,896 9.8
Elderly nonparticipants 8,716 17.5 9,100 183
Working participants 30,830 61.9 32,187 64.7
Elderly participants 34,683 69.7 36,209 72.8

NOTES:

*In the pretest we found that 94 percent of respondents who completed the RDD screenmg |nterV|aN were
eigible for the survey.

b We expect that witb nationally-representative sites, only about 9.0 percent of respondents who complete
the RDD screening interview Would be eligible for the survey. ‘Ibis increases the number of calsthat need

to be made by 4.4 percent (9.4/9.0 = 1.044).



a which we found persons digible for the survey in the pretest. However, a survey to obtain a
nationdly-representetive sample could not be limited, as the pretest was, to Stes that do not have
low poverty rates or small ddely populations So we present in the fourth and fifth cumns the
number of calls needed and the time it would take to make the calls based on an estimate of the
dighility rate in naﬁ;naﬂy-representaﬁve gtes. We estimate that we would need to call 4.4 percent
more tdephone numbers in nationdly-representative Stes than we did in the pretest to identify the
same number of respondents”

Because of the nature of an RDD survey, the amount of time required to identify one type of
regpondent is higher then the cost of identifying ether a working nonparticipant or an dderly
nonparticpant or a working paticipant or an ddely paticipant as we did in the pretest (see Table
il.7). We esimate that it would take an average of nearly 10 hours of interviewer time to identify
one working nonparticipant and over 18 hours of inteviewer time to identify one ddely
nonpartidpant in a nationally-representative survey. To identify 1,000 working nonparticipants and
1,000 ederly nonparticipants for a nationd survey would require interviewers to spend about the
same time as it would take to identify 1,000 elderly nonparticipants-18,300 hours.

Participants from ether working or dderly households are difficult to identify uing RDD.
Table 11.8 shows that it takes an enormous number of hours to identify a paticipant from ether a
working or an dderly household. Hence, it would not be effident to identify participants usng RDD
unless it was in the course of identifying nonparticipants. Based on our pretest findings, we estimate
tha we would identify 15 working patidpanits in the course of identifying 100 working

nonparticipants (a ratio of participants to nonparticipants of 1 to 6.6) and we would identify 25

In the pretest, the digibility rate was 9.4 percent. We estimate that in nationally-representative
gtes the digibility rate would be 9.0 percant.
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ddely patidpants in the course of identifying 100 dderly nonparticipants (a ratio of paticipants

to nonparticipants of 1 to 4.0).

3. Further Eligibility Tests for Respondents Who Pass the RDD Screening Interview

An important purpose of the RDD screening interview wes to identify respondents who were
likely to be digblefor food gamps How well did it do? We cannot determine for sure whether
respondents who passed the tests in the screening interview are FSP-eligible. To do so would
require a respondent to submit to the full FSP application process.? However, the long
nonparticipant questionnaires did ask for detailed information about income, expenses, vehides and
U.S. citizenship, information thet can be used to make a more accurate deter™==ation of digihility
than was made in the screening interview."

To check the FSP-eligibility of nonparticipants in our sample, we divided the 165 respondents
who were administered long nonparticipant questionnairesinto three groups (1) respondents in
households with no dderly or disabled persons (2) respondents in households with disabled persons
and no dderly persons and (3) respondents in households with elderly persons.™* The FSP digibility
rules differ dightly for eech of these groups

Usng the data from the long questionnaires, we gpplied four FSP-eligibility tests to the

nonpaticipant  respondents.

12W/e also have no information on whether the screening interview screened out respondents who
were FSP-eligible.

BThe long questionnairesdid not ask about the amount of the household's finandd assets
These quedtions were viewed as too difficult and sengtive

“Four of the respondents in the third group were administered a working questionnaire because
ther households contained a working and an ddely person.
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 Was ther total household income less than 130 percent of poverty? This test applies
only to respondents from nonelderly nondisabled households. This test wias also applied
in the screening interview. However, in the main questionnaire, respondents are asked
to provide data on their income by source, with the interviewer naming each potertid
source. This s likdy to leed to less underreporting of income than when respondents
are just asked about thelr totd household income, without any probing about sources.

« Was their net householdincome less than 100 percent of poverty? This net income
tet is goplied to dl households that goply for food samps Net income is totd
household income minus sx deductions (1) a dandard deduction of $134, (2) an
earnings deduction of 20 percent of eamed income, (3) out-of-pocket costs of dependent
careuptoa maximum per month, (4) medicd expenses of ddaly or dissbled parsons
s=ze eXceed $35 per person, (5) legdly-owed child support payments made by a
noncustodial parent of a child living outsde the househald, and (6) shdter codts in
excess of 50 percent of remaining gross income after goplying dl other deductions
subject to a cap of $250 for nondderly nondisabled households

+ Was the countable value of household vehicles greater than the asset&nit? The FSP
dighility criterion is that countable household assets must not exceed $2,000, unless
the household is ddely and then they must not exceed $3,000. The value of vehides
is often a large component of the assts of low-income households (McConndl 1997).
The FSP counts asts in a household's firg vehide and vehides used to commute to
work as the fair market value of the vehide in excess of $4,650. They count assdts in
other vehides as dther the fair market value in excess of $4,650 or the equity in the
vehide, whichever is larger. Udng the pretest data we check whether the totd value of
a household's vehicles minus $4,650 exceeds the appropriate FSP asst limit

o Is thee anmy US. citizen jn the household? With some exceptions, only U.S.citizens

are digible for food gamps. Using our pretest data, we check whether everyone in the
househdld is a U.S dtizen.

The numbers of nonparticipant respondents to the long gquestionnaires Who do not pass each of
these tests are presented in Table I1.9. Out of 165 respondents, 63 or about 38 percent failed one or
more of the four tests using the data in the main questionnaires. So, a Sgnificent proportion of the
nonpatidpants in our sample may not be digible for food samps

We found that dissbled and ddely households were less likdy to be found indigible with the
additiond information then households with eamings We found that out of 73 respondents from

households without dderly or dissbled persons 36 (49 percant) failed the gross income test based



TABLE 11.9

NUMBER OF NONPARTICIPANT RESPONDENTS WHO PASSED THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW BUT SEEM TO BE
INELIGIBLE BASED ON INFORMATION GIVEN IN THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Nondderly Nondissbled Nonelderly Disabled Elderly All
Faled Eligibility Tedt Households Households Households Households
Gross income test 36 -* - 36
Net income test 24 4 17 45
Vdue of the houschold vehides minus 5
$4,650 exceeds countable asset threshold 3 o 2
No US ditizen in housshold 5 1 0 6
Failed a least one of the digibility tests® 41 5 ; 17 63
Sample size 13 13 79 165

NOTES:
« Eldely and disbled households are not subject to the gross income digibility tes.

b Vehicles used to transport disabled persons are not countable assets. Hence, we did not subject dissbled households to the vehicle
test.

“This is not the column total because households may fall more than one test.



on income reported later in the main questionnaire. -Of these, 30 respondents failed because their
eanings exceeded 130 percent of poverty. These respondents reported gross household income less
than 130 percent of poverty at the beginning of the interview but then later in the interview reported
a wage rate and hours worked inconagtent with that low a household income.

It may be that tﬁe eanings reported in the main quedionnaires do not reflect the household
earnings for that month. The respondent was asked for the *usual” number of weekly hours worked
and the “usual” hourly wage rate for workers in the household But it could be that the workers in
the household had not worked the *usual® numberof hours that month. We dso found thet 19 percent
of paticipants who presumably are FSP-eligible, reported eamings and other income in the main
questionnaire thet exceeded 130 percent of poverty. This would be condgent with this explanation
for the discrepancy.!® |

Ancther explanaion for the discrepancy is that respondents ether misreported ther aggregate
household income in the screen& interview Or missreported their earnings in the main
guesionnaires  Previous dudies have found that income is more likdly to be ur.\derrqoorted when
the question asks for aggregate income rather than income by source (Citfo and Miched 1995). -

The net income test faled the mog respondents, mainly because this test was gpplicable to dl
respondents.  We did not indude questions to cdculate any FSP deductions in the screening
interview because to goply the net income tet would require too many dealled and senstive
quedtions to incdlude in ascreening interview. ‘Few respondents had counteble vehi‘dé asHs more
then the threshold, suggesting that the cutoff for the age of the vehides usad in the screening

interview worked well. Few respondents were in households that contained no U.S. ditizens  This

BIn Chepter Ill, we recommend modifying the quedions about eanings in the main
questionnaires



may, however, differ if the survey was administered in other areas of the country, such as California

or New York.

B. LIST-FRAME SCREENING

While ligts of persons who are digible for food stamps but choose not to recdve them are not
avalabdle, the Food Stamp Program does mantain dectronic ligs of FSP paticipants These ligs
can be used as a sample frame for a survey. Forthesmveypret&éi,@eusedbﬁththeprogmmlists
and RDD to identify working and ddely participants for the survey.

We asked the Sx daes paticipaing in the dudy to provide ligts of names addresses, and
telephone numbers of current FSP paticipants who hed last applied for food stamps&& the
previous three years and who were in households with eamnings or households that contained an
ddaly person. All dates kesgp some dectronic deta of current FSP participants as pat of thar
adminidrative sysgems for issing benefits Mogt dates kegp these data at the Sate level and can
send the dta.on computer tape or disk.™ We found thet states could send us lists of FSP participants
with an indicetor for which houssholds were elderty. However, some siates did not have cata reedily
avalable on whether the household hed earnings and S0 sent us ligs of participants who were in
ederly houssholds and ligs of participants in nonelderly houssholds All the dates had difficulty
providing us with the date the partidpant last goplied. Hence, our sample frame induded some
households that did not contain ether a working or eldgly person and FSP particpauts whose most
recent gpplication for food Samps was more then three years ago.

The daes provided us with data on the names of the participants, their addresses, tdephone

numbers (when they were avalable), and the names of ther casaworkers. After sampling

16Some, Sates in which the FSP is county-administered may keep ther deta a the county level.



participants from these lists we sent ligs of the names of the participants to the locd FSP offices

for the casaworkers to check whether we had the most recent telephone number and address. Once
these were checked, we then maled each FSP paticipant with a working tdephone a leter
describing the sudy and informing the participant that we would be calling them shortly to interview

them.

Obtaining the data from the Sate agendes and the corrected telgphone numbers from the loca
officestookconsiderabletime. We gpproached the state agenciesto request the datain August 1997,
requesting data on persons who were recaiving food samps in September or October. We received
the first st of data in November. However, we had still not recaved dl the data in Jenuary 1998
when the RDD survey began. The local offices needed two or three weeks to provide us with updated
ligs of telgphone numbers. These delays meant we could not begin the lig-frame survey until mid-
February. Hence, even a the beginning of the pretest of the list-fiame screen& our lists were four
or five months out of date. By April, a the end of the pretest, the data were Sx or seven months out
of date.

This section discusses our experience in udng the list-frame to identify F§5'patidpaﬂs for
the survey pretest. We compare it with the RDD survey in terms of both response rates and

interviewer time oent on the survey.

1. Response Rates

The response rate to the list-frame screening interview was similar to the response rate to the
RDD screening interview. Table 1110 summarizes the number of completes a each stage of the
screening. \We dided 253 different tdephone numbers and were adle to locate the participant and

complete an interview for 151 of these numbers-a response rate of 60 percent.
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TABLEIL.10

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE
LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW

Tota Numbers Dided 253
Respondents Located 174
Respondents Not Located 79

Rate of Locating Respondents® . 68.8%

Respondents Located 174
Eligibility Determined 151

Eligible for main questionnaire 8 6
Working  participants 38
Elderly participants 48

Ineligible for main questionnaire 65

Eligibility Unknown ' ' 23~

Hung-up during introduction 0

Refused after introduction 5

Refused during screening interview 3

Language or disability prevented completion of interview 15

Rate of Completion of Eligibility Screening Interview’ 86.8%

Rate of Eligibility for Main Questionnaires 57.0%

Response Rate’ 59.7%

NOTES:
. Could not locate person on the list frame.

® The number of respondents located as a percentage of the total number of telephone numbers dialed.

¢ The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a peroentage of the number of
respondentslocated.

¢ The number of respondents found digiile for the main questionnaires as a percentage of the number of
respondents who completed the screening interview.

¢ The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
telephone numbers dided.
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The completion and response raes to the lig-frame screening interview for eech ste are
presented in Table li.1 1. As for the RDD screening interview, we found the response rates were

highegt in the rurd Stes and lowest in the urban gtes

a. Locating Respondents

The main reason for nonresponse was the difficulty in locating respondents. The respondent
was not reached at the ligted telgphone number in 79 of the 253 cases (31 percent).  This was modlly
because when we cdled the number the telephone had been disconnected or reassgned to a person

who was not the respondent. We cdled directory assgance to find numbers but were successful

in only a few cases.

b. Determining Eligibility for the Survey

The completion rate for the screen@ interview was high-nearly 87 percent-much higher then
the completion rate for the RDD screening interview (71 percent). We atribute this high
completion rate to three factors. Frg, participants are more likely to be interested in a survey about
the FSP than nonparticipants Second, an advance letter was sent to each respondent before the
interview. Surveys that use advance letters are generdly dble to achieve higher response rates than
those who do not (Brunner and Carroll 1969; Dillman, Galegos and Frey 1976; and Traugott,
Groves, and Lepkowski 1987). This is because the advance letter authenticates thet the study is
legiimate and provides other information that encourages paticipation in the survey. Third, the
screening interview did not ask any sendtive quesions-only three respondents refused any of the
quesions during the screening interview. Hfteen respondents could not complete the interview

because of language, Sckness, or a disdhility.
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TABLEIL11

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE LIST-FRAMESCREENING
INTERVIEW, BY STE

Rate of Locating  Rate of Completing Response

Ste Respondent*  Screening Interview® Rate®
Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 69.6% 75.0% - 522%
Galveston, TX 53.4% 100.0% 53.4%
Adams, CO (Denver) Ca% s26% . 6L3%
Philadelphia, PA : 76.9% 80.0% 61.5%
Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 75.0% 77.7% 58.3%
Durham, NC 57.1% 83.3% 47.6%
Rural L
Bedford, PA 88.9% ‘ 8 7 5 % 77.8%
Murray, MN 84.6% 95.5% 80.8%
All 68.8% 86.3% 59.7%
NOTES:

*The number of respondents located as a percentage of the tota number of telephone numbers dided.

The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number
of respondents located.

“The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number
of telephone numbers dided.

52



2. Resource Requirements for Identifying Respondents Using a List Frame

The main advantage of usng the list-frame was that it was a less codly way to identify FSP
particpants. In this section, we identify the resources needed to identify FSP participants usng the
list-frame. We begin by discussng the rae a which we found persons digible for the man

quedionnares,

a. Rate at Which We Found Respondents Eligible for the Main Questi&imairw

The advantage of using a list-frame over an RDD sampling frame is that all persons on the list-
frame were FSP paticipants, a least at the time the frame was constructed.  We could aso ensure
thet the participant belonged to an ddarly household at the time the frame was constructed. An RDD
frame, however, indudes dl peasons with tdephones induding midde and high-income
households, persons in households with no working or dderly persons, and persons who have never
paticpaed in aty govenment program. We found that 57 percent of persons who completed the
lig-frame screening interview were found to be digible for the main questionnaires, comparedwith
less than 10 percent of persons who completed the RDD  screening interview.

The rates a which we found persons digible for the main questionnairesare presented, by site,
inTablell. 12. The table digtinguishes between persons that were designated on the list-frame as
“working” from persons designated as “elderly.”!” The digibility rete for the ddely households is
much higher then that for working households-72 percent for dderly households and 45 percent for

working housshalds This finding was expected for two ressons Fire, the dae FSP agendes

"We tregted both the persons designated as “working” and those designated as ‘dderly”
identicdly.  In the screen@ interview, the interviewer checked thet the respondent wes from ether
aworking or an ddely household A person who was designated as “working” would have been
digble for an ddaly man quetionnare if they reported tha an ddealy pason lived in the
household.



TABLE 11.12

RATE AT WHICH RESPONDENTS TO THE LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW ARE
FOUND TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY STE

Specified by the Food Stamp Agency as

Ste Working Eoaly Totd
Urban

Suffolk, MA (Bostor) 14% 60% T a3y
Galveston, TX . 57% .. 91% 67%
Adams, CO (Derver) 33% 86% 53%
Philadelphia, PA 25% 50% 38%
Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 50% 65% 61%
Durham, NC 0% 60% 30%
Rural

Becford, PA 80% 5 0 % 71%
Murray, MN 40% 8% 62%
Al 45% 72% 57%




identified ederly househalds for us (at least & the time the frame was created), but not dl date
agendies were able to identify working households.  Second, the ederly do not move on and off food
samps as much as persons in working households (Gleason e d. 1998). So the ddely are likey
to il be on food stamps if they received them severd months ago. This is much less likdy to be
true for the working paticipants. The digibility rate for working participants and, to a lesser extent,
elderly participants would almost certainly be higher if the sample frame was more up-to-date.

b. Reasons Respondents Were Found Imeligible for the Main Questionnaires
Respondents to the list-frame screeming inteview were found indigble for the man
questionnaires for three reasons (see Table 11.13):

1. They were no longer receiving food stamps. This was the most common resson
respondents were found indigible Of 151 persons who completed the screening
interview, 32 persons (21 percent) were not recaiving food samps.

2. They had not applied within the last three years. Asin the RDD screening interview,
this was an important resson why patidpants on the lig-frame were found to be
indigible for the main quesionnaires Of the 119 persons who completed the screening
interview and were gill on food stamps, 26 persons (22 percent) reported that they hed
not gpplied within the pagt three years.

3. The household contained neither an elderly nor a working persom. Seven persons
reported that they did nat live in a househald with either a working or an dderly person.

¢. Interviewer Time Spent on List-Frame Screening Interviews

It was much quickerto identify each respondent for the main gquesionnaire usng the lig-frame
then it was to identify a respondent usng RDD (see Table 11.14). Interviewers spent an average of
31 minutes to identify each respondent for the main questionnaires usng the lig frame, compared

with 5.8 hours to identify a respondent for the main quedionnaires usng RDD. Interviewers spent
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‘TABLEII.13

REASONS RESPONDENTS TO THE LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW WERE FOUND
INELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Number of Respondents

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible
For Each Reason as Percent of:

Found All" Respondents All" Respondents

Ingligible for ~ Who Answered Who Were Found ~ Who Answered the
Reason Reason the Questions Ineligible Questions
Did not receive food stamps this month or last 32 151 49.2% 21.2%
Last applied for food stamps more than three years ,
previously 26 119 - 40.0% 21.8%
Neither a working nor an elderly person in the '
household .7 93 - 10.8% 1.5%
Total Number of Respondents Who Completed
Screening  Interviews . 151 . 151
Total Number of Respondents Found Ineligible 65 . 65 -
NOTE:

* Only includes respondents who completed the screening interview.



TABLEII. 14

NUMBERS CALLED, TIMES EACH NUMBER DIALED, AND TIME SPENT ON
INTERVIEWING: LIST-FUME SCREENING

Telephone numbers called 253
Average times number wes dialed 44
Totd time oent on screening (hours)’ 44
Average time spant screening per number called (minutes) ” 10
Average time spent screening per digible respondent (minutes) 31

NOTE:

*Includes &l time goent by teephone interviewers on list-frame screening. This includes time spent

logging into the CATI sysem, cdling numbers, determining resdentid datus tadking with
supervisors, ahd time between cdls
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an average of 10 minutes per tdephone number caled, Smilar to the time soent per RDD tdephone
number called.

Our estimates of the time needed to identify eech type of digible survey regpondent usng the
list-frame are presanted in Table 11.15 To identify one working paticipant reguires 38 minutes of
interviewer |abor. Because the rae a which we found persons on the ddely ligs was higher, it
required less interviewer time to identify an elderly participant--only about 24 minutes

A survey about nonpaticipation would aways need to identify nonparticipants usng RDD.
Once an RDD aurvey is bei conducted t?i identify nonparticipants, is it chegper to identify
patidpants usng RDD or the list-frame? The answer is thet it is cheaper to identify participants
using RDD as long as it does not increase the total number of RDD telqohone numbers that need to
be cdled. If the desgn dlows dl the paticipants to be found as a by-product of identifying the
nonparticipants, the additiond fixed costs of obtaining the lists can be avoided by not usng a list-
frame. However, if the desgn requires more participants than could be identified as a by-product
of identifying nonpaticipants, then using a list-frame to identify the “additiond” participants would
reduce Survey cods

As an examnple our findings suggest thet to find 100 working nonparticipants, 4,690 RDD
telgphone numbers would need to be dided (Table I1.8). While cdling these numbers we would
find about 15 working paticipants. The cost of identifying these 15 participants is very smdl-it is
just the additiond time it takes to ak two more questions on the interview. But the cost of finding
the sixteenth participant usng RDD is huge, because it would reguire the interviewers to cal ancther

308 tdephone numbers
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TABLEII.15

ESTIMATES OF RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS USING A LIST-FRAME

Numbers Cdled to Average Time Spent Screening
Identify 100 Highble Per Hligible Respondent

Respondent Group Respondents (Minutes)
Working participants 371 38
Eldely paticpants 233 24




C. SUMMARY ANDIMPLICATIONS
We discuss below our condusions and recommendations about identifying FSP nonparticipants

and participants for a survey about FSP nonparticipation based on our experiences in the pretest.

1. It Is Feasible To Identify FSP-Eligible Nonparticipants Using RDD

The pretest showed thet it is feesble to identify FSP-eligible nonparticipants usng RDD.
However, it does require condderable survey resources Usng RDD, we called nearly 17,000
telephone numbers to identify 484 nonpaticipants who were likdy to be digible for food amps
and were from dther working or dderly houssholds We estimate that it would take over 18,000
hours of interviewer labor to identify a sample of about 1,000 nonparticipants from working

households and 1,000 nonpaticipants from ddely houssholds

2. A List Frame is Needed if the Survey is to Include FSP Participants

If RDD is being used to identify nonparticipants, identifying paticipants & the same time
requires litle additiond interviewer time However, identifying participants once the target for
nonperticipants has been reached wouid be extremely coslly, mary times more then identifying the
participant usng the lis frame. Our pretest findings suggest thet we would find about one working
patidpant for every 9x working nonpaticpants and one ddely paticpant for every four ddely
nonpartiapants. As mog survey desgns would require a raio of paticpants to nonpartiapants of
a least one participant for every three nonparticipants, if it is decided thet the survey should indude

participants, a mixed-frame design would be the mos ficent one
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3. A Response Rate to the Screening Interview of 70 Percent Could be Achieved on the
Sreening  Interviews

Nonresponse is apotentia concern because it could bias the survey findings. The response rate
to an RDD screening interview to identify nonpaticipants is unlikey to be high for three ressons
First, response rates to RDD surveys are typically low. Use of answering machines, cdl-forward&$
and tdephone soliditation al contribute to low response rates to RDD surveys. Obtaining a response
rete above 70 percent for an RDD survey is rare.”* Second, the screemng interview indudes
questions about household income and assets—questions that are both difficult and senstive. Third,
nonparticipants may be uninterested in topics rdated to a program that they have chosen not to
participate in

We found response rates of just under 60 percent on the RDD screening interview, in the same
range as found in other RDD surveys (Massey et d. 1997). A smilar response rate was found for
the list-tie survey. With some changes in survey desgn and operations, the response rate to bath
soreening interviews could be 70 percent These changes indude modifications to the screening
interview, sending an advance letter to parsons on the RDD ligs lengthening. the fidd period,
obtaining current lists of FSP participants more quickly, and usng commerdd sarvices to identify

persons on the list-frame. These changes are discussad in more detall below.

4. We Recommend Modifying the RDD Screening Interview

When designing a screening interview, there is a fine line between developing an interview thet
makes a good determination of FSP digihility and one that asks 0 many detalled and sandtive
questions that its response rate is unacceptably low. We bdieve the RDD screening interview used

in the pretest, with the modifications described below, hits about the right balance between the two

“¥Massey et d. (1997).
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objectives of kesgping the interview short and smple and doing a good job of predicting FSP-
dighility.
We suggest the fallowing four modifications to the RDD screening interview:

a. Change the Order of the Questions on the RDD Screening Interview

In the pretest, the first two questions of the RDD screening interviev were about household size
and income. To the respondent, neither question would seem reievant to the tobic of the survey and
the income question is bath difficult and sengtive Our rationde for placing these questions a the
beginning of the interview was thet it would keep the interview extremdy short for the people who
were indighble While we found thet most people were ineligible and the interview was indeed short
for these people, the *price® of the reduction in the length of these interviews may have been alower
responserate.

To increase the response rates, the first two questions of a survey should be easy,
unobjectionable, and related to the survey topic (Dillman 1978 and Frey 1989). We recommend thet
the screening interview begin with the question about whether the respondent receives food stamps.
The next questions could be about whether the household contained a working or dderly person--
agan questions directly rdaed to the topic. The third question could be a quedion directly relaed
to the respondents experiences with food damps For example, we could ask nonparticipants
whether they have ever recaived food samps. We could then fdlow these questions with the
questions about recept of TANF GA, and SS, whether they have been found indigible to receive
food gamps and household vehides. Only &fter these questions would we ask about income and

asts.
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b. Modify the Income Question for Respondents im Working Households

We found that nearly half of the respondents in households with eamnings who reported income
of less than 130 percent of the poverty threshold in the screening interview later reported earnings
and other income grester than 130 percent of the poverty threshold. We recommend thet
respondents in working households are reminded by the interviewer to indude dl eamnings from dl

adults in the household when asked the income question.

¢. Insert An Interviewer Probe After Each Asset Question

The quegtions about assets are important screens. For example, the question about cash and
other assts in checking or savings accounts screens out 22 percent of persons who passed the
preceding screens. However, the rate of nonresponse to the asset quedtions was typicaly high.  We
recommend keeping the assst questions, but adding probes for people who do not respond that
reiterate why we need this information, that we only need to know whether their & sets are less then

a catan amount, and tbat the information Will be confidential.

d. Probe Inconsistent Responses to the Questions About Receipt of Food Stamps

We asked respondents who said that they received food stamps when they last recalved food
gamps. If the respondent said they lagt recaived food samps more than two months previoudy,
contradicting an earlier reponse, we treated the respondent as indigible for the main survey. We
recommend that an interviewer probe is inserted after this question that asks respondents about the
discrepancy in their responsss If the respondent isin fact a nonparticipant, then the interviewer
would dirde back and ask the respondent the screening questions to determine whether they are

likely to be FSP-eligible.
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5. We Recommend Sending Advance Letters to Persons on the RDD Sample Frame

Prior to calling the respondents in the list-frame, we sent them a short letter, explaining the
sudy and notifying the respondents that we would cdl them shortly. The lower rate of refusals
before the first question in the list-frame screening interview may be because of the advance letter.

It is possble to dso send advance letters to some persons on the RDD  frame. (To conserve
resources, we did not send advance letters to the persons on the RDD frame during the pretest.)
Names and addresses are atached to telephone numbers in the RDD sample frame only for those
persons whose tdephone numbers are listed in thetelephone duectory-about 30 or 35 percent of the
tdlephone numbers MPR’s experience in previous surveys is that 20 t0 30 percent of advance letters
sent are returned because the address is incorrect. Hence, we Would expect that between 20 and 30,

percent ofpersons on the RDD frame could receive an advance |eter.

6. We Recommend Lengthening the Field Period

In the pretest we found that the completion rate for determining whether the tdephone number
belonged to a residence was lower then is typically found-in RDD surveys  One explanation is that
RDD survey was conducted in only three months. MPR’s experience has been thet the completion
rate for determining resdency incresseswith the length of the fidd peiod. With a longer fid

period, more calls can be madeand with longer periods of time between cdls

7. We Recommend Increasing the Rate at Which Persons on the List-Frame are Located

We could not locate over 30 percent of the persons on the list frame. We recommend three

changes to increase the rate at which we located persons on the list frame:

1. Obtain Current Lists of FSP Participants as Quickly as Possible. The importance of
obtaining the data quickly needs to be emphasized to FSP doffice staff. The state FSP
agencies should be notified may months in advance of the intended request. The
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samples should be crested quickly and the ligs of addresses and tdephone numbers to
be checked should be sent to the caseworkers as soon as possible. In this way, the delay
between when the lists are created and when they are used can be reduced.

2. Use Commercial Services to Obtain More Locating Information. Commercial services
exig that can provide tdephone numbers, changes of addresses, and telephone numbers
for neghbors These can provide additiond contact information for some persons
However, our exparience is that information from these sources will be avaladle for
only a smdl proportion of the persons on the list-frame. This is because mod of the
informetion comes from credit agendes and many low-income persons do not have
established credit higories .

3. Conduct In-Person Fellow Up. Those persons on the list-frame who cannot be located
by telephone may be located by an interviewer going in-person to the person’s address.
Even if the person is not & home, neighbors may provide information about how the
person could be reached.
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I11. ADEQUACY OF THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES IN COLLECTING THE
INFORMATION THEY WERE DESIGNED TO COLLECT

Eight different questionnaires were adminigered during the pretes. A sgparate quesionnaire
was adminidered to each of the four types of respondents-working nonparticipants, dderly
nonparticipants, working participants, and dderly participants And we desgned a long and a short
varson of the questionnaire for each type of respondent.

All the quesionnaires induded quegtions on household compogtion, past experiences goplying
for and usng food samps, food security, and some demographic characteridics of the respondent.
The nonparticipant quesionnares dso indude a section thet asks in detail why the respondent does
not paticpate. The long versons of the questionnaires aso indude questions on receipt of food
assdance other then food damps employment, hedth (ddely only), sodd supports, income and
expenses, and quedtions about the respondent’s knowledge of the FSP. They dso indude more
questions about food security. The content of eech type of quedionnare is summarized in Table
1111

This chapter reports on how well these indruments collected the informetion they were desgned
to collect. We address such issues as the adequacy of quesion wording, response caegories,
indructions and probes, interview length, choice of respondent, and, more generdly, identify ways
in which the insruments could be improved. Three sources of informetion were used to make our
assessment: (1) the frequency of item nonresponse and responses that do not fit any of the response
codes, (2) respondent debriefmg questions adminidered a the end of each interview; and (3) the

behaviord coding of 40 quedionnaires..
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TABLE I1I.1

CONTENT OF QUESTIONNAIRES

Working  Poor Poor  Elderly
Participant, Participant, Nonparticipant, Nonparticipant, Participant, Participant, Nonparticipant, Nonparticipant,
Sections Long Version Short  Version Long  Version Short ~ Version Long Version  Short Version Long Version Short  Version
A. Household Composition* v v v/ v/ v v v v/
B: Knowledge of the FSP v v/ v/ v
C: FSP Participation History v v v v v/
D: History of FSP Applications v/ v v/ v/
E: Reasons for Nonparticipation v/ v
F: Receipt of Other Food Assistance v/ v/ "4
G: Food Security® v v v/ v v v v v
H: Employment History* v/ v v/
| : Health / /
J. Social Supports v/ v/ 4 /
K: Income and Expenses v v v v/
L. Demographic Information’ v v v v v v/ v/ v
NoOTES:

“In the long version, the questionnaire obtains information on the age and relationship of everyone in the household; the short version only asks about the number of elderly persons, children, and working
persons in the household.

*The long version contains a battery of questions on the food security of thé household; only six questions on food security are included in the short version.

°All long versions ask about the wage rate and hours worked for each person in the household; the working long questionnaires also ask about the type of job worked and the work history of the person
in the household who works the most hours.

dOnly the long version contains questions about citizenship of household members.



The remainder of this chepter is organized into five sections  Section A discusses completion
raes to the main quedionnaires Section B destribes the time required to administer the
quesionnaires. Section C discusses the choice of respondent for the main questionnaires. Section
D summarizes the peaformance of the quedionnaires a the quedion-level and recommends changes
to some quesions. (Appendix A lids some other minor changes that should be meade to the
guegionnaires) FHndly, Section E summarizes our main findings and discusses thar implications

for the content and implementation of the survey on a lager scde

A. MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE COMPLETION RATES

Completion rates are an important indicatior of the feeshility of fidding the quetionnares
netiondly. Relaed, the prevaence in which respondents “break-off” the interview once it begins
and the point in the questionnaire & which these bregk-offs occur are indicators of the performance
of the quesionnaires Bresk-offs early in the process of adminidering the questionnare could be
indicative of sengtive topics, while bregk-offs ooccurring toward the end of the questionnaire could
be evidence that the questiormaires are too long.

Detals on completion rates and respondent bresk-offs by interview mode and type of
guestionnare are provided in this section. In order to place these findings in context, it is important
to underdand differences in sudy procedures between tdephone and in-person interviews. Al
pretest respondents-regardiess of whether the main quesionnare was to be adminigered by
telephone or in-person-were fird administered a screening interview by teephone. If the respondent
lived in an area Hected for tdephone interviewing, once a household was determined digible during
the screening interview, the interviewer would immediaely begin administering a hard-copy main
guegionnaire.  On the other hand, if the respondent lived in an area sdected for in-person
interviewing, a the compleion of the sremning inteview the interviewer would tdl digble
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respondents that a fidd interviewer would be contacting them within one wesk to schedule an in-
person interview.

Ovedl, 45 1 of 534 digible pretest respondents, or 85 percent, completed a main questionnare
(TebleIII.2).! Combined with the response rete to the screening interviews of 60 percent, the overal
response rate to the pretest survey was 5 1 percent (.60 x .85 = .51). If we condder only tdephone

interviews, the overdl response rate was 53 percent (.60 x .88= .53).

1. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by Interview Mode

The overdl completion rate to the main quesionnaires masks important differences by interview
mode We obtaned subdatidly higher completion rates adminidering the quedionnares by
telephone than in-parson. Overdl, 384 of 438 digible pretest respondents (88 percent) surveyed by
telephone completed main questionnaires compared with 67 of 96 digible respondents (70 percent)
interviewed in-person (Table 111.3). Completion rates for questionnaires adminigtered by tdephone
ranged between 82 and 100 percent for the four respondent groups, wheress rates for in-person
interviews ranged between 50 percent and 83 percent (Table 111.2). For each respondent subgroup,
completion rates were higher for tdephone then inperson interviews

Completion rates were higher for tdephone interviews than for inperson interviews for severd
reesons. The mos important reason was the reuctance of households sdected for in-person
interviews to dlow fidd interviewers into ther homes Twenty of the 96 digible pretest respondents

sected for an in-person interview (21 percent) refusad to participate in the study once they learned

‘Although screening interviews were completed with 662 respondents who were digible for the
man quedionnaires we did not atempt to adminider man quesionnares to 128 of thee
respondents. Of these, 104 were not attempted because we had dready met our target for that group
and 24 because the respondent only sooke Spanish. These 128 respondents are not included in our
cdculdions of the man quedionnare completion rae
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TABLE 1112

RESPONSE RATES TO MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE

Length of Questionnaire Number Number  Sent Number of Response
Type of Respondent Questionnaire Mode Eligible to Field Completes Rate®
Working nonparticipant Short Telephone 84 na. I 917
Short In-person 16 10 10 625
(100.0)
Long Telephone 9 na 76 835
Long In-person 19 18 14 737
(77.8)
Elderly nonparticipant Short Telephone 55 na. 45 818
Short In-person 10 7 6 60.0
(85.7)
Long Telephone 81 na 69 85.2
Long In-person 12 8 6 50.0
(75.0)
Working participant Short Telephone 29 na 27 931
Short In-person 12 10 10 833
(200.0)
Long Telephone 33 na. 30 0.9
Long In-person 8 7 6 750
(85.7)
Elderly participant Short Telephone 34 na 34 100.0
Short in-person 10 9 9 )
(200.0)
Long Telephone 31 n.a. 26+ - 839
Long In-person 9 7 6 66.7
(85.7)
Fotal
Spanish-speaking’ Both Both 24 na n.a n.a.

Target mer Both Both 104 na na. na

et ¢

NOTES:

‘Number of eligible cases agreeing to participate in an in-person survey.

ENumber in parentheses is the percentage of cases released to the field that were completed intmiews.

‘Respondents who completed a screening interview, but were not eligible to complete a main questionnaire because they spoke only Spanish.

“Respondents who were eligible to complete a main questionnaire but who were not interviewed because we had already met our target for that
group.

n.a. = not applicable
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TABLE 1I1.3

SELECTED SUMMARY MEASURES FOR RESPONSE RATES TO MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE

Mode of Interview or Length of Number Number of Response
Type of Respondent Questionnaire Bligble Completes Rate
Telephone  Interviews Both 438 384 87.7
In-person  Interviews Both 96 67 69.8
Nonparticipants Both 368 303 82.3
Participants Both 166 148 89.2
All Short 250 218 87.2
All Long 284 233 82.0




a the end of the screening interview that the main interview would be conducted in-parson. These
respondents reported thet they would be willing to participate if the main interview was conducted
over the telephone. We completed in-person interviews with 67 of the remaining 76 digible pretest
respondents, or 88 percent. This percentage is amilar to the overdl completion rate achieved for
tdlephone  interviews.

Ancther reason for the higher completion rate for tdephone interviews was thet the lag between
the time of the initid tdephone contact and the cdl by the fidd interviewer to schedule an interview
gave respondents time to think about whether they in fact wanted to paticipate in the survey.  Nine
respondents changed their mind. A few respondents said they did not want to participate when fidd
interviewers cdled to schedule gopointments for inparson interviews The others scheduled
interviews, but were not home when the intaviewer arived a the scheduled time and could later not
be reeched to schedule another gppointment. Although some of these cancdlaions may have in fact
been legitimate, we suspect thet some of them were intentiond--the respondents changed their minds
about being interviewed so they scheduled interviews at times they knew they would nat be & home,
It is possble that completion raes for in-person inteviews could have been higher if fidd
interviewers were given more time and resources to atempt to persuade rductant respondents to
participate.

inperson interviews were conducted in the pretest to test the in-person adminidration of the
quedionnaire. In a naiond urvey, inpason inteviews would only be adminidered to persons
without telephones who would aso be screened in-person, and respondents who are screened by
telephone would dso complete the main quesionnaire by tdephone. Hence, the in-person response
rates found in this Sudy are not indicative of the response rates that would be found in a nationd

gudy in which only nontedephone households would be adminigered questionnaires inHperson.
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2. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by FSP Participant Status

Completion raes were higher for FSP pretest paticpants than nonparticpants this was
epecidly true for inpeson interviews Ovedl, 148 of 166 FSP paticipants (89 percent)
completed man quesionnaires compared with 303 of 368 nonparticipants (82 percent, see Table
1113).

Completion rates were higher for participant than nonparticipant respondents for two ressons.
Frg, virtudly dl FSP paticpants sampled for this Sudy were sent an advance letter describing the
purpose of the sudy and how their household was sdected for the study, whereas nonparticipants
were not provided an advance letter. Second, as current recipients of program benefits, FSP
participants probably fed a gregier sense of obligation to respond than nonparticipants, who are not
diretly benefitting from the program. In addition, to the extent that they bdieve the input they
provide will be consdered and usad to improve the FSP, participants may be more predigposed than
nonparticpants to repond because they peacave tha they would directly benefit from future

program enhancements through thar continued program particpation.

3. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by Questionnaire Length

In gengrd, completion rates were ds0 higher for those pretest respondents adminisered the
short verson of the quesionnaire than the long verson. The differences were goproximatdy 5 to
6 percentage points (see Table 111.2). Ovedl, 218 of 250 individuds (87 percent) adminigtered a
short quesionnaire completed the interview compared with 233 of 284 individuds (82 percent)
administered the longer version of the questionnaire (see Teble 111.3). A smilar paten holds when
we control for interview mode (see Teble 111.2).  For interviews conducted by tdephone, 9 1 percent

of households adminigered a short verson completed the questionnaire compared with 85 percent



adminigered a long verson. Overdl, 73 percent of households administered a short version in-
person completed the interview compared with 67 percent of households administered a long version
in-person.

Most of the nonresponse to the main questionnaire occurred prior to its adminigration; there
were relatively few break-offs to the main interview once it began (see next section). In the case of
telephone interviews, after the completion of the screening interview, interviewers would lead into
the main quedionnaire by saying they have additiond quedions, giving the length of time the
remainder of the interview would take (10 minutes for a short-verson and 20 minutes for a long
verson).” Not surprisngly, compared with respondents who were sdlected for the short-verson of
the questionnaires, a greater proportion of respondents who were selected for the long-version of the
questionnaires refused to continue once they learned how much more time they would have to spend
completing the interview. In addition, some respondents who completed the interviews, typicaly
ederly ones, commented during the debriefing section of the interview tha the length of the
interview was “trying” and “too long,” often asking interviewers severd times during the course of

the interview how much longer the interview would take.

4. Interview Break-Offs

Once the main questionnaire was being administered, only five respondents interviewed by
telephone broke-off the interview; none of the respondents interviewed in-person broke-off
interviews once they dtarted. There was no pattern to the break-offs. A few respondents said they

did not fed wel; the others mentioned needing to tend to smdl children. None of the bresk-offs

‘In fact, as discussed in the next section, it turned out that the interviews took longer than this.
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appeared to be rdaed to sendtive questions. Bresk-offs aso did not appear to be reated to the

length of the interview.

B. MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE INTERVIEW LENGTH

Ovedl, longverdons of the quetionnare adminidered by tdephone took on average 26
minutes to complete; short-verdons took gpproximatdy 15 minutes (see Table 111.4). Both the short-
and longer-varson ingruments took goproximady 10 minutes longer to adminiser in-person then
by telephone.

Longer adminidration times for in-person interviews mog likdy reflect the fact thet in-person
interviews tend to be more “conversdiond” then tdephone interviews. There are greater
opportunities for sodd interaction in faceto-face persond interviews then for interviews conducted
over the tdephone by essentidly unknown interviewers. InHperson interviews dso tend to be longer
because respondents are more likely to be interrupted or distracted. For example, this might hgppen
when other family members present during the interview interject comments or children interrupt
the discussons

The adminigration time for working quedionnaires did nat differ much from the adminidraion
time for the ddely quedionnaires Inteview adminigration time for dderly respondents is usudly
longer then for other respondents. But in this survey, the respondent was chosen to be the person
who would have gpplied for food samps, or did goply for food Samps, a person who is less likdy
to be cognitivdy impaired then the broader dderly population. Also, the respondent to 15 percent
of the ddely quedionnaires was not dderly.

FSP nonpaticipant interviews were gengrdly somewha longer than partidpant interviews This

was true for both the short and long versons of the questionnares. Paticipant and nonparticipant
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TABLE IIl.4

ADMINISTRATION TIME FOR MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE

Type of Questionnaire interview  Time  (Minutes)
Quedtionnaire Quedtionnaire

Type of Respondent Length Mode Median Mean”
Working nonparticipant Short Telephone 16 17
Short [n-person 27 27
Long Telephone 25 26
Long In-person 38 39
Eldely  nonparticipant Short Telephone 15 17
Short [n-person 23 23
Long Telephone 2s 25
Long In-person 38 38
Working participant Short Telephone 1s 14
Short [n-person 23 22
Long Telephone 27 28
Long In-person 31 32
Eldely  participant Short Telephone 15 16
Short [n-person 30 26
Long Telephone 27 29
Long In-person 3 e 29

Summary Measures
Nonparticipants Short Telephone 17 15
Nonparticipants Long Telephone 26 2s
Participants Short Telephone 15 1s
Participants Long Telephone 29 27
All Short In-person 2s 2s
All Long In-person 3s 3s
All Both Both 20 23

NOTE:

3Eight cases-él telephone interviews-had recorded.interview lengths in excess of 100 minutes. When esimating the mean, we
trested these cases as an eror in reporting by the interviewer and assigned them “missng data” These cases are not included in the
calculaion of the mean of the interview adminigtration time.
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guestionnaires were designed to be amilar except nonparticipants were asked about reasons for
nonpaticpaion (Section E). Dexite this difference, we anticpaed that adminidration times
would be gmila beween nonpatidpants and patidpat quesionnares  On one hand,
nonparticpant interviews would tend to be longer than participant ones because they contain Section
E--the detalled sequence of quegtions on reasons for nonpartiapation-and particpant questionnares
do not. On the other hand, dthough both nonparticipant and participant questionnaires contain
sections on FSP gpplication and participation experiences, dl paticipants would be asked most
questions in these sactions whereas only those nonparticipants thet were former participants or hed
previoudy applied for food samps would be asked thee questions. It turned out that about 16
percent of nonparticipants in our pretest samples hed prior experience with the FSP, having ather
aoplied or recelved food slamps in the padt three years. This resulted in nonpartidpant interviews

being somewha longer on average than those of particpants.

C. CHOICE OF RESPONDENT FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

When conducting a survey about nonparticipation among working and dderly. households, who
in the housshald should be the regpondent to the man quesionnare? In nonpaticpating
households, we interviewed the person in the household who would modt likdy go to the FSP office
and complete an gpplication form if the household dedided to paticipate in the program. Our
raionde was that this pason would be the most knowledgesble about the reasons for
nonpaticipaion. Smilaly, in patidpaing housshalds we intervieved the person who last goplied
for food gamps.

At the end of the screening interview, we asked nonpaticipant respondents whether they or
someone d<e in the househald would mogt likdy go to the FSP office and complete an gpplication
form. We asked paticpant respondents whether they or someone dse in their-household last
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goplied for food gamps. About 83 percant of the respondents replied that they would ether apply
for food samps or they had previoudy gpplied for food Samps. In these cases, the respondent to the
screening interview was adminidered the main quesionnaire. About 17 percent of the respondents
replied thet it was someone d<e in the household who would gpply for food samps or who hed
previoudy gpplied for food gamps. In these cases we adminigered the main quesionnare to
someone other than the respondent to the screening interview.

Our dedson to adminiger the man gquetionnaire to the person in the housshold who would
goply for food gamps or who did goply for food samps meant that the respondent to the main
guestionnaire was sometimes not the working person in the working household or the dderly person
in an ddely household. In about 20 percent of working households, the person who would (or did)
goply for food samps was not working; and in aout 15 percent of dderly households the person

who would (or did) goply for food gamps was not dderly.

D. PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS

This section discusses the performauce of the man gquesionnaires & the questionHlevd. The
discusson is organized around each topic section.  For each section, we fird briefly describe the
section and its informational objectives, summarize the section's paformance and then discuss

problem questions and corrective action for those quedtions that did not gopear to work well.

1. Section A: Household Composition
In the long versons of the quesionnaires, Section A asks respondents to lig each member of
the household induding themsdves and then for each lisged household member, to report the

household member’'s age and the rdaionship of the household member to the respondent. The short
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versons only ask respondents to report the number of household members age 60 or dlder and the
number of members less then 18 years of age

Respondents did not have any difficulty answering these quedions  Less than 5 percant of the
respondents did not answer dther the question about the household member’s rdaionship to the
respondent or the question about the age of the household member. Behaviord coding reveded only
three ingances in which respondents asked for daification or in which interviewers did not probe
correctly. One respondent did not fed comforteble liding the “firg name’ of a househald member

on the housshald grid. Basad on this evidence, there is no nead to revise any of the questions in

Section A of the quesionnaires

2. Section B: Knowledge of the Food Stamp Program

This section of the quedionnaire collects information about factors that may be rdated to the
respondent’ s avareness of the program, such as whether the respondent received food samp benefits
as a child, or whether he or she knew someone (for example, a neighbor, friend, or coworker) who
recaived food gamps. It dso asks whether the respondent had heard of the FSP prior to the pretest.
Saction B only gppears in the long verdons of the quedionnare

Section B questions worked wel; there is no need to revise any of the questions. Refusdls or
responses of “don’'t know” varied between 7 and 15 percent. While this might seam like a rdaivdy
large proportion, “don’t know” responses predominated. These are legitimate responses to questions
about whether the respondent’s parents received food stamps when the respondent was a child and
whether the respondents neighbors or friends recaive food gamps.

Behaviord coding indicated a few cases in which respondents asked interviewers to repest
guesions About onequater of the quedionnares subject to behaviord coding involved
respondents teking a long pause before answvering. Agan, this is not evidence of problematic
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questions, rather, this evidence is consstent with acceptable response behavior on the pat of

respondents who are smply taking a little extra time to answer because they are being asked to think

retrospectively.

3. Section C: Food Stamp Program Participation History

This section asks respondents about their experiences receiving and using food stamps.  Current
FSP participants as well as nonparticipants who have received food stamps in the past were asked
these quegtions. In addition, we asked nonparticipants who had previoudy received food stamp
benefits why they stopped participating in the FSP. Section C questions are included in both the
long and short versions of the questionnaires.

Most of the questions in Section C worked well. However, respondents had difficulties
understanding some of the questions. In some cases, it appears that no revison would be necessary,
as long as future versons of the questionnaire are administered by computer asssted survey
interviews (CAS). Question C4 provides an example of this issue:?

«C4: How did you get your food stamp bendfits in (DATE FROM C3)? Did you get

coupons or credit to an EBT card?

Probe: By EBT card | mean, .. ... ..

Colorado: EBT card is called Colorado Quest;

Massachusetts: EBT card is called an EBT card;

Texas EBT card is called the Lone Star Card;

No EBT card in Minnesota, North Carolina, or Pennsylvania

COUPONS ..., 01

EBT CARD ..o, 02"

3The questions corresponding to the question number are dmost identicdl across the
questionnaires.
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Forty percant of interviewer-repondent interactions were dassified as dther “medium or high”  and
involved severd indances in which respondents asked the inteviewer for daifying information.
In addition, a few interviewers incorrectly adminidered the question or probed responses These
problems were largdy the product of the “hard copy” nature of the quesionnaires.  Interviewers had
to determine (1) whet date to “fill-in” by looking a Quedtion C3, and (2) what location-spedific EBT
cad name to meattion. CAS programming would fill-in this informetion autometicdly, thereoy
diminaing the confuson and avkwardness regpondents were experienang from interviewers having
to figure out dates and location-gpedific names of EBT cards

Quedtion C6 of the nonparticipant questionnaires asked former participants : “Why did you sop
participating in the food stamp program? * Severd former participants provided an answer not
covered by the response codes that had to do with “faling to comply with FSP rules or respond to
a request by FSP staff.” We recommend that the questionnaires be revisd to indude this as a
response category.

Onethird of questionnaires subject to behaviord coding involved respondents asking the

interviewer to repeat Quedtion C 13c:

“C13c When you receivedfood stamps in the past three years, did you ever do things so
that people would not find out you recelvedfood stamp benefits?

Probe:

For example, some people try to use therr food stamp benefit in dtores where they are
unlikely to meet anyone they know. ”

We bdieve respondents would have less trouble with Question C 13c if it is revised 0 that the text
currently serving as a “probe’ is induded directly as pat of the question as asked. The revised

question would reed:



“C13c When you receivedfood stamps in the past three years, did you ever do things so

that people would not find out you receivedfood stamp benefits, such as using your food

stamp benefit in stores where you are unlikely to meet anyone you know?”
4. Section D: History of Food Stamp Applications

Section D collects information from respondents about their recent experiences gpplying for
food samps. the reasons they applied for food stamp benefits, whether they applied for other
benefits at the time they applied for food samp benefits, whether they applied for food stamp
benefits in-person or via an authorized representative, and specific problems that they may have
encountered when applying. Nonparticipants who started but did not complete the gpplication
process are asked to state the reasons they did not complete the application process.  Participants are
asked about factors that helped them overcome any barriers gpplying for or usng food slamps. Most
questions in the section worked as designed. There were some exceptions. The problem questions,

and our recommended solutions, are discussed in the remainder of this section.

a. Confusion About the Term *“Application”

The focus of Section D is on the respondent’'s experiences during his or her most recent
application for food stamps, as opposed to recertification-the periodic renewa of one's application
for food stamps. Despite the incluson in Question D1 of the phrase “by applied, | mean have you
completed a new application form,” some respondents had difficulty understanding that we wanted
information about their gpplication rather than ongoing recertification. Behaviord coding indicated
condderable interviewer-respondent interaction categorized in the “mediumvhigh” range in the firg
two to three questions in Section D, as severd respondents needed clarification on what we meant

by “applying for food stamps” We believe we can reduce confusion on the part of respondents and
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the resulting lengthy interviewer-regpondent interaction by insating the fallowing introductory text
prior to asking Section D questions
‘INTRODUCTION TO SECTION D: My mext questions are about applying for food
stamps during the past three years. By applying | mean when you completed a new
application for food stamps. Please do not include the times you were required to

recertify your food stamp eligibility, that is, when you had to go back to renew your
application for food stamp benefits. #

b. Need to Break Some Questions into Multiple Questions

Our examindion of pretes data identified four questions in Section D that would benefit from

being broken into two or more questions or components. These are quedions D3, D51, D16i, ad

D17e.

“D3 These next questions refer to the last time you applied for food stamp benefits
(MONTH/ YEAR FROM QUESTION D2).

When you appliedfor food stamp benefitsin MONTH/YEAR FROM D2), did you also
apply for any other kinds of public assistance such as Supplemental Security Income
(881), AFDC (FILL STATE WELFARE NAME), Medicaid, or General Assistance?

Colorado: Colorado Works

Massachusetts: Transtional Aid to Families with Dependent Children
Minnesota: MFIP Minnesota’'s Family I nvestment Program
North Carolina: Work First Benefits

Pennsylvania: TANF

Texas: TANF

YES ... 01

NO. ... i, . 02

DONTKNOW........... -1

The objedtive of this question is Smple to determine whether the FSP gpplication was coordinated

with the household's gpplication for other assstance programs. However, the question as presantly
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worded is long and complex. Severd respondents asked interviewers to repeet the question and/or
daify it. Automated “fills’ of the date and program names under CAS adminigration will hande
some problems. However, the question could be further improved by separatdy asking about the
four man programs that one may potentidly goply for a the same time when gpplying for food

damps The revised quedion would read as follows

‘D3 When you appliedfor food stamp benefits in (MONTH/YEAR FROM D2), did you
also apply for AFDC (FILL STATE WELFARE NAME)?

Colorado: Colorado Works

Massachusetts: Trangtional Aid to Families with Dependent Children
Minnesota: MFIP Minnesota’'s Family I nvestment Program
North Carolina: Work First Benefts

Pennsylvania: TANF

Texas: TANF

YES .. 01

NO. i, 02

DON'TKNOW . .......... -1

D3a When you applied for food stamp benefits, did you also apply for SJiopI emental
Security Income?

YES . 01
N O 02
DON’T KNOW............ -l

D3b When you applied for food stamp benefits did you also apply for General
Assistance?

YES. ... 01
NO.....oiiii, 02
DON’T KNOW............ -1
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D3¢ When you applied for food stamp benefits did you also apply for Medicaid?

YES ..o 01
NO...ooiieriirees 02
DON’T KNOW........... -

Respondents dso had diffkulty with Question D5i:

“D5:  Which of the following reasons led you to apply for food stamp benefitsin
(MONTH/ YEAR FROM QUESTION D2)?

stecenmins

D35i: You learned about the program or your digibility for food stamp benefits? #

Respondents had difficulty with Question D31 because it combined two concepts: (1) learning about
the program, and (2) learning that one€'s household was digible for food stamps. Interviewer-
respondent interaction on this question was high. We suggest revisng Question D5i so that it reads

as follows

‘D5:  Which of the following reasonsled you to apply for food stamp benefitsin
(MONTH, YEAR FROM QUESTION D2)?

D5i: You learned about the existence of the Food Stamp Program?
D5j: You found out you may be eligible for the Food Stamp Program?

D5k: Some other reason (SPECIFY) ”

This same fix would dso apply to Question D16i.
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Question D 17 asks current participants about various attitudes and other circumstances that
might have helped them decide to participae in the FSP, such as inability to get by without food
stamps or whether they got a lot of help with the gpplication process.

“D17. Now | would like to talk to you about some things that may have helped you
decide to use food stamp benefits.

smasesedtiinane

D17e: Areyou uncomfortable getting food from family, friends, charities, or other
programs? ”
There are two problems with D17e. Not dl respondents have family or friends they potentialy could
ask for food. For respondents who do not have family or friends, it Smply does not make sense to
ask them whether they are uncomfortable approaching these individuds for hep.  Second, the
question combines two different types of sources of help: family and friends on the one hand and
charities and other forma programs on the other. The following revison addresses these issues

“D17. Now | would like to talk to you about some things that may have helped you
decide to use food stamp benefits.

asssetedtiosend

DI7e: Areyou uncomfortable getting food from charities or other programs? ”
DI17f: Do have famiiy or friends close-by that you could approach for food?
01
NO...oooooiii 2 > SKIPTODIS

DI17g: Areyou uncomfortable asking these family members or friends for food?
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5. Section E: Reasons for FSP Nonparticipation

The oyjective of the quesions in Section E of the main questionnaires is to ask nonparticipant
respondents directly why they do not currently participate in the FSP. Respondents are first asked,
in a sies of dosad-ended questions, whether a specific factor was a reason they did not participate
(Quedions Ela to Elp). After each quedion, the respondent was then asked whether it was an
important resson they do not recaive food samps (Questions E2a to E2p). After dl potentid ressons
are explored and the respondent is given an opportunity to identify any other reasons thet were not
asked about by the inteviewer, the interviewer than asks the respondent to identify the mod
important reason (Question E4). The remainder of Section E indudes more detailed questions about
paticular ressons for nonparticpation given in E. For example, respondents answering that they
think they are nat digible for food samps (El b) are asked why they think they are indigible (E7),
whether someone told them they are nat digible, and if so, who told them and when (ES, E8a, ad
E8b), or whether they think they are indigible because they know someore like them who is
indigble (E8¢). Section E is induded in the nonparticipant questionnares only. Both the long and
short versgons of the questionnaire contain the complete section.

Ovedl, Sxtion E of the quesionnares worked well. However, respondents had some
difficulties with a few of the quesions. The problematic Section E quedions and recommended
revisons are discussed beow. Because Section E contains severd complex skip paiterns basad on
regoonses to Hl-series quedions using a hard-copy ingrument was difficult and time-consuming
for intervieves Adminidgration of Section E would be gredly smplified, and fewer interviewer

errors mede, if it were adminisered by CAS.



a. Recommended Revisions to Question Grid El through E4

Respondents hed difficulty with two questionsinthe E 1 -series. Question E 1 ¢ asks respondents:
“Do you think it would be hard to get to the food stamp office? " Respondents who did not know
where to go or who to contact in order to apply for food stamp benefits had some difficulty with this
quedion. One possble fix would be only to ask Elc if respondents know where to gpply (that is,
they respond “yes’ on Ela). However, we think access to the food stamp office is auffidently
important that al respondents should be queried on the concept, regardless whether or not they know
exadtly where to gpply. We recommend thet the fallowing interviewer indruction be added to
QuesionE 1 c:

‘Elc INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED “DON’T
KNO W” to Ela, THEN READ: Typically you must go to the local food stamp
office in-person in order to apply for food stamps. Depending on how far you live
from the office, you may need to drive, take a taxi or public transportation, or
walk, in order to get there. ”

We intended this quedion to adso indude difficulties getting to the food damp office because of
condraints rdated to employment and problems finding care for a dependent in the home. However,
when asked in Elp for other ressons that the respondent did not paticipate, some working
nonparticipants reported that an important reasons for not usng food samps was that they could not

take time off work. To make this quesion dearer, we recommend that the question be revised as
follows

“E1 c Do you think it would be hard to get to a food stamp office to apply for food stamps

because of transportation problems, health problems, difficulty taking time of work, or
because of the need to find care for someonein your home. ”
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We probe in quesion E10 for the reason the respondent finds it difficult to get to a food gamp
office.
Severd respondents asked interviewers to repeat Question E 1 k:

“E1k Would you didike relying on government assstance? ”

Respondents sruggled with the meaning of “government assgance” We recommend revisng this

question to reed as follows
“F1k Would you didike having to rely on the governmentfor assistance?’

Respondents hed difficulty with the EZsaries quesions asking whether a particular factor thet
they reported as having some role in thelr decison not to participate was “an important reason” they
did not use food gamps. We have caefully reviewed the benefits and codts of relaining the E2-
seies quedions and recommend that they be dropped from the questionnare. The El-sries
identifies reasons households are not participeting in the FSP and E4 provides respondents an
opportunity to sate what they perceive to be the most important reason for not pa"ﬁci pating. Thus
the vaue of the E2-series is tha it can tdl us which of the potentidly severd ressons identified in
the H-sies ae the more important ones But this information comes with a cos. Behaviord
coding of the pretes questionnares indicated that interviewer-respondent interaction for EZseries
questions was “medium’ or “high” for goproximatdy hdf of respondents (10 of 20). Severd of
respondents asked the interviewer to dther darify or repest one or more of the EZseries quedions.
In addition, the EZseries took severd minutes to adminider. This is because the interviewer needs
to repeat the quedtion: “Is this an import}znt reason you don ‘t use food stamp benefits?” each time

a respondent gives a regponse conddent with a reason for nonparticipation in El. Knowing which
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of severd reasons given by respondents are the more important ones is not worth increesing the
length of the interview and risking the loss of interest and focus in the survey.  Also, as we will show
in Chepter 1V, the digribution of responses to the quedtions about the important reasons that the
respondent did not particpate is Imilar to that of the regponses to the questions about whether the
fector played any rale in the decison to patidpate This suggedts that the E2-series does not add
much to our undersanding of the reasons for nonparticipation.

The literature review and focus groups we conducted prior to our preparing the study
guestionnaires reveded that some participants beieved that, as current and/or former taxpayers, they
were entitlted to recave food samps (McConndl and Nixon 1996; Ponza and McConndl 1997).
Both participants and nonparticipants are asked a question to assess whether they have this attitude
(nonparticipants are asked this in Question E19 and particpants are asked this in Quedion D17c¢).
Behaviord coding reveded an excessve amount of respondent-interviewer interaction to this
guesion. Severd respondents asked for darification or for the interviewer to repeat the question.
The problem is the placement of the question in the questionnaire. As the last quegtion in Section
E, it is nothing like the other questions in Section E nor the questions that follow in Section F. We

recommend moving the quesion to Section B for nonpartidpants, and revisng it as follows
“B3 Do you think it's OK for people who have paid taxes to get food stamps? ”

We recommend replacing Quegtion D1 7c with this question in the paticipant quetionnaires.
Twenty working nonpaticipants and nine dderly nonpaticipants responded thet they hed

“other” reasons for nonparticipation. In 13 of these cases, the “other” reasons given were reasons thet

the respondent had dready given. One respondent gave an inability to obtain the necessary

documentation as a reason for nonparticipation and one other respondent cited “religious reasons”
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The remaning respondents gave nonsendcd regponsss We do not recommend adding any

questions because of these “other” responses.

b. Other Recommended Changes to Section E

All respondents who sad they thought they were indigible for food samps were asked why
they thought they were indigible (Question E7). Three types of responses that were coded as“othet-
oecdify” are worth discusson. Frgt, some nonparticipants said thet they “did not need food samps’
in response to the quegtion about digibility. As “lack of nesd’ is nat a reason for indigihility, in any
future adminidration of the survey, inteviewers should be indructed to probe for the underlying
reason. For example, the interviewer could probe: “But why do you think you are not eligible? Do
you think it is because your income is too high, you have too many assets, or some other reason? ~”
Second, some nonpaticipants  thought that they were categaricdly indigible Many of these
nonparticpants thought they were categaricdly indigible because they worked. Others thought they
were caegaricdly indigible for other reasons, such as there were no children in the household.
Third, some respondents thought they were indigible because they were dudents . We recommed
adding “dudent,” “caegoricdly indigible because working,” and “categoricdly indigible for some
other reason” as additiond response categories.

Quedtion E12b asks respondents who thought they would have to wait a long time to be saved
how long they thought they would have to wait. There were four response categories 15 minutes
or less, 16 to 30 minutes, 3 1 minutes to one hour, and more then one hour. As more then half the
respondents responded “more than one hour,” we recommend changing the fourth category to “one
to two hours’ and adding an additiond category “more than two hours”
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6. Section F: Receipt of Food Assistance from Sources Other Than the FSP

Saction F contains questions about household members' receipt of food assigance from sources
other than the FSP. These sources indude: community or senior centers, school breskfast and lunch
programs, WIC; friends or rdaives emergency food network sources, through work; or other
sources. Mogt of the questions thet gppear in Section F were taken from the April Food Security
Supplement of the Current Population Survey (CPS).

Respondents had no trouble with these quedions  Interviewer-repondent  interaction  was
normd.  No more than one respondent asked the interviewer to darify or repeat the question on any
gngle quesion. Section F questions worked well and do not need to be revised in any way.

Sattion F offas a few posshilities to cut back on the length of the long verson of the
questionnare.  Fird, Questions F9 and F 10 could be combined into a Sngle question that asks about
recaipt of food and medls from “emergency sources” We could deete Question F7 that asks whether
the household recaived food or vouchers to buy food from any other kind of program dnce the
prevdence of this is rare and could be recorded under “food or meds obtained from any other

sources we haven't dreedy mentioned.” #

7. Section G: Food Security

Saction G of the questionnaires asks about the food security of the respondents  households
The quedions in this section were dl taken from the April Food Security Supplement Food
Security/Hunger Core Section of the CPS. The short-verson of the questionnaire contained a shorter

vason of the section, containing goproximatdy hdf as many questions as the full section.

“Less than 2 percent of respondents received food asssance from aty other kind of program.
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The food security questions in the main questionnares gopear in other nationd surveys. For
comparability with other findings, it is desrable thet the survey, if implemented on a nationd bess,
indude the same versions as other surveys. Consequently, we are not recommending thet any of the
questions be changed. However, the pretes shows that the section is demanding, requiring more
interviewer-respondent  interaction than typicd.

Behaviord coding indicated that interviewer-respondent interaction tended to be in the
“medium” range for severd Section G quedions. This is to be expected given the sructure of the
quesions  Quedtions in this saries typicdly dat with a destription of some dimenson of food
insacurity and then ask respondents whether it is “often trug” “sometimes trug” or ‘never trug’ for
their household. Respondents sometimes forget what dimension is being asked about by the time
the interviewer gets to the end of the question, requiring the interviewer to repeat pat or dl of the
question.

In addition, severd of the quedions are complex, requiring the respondent to process multiple
concepts before aticulating an answer. A good example of this is Quetion G9: “In the last ]2
months, did you ever cut the Sze of your meals or kip meals because there wasn ’} enough money
for food? ” Respondents need to think about severd things before they can give an answer: (1) did
| cut the Sze of meds?, (2) did | skip meds?, (3) did | do this because there wasn't enough money
for food?, and (4) did | do this & any time in the last year?

Respondents had mare difficulty with Question G5 than any other quedion in the sequence
Quedtion G5 reads as fdlows

“G5 (I/We) rdied on only a few kinds of low-cost foods to feed (mylour) (child/the

children) because (I waswe were) running out of money to buy food. # Was that often,
sometimes, or never true for (ewsour houschold) in the past 12 months?
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Probe: By low-costfood we mean rice, beans, macaroniproducts, bread, orpotatoes, or
foods like that.

Often true ... 01
Sometimes true. ..o, 02
NEVEr true ..ccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiieiis 03
DON’ TKNOW. ..o -1

Respondents in one-quater of the interviews that were behaviord coded requested that the
interviewer either repeat or daify this question. FNS may want to consider bresking the question
into two components, Imilar to G9/G9a:
“G5 In the past 12 months, did (you/your household) rely on only a few kinds of low-cost
foods to feed (your/your household's) (child/children) because (yowwe were) running

out of money to buy food #

Probe: By low-cost food we mean rice, beans, macaroni products, bread, or potatoes, or
foods like that.

YES oo 01
N O v 00 SKIPTOGIO
DON'TKNOW ... ... A -1  SKIPTOGIO

G5a Was that often or sometimes true for (you/your household) in the last 12 months?

OFfteN trUC eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 01
Sometimes true.......ccceeeeeeeeeeeenn, 02
DON' TKNOW......cccooeeeeeieeeeiens -1
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Hndly, the section contains a number of complex skips that require interviewers to process
information from previous questions, often combinations of questions, in order to determine which
question to ask next. We implemented procedures to fedlitate this process in the hard-copy
adminigration of the questionnaire® Despite these procedures, interviewers were prone to meke
erars in the complex kip logic ad the section took severd minutes to adminiger. Some
interviewvers were dso meking minor changes when adminigering catain quedions, dthough they
usudly did nat change the meaning of the questions when doing 0. The adminidration of the

ingrument would be much quicker and much less prone to interviewer eror if done by CAS.

8. Section H: Employment History

Sction H obtans ddaled infoomaion on employmet of housshold membeas It asks
respondents to report the wage rate and hours worked of each person in the household. It also asks
about the current occupation and the work history of the person in the household who works the

mog hours. Section H gopears only in the long versons of both working and dderly household

guegionnaires (In dl other quedionnares we ak the respondent how many people in the

household currently work a a job for pay and whether the respondent works for pay. These
quegtions are in Section A of the quesionnaire, however). Mog of the Section H questions were
adgpted from other nationd surveys, such as the survey developed by MPR for the U.S. Department
of Labor's Trade Adjustment Assstance study.

Sction H quedtions workedhwdl. There was modest interviewer-respondent interaction prior
to the respondent answering quesions: There was rdativedy little missng data Some respondents

hed difficulty providing information on the weskly work hours (H2) and wages'sdary (H3) of other

SAsterisks were placed next to response codes of questions that interviewers would need to
reference in order to decide on skip paiterns.
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housshold members because they might not know it precisdly.  Some respondents were reluctant to
give information on their wages or sdary and that of other househald members However, many of
these individuds provided the information after interviewers reminded them that their responses
would be kept confidentia and that only aggregate or summary meesures would be reported for the

entire sample and nat the eamnings of individud househalds or family membas

9. Section I: Health

Sadtion | is a short section which odllects informeation on the generd hedth and physicd ad
cognitive functioning of respondents in ddely houssholds only. The questions gopearing in this
section of the quedionnaire were adapted from the questions in the Nationa Hedth and Nutrition
Examination Suvey (NHANES I11) and the 1990 Census of Populaion. Respondents had no
difficulty answeing thee quedions Thee was minimd missng daa  Interviewer-respondent
interaction prior to answering the question for mogt respondents was “low.” These questions do not

need to be changed.

10. Section J: Social Supports

Saction J of the main questionnaires asks respondents a series of questions about the length of
time they have lived in the neghborhood, the frequency of meking sodd vigts or having people to
their homes, and whether rdaives live doseby. The quesions were adapted from NHANES IllI.

Respondents hed no problems with these questions.

11. Section K: Income and Expenses
Quedtions on income and expenses of the respondents household are contained in Section K.

These quedions only gopear in the long varsons of the working and ddely paticpant and
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nonparticipant questionnaires Respondents generdly did not have difficulty responding to these
guestions. However, there were a few exceptions.
Quedtions K3 and K4 ask respondents who own ther homes whether ther mortgage indudes

property taxes and insurance

“K3 (Do you/Does your household) make a separate home insurance payment? *

‘K4 (Do you/Does your household) pay a separate property tax hill? ”

Severd respondents asked interviewers to repeat thee quesions. We propose revisng both

guestions 0 that they get & the underlying issue more diredtly, as follows

“K3 (Do yowDoes your household) make a separate home insurance payment or isit
included in your mortgage payment?

MAKE A SEPARATEPAYMENT ..., 01
INCLUDED IN MORTGAGE PAYMENT . .. ... .. 02
DON’TKNOW ..., -1”

‘K4 (Do yowDoes your household) pay a separate property tax bill or is it included in
the mortgage payment?

MAKE ASPARATEPAYMENT ..................... 01
INCLUDED IN MORTGAGE PA YMENT . ... . ... 02
DON'TKNOW ... i i, -1

A dmilar aitidam goplies to Quedion K5a:
‘K5a (Do yowDoes your houschold) pay separate heating or air-conditioning costs?

We recommend that K5a be revised to read:
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“K5a (Do you/Does your household) pay separate heating or air-conditioning costs or
arethese costsincluded in your monthly rentpayment?

MAKE A SEPARATE PA YMENT ... 01
INCL UDEDIN RENT PAYMENT ... 02
DON’T KNOW ......rississsssssssssssnnnnns -1

Respondents hed difficulty with question sequence K7b through K9, which asks whether the
household contains disabled members or dderly, and, if so, what were the household' s out-of-pocket
expenses for medica expenses for these individuds Respondents hed difficulty understanding what
we meant by “dissbled household member.” Our gpproach entailed asking whether the household
contaned dissbled individuds and then defining what we meant by disbility.  We bdieve the
preferred way to get a this issue is to ask directly whether the household contains individuas
sidying our ddfinition. Making this change dfects other questionsn the sies We recommend
series K7b through K9 be revised as follows

“K7b: Does anyone in the household receive SST benefits because of a diﬁg'ibility, or

receive social security disability checks, disability retirement pensions, railroad
retirement disability payments, or veteran disability benefits?

YES. ... 01
NO o 00
DON'T KNO W..........ccccc.c.. -1

YES. . 01
NO oo 00
DON'T KNO W...cooooviin. -1



K7d INTERVIEWER: CHECK K7b and K7c. IS ANYONE IN THE HOUSEHOLD
DISABLED (K7p EQUALS 61) OR AGE 60 OR OLDER (K7c¢ EQUALS 01)?

NO i, 00 —> SKIP TO K10

K8 Last month, did (pou/your household) pay health insurance premiums or make
payments to belong to an HMO (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)?

PA Y HEAL TH INSURANCE PREMIUMS . . .............. 01
MAKE PAYMENTSTO BELONGTOANHMO....... 02
DO NOT MAKE PAYMENTS ..., 00 —> SKIP TO K9
DON' TKNOW ... esessesenees -1 —> SKIP TO K9

K8a Now thinking about those individuals recelving disability benefits or are age 60 or
older, how much did (you/your household) pay last month for health insurance
premiums andpayments to belong to an HMO? Please tell me only the amount that you
and members of your household pay out-of-pocket.

S bl L |

DONTENOW. ..., -1

K8» NO QUESTION THISVERSION -

K8c INTERVIEWER: CHECK K7b and K7¢.|ISANYONE IN THE HOUSEHOLD
DISABLED (K7b EQUALS 01) OR AGE 60 OR OLDER (K7c EQUALS 01)?

NO ., 00 —> SKIP TO K10
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K9 Now think about the people in your household who recelve disability benefits or are
age 60 or older. Last month how much were their out-of-pocket medical expenses?
Please include doctor and hospital hills, prescription drugs, lab tests, or X-rays, and any
other medical expenses you paid out-of-pocket Please exclude anythingfor which you
will be reimbursed

bl L L |

DON’TKNOW ........................ -1

One omisson from the quesionnaire was a question to didt how many household members
were either ddely or dissbled. This information is nesded to detlermine how many people in the
household can use the medicd deduction. To obtain this information we recommend adding two

quetions after K7b,

K7b1 s any disabled person in your household not ederly?
YES . ..., 01

NO ..o, 00 SKIP TO K7¢

K7b2 How many people in your household are not elderly?

An interviewer check can be induded as K7a S0 thet households containing only dderly persons

can kip the questions about disshilities

K7a INTERVIEWER CHECK.
Is everyone in the household elderly?
YES .., 01 SKIPTO K8

NO ..o, 00

K7¢ could dso be an interviewer check.
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Quedtion grid K10. 1 through K14.11 asks respondents about incomes sources and amounts
recaived by dl members in the household. This is a demanding sequence of questions.  Behaviordl
coding of regponsss indicated interviewer-respondent interaction in the “medium” to “high” range
for saverd respondents for a least one income source or amount. Severd respondents needed
interviewers to repeat or daify quesions. A few were rductant to provide informeation on amounts
of income recaived. However, we do not think we can make this series of quedions easer without
srifidng some of the information collected. The adminidration of this sequence of quegions
would be greatly improved if it was adminigered by CAS.

Quedtions K15 through K17 were desgned to provide information to cdculae the vaue of each
vehide owned by housshold members Question K15 asks the respondent whether anyone in the
household owns a vehide. Quedtions K16 asks households with vehides to provide the year, make,
and modd of each vehide (up to threg). These data can be used to edimate the vaue of the vehides
using published data on the prices of used vehides® If respondents are unable to answer Question
K16, respondents are asked in Question K17 for the gpproximete vaue of the vehides

Some nonparticipant respondents who reported in the screening interview that no one in their
household had any vehides were asked about therr vehides again in Question K15. This was
because with a hard-copy questionnaire it was too difficult for the interviewer to go back and check
the response to the vehide quedtion in the streening interview before asking K15, Although no
respondents complained about this question, we recommend that if the main questionnaire is to be
adminigered by CAS that the vehide questions are not asked of respondents who report in the

sreening interview that they have no vehides

®Prices of used vehides are avalable on severd intemet Stes To vaue the vehides reported
in the pretest, we used the intemet Ste http://www.autopricing.com.
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Some respondents hed difficulty answering the quesion about the year, make, and modd of
their vehides (Question K16.). Approximady 20 percent of respondents who owned one or more
vehides ather reponded that they “didn’t know” or did not provide enough information for us to
edimate the vaue of the household's vehides It may be possble to subgantidly reduce missng
data by insating probes. For example, severd respondents knew the year and make, but not the
modd of the vehide In a CAT1 survey, the computer could be programmed to insart a probe thet
helped respondents recall the modd. Respondents sometimes gave the make indead of the “modd.”
Agan, in a CATI survey, the computer could be programmed to not acoept this answer, prompting
the interviewer to re-ask the question.

Even when respondents answered Question K16, we did not recaive enough information to
meke an accurae determinaion of the vehide price No respondent in the pretest gave the exact
mode of the vehide. In nearly dl cases, the regpondents gave a one-word answer such as “Camry”
or “Coralla” However, there are many versons of each modd. For example, in 1990 there were
seven vasons of the Toyota Camry, ranging from an average retal price of $3,650 for the Base
Sedan to $5,950 for the LE ALL-TRAC Sedan 4-speed AT. The prices dso vary with the condiition
of the vehide and any nongandard equipment it may have

We recommend dropping question K17 that probes for the vaue of the vehide We bdieve
that respondents who do not know the year, make, and modd of a vehidle are unlikdy to know the
goproximate vaue of the vehide In the pretes, the indructions to the interviewers were to ask

about the veue of the vehides only if informetion on &l the housshdld vehides was missng. |

‘Obtained from the intemet Ste http://www.autopricing.com
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FNS wishes to retain this question, the indructions should be changed S0 that the interviewers ask

about eech vehide for which there is any missing data on year, meke, or modd of a vehide

12. Section L: Demographic Information

Quedtions that dbtain information on the demographic characteridics of the respondent, such
as age, race/ethnicity, education, maritd datus, and citizenship gppear in Section L. Respondents
hed little difficulty with these questions Review of the 40 questionnaires subject to behaviord
coding showed no more than one or two respondents asked for daification or for the interviewer
to repeat the quedtion for each question. Interviewer-respondent interaction prior to answering was
consgetly “low” for dl quedions in this section. No item had more than 5 percant nonresponse

mog items had nonresponse in the 1 to 2 perceant range.

E. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Ovedl, the man quesionnaires worked wdl and were wdl-recaved by respondents The
overdl completion rate for the mixed-mode survey questionnare, once a housshold was determined
digible by the screening process, was gpproximetely 85 percent. The overdl response rate for the
pretest survey, when one takes into account the screening interview completion rate, was 5 1 percant.
Quedionnare completion raes varied by inteview mode they were subdantidly higher for
questionnaires adminisered by telephone than in-person (88 percent versus 70 percent). May of
the respondents who refused to complete an inperson interview reported that they would have
completed the interview if they had been surveyed over the tdephone For households with
telephones, this suggeds that the best drategy for fidding the quedionnaires on a naiond leve

would be by tdephone. Completion rates were lower for longer versons of the questionnaires.
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We recommend that the requirement thet the respondent to the main questionnaire is the person
who would or did goply for food samps be rdaxed to any adult in the household who might goply
for food gamps This would increese the likdihood thet the respondent to the main questionnaire
would be the same person who is adminigered the screening questionnaire. We expect that this
would rase the completion rates to the main questionnaires and we would ill tak with someone
knowledgegble about the housshold's experiences and decigon-making.

For tdephone interviews, the “long” verson of the questionnaire took on average 26 minutes
to adminiger and the “short” verson 15 minutes In-person interviews took goproximatdy 10
minutes longer to adminider in each case In addition, many respondents, especidly ddely ones,
complained about the length of the long verson of the quetionnaires. We recommend a find
vason of the quedionnare dightly shorter then the long versons of the quedionnaire usad in the
pretest. We recommend ways to shorten the' long questionnaires in the next chepter.

The man quedionnaires were difficult to adminiger usng hard-copy because of complicated
kip pattens and fills 1t would be much more effident to adminiser the entire survey by CAS;
adminigeing the main quedionnare by CAS could shorten the length of the inteview. We
adminigered the man quedionnaire usng hard copy in the prete to avoid the cost of progranming
the indruments for such a amdl sample We recommend that CASl be usad for both the screening
interviews and the main questionnaires should the survey be implemented naiondly.

As expected, respondents hed difficulty with some questions. However, mog of these problems
can be remedied by reviang quesions In most cases the revisons are draghtforward: change a
word or phrase, amplify language, sharpen probes, incdlude probes as pat of the question, add
interviewer indructions, or expand response caegaries Some fixes will require adding questions

or bresking a complex quedion into two or more questions or components
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IV. THE INFORMATION COLLECTED BY THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The questionnaires were designed so that if administered on a larger, national scae they would
enable FNS to collect sufficient data to ascertain the reasons working and ederly households have
low rates of FSP participation. Care was taken to ensure that FNS would have sufficient information
to be able to assess whether the low rates of FSP participation are a cause for concern and, if they
are, be able to recommend the necessary policy changes. This chapter assesses the ability of the
questionnaires to collect sufficient information about the reasons for nonparticipation to make policy
recommendetions.

The pretest provided information on the experiences and attitudes of samples of FSP
participants and nonparticipants from working and ederly households residing in ten U.S. counties.
Because the samples were purposvely selected and the sample sizes are small, it is not appropriate
to use the data to make inferences about the reasons households containing working and elderly
members do not participate in the FSP nationadly. However, we do present some of the findings
from the pretest in this chapter for two reasons. Firet, doing so illugtrates the breadi[h of information
that would be obtained from fielding the survey on a nationd levd. Second, it provides an
opportunity to assess whether the questionnaires collect the appropriate data. By carrying out some
descriptive and comparative andyses and displaying results, we will be able to determine whether
there arc specific topics or questions that need to be added and/or superfluous questions that may be
deleted.

The chapter is organized into six sections. Section A provides an overview of research
objectives and questions that may be addressed with data collected from the main questionnaires and

describes the andytic gpproaches to address them. Section B discusses how information from the
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long quedionnaires can be usad to make a better prediction of FSP digibility than was made by the
sreening  interview.  Section C shows the range of analyses and findings on the reasons reported by
respondents from working and ddely households for not paticpeting in the FSP. Section D
demondrates how the characteridics and experiences of participants and nonparticipants may be
compared to gan additiond indgght into the ressons some working and dderly households
paticipate while others do not. Section E compares the data collected by mode of interview
adminigration. Andly, Sedtion F summarizes our main findings and discusses thar implications

for a survey of nonparticipation that would be adminidered on a lager scde

A. OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND ANALYTIC APPROACHES

We desgned the quedionnares to dlow two lines of inquiry into the reasons for
nonpatidpation: (1) a direct goproach-asking persons who were probably digible for food gamps
why they did not paticpate in the FSP, and (2) an indirect goproach-making datisica comparisons
of the characterigtics and experiences of FSP participants and nonparticipants that can be used to
infer reasons for nonparticipation.

Daa colected from the quedionnares would support a broad-based andyss of FSP
nonpatidpaion by ‘working and ddealy households thet, & a minimum, would endble FNS to

address the fallowing spedfic resserch questions

1. Wha reasons are given by FSP-digible nonparticipants for not particpating in the FSP?
2. Do the reasons given for nonpaticipetion differ for working and ddely households?

3. How do the characteridics and past experiences of nonparticipants who give cartan
reasons for nonparticipation differ from those who do not give the reasons?

4. How do the characterigics of FSP paticipants differ from those of nonparticipants?
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5. What past experiences have participants and nonparticipants had with the FSP that may
have affected their household's decison to participate?

6. Do participants have certain attitudes, motivations, or resources that nonparticipants do
not have that enable them to overcome perceived barriers to FSP participation?

7. Are the low participation rates by working and ederly households a cause for concern?
If so, for which subgroups?

8. What program or policy changes are needed to increase participation by working and
elderly households?

Three types of analyss could be conducted with the data collected from the questionnaires:

1. Descriptive tabular analyses. These involve presenting means and frequencies of the
characterigtics or past experiences of either FSP nonparticipants or participants, and of
the reasons given for nonparticipation (nonparticipants only).

2. Comparative tabular analyses. These involve comparing means and frequencies of
characteristics or past experiences of (1) FSP-eigible nonparticipants and FSP
participants or (2) different subgroups of nonparticipants, such as nonparticipants who
give a specific reason for nonparticipation.

3. Multivariate regression analyses. These involve regressng outcomes, such as the

household's decison whether to participate in the FSP or specific reasons reported for
nonparticipation. on individual and household characteridtics, attitudes, and past

experiences with the FSP.

B. INFORMATION TO DETERMINE FSP ELIGIBILITY

The RDD screening interview was designed to screen out respondents that are not digible for
the FSP. However, because the screening interview needs to be short, some ineligible respondents
will dill pass the tedts in the screening interview and be adminigered a man questionnaire.
Including respondents who are indigible for food stamps in samples of FSP-dligible nonparticipants
will bias the findings on the reasons for nonparticipation. For example, respondents who are
indligible are more likely to say they do not need food stamps and that they think (correctly) they
ae indigble
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The long verdons of the quesionnaires induded questions on income by source, expenses
required to detemine net income, vehides, and dtizenghip informetion. This informetion can be
usd to better ascartain whether nonparticipants in the sample are likdly to be digible for the FSP.
We chose not to ak any quedions about finendd assats other then the ones in the screening
interview, because questions about finendd asts are lengthy, sendtive, and difficult to answer.
Because of the time condraints, we did not collect information on income, expenses, vehides, or
dtizenship on the short questionnaires.

In andyzing the data from the nationd survey, the sample should be redtricted to only those that
are determined FSP digible basad on the more detalled information about income, expenses, and
vehides. We found in the pretes samples that over onethird of nonparticipants who passed the
screening interview were found to be indigible basad on data collected by the main questionnaires
Because so many househalds were found indigible based on the more detailed income, expense, and
vehicle information, it is important that this information is collected in any survey on
nonpartidipation. Alo, in desgning a nationd survey, the sample szes should be inflated to take
into account that mogt of the andyses of nonparticipation will be conducted on only respondents thet
ae degermined digible for food samps udng the more dealed avalable income, expense, and
vehide daa

As over 40 percent of working nonparticipant households reported in the main questionnaires
usud wage rates and weskly hours worked thet would be inconagtent with a monthly household
income bdow 130 percent of poverty, we recommend adding an additiond quegion and an
interviewer check dter the exising eanings quesions in the man quesionnares. After the
respondent has given the “usud” hours worked and hourly wege rate, we would ask whether each

working household member worked these hours over the past month. If they reply that they did nat,
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we would ask how many hoursin totd they worked over the past month.  Using CAS, the computer
could cdculae the implied monthly househald earnings from the previous responses If the totdl
earnings exceeds 130 percent of poverty, the interviewer could ask the respondent to recondle the
reported earnings with the reported monthly income in the screening interview.

C. REASONS REPORTED BY RESPONDENTS FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The most obvious way to callect information on the reasons for nonparticipetion is to ask FSP-
digible nonparticipants directly why they do not paticpate in the program. The quesionnaires ask
nonpaticipants about ther paticipaion dedsons in two ways Hrd, each nonpaticipant
questionnaire indudes a section that asks respondents directly about reasons they currently do not
participate. Second, the questionnaires ask nonparticipants who had received food Samps sometime
in the previous three years why they had stopped particpating in the program; nonparticipants who
had begun the FSP gpplication process but not completed it, why they did not complete it; and
nonparticipants who hed received food stamps but not used them, why they had not used them.” The

res of this section discusses the informetion collected from these two sts of queﬁions

1. Reasons for Currently Not Participating in the FSP
Previous surveys have found that when asked in one or two quesions why they do not
paticipate, respondents tend to give answers that are too vague to use as a bads for policy

recommendations (McConndl and Nixon 1996). To avoid this, the questionnaires ask a saries of

dructured dosed-ended questions about the reasons for nonparticipation.

‘Quedtions about why the respondent did not complete the goplication process and why they did
not use food samps they received are dso asked of participants.
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We begin by asking whether the respondent had heard of food stamps or the FSP before the
survey (Question B0).? If they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP, we assumed thet this was
the mog important reason why they did not participate and did not ask the respondent any more
guestions about the reasons why they did not paticipate

For respondents who had heard of food stamps or the FSP, for 15 separate reasons, we asked
the respondents whether the reason was gpplicable to them, and if it was, whether it was an important
reason they did not participate. At the end of this series of quedions, we asked whether there were
any other reasons for theair nonparticipation that we had not covered.  We then asked which was the
most important reason they did not participate.

The reasons for nonparticipation fdl into five broad categories

1. Lack of information, induding an unawareness of the existence of the FSP, lack of
knowledge about where or how to goply for food gamps, and mispercgptions about

dighility.
2. Perceived lack of need, induding a perception thet the respondent “could get by”

without food samps, the bdief that other households are more deservmg, ad a bdief
that the respondent’s nead is only temporary.

3. Size of the FSP benefit is 0 low tha the respondent does not think it is worthwhile to
goply for food gamps

4. Program features and administration induding the complexity of the gpplication
process, problems getting to the FSP office, program requedts for persond information,
and perceptions of discourteous gaff and unplessant offices

5. Psychological reasons induding the digma rdaed to goplying for and usng food
damps an dtitude of not wanting hdp from the government, or the bdief that family
and friends would not be supportive of the decison to participete

This quesion was not induded in the short versons of the guesionnaires.
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Table V.1 presents the responses to these quedtions about nonparticipation given by the
nonparticipants in the pretest. The findings presented in Table V. 1 and other tables in this chapter
areillugrative and should not be usad as a bas's on which to meke inferences about the reasons for
nonparticipation. The columns entitled “Applicable Reason” in Table IV. 1 show the percentage of
nonparticipants reporting that a given reason has a least some role in the decison not to participate.
The columns entitled “Important Reason” show the percentage of nonparticipants reporting thet the
reason was an important factor. The columns entitied “Mogt Important Reason” show the percentage
of nonparticipants who report, after al reasons have been discussed, that the resson is the most
important reeson why they do not patidpate in the program. To maintain auffident sample 9zes
the data presented in Table 1V.1 and the other tables in the chapter do nat exdude respondents thet
we determined were not digible for food gamps

All the reasons for nonparticipation asked about in the questionnaire were rdevant.  For each
of the 16 reasons we asked about, the reason was gpplicable for more than 5 percent of 4l
respondents.  We do not recommend removing any of the direct quesions about the reasons for
nonparticipation (Questions E 1 ato Bl p).

The mog frequently dited reasons for nonparticipation by respondents from both working and
ederly households were rdated to a perceived lack of need for food Samps. Subdtantial  proportions
of nonparticipants gave “can get by on my own,” “fed aothers need food samps more” and “need is
only temporary” as reasons for nonparticipation. Because of the frequency thet ressons rdated to
a lack of nesd for nonpaticpetion ae gven, it is important tha a quedionnare about
nonpartidpation indude quedions to ascatan:

. Whether the lack of need is red or whether the respondent has a need that they do not
admit to, perhaps because of embarrassment or other factors
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TABLE V.1

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM'

Percent of Nonmparticipants®

Working Elderly
Applicable Important Most  Important Applicable Important Most  Important

Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason
Lack of Information
Don't know FSP exists’ o 24 2d 7 7¢ 7
Don’t know where togor who to contact to apply 36 9 2 46 8 2
Don't think eligible for FSP benefits 41 29 I 33 23 7
Perceived Lack of Need
Can get by omown without FSP benefits 79 73 24 84 55 25
Feel others need FSP benefits more 80 52 13 75 50 14
Need is only temporary 63 36 5 30 16 3
Expected FSP Benefits Too Low
Think eligible for only a low benefit amount 45 24 5 35 23 8
Problems Related to Program Administration
Hard to get to FSP office I 6 3 25 13 3
Application process is too long and complicated 23 12 3 27 15 2
Questiomn tgpersonal 21 8 2 24 16 2
FSP office staff are disrespectful 24 15 4 9 3 [

FSP office is unpleasant or unsafe 12 7 2 14 9 2
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TABLE V. | (Continued)

Percent of Nonparticipants®

Working Elderly
Applicable Important Most  Important Applicable Important Most Important

Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason
Psychological ~ Reasons
Other family members or friends would not approve of
respondent receiving food stamps I 5 0 | 1 0
Feel embarrassed applying for FSP benefits 25 14 3 27 14 2
Would feel embarrassed using FSP benefits 16 12 ) 1 25 18 2
Dislike relying on the government for assistance 44 29 3 37 21 3
Other  Reasons 5 10 [ 7 4 |
No reason given 12 12 12 14 14 14
Missing data 0 0 | 0 0 2
Sample  Size 177 177 177 126 126 126

NoOTES:

‘Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons households do not participate in the FSP nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest,
the samples are small and not nationally representative.

Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

This is the percentage of nonparticipant respondents to the long questionnaires who said they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP before we interviewed them. These
respondents were not asked about the reasons they did not participate; it was assumed that they were not participating because they were unaware of the existence of the
program. For these respondents, we counted an unawareness of the FSP as both an ‘“important reason” and ‘the most important reason” for not participating.

4Three percent of the nonparticipants administered long questionnaires responded that they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP.

Twelve percent of the nonparticipants administered long questionnaires reported that they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP.



If the respondent does not need food samps, whether this is because they recave food
assgance from other sources.
Hence, it is important that the questionnaire include questions about both food security and sources
of other food assistance

A bdid that they are indigible for food gamps is an important reason working and dderly
households do not paticpate in the program.  This undelines the importance of collecting daa to
determine whether the households are carrect in thar bdief that they ae indigible We dso
recommend retaining the follow-up gquestions that ask why respondents think they are indigible and
whether they were told by someone in a FSP office that they were indigible, and if they were, how
long ago they were told.

We asked in the long questionnaires whether the respondent had heard of food stamps or the
FSP before they were interviewed for the pretest. We induded this quedion in the long
quesionnaire  only. We were surprised to find that 12 percent of respondents from ddely
households asked this question reported that they did not know about the existence of the FSP.3
This is an important enough reason that the question should be induded in any questionnare about
the reasons for nonparticipation.

The pretegt findings shown in Table 1V. 1 highlight the importance of asking respondents for
“the mogt important reeson for not paticpating” from among the factors that play a role in the
decigon not to participate. Over 70 percent of all nonparticipants gave more than one reason for not
patidpating. Asking the respondent for the mogt important reason provides some information
about the importance of each reason. As an example, 45 percant of nonparticipants from working

households expect that they are digible for only a amdl amount of bendfits, and nearlly 24 percant

*These nine lespondents comprise 7 percent of dl ddely nonpaticipants interviewed.
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cite this as a reason they do not paticipate, but only 5 percent say it is the mogt important reason
they do not participate

The findings in Table IV.1 dso confirm that it is not necessary to ask respondents whether a
given factor was an “important reeson” they did not participate (Quesion ssquence E2a through
E2p). The didributions for whether the reason was gpplicable and “whether it was an important
reeson” are Smilar for most ressons. We recommend deleting sequence E2a through E2p from the
quesionnaire dnce its induson does not add much informetion.

a. Characteristics of Pretest Nonparticipants Giving Particular Reasons for Currently Not

Participating in the FSP

To obtain a degper undersanding of the reasons for current nonparticipation, both descriptive
tebular andlyss and logit regresson andyds can be used to assess whether Some reasons are more
important than others for certain subgroups of nonparticipants. A, comparative tabular analysis
can be used to contragt the characteridics and past expeariences of nonparticipants who give a
paticular reason for nonparticipation with thaose of nonparticipants who do not give it as a reason.
It is dso useful, but not essentid, to provide the didribution of the characteridics of FSP participants
as a benchmark.

Logit regression can be usad to identify subgroups of nonpaticipants mog likdy to give
paticula reasons for nonpaticipation. Usng the example above, vaidbles such as age, gender,
education levd, whether the respondent had previoudy received food samps the physcd and
cognitive functioning of the respondent, and other characteridics and experiences are induded in
the regresson equations as independent variables The difference between the tabular and logit

andysss is tha the latter identifies the independent effect that a given respondent characteristic or
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experience has on the likdihood of giving a paticular reason for nonparticpation, contralling for
other measured respondent characteristics and experiences.

Fgure IV.1 summaizes some of the key characteridics and experiences tha could be
conddered in the tabular and regresson andyses desgned to explan how various reasons for
nonpaticipaion differ across nonparticpants assuming that data will be collected usng the long
versons of the questionnaires. Not dl of the subgroups or independent varigbles can be congructed
and induded in the comparative and regresson andyses if the short versons of the questionnaires
ae usd. We have noted in the figure those variadles avaldde only in some vearsons of the
quedionnaires

Teble IV.2 illugrates how we would present the tabular andyss for the reasons rdated to alack
of nead for food samps. We presant some didributions of characteridics of dl paticpants dl
nonpaticipants, and dl nonparticipants who give one or more of three reasons rdaed to a lack of
need (“can get by on my own, ” “others nesd them more” or “my nead is only temporary”) as the most
important reason for nonpartiapation. Smilar anadyses could be performed for nonpartiapants who
gave a lack of need as an applicable factor,

The food security questions in the questionnaires can be usad to condruct a “food security”
scale.* Households are dassified as ather food secure or fdling into one of three categories of food
insecurity: food insscure without hunger, food insecure with moderate hunger, and food insecure
with savere hunger.

Of the nonparticipants from working households who reported that they did not recaive food
gamps for a reason rdaed to a lack of need, a Sgnificant proportion seem to be food insecure.

Thee pretes findings emphasze the importance of collecting food security deta

“This replicates the index used by Hamilton e d. (1997).
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AGURE IV. 1

ANALYSES OF REASONS FOR FOOD STAMP PROGRAM NONPARTICIPATION BY
KEY CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES OF NONPARTICIPANTS

Dependent variable: “Don’t know about existence of the FSP”

Key Characteristics:
. Don't know anyone who applied for FSP benefits
Had not received food stamps as a child (long version only)
. Had not applied in the past
. Education
. Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly only)
. Age, gender, racelethnicity
Citizenship (long verson only)

Dependent variable: “Don’'t know where or who to contact about how to apply for FSP benefits’

Key Characteristics.
. Don't know anyone who applied for FSP benefits
. Had not received food stamps as a child (long version only)
. Had not applied in the past
. Education
. Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly-only)
. Age, gender, race/ethnic@
Citizenship (long version only)

Dependent variable: “Don’t think eligible for FSP benefits’

Key Characteristics:
. Have been found indigible in past
. Amount of FSP benefit (expected)
+ Income (long version only)
. Home ownership (long verson only)
. Vehicle ownership (long version only)
. Presence of working person (working only)
. Age gender, and racelethnic@
. Citizenship (long version only)

Dependent variable: “Can get by on my own without FSP benefits’ or “Feel others need food stamp benefits
nore than me”

“haracteristics:
Whether food secure (more measures available on long version than short version)
Whether receive food assistance from other sources (long version only)
Whether have social supports (long version only)
Household composition (more details in long version)
Whether believe others need food assistance more than their household does
Whether receive benefits from other government programs, such as SSI (long version only)
. Income (long version only)
. Age, gender, racelethnicity
. Citizenship (long version only)
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FIGURE V. 1 (continued)

Dependent variable: “Need is only temporary”

Characteristics:
Whether think will be working a same job three months from now (long version only)

Earning more or less three months from now (long version only)
Measures of stability of job (long version only)
Whether believe others need food stamps more than their household does

. Age, gender, race/ethnic@
Citizenship (long verson only)

Dependent variable: “FSP benefits are too low”

Characterigtics:
. Potential benefits ®
Expected benefits ®
Perceive it is hard or costly to get to food stamp office
Perceive application process is long and complicated
. Age, gender, racelethnicity
Citizenship (long verson only)

Dependent variable: “Hard to get to the FSP office”

Characteristics:
Whether live in rurd area
Whether own vehicle (long version only)
Whether have physical mobility limitations
Whether need to take time off work
. Whether lose pay when apply
Whether have hedth problems (long version, elderly only)
. Whether have dependents in household
. Age, gender, race/=thnicity
Citizenship (long version only)

Dependent variable: “Application process too long and complicated™’

Characteristics:

. Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly only)
Whether have hedth problems (long version, elderly only)
Whether have past experience applying for food stamps and perceived there to be problems with application
process
Age, racelethnicity, and gender

. Citizenship (long version only)

. Education

Dependent variable: “Questions too personal™’

Characterigtics:
Household composition (more details in the long version)
Amount and sources of income (long version only)
. Age, racelethnicity, and gender )
Citizenship (long version only)
. Education
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FIGURE IV. 1 (continued)

Dependent variable: “FSP office staff disrespectful”

Characteristics:
s Age
. Urban vs. rural location
Income (long version only)
Race/ethnicity
. Gender

Dependent variable: Psychological reasons for nonparticipation

Characteristics:
. Age, gender, race/ethnicity
. Whether recelved food stamps as a child
. Education
Income (long version only)
Residentid location (urban vs. rural)
Whether participated in the past

NoOTES:

* Andyses depicted above assume that data will be collected using the long versions of the questionnaires. If FNS
opts for the shorter versions. then not al of the subgroups or independent variables can be constructed and included
in the comparative tabular and regression andyses. We have noted in the table those variables available only in the
long verson of the questionnaires.

® The amount of benefits the respondent would receive if they participated in the FSP. It is caculated from
household size and income information collected in the questionnaires.

¢ The amount of benefits the respondent thinks they would get if they participated in the FSP.
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TABLE 1V.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF NONPARTICIPANTS WHO REPORTED THAT THE MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR
NONPARTICIPATION WAS RELATED TO A LACK OF NEED FOR FOOD STAMPS”

(Percentage Distributions)
Working Elderly
Nonparticipants® Nonparticipants®
Nonparticipants Who Nonparticipants Who
All Gave it as the Most All Gave it as the Most
Participants Nonparticipants Important  Reason” Participants Nonparticipants Important ~ Reason”
Food Security*
Food secure 33 47 65 69 77 92
Food insecure
without hunger 28 27 23 22 15 4
Food insecure with
moderate  hunger 22 11 3 9 | 0
Food insecure with
severe hunger 0 6 5 0 3 0
Missing’ 17 10 5 0 4 4
FSP Participation
History
Received FSP
benefits in past three .
years 100 19 ‘ ¥ 100 10 6

Applied for benefits
in past three years 100 19 7 100 6 2
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TABLE [V.2 (Continued)

Working

Elderly

Nonparticipants®

Nonparticipants Who

Nonparticipants®

Nonparticipants Who

All Gave it as the Most All Gave it as the Most
Participants Nonparticipants Important  Reason” Participants Nonparticipants Important ~ Reason”
Relatives,  friends,
neighbors, or
coworkers receive
FSP  benefits 27 24 21 8 11 11
Family received FSP
benefits .when
respondent was child 54 36 31 22 26 11
Age of Respondent
Less than 30 34 33 39 1 3 2
31 to59 60 58 53 12 13 11
60 to 69 0 2 I 39 34 32
70 to 79 3 2 3 39 29 32
80 and older 0 0 0 8 18 21
Missing data 3 5 4 1 2 2
Gender
Male 11 29 33 19 27 30
Female 89 71 67 81 73 70
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TABLE V.2 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Nonparticipants® Nonparticipants®
Nonparticipants Who Nonparticipants Who
All Gave it as the Most All Gave it as the Most
Participants Nonparticipants Important  Reason” Participants Nonparticipants Important ~ Reason”
Education
Primary or less 5 3 5 15 18 17
Some high school 15 20 21 32 25 17
High school 58 4] 41 36 39 47
Vocational ~ degree 0 2 0 0 2 4
One to three years of
college 15 20 21 1 9 6
At least 4 years of
college 6 12 11 3 5 8
Other 0 | 0 3 | 0
Missing data | | 0 ! 2 2
Citizenship
Household all U.S.
citizens 91 89 90 97 100 100
Household includes
some non U.S.
citizens 6 5 2 0 0 0

No citizens in
household 3 6 8 3 0 0
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TABLE IV.2 (Continued)

Working

Elderly

Nonparticipants®

Nonparticipants Who

Nonparticipants®

Nonparticipants Who

All Gave it as the Most All Gave it as the Most

Participants Nonparticipants Important Reason® Participants Nonparticipants Important ~ Reason’
Difficulty
Managing Money
No difficulty n.a. n.a. n.a. 72 78 88
Some difficulty n.a. n.a. n.a. 22 15 12
A great deal of
difficulty n.a. n.a. n.a. 6 5 0
Unable to do n.a. n.a. n.a. 0 | 0
Sample Size 73 177 75 75 126 53
NOTES:

‘Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the characteristics of these nonparticipants nationally. — Because the data were collected in a
pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

°All nonparticipants who reported that the most important reason for nonparticipation was either that they could get by on their own, that other people needed
food stamps more than they did, or that their need was only temporary.

Coded from the long questionnaires only.

“Most of the missing data was a result of interviewer error administering the complex skip logic.

na. = not asked



Respondents who are food insecure over a 12-month period may not be food insecure over a
shorter period. For example, respondents may have been food insecure six months ago, but since
then, they have had sufficient food. Hence, we cannot conclude that respondents who percelve they
don't currently need food stamps are currently food insecure based on the data collected by the
questionnaires.  Given the policy relevance of the food security questions, we recommend that the
questions cover a shorter period of time. The CPS used both a 12-month and 30-day time period.
We recommend changing the time frame from “12-months’ to the “past 30 days’ in future

adminigtrations of the questionnaires.

b. Additional Data on Underlying Reasons for Nonparticipation

For gx of the potentiad reasons for nonparticipation, the questionnaires ask additiona follow-up
questions about the underlying reasons for nonparticipation. Additiona details ae asked about the

reasons respondents thought:

1. Their household was indligible. Respondents were asked why they thought they were
ingligible. They were aso asked about how they arived a that perception--whether
daff a a FSP office told them they were indligible, and if so, when they were told,
whether someone a ancther program thought they were ineligible, or whether they
formed that opinion based on the circumstances of someone they knew who was like
them.

2. It was hard or cogtly to get to the food stamp office to apply. In a series of closed-
ended questions, respondents were asked why they thought it would be hard to get to the
food stamp office. Specific reasons asked about include transportation difficulties or
expenses, physca difficulties, difficulties getting time off work, loss of pay when
vigting the FSP office, and the need to care for someone in their home.

3. The application process was too long and complicated. In a series of closed-ended
questions, respondents were asked whether they thought they would have to wait a long
time to be served, whether they thought the application form was too long and
complicated, and whether they thought it would be difficult to get al the necessary
paperwork.  For those who said they thought they would have to wait a long time, the
questionnaires asked how long they thought they would have to wait.
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4. The FSP office is an unpleasant place. Respondents were asked in closed-ended
questions whether they thought the office was unpleasant because of the inside of the
building, the other people in the waiting room, or because of the neighborhood the office
was in.

5. The benefits they were entitled to receive are too low. Respondents who thought the
benefits were too small were asked whether they were told they were digible for only
a smal amount of benefits by someone a a food stamp office, and if they were, how
long ago they were told this; whether they were told they were eligible for only a small
amount of benefits by someone at another program; and whether they based their
opinion on a comparison with someone else they knew who was like them. We aso
asked al nonparticipants who thought they were eligible for food stamps the amount of
food stamp benefits they thought they were €ligible for.

6. The questions on the application form were too personal. In an open-ended question,

respondents were asked what types of questions they thought were too personal.
Tables 1V.3 through 1V.8 provide examples of how these data can be summarized.

In a large-scale survey, for most reasons for nonparticipation, there would probably be a
sufficient number of respondents who say that the reason is applicable to be able to anayze the
responses to the more detailed questions about the reasons. More than 10 percent of nonparticipants
would be asked each of these more detailed questions. For al questions except those that follow-up
on the reasons why it is hard or costly to get to the food stamp office, more than 20 percent of
nonparticipants are asked the questions. We do not recommend dropping the questions about why
the FSP office is an unpleasant place because they provide information useful to the FSP.

Given that so many respondents gave reasons related to a lack of need for food stamps, we
recommend that a future survey would include closed-ended follow-up questions about this
perceived lack of need. For example, it may be informative to ask whether they don't need food

stamps because they receive food assistance from family or friends, because they receive other

benefits, or because they go without medications or paying hills.
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TABLE IV.3

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THEY ARE INELIGIBLE
(Percentage  Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought They Were
Ineligible or Did Not Know If They Were Eligible

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Income too high 73 41
Assets too high 4 4
Missing or incomplete paperwork 0 0
Do not meet citizenship requirements 0 0
Do not saisfy work requirements 0 1
On dtrike from job 0 0
Student 1 0
Thinks they are categoricaly indigible
because they work 6 3
Thinks they are categoricaly ineligible for
some other reason’ 8 6
Othef 15 21
Don't know 7 27
Sample Size 113 .78
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think they are ineligible
nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents could give multiple responses.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

“Includes persons who said they did not know why they were categorically ineligible.

Wearly al these responses did not appropriately answer the question. For example, when asked why they thought
they were not eligible, some respondents answered “I don't need food stamps.”
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TABLE IV .4

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK IT IS HARD OR COSTLY
TO GET TO THE FSP OFFICE
(Percentage  Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought 1t Would be Hard or
Costly to Get to the FSP Office*

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Difficult or expensive to get transportation 45 55
Physical difficulties/mobility limitations 55 72
Difficult to take time off from work/school 50 3
Would lose pay going to the food stamp office 35 14
Would have to arrange for someone to take care of

someone in your home 25 14
Don't know the location of the FSP office 0 3
Concerns about safety 0 3
Other ! 0
Don't know 0 7
Sample Size 20 29
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think it is hard or costly
to get to the FSP office nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not
nationally representative.

bTotals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the man questionnaire, were probably indligible
for food stamp benefits.
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TABLE IV.5

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP APPLICATION
PROCESS IS TOO LONG AND COMPLICATED
(Percentage  Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought the Application Process
Was Too Long and Complicated

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Have to wait along time to be served 73 56
Thought would have to wait:
15 minutes or less 0 5
16-30 minutes 7 16
3 1 minutes to one hour 35 11
More than one hour 59 42
Don't know 0 26
Application form too long and complicated 71 74
Difficult to get dl the necessay paperwork 49 61
Application process too long 2 0
Disahilities 0 6
Other 0 3
Don't know 0 3
Sample Size 41 31
NOTES

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP
application process is too long and complicated nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the
samples are small and not nationally representative.

Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

dCalculated only for the respondents who thought they would have to wait a long time to be served.
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TABLE IV.6

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP OFFICE IS UNPLEASANT OR UNSAFE’
(Percentage  Distributions)°

Nonparticipants Who Perceive the FSP Office As
Unpleasant or Unsafe

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Inside of building is physically unpleasant 38 31

Don't like waiting with the other applicants 29 37

FSP office is in unsafe neighborhood 43 56

Staff are  unpleasant or disrespectful 19 19

Lack of parking 0 6

Other 10 19

Don't know 5 6

Sample Size 21 16

NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP office
is unpleasant or unsafe nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not

nationally representative.

"Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.
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TABLE V.7

SOURCES OF PERCEPTIONS OF ELIGIBILITY FOR ONLY SMALL BENEFIT”
(Percentage Distributions)

Nonparticipants Who Think They are Eligible for
a Small Benefit Amount®

Source of Perception Working Elderly
Someone a the FSP office told the respondent that
hig’her household was €eligible for only small amount 14 37
Told by FSP staff
Within last 3 months 10 7
Between 3 and 12 months ago 36 27
More than one year ago 45 66
Don't know/missing 9 0

Told by someone a another program that the
household was indligible 3 2

Thought ligible for small amount because know
someone like them that receives only a small amount

of benefits 14 17
Sample Size 80 41
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons some households think they are digible
for only a smal benefit amount nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are smal and

not nationally representative.

®Includes nonpaticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ingligible
for food stamp benefits.

‘Distribution calculated for only those respondents who were told by the FSP office that they were eligible for a
smdl amount of food stamp benefits. —_
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TABLE IV.8

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP APPLICATION IS TOO PERSONAL”
(Percentage Distributions)’

Nonparticipants Who Think The FSP Application
Is Too Personal

Questionsg/Subjects That are Too Personal Working Elderly
Composition of household® 17 18
Citizenship 3 0
Disdbilities 3 0
Resources/assets 39 21
Income  sources 33 29
“FSP wants to know everything about one's life’ 0 1
Other 17 25
Sample Size 36 28
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP
application is too persona nationaly. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are smal and not
nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably indigible
for food stamp benefits.

°The child’s father's residence was frequently cited as especially personal by respondents in nonelderly
households.

‘Whether the household receives child support payments was frequently cited as especialy persona by respondents
in  nonelderly  households.
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2. Reasons Current Nonparticipants Stopped Receiving Food Stamps, Started But Did Not
Complete an FSP Application, and Received But Did Not Use Food Stamps

Additional perspective can be gained on the reasons some households do not participate in the
FSP by examining any previous experience nonpaticipants may have had with the program. So that
the respondents can recal their experiences, we ask about only the previous three years. Section C
of the nonparticipant questionnaires provides information on the reasons former participants stopped
recaving food dtamp benefits, Section D provides data on the reasons individuals who contacted
the FSP office or began the application process did not complete an application. It also asks
respondents who applied for and were found digible to receive food stamps why they did not use
their food stamps.

The percentages of nonparticipants who have had previous experiences with the FSP are
reported in Table 1V.9. About 19 percent of respondents from working households and 10 percent
of elderly respondents had received food stamps in the previous three years. Thus the sample sizes
of nonpaticipants who have previoudy recelved food stamps in a naionad survey would be large
enough to support an analysis of the these nonparticipants experiences,, with the FSP.

The samples of nonparticipants who, in the previous three years, began an application for food
gamps without completing it are smaller, comprisng only 6 percent of respondents from working
households and 1 percent of respondents from elderly households. A further 2 percent of respondents
from working households and 2 percent of respondents from elderly households had contacted the
FSP office but not completed the application. We recommend dropping the questions about why
persons who have been found eligible for food stamps did not use them as only 2 percent of
respondents from working and elderly households had not used food stamps they had received.

We illustrate how we would present data on the reasons nonparticipants stopped receiving food

damps in Table IV. 10. The questionnaires contain questions that would adlow a more in-depth
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TABLE IV.9

NONPARTICIPANTS FSP EXPERIENCES OVER THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS'
(Percent  Digtributions)

Nonparticipants®

Experience Working Elderly
Applications

Have contacted FSP office to ask about benefits, but did not apply 2 2
Have begun the application process but did not complete it 6 ]
Have completed the application process 19 6
Have completed the application process but was found ineligible 7 ]
Have been found eligible but did not use food stamps 2 1
Participation

Have received food stamp benefits 19 10
Have stopped receiving food stamps because found ineligible 7 8
Sample Size 177 126
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about FSP nonparticipants nationaly. Because the
data were collected in a pretest, the samples are smal and not nationaly representative.

*Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably
incligible for food stamp benefits.

‘The percentage of households recelving food stamps is not necessarily equal to the percentage completing

applications because the household may have been found ineligible at the application or the application may
have occurred more than three years ago.
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TABLEIV.10

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR DISCONTINUING
FOOD STAMP RECEIPT IN THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS
(Percentage  Distributions)®

Reason Stopped Receiving Food Stamps Working Elderly
Not Eligible

Notified by the FSP that no longer eligible 33 33
Perceived  Ineligibility

Thought no longer eligible for FSP benefits 50 21
Percelved Lack of Need

Thought no longer needed food —stamps 23 25
Thought situation would improve 5 0
Other people needed them more 0 0
FSP Benefits Too L ow

Think not worth the effort to continue participating because

benefit leve is too low 14 25
Program Features and Administration

Hard to get to FSP office to do paperwork to continue

receiving benefits 0 13
Process needed to go through to continue to receive benefits

too long and complicated 5 13
Quedtions needed to answer to continue to recelve benefits

too personal 0 13
Not treated well by FSP staff 5 0
Office is very unpleasant 0 0
Office located in an unsafe neighborhood 0 13
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TABLE IV. 10 (Continued)

Reason Stopped Receiving Food Stamps Working Elderly
Stigma

Other family members no longer approved of respondent

receiving food stamps 0 0
Felt embarrassed using food stamp benefits 0 0
Did not like relying on government for assistance 0 0
Other Reasons 32 8
Sample. Size 22 12
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants discontinued food
stamp receipt nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally
representative. The nonparticipants include nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main
questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

®Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could give more than one reason for discontinuing
FSP  participation.

‘The mgjority of “other reasons’ given by respondents had to do with the household's failure to comply with FSP
rules or staff requests or an increase in the household's income that meant they were no longer eligible.
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examination of the reasons former participants discontinued participation. For those saying they
were told they were indigible by FSP dtaff, we can examine the reasons they were found ingligible.
We can also examine when they were told they were ineligible. This is relevant because if
nonparticipants were told they were no longer eligible many months ago, it is possible that
theircircumstances may have changed and they are now digible Similaly, we can examine the
reasons respondents who said they thought they were no longer digible felt that they were indligible.
For respondents who said they quit participating because benefits were too low, we can tabulate the
amount of benefits they reported recelving the last month of thelr food stamp spell.

Data on the reasons why some nonparticipants had begun the application but not completed it,
and the reasons why some nonparticipants received food stamps but did not use them could be

presented in tables smilar to Table 1V. 10.

D. COMPARISONS OF CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES OF FSP
PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

The analyses described in the previous section are based on the direct reports by respondents
about why they did not participate in the FSP. The questionnaires aso collect in}ormation on the
characteristics and experiences of both FSP participants and nonparticipants. This alows a more
indirect approach to andyzing the reasons for nonparticipation--comparing the characteristics and

experiences of participants and nonparticipants. The remainder of this section discusses how the

questionnaires alow a comparison of paticipants and nonpaticipants on (1) persond and household

characteristics; (2) past experiences with the FSP, and (3) attitudes and other factors that may

facilitate or hinder program participation.
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1. Comparisons of Characteristics of Participants and Nonparticipants

Data from the questionnaires will support comparisons of FSP participants and nonparticipants
across several persona and household characteristics. Table 1V.1 1 provides an example of smple
descriptive tabular comparisons of participants and nonparticipants for selected demographic
characteristics and the receipt of food assistance from other sources. The distributions are presented
separately for working and elderly participants and working and elderly nonparticipants. The

characteristics of the respondents that we could present in tables similar to Table IV.1 1 and the

rationdle for collecting data on these characteristics are described below.

a. Demographic Characteristics

Both the long and the short questionnaires contain questions on demographic characteristics.
All questionnaires ask about the age, gender, race/ethnicity, education, and marital status of
respondent. The screening interviews collect information on household size. The long
questionnaires also contain afull household roster that asks the age and relationship to the
respondent of everyone in the household., They also ask about the citizenship of household

members.

Comparing demographic characteristics of participants and nonparticipants may be informative
because some potential reasons for nonparticipation may be related to household composition. For
example, respondents with less education may fmd it difficult to find out about the program and how

to apply. Households with children may be more likely to participate because adults may be willing

to go without food but not willing for their children to do so. Household size may be important for

two reasons. smaler households are eligible for lower benefits than larger households, but they face
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TABLE IV. 11

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANT AND NONPARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLDS
(Percentage  Distributions)

Working Elderly
Characteritic Participants ~ Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants®
Respondent  Characteristics
Age
Less than 30 27 2 0 2
3010 59 67 59 14 14
60 to 69 0 2 39 34
70to 79 3 2 39 29
80 and older 0 0 8 19
Missng data 3 5 1 2
Mean 34 37 66 67
Median 3 36 68 69
Gender
Male 1 29 19 27
Female 89 71 81 73
Race/Ethnic@
Nonhispanic  Black 38 3 7
Nonhispanic ~ White 48 49 61 65
Hispanic 8 12 5 5
Other 5 3 3 1
Missng data 0 4 0 2
Education
Primary or less 5 3 15 18
Some high school 15 20 32 25
High school 57 41 36 39
Vocaionad training program 0 2 0 2
certificate
Some  college 15 20 11 9
Two-year or four-year college degree 6 12 3 5
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TABLE IV. 11 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Characteristic Participants ~ Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants®
Other 0 0 3 l
Missng data ! 1 ! 2
Maritd Status
Married or living as married 34 37 7 27
Divorced/separated 28 25 34 37
Widowed 4 6 36 18
Never been married 34 35 24 18
Household Characteristics
Household Size
1 person 0 15 73 52
2 16 27 10 29
3 23 21 10 10
4 14 15 ! 5
5 or more 47 23 5 5
Mean 4.5 32 1.6 1.9
Median 4 3 ! !
Children Present
Yes 0 59 13 14
No 10 41 87 85
Citizenship*
Household members al U.S. citizens 91 89 98 97
Household includes some  members
who are non U.S. citizens 6 4 1 0
No members of household ae U.S. _
citizens 3 7 1 3
Receipt of Food Assistance from
Other Sources
Congregate or home-delivered meals 0 0 4 5
Day-care or Head Stat program 11 3 0 4
School Lunch Program 36 12 4 5
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TABLE IV. 11 (Continued)

Working Elderly

Characteristic Participants ~ Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants®
School Breskfast Program 26 8 ! 2
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 3 1 ]
Program 23

Vouchers to get food 7 3 3 1
Food or money for food from friends

or relatives 12 15 7 9
Emergency food from church or food

Pantry 12 7 11 8
Emergency food from soup kitchens 1 ! 0 2
Meds from work 5 3 0 0
Food from garden 8 8 5 10
Food from animas raised by

respondent 0 3 0 !
Food from hunting or fishing 8 7 ! 6
Other  sources 0 2 1 2
Sample Size 73 177 75 126
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the characteristics of FSP participant ‘and nonparticipant
households nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally

representative.

bIncludes nonpartticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ingligible for
food stamp benefits.

‘Caculated for respondents to long versions of the questionnaires only.
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the same costs of gpplying for and obtaining food stamps; second, larger households can buy food

a alower unit cost, hence, food stamps may be of grester vaue to them than to smaler households.

b. Economic Characteristics

Economic characteridics are collected in the long questionnaires only. The characterigtics
collected by the questionnares include: the amount and sources of household income, including
earnings, medica expenses for ederly/disabled members of household; dependent-care expenses,
home ownership; and vehicle ownership. There are at least two reasons for nonparticipation to be
connected to the household's total income and other economic resources. First, households with
greater resources may perceive that they do not need food stamps.  Second, such households may not
know that they are digible or may beieve tha they are indigible

While data on vehicle ownership and expenses are collected mainly to make a determination of
FSP-digibility for nonparticipants, we aso collected these data for participants. The rationde for
collecting these data was that there may be interesting differences between participants and
nonparticipants.  We believe that these data are of secondary importance, and Fhe questions on

expenses and vehicle ownership could be dropped from the participant questionnaires.

c. Recept of Food Assstance Other Than Food Stamps

Only the long versions of the questionnaires collected data on other sources of food assistance.
Types of other food assstance asked about include: congregate or home-ddlivered meds (elderly
households only); free or reduced priced breskfasts or lunches from School Breskfast, Nationa
School Lunch, or day care or HeadStart programs, food through the WIC or other programs, medls
or food from food pantries, food banks, or soup kitchens, food or meds from friends or relatives,

and food or medls received as part of employment. Comparisons of the receipt of food assistance
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from sources other than food famps between paticpants and nonpaticpants may provide
information about whether nonparticipants have less of a need for food damps then participants
because they have access to more sources of food assstance and whether access to one food

assgance program fadlitates access to another.

d. Food Security
The responses to questions about Food Security, in both the long and short versons of the

questionnaires, can be usad to determine whether the respondent’s household is food secure, and if
not, the degree of food insecurity. Comparisons of food security between paticipants and
nonparticipants may shed light on whether respondents who say they do not need food samps are

food secure and, more generdly, whether those who do not participate are in need of food assgance.

e. Characterigics of Employment

Informetion on employment is collected by bath the working and ddely long quesionnaires
No informeation on employment is collected by the short quedionnaires except how many persons
in the housshold work and whether the respondent works The dderly long ciﬁestionna’re only
collects information on earnings for each member of the household. As wdl as informeation on

eanings, the long working quedionnaires dso collect informetion on:

. The ocoupation of the principd earner in the household®
How long the principa earmner has been working a his or her present job

How likdy it is thet the prindpd earner will dill be a the same employment in three
months

. Whether the prindipa earner expects his or her earnings to change

The person in the household who works the most number of hours per wesk.
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. The number of different jobs held by the principa earner in the past year

. The number of months the principal earner was unemployed over the past year

Each of these pieces of information provides some information on the stability of employment. One

difference between participants and nonparticipants may be that nonparticipants have more stable
employment. Persons who have employment that is likely to end shortly may be more likdy to

participate than persons with the same income who have more stable employment.

f. Health Characteristics

Only the long elderly questionnaires collect information on the respondent’s self-assessed hedlth
datus and cognitive and physica functioning. Questions related to hedth were included because
it is sometimes argued that elderly persons have low participation rates because of hedth problems

that make it difficult for them to apply for and/or use benefits.

g. Social Supports
Questions on the socid supports available to the respondent are included in dl the long

guestionnaires.  Three questions are asked to assess the extent of the socid supports available to the

respondent. These collect information on the:

. Length of time the respondent has lived in his or her neighborhood
. Frequency the respondent meets with friends

. Digance from the respondent’s nearest relative
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These charatteridtics are induded because sodd supports, by indicating the extent to which family

and friends can act as a ety net to the respondent, may be an important factor in determining

participation.
h. FSP Benefit Level

Data on the actud amount of food gamp bendfits recaived by paticipants are callected in the
screening interviews. Usng data collected by the long quegtionnaires, we can ds0 edimate the
amount of food damp benefits nonparticipants would receive if they paticipated (the potentia

bendfits). Udng these data, we can compare the benefits of particpants with the bendfits of
nonparticipants to see whether nonparticipants on average would receive a smdler bendfit  than
participants,
2. Comparisons of Participant and Nonparticipants on Their Past Experiences with the FSP
If issues rlaed to the adminidration of the FSP are reasons why some persons digible for food
damps do not paticpae we might expect patidpants and nonpaticpants to have different
experiences with the FSP. The quedionnaires ask both participants and nonparticipants aoout ther
experiences goplying for and usng food samps over the padt three years.
For respondents who have previoudy completed an gpplication form for food stamps, we can
compare thar experiences goplying and udng food samps dong the falowing dimendons

. Reasons the respondent gpplied for food stamps or contacted the FSP office

. The logidics of goplying for food damps where the respondent filed the gpplication
form; whether the respondent gpplied for other benefits at the same time whether the
respondent gpplied or whether an authorized represantative goplied for him or her;
where the cetification interview was hdd; whether the respondent took time off work
to goply; the types of hep with the gpplication process the respondent recaived;, and
whether the hdp with the gpplication was recaved from FSP gaf or others
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Whether the respondent has been found indigible in the previous three years, and the
reasons he or she was found indigible

Experiences and difficulties gpplying, such as being trested disrespectfully by FSP staff;
difficulties meeting FSP caseworkers, losng wages from missng work; and feding
humiliated applying for food stamps

. Expeiences and difficulties recaiving or usng food stamps, such as being treated
disrespectfully by store personnd or other customers

. Whether the respondents changed their shopping habits or other actions so that people
would not find out they recaeived FSP benefits

We illugsrate how these participant and nonparticipant experiences would be tabulated in Tables

V.12 and 1V.13.

In the pretest, nonparticipants who did not complete an gpplication form were not asked the full
sequence of questions about their experiences applying (Questions D4a through D7k). However,
these people may have had particular difficulties with the gpplication process. Hence, we recommend
asking dl nonparticipants who have contacted the FSP or begun an gpplication form the full
sequence of questions about their experiences with the gpplication process. In the pretest, these
questions were skipped for the 4 percent of nonparticipants who had begun an aobl"ication form but

not completed it.

For those individuas who in the recent past have contacted the FSP but never applied, applied

but did not complete the gpplication, or who have been found digible but did not use food stamps,

we can compare FSP participants and nonparticipants on the:

Reasons they did not complete an gpplication form after contacting the FSP
Reasons they did not complete the gpplication process

Reasons they were found indligible a application

147



14|

TABLE 1V.12

SELECTED EXPERIENCES OF RESPONDENTS WHEN APPLYING FOR FOOD STAMPS’
(Percentage distribution of households applying for food stamps during the past three years)

Working Elderly

Experience Participants Nonparticipants® Participants Nonparticipants®
Difficult or expensive getting transportation to the FSP office 15 21 13 *
Health or disability made it difficult to get to FSP office 15 33 24 *
Difficult to take time off work to apply for food stamp benefits 19 12 | *
Lost wages when took time off work to apply for food stamps 19 27 | *
Needed to arrange for dependent care to apply for food stamps 21 15 3 *
Had to wait a long time to be served at the food stamp office 31 55 17 x
Food stamp office staff were disrespectful 16 27 Il *
Application form was too long and complicated 21 33 20 *
Caseworker asked questions that were too personal 4 18 I *
t was difficult to get all the necessary paperwork for the application 26 39 16 *
Felt embarrassed having to apply for food stamps 27 45 15 *
Missing data 3 0 | *
Sample Size 73 33 75 7
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the experiences of households applying for food stamps nationally.

a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

*

= insufficient number of cases to calculate distribution.

*Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

Because the data were collected in
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SELECTED EXPERIENCES OF RESPONDENTS USING FOOD STAMPS

TABLE V.13

(Percentage distribution of respondents participating in the FSP during the previous three vyears)

Working Elderly
Experience Participants Nonparticipants® Participants Nonparticipants®
Sometimes treated disrespectfully by either employees or other customers
when using food stamp benefits in stores 29 21 17 17
Embarrassed to use food stamp benefits 16 18 12 33
Had difficulties obtaining monthly food stamp benefits 10 15 8 17
Felt needed food stamps to make it through the month 96 97 92 92
Had difficulties doing all the paperwork needed to keep getting food 21 36 20 25
stamps
Had difficulties arranging meetings with caseworker at convenient times 22 39 12 25
Sometimes treated disrespectfully by food stamp office staff 27 42 8 17
Other 7 15 8 8
Missing data 0 0 1 8
Sample Size 73 33 75 12
Noms:

‘Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the experiences of households using food stamps nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest,

the samples are small and not nationally representative.

bIncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.



. Reasons households found digible did not use food Samps

The percentages of respondents who would answer the quedtions about the reasons for not
completing the goplication and not usng food samps are amdl (see Table 1V.9). Hence, we caution
that questions about the reasons respondents did not complete the gpplication process should only
be induded if the sample Szes are large enough to support the comparisons of these reasons between
particpants and nonparticipants. As noted in Section C, as S0 few nonpaticipants in @ther working
or dderly housshalds did not use food samps after being found digible, we recommend dropping

the questions about the reasons respondents did not use food gamps.

3. Comparisons of Participants and Nonparticipants on Factorsthat May Influence Barriers
to FSP Participation

The quedionnaires ask participants and nonparticipants who have previoudy gpplied for food
samps about factors that heped them overcome red or percaived bariers to paticipaion. These

factors indude

. They had lots of hdp with the FSP gpplication process
Family and friends were supportive of the decison to participate
. They fed it is ahight to recaive FSP bendfits because they pay taxes
. They nead FSP bendfits or they won't have enough to eat
. They ae uncomfortable gating food from family, friends chaities or other food

assdance programs

Table 1V.14 illugrates how the findings about factors that influence barriers to paticipation could

be presented.
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TABLE IV. 14

FACTORS THAT MAY HELP POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS OVERCOME

BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION”
(Percent Digtribution of Households)®

Working Elderly
Factor Participants ~ Nonparticipants Participants Nonparticipants
Had lots of help with
application  process 15 12¢ 33 43¢
Family and friends were
(would be) supportive of
decision to participate 26 83 16 91
Fed it's OK. to recdve FSP
benefits because pay taxes 63 67 67 52
Need FSP benefits or won't be
able to get enough food 60 21 60 16
Was (would be) uncomfortable
getting food from family,
friends, charities, or other
programs 47 28 17 na
Other 1 n.a. 15 na
Sample Size 73 177 75 126
NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the factors that help participants overcome barriers
to participation nationaly. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally

representative.

*Totals do not add to 100 percent because respondents can indicate that more than one factor helped them
overcome barriers to participation.

‘Includes nonparticipants who, based on infonnation collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ingligible

for food stamp benefits.

4Only nonparticipants who completed FSP applications within the past three years were asked this question.

‘This question was worded differently for participants and nonparticipants. Participants were asked “Did other
family members or friends encourage you to get food stamp benefits?’ whereas nonparticipants were asked

“Would other family members or friends discourage you from using food stamps?’

n.a. = question not asked
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The quedion about the role of family and friends in the dedson to paticpate is worded
differently in the partidpant and nonparticipant questionnares. Paticipants were asked “Did other
family members or friends encourage you to get food damp benefits?” whereas nonparticipants were
acked “Would other family members or friends discourage you from usng food samp benefits?’
Because of the differences between the wording of the questions, direct comparisons should not be
made between the responses of particpants and nonpaticipants To dlow the comparison, we

recommend that participants are asked the same question as nonparticipants.®

E. COMPARISON OF FINDINGS BY ADMINISTRATION MODE

In the pretest 15 percant of the interviews were administered in-person. We found no sgnificant
differences in the responses to quedions by mode of adminidraion. Table V. 15 presents the
reasons reported by nonparticpants for not participating in the FSP by whether the interview was
adminigtered by teephone or in-person. The didributions of reported reasons are smilar for each

mode of adminidration.

F. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
This chepter illusrated the depth of information that could be obtained from fidding the
guesionnaires naiondly. The questionnares, incorporaing the recommended revisons identified

in this chapter and Chapter 1ll, would collect a wedth of information about the reasons for

nonparticipation.

*We recommend that question D17b be ddeted and that a question “Did other family members
or friends discourage you from usng food amp bendfits?” be added as C14h in the particpant
questionnaires.
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TABLE V.15

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR CURRENTLY NOT PARTICIPATING
IN THE FSP, BY INTERVIEW MODE"
(Percentage Distributions)

Nonparticipants Who Reported Reason as

Applicable®
Reason Telephone In-Person
Lack of Information
Don't know FSP exists 8 0
Don't know where to go or who to contact 42 29
Don't think eligible for food stamps 37 47
Perceived Lack of Need
Can get by on my own without FSP benefits 82 75
Feel others need FSP benefits more 78 81
Need is only temporary 50 47
Expected FSP Benefits Too L ow
Think eligible for only alow benefit amount 43 31
Problems Related to Program Administration
Hard to get to FSP office 17 14
Application process is too long and complicated 24 25
Quedtions are too persond 23 17
FSP office deff ae disrespectful 18 22
FSP office is unpleasant or unsafe 13 11
Psychological  Reasons
Other family members or friends would not approve of
respondent receiving food stamps 7 8
Would feel embarrassed applying for FSP benefits 27 19
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TABLE IV. 15 (Continued)

Nonparticipants Who Reported Reason as

Applicable®
Reason Telephone In-Person
Would feel embarrassed using FSP benefits 20 31
Didlike relying on the government for assistance 40 47
Other Reasons 9 14
Sample Size 153 24

NOTES:

“Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons households do not participate in the
FSP nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally
representative.

®Includes nonparticipants who. based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably
ineligible for food stamp benefits. .
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1. Recommended M odifications to the Questionnaires
The chapter indicated some questions that could be added, some that could be dropped, and

some that could be changed:

. A question about whether the respondent had ever heard of food stamps or the FSP
before the survey interview should be included in dl questionnaires about the reason for

nonparticipation.
It is not necessary to include the series of questions that ask whether a reason is an

important reason why a respondent did not participate (Questions E2a to E2p) if the
respondent is asked for the most important reason why he or she does not participate.

The questions about food security should refer to a 30-day period rather than al2-month
period.

. Follow-up questions should be added for nonparticipants who give a reason related to
alack of need for food stamps, such as whether the respondents do not need food stamps
because they receive food assistance from family or friends, because they receive other
bendfits, or because they go without medications or paying bills.

Questions about the reasons why some people who are found eligible for food stamps
do not use them should be deleted as they are applicable to less than 2 percent of
nonparticipants from working or ederly households.

. The nonparticipant questionnaires should ask dl respondents who have.contacted or
begun the application process about their experiences gpplying for food stamps.

. Quedtions about whether the workers in the household worked their “usual” hours over
the past month should be added to the questions on earnings. Interviewer checks for
whether the earnings exceed 130 percent of poverty should aso be included.

. The questions about expenses and vehicles could be ddeted from the participant
guestionnaires.

2. Thelnformation Obtained from the Direct Questions Will Be More | nformative than the

Information Obtained from Comparisons between Participants and Nonparticipants

An analysis of the responses to the direct questions about why nonparticipants do not participate

will yidd sufficient information on which to base policy recommendations. In contrast, comparisons
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of patidpants and digible nonpatiapants yidd findings that ae suggesive of reasons for

nonparticipation but rardy provide evidence that a spedfic reason is important.

3. The Long Versions of the Questionnaires Could Be Shortened
We bdieve tha FNS could get a wedth of information about the reasons for nonparticipation
from a quegionnare dightly shorter then the long versons used in the pretest. The shortening
would hdlp raise response rates and reduce survey cods  Spedficaly, we recommend revisng the
long-verson of the quesionnaires to exdude
. Quedtions indirectly rdated to the respondent’s knowledge of the FSP, such as whether
the family ever recaived food samps when the respondent was a child and whether any
raives, friends, naghbors or coworkers receve food samps
. Quedions about employment, other than earnings
Quedtions about hedth and cognitive and physicd functioning
. Quedions about sodd supports, such as how long the respondent hes lived in the
neighborhood
Thee quesions cdllect interegting information, but the information is less informetive about the
reesons for nonpaticipaion than the other more direct quedions about the reasons for
nonpatidpaion.  If collected, we would use the information to compare the characteridics of
participants and nonparticipants, and the characteridics of nonparticipants who give different reasons
for nonpaticipation. However, it is difficult to infer reasons for nonparticipation from these types
of comparisonsmog differences between participants and nonparticipants would be consgtent with
more than one reason for nonparticpation. We think that a questionnaire without these questions

could yidd suffident informetion to meke policy recommendeations
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We expect tha a quetionnaire without these questions and the modifications described in
Chepter 11l would take aout 20 minutes to adminiger by tdephone Induding the screening

interview, the whole interview would take less than 24 minutes

4. The Minimum Set of Information that Should Be Collected by a Survey on the Reasons
for Nonparticipation

FNS may condder fidding this survey as an additiond module to an exising survey rather then
a dand-done survey. In this case the length of the questionnare will be limited. We bdieve that

any urvey on the reasons for nonparticpation should indude & a minimunn;

The Direct Questions about the Reasons for Nonparticipation. We recommend that
a urvey on the reasons for nonparticipation incdude the questions contained ‘in Section
E of the quedionnaires usad in the preted.

. The Food Security Questions. It is aiticdly important thet any survey on the reasons
for nonparticipation collect data on food security. If the mgority of nonparticdpants are
edimated to be food insecure, than this suggests nonparticipation is a problem, as those
needing food assgance are not being reached by the program. However, if most ae
food secure, then the FSP may be mesting its misson of providing food assgance to
those who need it and low rates of nonparticipation are not a cause for concern.

Questions on Income. It isimportant that detailed information on income and earnings
is collected in a survey of the ressons for nonpaticpation. This will dlow us to

conduct the andyses on samples of respondents who not only pass the screens in the

short screening interview but dso when asked detalled quedtions aout income, have
houshald income conddet with dighility in the FSP. Induding pesons in the
samnple who ae indigible can bias the results Edimaes of the proportion of
nonpaticpants who are nat paticpating because they think they are indigible and
because they don't need food stamps will both be biased upwards if we indude persons
who are indigible for food gamps in the sample.

. Quedtions on the Recept of Food Assistance from Sources other than the FSP. Given
the high proportion of nonparticipants who gave reasons for nonparticipation relaed to
alack of nead for food stamps it is important to ascertain whether nonparticipants who
say they don't need food stamps have access to other sources of food assstance.
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These quedions could be adminigered in 15 minutes If the complete screening interview was
dso adminigered, the whole module on nonpaticpation would take less than 20 minutes to

aminiger.
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V. CONCLUS ONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conducting a survey about the reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP poses three man
chdlenges. Arg, it is difficult to locate persons to interview who are digible for food stamps but
do nat recaive them. Because no lids exis of these digible nonpartidpants a random-digit-ciding
(RDD) frame is required. Second, the questions &t the beginning of the interview that screen out
persons nat digible for the survey nead to drike a balance between callecting detalled and sendtive
information to accurady deemine  digibility and minimizing noreponse Third,  the
questionnaires nead to collect sufficient informetion about the reasons for nonparticipation to inform
policy decisons The purpose of the pretest was to investigate whether these chdlenges could be
mel.

This chepter presents the main condusons from the preles and our recommendations for
fidding the survey on a naiond scde’

A. IT ISFEASBLE TO CONDUCT A STAND-ALONE SURVEY ON THE REASONS

FOR NONPARTICIPATION

The pretest showed that it is feesble to conduct a sand-done survey about the reasons for
nonparticipation. However, the survey would reguire condderable survey resources, mainly because
of the difficulties identifying survey respondents Usng RDD, we cdled nealy 17,000 tdephone
numbers to identify 484 digible nonpatiapants and 92 paticipants from working or ddely

houssholds We edimate that it would teke over 18,000 hours of interviewer labor to identify a

I Spedific recommendations about changes to individud questions are provided a the end of
Chepters 11, 111, and IV and in Appendix A.
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sample of about 1,000 digble nonpaticipants from working households and 1,000 digble

nonparticipants from dderly houssholds

B. ALIST FRAME ISNEEDED IF THE SURVEY ISTO INCLUDE FSP PARTICIPANTS

If RDD is bang used to identify nonpaticipants, identifying paticipants at the same time
requires little additiond interviewer time. However, because we found participants to be rarer then
FSP-digible nonpaticipants among working and dderly households, it would teke more cdls to
identify a FSP participant then it would to identify a FSP-digible nonpaticipant.  Unless the survey
desgn cdlis for a ratio of nonparticipants to participants of above sx for working houssholds and
above four for ederly households, the target for the number of nonparticdpents in the sample would
be reeched before the target for the number of particpants Once the target for nonparticipants is
reeched, identifying additiond patidpants usng RDD will be may times more codly then
identifying the partidpants usdng a lig frame Hence if it is dedded that the survey should indude
participants a mixed-frame desgn would be the mogt efident one
C. A FINAL RESPONSE RATE OF ABOUT 65 PERCENT COULD BE ACHIEVED ON

A STAND-ALONE SURVEY ON THE REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION

Nonresponse is a concern because the persons who do not respond to a survey may differ from
those who do in ways tha ae rdaed to the ressons for nonpaticipation.  If the factors that
determine whether a person responds are rated to the reasons for nonpaticipation, the survey
findings will be bissattthe obsarved findings will differ from the findings that we would have
obsarved if there had been no nonresponse.

The response rate to a dand-done survey about the reasons for nonparticipation is unlikely to
be high for three reasons. Fir, response rates to RDD surveys are typicdly low. Use of answering
mechines, cal-forwarding, and teephone oliatation dl contribute to low regponse raies to RDD
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surveys.> Obtaining a response rate above 70 percent for an RDD survey israre? Second, theRDD
screening interview indudes questions about household income and assets—-quedtions that are both
difficult and sendtive. Third, nonparticipants may be unintereted in topics rdaed to a program that
they have chosen not to participate in.

The overd| response rate to the pretest survey was about 5 1 percent--the response rate to the
creening interviews was just under 60 percent; the completion rate to the main quesionnaires was
85 percent. One factor thet lowered the response rates in the pretest waas thet two of the eight pretest
gtes were large northeastern metropolitan dties that typicaly have low survey response rates With
the recommended changes to the survey discussed beow, we think the response rate to the screening
interviews in a nationd survey could be as high as 70 percent and the completion rete to the man
questionnaire as high as 90 or 95 percant, yieding an overdl response rate of 63 to 67 percent.

To improve the response rates, we recommend the following changes to the pretest.

1. Change the Order of the Questions on the RDD Screening Interview. The first

interview questions should be nonthregtening questions that are rdaed to the topic of

the quesionnare. Ingead of asking first about household sze and ‘income, we
recommend asking about the respondent’ s participation in the FSP and then whether his

or her househald contains a working or an dderly person. The interviewer could then
ask the respondent whether he or she has ever recaived food samps. Only dter thee
questions should the interviewer ask about the respondent’s income.

2. Add More Interviewer Probes to the Screening Interview. We found in the pretest that
induding interviewer probes ater an initid nonresponse to the income quesion was
successful a didting responses. We recommend adding Smilar probes dter the asset
questions We ds0 suggest probing respondents about incondgent responses to
questions about the recept of food samps before counting them as nonresponders.

‘Masxy et d. (1997).
*Massey €t d. (1997).
161



. Send an Advance Letter to Persons on the RDD Sample Frame. \We recommend that
before cdling, persons on the RDD sample frame who have liged tdephone numbers
and addresses are sent a letter that explains the study and encourages their participation.

. Lengthen the Fidd Period. Our experience has shown that increesing the length of the
fidd peiod can increese the regponse rate primarily by increesng the number of
tdlegphone numbers for which the resdentid datus can be determined.

. If a Lig-Frame is Used, Obtain Current Ligts of FSP Participants As Quickly as
Possblefrom the FSP Offices. Contact informetion on FSP participants can get out-of-
date fast. The importance of obtaining the data quickly should be empheszed to FSP

agency daf.

. Conduct In-Person Follow-Up to Locate Persons on the List Frame. Some persons
who cannot be locaed by tdephone may be locaied by an interviewer going in-person
to the respondents  addresses.

. Use Commercial Services to Obtain More Locating Information on Persons Listed on
the List-Frame. Commedd savices can provide tdephone numbes changes of
addresses, and tlegphone numbers of neighbors for some persons on the lig-frame.

. Decrease the Frequency of Changing Respondents Between the Screening Interview
and the Main Questionnaire. Regponse rates ae lower if the man quedionnare is
adminigered to someone in the househald other than the person who was adminisered
the screening interview. In the pretest, we adminidered the main questionnare to the
pason in the nonparticipant households who would goply for food damps if the
household decided to participate and the person who last gpplied for food samps in the
participant households. For 17 percent of the interviews, this person was not the person
who responded to the screening interview. We recommend rdaxing this definition, and
adminigering the main quedionnaire to any adult in the housshold who may goply for
food samps

. Shorten the Main Questionnaire. The completion rete for the short-verson of the
guestionnaires conducted by telephone was 9 1 percent compared with 85 percent for the
long questionnaires We recommend a main questionnaire to be usad in a gand-done
survey about the reasons for nonparticipation that would be aout 5 minutes shorter than
the long questionnaire which took on average 26 minutes to adminiger. The dhort
questionnaires took an average of 15 minutes to adminiger.
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D. THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW USED IN THE PRETEST STRIKES THE
RIGHT BALANCE BETWEEN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY AND MINIMIZING
NONRESPONSE

Mog previous sudies of the reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP usad crude screening rules
to cregte samples of nonparticipants who were likdly to be digible for food samps (McConndl and
Nixon 1996). The RDD streening interview used in the pretes used more sophisticated screening
rules that required respondents to answer questions about ther income, vehides, and assets  Even
0, we esimae that 38 percent of the respondents found digible by the RDD screening interview
seem to be indigible for food gamps basad on informaion given laer in the interview.

When desgning a screening interview, there is a fine line between devdoping an interview thet
mekes a good detlermingtion of FSP digibility and one that asks 0 many dealed and sandtive
questions that its regponse rate is unacceptably low.  We bdieve the screening interview used in the
pretegt, with the modifications described in Chapter 1, hits aout the right balance between the two
objectives of kegping the interview short and smple and doing a good job of predicting FSP
dighility.

E. THE SCREENING INTERVIEWS AND MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES SHOULD BE

ADMINISTERED USING COMPUTER ASS STED SURVEY METHODS

In the pretedt, the screening interviews were conducted usng CATI, but because of the amdll
sample Szes, the main questionnaires were adminidered usng hard-copy indruments A nationd
survey about nonparticipation should use computer asssted survey interviews (CAS) for both the
screening interviews and the main questionnaires  In the RDD screening interview, CAS supports
sample management and stheduling, ads the interviewer in conducting complex skip logic, ad
automdicaly determines whether the respondant is digible for the sample CAS dso hdps in the

adminidration of the man quesionnares, which indude complex skip logic, with some quedions
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being asked only of persons with pagt experience in the FSP and other questions being asked only

of persons who report spedific reasons for nonparticipation.

F. A SURVEY ABOUT THE REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE
A SMALL SAMPLE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT TELEPHONES AND AX
ABOUT TELEPHONE INTERRUPTIONS
The pretet sample induded only households with working tdephones. However, esimaes

from the Census suggest that about 6 percent of dl households and about 20 percent of low-income

households do not have working tdephones. Because households without telephones may have
different ressons for not paticpating then households with tdephones, a nationd survey of the
reesons for nonpaticpation should indude a andl sample of respondents without tdephones

Respondents without telephones would be adminigered both a screening interview and the main
guedionnaire in-person. Interviewers would go door-to-door and adminiser both the screening
interviews and the main quettionnaires inpason.  We found in the pretest that the man
questionnaires worked equaly well ather by tdephone or inparson4 The screening interviews were
successfully cognitively tested in-person (Ponza e d. 1997).

Condderable survey resources would be needed to identify households without telephones thet
meet our aritaia for induson in the sample Working and ddely households thet are digible for
food samps but do not recave them comprise less than 8 percant of the population. As non-
telephone households tend to have lower income than households with telephones, the proportion
of digible nonparticipants in nonHtelephone households may be even lower. Hence, the proportion

of working or ddely nonpaticipant households without tephones in the population is probably

‘Resource condrants prevented induding an in-person screening component in the ‘pretest.
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less than 2 percent of the population. It would take consderable interviewer time to find even a
gmdl number of digible non-teephone households.

Because of the cogt of identifying digible non-tdephone households, the sample of non-
telephone households would need to be smal and designed to yield a national esimae of the
reasons for nonparticipation by non-telephone households, rather than regiond estimates. To reduce
survey costs, screening for non-telephone households would take place in areas with a high
concentration of non-telephone households. The cost of the in-person survey would be lower if it
is conducted when the 2000 Census data are available and areas with a high concentration of non-
telephone households can be identified with more up-to-date information.

The required sample size of non-telephone households can be reduced by collecting data about
past interruptions of telephone service from households both with and without telephones. Many
households lose and gain telephone service during the year--having telephone service when they can
afford it and having it disconnected when they cannot.  Some households that do not have telephones
a a specific point of time have recently had telephone service and, conversdly, some households
with telephone service a a point of time may have had interruptions in the past. In the 1993
National Household Education Survey between 9 and 12 percent of households with telephones at
the time of the interview reported interruptions of telephone service of one day or more in the
previous year (Brick et ad. 1996). We would expect higher percentages of households with
interruptions in their telephone service in low-income populations.

Under the assumption that non-telephone households and households with interruptions in
telephone service have smilar reasons for not participating in the FSP, data on interruptions in
telephone service can be used to datidticdly adjust for the under-representation of non-telephone

households (Keeter 1995). We recommend including questions in the main questionnaires that ask
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whether the respondent’'s housshold has experienced an interruption in tdephone sarvice over the
previous 12 months of more than one day and if s, how long the interruption lasted.

We ds0 recommend that both FSP participants and FSP-dligible nonparticipant non-tdephone
households be adminigered the man quesionnares Our concern is that it will be paticulaly
difficult to find nonpaticpants among FSP-digible norHtdephone houssholds because non-
telgphone househalds tend to have lower income and lower-income households are more likdy to
patidpate in the FSP (McConndl and Nixon 1996). By interviewing both patidpant and
nonpaticipant  respondents in - nontelephone  households  information would be collected to
determine the FSP patidpation rae among norHtdephone houssholds It may be tha the
patidpation rate is 0 high anong norHtdephone houssholds that nonparticipation among non-
tdephone households is not a concern.

G. A QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE CLOSED-

ENDED STRUCTURED QUESTIONS ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION

In previous surveys, the questions about nonparticipation were typicaly broad and open-ended
and didted responses that were too vague to inform policy decisons (McConndl and Nixon 1996).
Hence, we desgned quedtionnaires in which there was a saries of direct dosed-ended quedions
about the reasons for nonpaticipation. Each quedion asked whether a paticular reeson was
applicable to the respondent. At the end of the saries of quegtions, we asked whether there were
other reasons that the respondent did not participate in the FSP.  We aso asked which was the most
important reason that the respondent did not participate. For some reasons, more detaled follow-up
questions were asked. These dosad-ended questions worked well. On their own, they could provide

much dealed information about the reasons for nonparticipation.
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H. A QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE
QUESTIONS TO DETERMINE FSP ELIGIBILITY, FOOD SECURITY, AND
DOURCES OF OTHER FOOD ASS STANCE
It is important in any andyds of the reasons for nonparticipation that the sample contains only

persons who are digible for food gamps. Induding persons who are not digible for food gamps

will bias the findings. For example, when asked why they do not participate in the FSP, persons who
ace indigible for food gamyps are more likdy to say thet they think (correctly) thet they are indigible
for food gamps and that they do not need food Samps

Because of concerns about the response rate, the screening interview cannot ask dl the detalled
questions required to accuratdy determine FSP digibility. However, some of these questions can
be aked later in the man intaview when the inteviewver has edablished rgpport with the
regpondent. When andyzing the survey data this information can be used to meke a beter
determination of FSP digibility and sample members who do not ssem to be FSP digible can be
removed from the andyss sample

It is important that any survey on the reasons for nonparticipation collect data on food security.

The purpose of the FSP is to provide food assstance to dl those who need it.  If the mgority of

nonparticipants are found to be food insscure, this suggedts that some persons needing food

assstance are not being reached by the program. However, if most nonparticipants are food secure,
the FSP may be mesting its misson of providing food assstance to those who need it, and low rates
of participation are not a cause for concern.

The findings from the pretest suggested that the mogt important reason thet both working and
ederly households do not paticipate in the FSP is a perception of a lack of need for food Samps

From a policy pergoective, it would be interesting to determine whether the lack of need is because
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nonpatidpants are recaving food assgance from other sources, such as other government
programs, chaities family, or friends
. THE QUESTIONNAIRES DEVELOPED FOR THIS STUDY SHOULD BE REVISED

TO ADDRESS FSP NONPARTICIPATION ISSUES ARISNG FROM RECENT

WELFARE REFORM

The recat dedine in FSP patidpaion, from 11 million households in 1996 to 8 million
households in 1998, cannat be fully explained by a decrease in the number of households in poverty.
This suggeds tha changes assodaed with the wdfare reform providons of the Persond
Responghbility and Work Opportunity Reconcllistion Act of 1996 may have decressed FSP
paticipaion raes Of the two populaion groups of interest in this dudy, wdfare reform is more
likdy to have affected working households, who because they have often have children, may have
received TANF. Elderly households are not directly affected by welfare reform but may have been
afected indirectly, perhaps through changes in atitudes toward wdfare Although a onetime
urvey cannat fully explore the reasons for changes in the FSP participetion rate, we recommend thet
the questionnaires be revisad to indude quedtions that explore the link between FSP participation
and wdfare reform.

Wedfare reform may have dfected the FSP paticipation rate in three main ways. Frd, FSP
participants who stop receiving TANF bendfits because they fmd work, reach the time limit, or are
sanctioned for not megting work requirements may discontinue receipt of food samp bendfits even
though they may 4ill be digble to recave them. This may be because they think incorredtly thet
thar househalds are no longer digible for food gamp benefits they no longer think it is worth the
“hasd€’ to recave jus food damp bendfits, or they want to be free of recaving ay government
assdance. Casaworkers may dso nat be informing dients thet they are dill digible for food samp
benefits, and in some cases, may even be incorrectly terminating benefits. We recommend thet when
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respondents are asked about why they sopped recaiving food samps bendfits in the survey, they
should be asked whether they stopped recaiving TANF benfits a about the same time. If they did,
follow-up quegtions can explore how the cessation of TANF affected their FSP participation. The
respondents can be asked whether they thought their households were no longer digible for food
damp bendfits and if s, whether this perception was bassd on informaion provided by the
caseworker or some other source.

Second, wdfare reform may have reduced the likdihood thet a person applying for TANF
would dso apply for food samp benfits Although food stamp gpplications can il be made & the
same time as TANF gpplications, locd casaworkers may be less likdly to tdl gpplicants thet they are
digible for food damp bendfits Many daes have devedoped diverson programs that discourage
people from going onto TANF.  Some diverson programs offer TANF gpplicants a one-time lump-
aum payment indead of monthly TANF bendfits, others require gpplicants to engage in job search
as a condition to be met before they are digible for TANF.  Applicants diverted from TANF may
nat be awvare that they are dill digible for food gamp benefits  Casaworkers may not be informing
them about food damp benefits and may even be improperly holding up the processng of FSP
goplications until the goplicant has completed pre-gpplication procedures for TANF. This suggests
that the questionnaires should ask respondents not only whether they have recently gpplied for food
samp bendfits, but dso whether they have recently gpplied for TANF benefits  Respondents who
have recently gpplied for TANF benefits should be asked follow-up questions about whether they
were told about ther digibility for food samp benefits when they gpplied for TANF benefits and
if they were encouraged by digibility-workers to goply for food samp benefits dso.

Third, wdfare reform may have increased the importance of psychologicd reesons for not

patidpating in the FSP. Wdfare reform trandormed AFDC from an entittement program which
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provided monthly cash asssance to a trangtiond assstance program (TANF) oriented toward
getting people off wdfare and into employment. This trandformation may have incressed working
and ddely peoples desre for sHf-auffidency and incressed the sigma of goplying for and usng
food samp bendfits The questionnaires dready indude questions about whether the respondent did
or would fed embarassad gpplying for and/or usng food samp bendfits For those respondents
who report feding a digma assodated with goplying for andlor uang food samp benefits, follow-up
guegtions in the questionnaires could ask whether the respondents fed that the digma associaed
with food samp benfits has increased in recent years. Nonparticipants could be asked whether ther
dedre to be sHf-aufficdent was important in tharr decison to not paticipae in the FSP.

J. A 20-MINUTE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE WOULD COLLECT SUFFICIENT
INFORMATION ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION TO MAKE POLICY DECISIONS
Idedly, a survey of nonpatidpaion would indude dl the questions induded in the long

vasons of the quedionnaires However, because of concerns of respondent burden and response

rates, we recommend indead usng a dightly shorter verson of the long questionnarres that would
take about 20 minutes to adminiger. The quedionnaire would dill indude the full st of questions
about the reesons for nonparticipation (with the modifications suggested in Chapters Il and 1V),
questions about food security and sources of food assdance, quedtions about the demographic
compaogtion of the household, and quedtions about income, expenses, ad vehides It would dso
indude the questions about previous experiences respondents have had goplying for and usng food
damps. We would ddete from the long versons questions about topics thet do not add dgnificantly
to our knowledge about the reasons for nonparticipation, incduding:

Quedtions indirectly related to the regpondent’s knowledge of the FSP, such as whether

the family ever recaived food samps when the respondent was a child and whether any

relaives, friends, naghbors or coworkers recaive food samps
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. Quedions aout employment, dthough we would retain the quesions aout eamings
needed to determine FSP digibility

. Quedions aout hedth and cognitive and physcd functioning
Quedtions about socid supports, such as how long the respondent hes lived in the
neighborhood
K. CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO EXCLUDING PARTICIPANTS FROM
THE SURVEY
If the resources avaladle to conduct a survey on FSP nonpaticipation are limited, we
recommend that FNS consider conducting a telephone survey of only nonparticipants.”  Conducting
a wrvey of nonpatidpants only would provide aufficdent information to provide guidance on the
appropriate policy response to the nonparticipation. While induding paticpants in the survey
would add a richness to the data collected, the information collected from the participants may not
judtify the additiond survey resources reguired to indude them in the survey.

We dedgned the quetionnares to dlow two lines of inquiry into the reasons for
nonparticpation: (1) a direct goproach-asking nonpartiapants why they do not paticpate in the
program, and (2) an indirect gpproach—-meking datigticd comparisons of the characteridics of
paticipants and nonpaticipants  The direct goproach--asking people directly why they do not
paticpate-is the more informaive and does not require that any paticpants are surveyed.
Comparisons of patidpants and nonparticipants yidd findings that are suggedtive of reasons for
nonparticipation but rardy provide firm evidence that a paticular reason is important.  Some
reasons thet respondents give for nonparticipation, such as the view that other people may need food

samp benefits more, would not be uncovered by just comparing the characteristics or experiences

‘Although a survey of nontdephone housshalds should indude participants.
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of patidpants and nonpaticdpants The diret goproach dso dlows a ranking of the rdaive
importance of each reason for nonparticipation.

If resources permitted induding participants in a survey of nonpaticpation, induding them
would yidd two man bendfits Frs, comparing the characteridics and experiences of participants
and nonparticipants provides information about the type of people that are more likdy to participate.
This may be ussful in targeing eforts to increese patidpation to specific populaion groups
Seoond, induding paticipants dlows the survey to explore whet factors hdp participants overcome
percaved or red bariers to goplying for or usng food samp benefits that the nonparticipants do not
overcome. For example by comparing the experiences of patidpants and nonparticpants who
began the gpplication process but did not complete it, we could investigate whether completing the
gpplication process a a place other than the FSP office increases the likdihood thet the gpplication
process is completed.

Many of these comparisons between participants and nonparticipants can, however, be mede
with exiding survey daa Comparisons between paticpants and nonpaticipants of household
demographic and economic characterigtics, sources of other food assstance, and food security can
be made using the SIPP and the Food Security Supplement to the CPS (McConnell and Nixon 1996).
Comparisons of experiences goplying for and usng food samp bendfits between paticipants and
nonpattidpants can be made usdng the Nationd Food Samp Program Survey. Collecting
information on particpants and nonparticipants in the same urvey has the advantage, however, that
the data are directly comparable. This would be important if the reasons for nonparticipation are
changing over time because of changes in the FSP or other assgance programs, changes in the

economy, or changes in atitudes toward wefare.
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L. CONSDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO ADDING A MODULE ABOUT FSP
NONPARTICIPATION TO ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

An dterndive to conducting a gand-done survey would be to add a short module about the
reasons for FSP nonparticipation to another household survey.  The module would begin with the
screening questions, and only persons who meet the ariteria in the screening interview would then
be asked quetions about nonparticipation. At a minimum, we recommend a 15- to 20-minute

module thet indudes

. The sreening questions
. The direct questions about nonparticipation induded in Section E of the questionnaires
Quedtions about whether the respondent has previoudy gpplied for or used food stamps

Questions about food security, sources of food assgance, and income, by source

Adding a module to an exiding housshald survey would ggnificantly reduce the cods of
collecting the data 9nce only the additiond cods assodaed with a longer interview would be
incurred. Depending on the survey to which the module is added, the response rate to the questions
may aso be higher. Also, if the man housshold survey contains detalled questions about income
disaggregated by source, the screener for the add-on module could use this information rather then
the respondent’s esimate of aggregatie housshold income to determine whether the respondent is
likdy to be digible for food samps This would dlow the screening questions to determine FSP
digibility more accuratdly, as income is less likdy to be underreported when the respondent is asked
about income by source (Citro and Michad 1995).

The man dissdvantage of an add-on module rether then a gand-done survey is that the module

must be short. Moreover, the sample 5ze of FSP-digible nonparticipants in working or dderly
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houssholds could be smdl. Also, the survey desgn and data collection procedures that were
desgned for another survey may nat be optimd for the module on the reasons for nonparticipation.

A module about the reasons for nonparticipation could be added to any nationally-representative
household survey that contains a large-enough sample of low-income households to ensure sufficient
numbers of FSP nonpaticipants who are in dther working or dderly households  Idedly the
household survey would dso collect data on monthly income, induding earnings, disaggregeted by
source and data on food aufficiency and sources of other food assgtance.

The SPP is a good example of an exising nationdly-representative household survey to which
a module on the reasons for FSP nonparticipation could be added. Periodicaly, modules of specid
interest are attached to the SIPP. For example, the Extended WdI-Beng Module was adminidered
to Wave 6 of the 1991 SIPP pand and Wave 3 of the 1992 SIPP pand. McConndl and Nixon
(1996) edimated thet this module was adminigered to over 3,700 FSP nonparticipants with income
less than 130 percent of poverty and nearly 1,900 FSP participants.  Of these, there were about 1,500
working nonparticipants, 1,500 ddely nonparticipants, 600 working paticpants, and 400 ddely
paticpants. The samples of nonparticipants are large enough to conduct an andyss of the reasons
for nonparticipation given by nonpaticipants

Ancther advantage of the SIPP is that it dreedy collects detaled income information, induding
eanings information, information on FSP patidpation, and information on the age of household
membears A nonpaticipaion module would neaed to indude screening questions only about assets
and vehides Inteviewers could use informaion reported ealier in the interview to detemine
whether income exceeded 130 percent of poverty, whether the household was paticipating in the
FSP, and whether the household contained an dderly or a working parson.  The SIPP d<o collects

information about receipt of food assgance from other government programs. However, its core
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files do not include questions about food security. So a nonparticipation module would aso need
to include a sat of questions to determine the household's level of food security.

The CPS is another example of a nationdly-representative survey to which a module on the
reasons for nonparticipation could be added. The sample szes of digible nonparticipants are quite
large. McConnell and Nixon (1996) found that the 1995 CPS Food Security Supplement contains
10,000 respondents with household income less than 130 percent of poverty. Of these, over 7,000
were nonparticipants, over 4,000 working nonparticipants, and nearly 3,000 ederly nonparticipants.
One disadvantage of the CPS is that the core interview only collects income information by asking
respondents to report their aggregate household income in categories of $2,499 or more.* A second
disadvantage of the CPS is that its core questionnaires do not collect data on FSP participation, food

security, or other sources of food assstance.

The March supplement to the CPS contains asset information and detailed income information.
It could be linked to the nonparticipation module (even if administered in another month) to make
a more accurate determination of FSP-digibility for households that were in both samples.
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APPENDIX

OTHER RECOMMENDED REVISIONS
TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES
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In addition to the revisons to the questionnaires identified in Chapter [l of the main text, we
recommend some additiond, minor changes to the quedionnaires In generd, these are revisons
to correct erors in skip logic or oversghts in coding structure that we caught during the pretest. The

revisons are as follows

. The Quegtions D4d to D4i do not work if the response to Quedtion D4c is that an
authorized representaive gppointed by the household goplied for food damps We
recommend skipping quesions D4d to D4i for regpondents who said that an authorized
representetive goplied for them (answered 02 to D4c).

In the short dderly nonparticipant questionnaire “be difficulty” should be changed to “be
dfficut’ in Quedion E12¢

. If no-one in the respondent’s household worked (as reported in the screening interview),
then the respondent should not be asked Questions D7c and D7d which ask about
difficulties in goplying for food damps rdaed to working. We could not implement
this kip pettern in the pretest because the main questionnaire was administered by hard-

copy.

. In the short dderly patidpant questionnare, the skip in D4d (codes O1 through 06)
should be changed from “skip to D7’ to “skip to D5.”

. In the short working nonparticipant questionnaire, the skip for “00” and “-1” codes in
Quegtion D1 should be to D14 and not D8.
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