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Chapter 1
Overview of File Documentation

This is the first of six chapters documenting the 1997 NSAF Child Public Use
File. Chapter 1 contains an overview and chapters 2 through 5 look at the
variables one at a time, commenting on where they come from on the
guestionnaire, how they were created, what records are missing or inapplicable
entries and (usually) why. Chapter 6 presents weighted and unweighted
distributions and the question wording for each variable. This chapter constitutes
the largest part of this data dictionary or codebook.

Two cross-reference lists are provided in the Table of Contents: aphabetically
and by position. The alphabetical listing is by SAS variable name, plus a short
description and then the page numbers where information on the variable is to be
found. The aphabetical listing can be found under chapter 6 in the Table of
Contents. The variablesin chapters 2 through 5 in the Table of Contents are listed
by location and show the SAS variable name, plus the page locations where
further information on the variable can be found in this codebook.

Introduction

This documents the first public use file to be made available from the NSAF. The file being
made available contains records for nearly 33,703 sampled children. Also included on thefileis
some limited related information on the adults who care for them and the family settings the
survey found them in.

Three more releases are planned over the next seven to nine months. The object is eventually to
release nearly all the items from the survey. The main exceptions relate to items that might be at
odds with the pledge of confidentiality given to respondents. Full geographic detail would be an
obvious example.

Organizationally, this overview of the documentation provides an introduction to the survey and
where more information can be found (section 2). The physical characteristics of the file are
covered next, including how to access and download it (section 3). The variables being released
at this time are a limited subset of those on the survey. The rationale for the choices made is
given in section 4. Confidentiality protections are taken up next and the pledges asked of
researchers covered in more detail (section 5).

The documentation for this file assumes a degree of experience that may not be available to all
potential users. To partially address this, section 6 offers guidelines on how to use the data and
includes some information on other publicly available files that have similar structures. Closely
alied to the production of survey estimates is the need to calculate the sampling error. The
approaches we recommend are introduced in section 7. In section 8 we reproduce some of the
estimates published on children that were taken from the Shapshots of America’s Families
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http://www.urban.org/files/data/urban.html.  This affords an example of the approaches
advocated in sections6 and 7.

The NSAF data st is still being finalized and we expect to make further changes, even to the
data being provided here—albeit minor ones. Our updating plans are given in full in section 9. A
few potential users may want to wait for later releases. We do expect, though, that at least some
researchers will find considerable value in what we are able to provide here.

Sections 10 and 11 conclude this overview of the file documentation. Section 10 provides the
contact information on how to communicate with us if problems are encountered. The main
contact for questions will be by email at nsaf @ui.urban.org. We plan to get back to researchers
in avery timely way. Before writing, however, the “Frequently Asked Questions’ portion of this
Web entry might be looked at first. This is described in section 11 and could well be a source
that has the answer to the question you have. We plan to update this section regularly as new
guestions are asked or comments made. References conclude this chapter. Among them are
citations to the first set of 11 methodology reports from the 1997 NSAF, which are being
released in concert with this child public usefile.

About the Survey

The NSAF is a survey of the economic, health, and social characteristics of children, adults
under the age of 65, and their families. Interviews were conducted in over 44,000 households,
yielding information on over 100,000 people. The data collection was conducted for the Urban
Institute and Child Trends by Westat, a nationally renowned survey research firm.

Large representative samples of households were taken in each of 13 targeted states plus the
balance of the nation. The 13 states were Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, Texas, Washington,
and Wisconsin.

These 13 states account for over haf of the U.S. population and have a broad array of
government programs, fiscal capacity, and child well-being. The 1997 sample results provide a
wide range of characteristics for each of the targeted study areas and for the country as a whole,
in the period just before the era of the New Federalism (when major changesin U.S. federal and
state policies occurred). Collectively, they form a sound baseline from which many of the
changes brought about by the New Federalism can be measured and assessed.

The NSAF sample is representative of the civilian, noninstitutionalized population under age 65.
Data were obtained from February to November 1997. As with virtually all household surveys,
some important segments of the population (e.g., the homeless) could not be sampled because of
their living arrangements and hence are not included in the survey results.

The NSAF sample had two parts: the main sample consisted of arandom digit dial (RDD) survey
of households with telephones. This was supplemented with a second (area probability) sample
of households without telephones. The sample was drawn separately for each of the 13 state
study areasand for the balance of the nation. (Milwaukee was aso designated as a study areain
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its own right; therefore, the state of Wisconsin can be viewed as consisting of two study areas:
Milwaukee and the balance of the state. On the Child Public Use File, however, in order to
preserve respondent anonymity we sub-sampled Milwaukee cases and have not shown
Milwaukee.)

Telephone households were sub-sampled, with the subsampling rates depending on the presence
of children in the household and their response to a single household income screening question.
All households screened with children and classified as low-income were given a full interview,
while higher-income households with children and all households without children (but with
someone under 65) were sub-sampled before in-depth interviewing. Households with only
adults age 65 and over were screened out of the survey. In al, some 179,000 telephone
households were contacted. After screening, detailed 25- to 40-minute interviews were
conducted in 42,973 households.

In the area sample, households within sampled blocks were screened and all non-telephone
households with someone under 65 were interviewed. Because only a small fraction of
households do not have a telephone, block groups from the 1990 Census that had a very high
percentage of telephone households were eliminated from the area sampling frame. A specia
coverage adjustment was made during the weighting process to account for excluding personsin
non-telephone households in these block groups. For this portion of the sample, screening
interviews were conducted with 37,000 households. Because only persons without telephones
were eligible, after screening, extended interviews were conducted in just the 1,488 non-
telephone households identified-making 42,973 telephone + 1,488 non-telephone = 44,461
interviewed households altogether.

Within both the RDD and area samples, household members are sub-sampled to reduce the
number of questions asked of each respondent. If there are multiple children under age six, one
is randomly selected. The same istrue for children six to 17 years old. Data are collected about
each of these sample children through the most knowledgeable adult (MKA) in the household for
that child. No more than two children are sampled from each household. One child from the
zero-five age group and one child from the six to 17 age group are chosen. For example, if a
household has three children all under the age of five then only one of these children is selected
and there will not be a second focal child. Furthermore, if there are two families in a household
and each has two children (one between zero and five years old and one between six and 17
years old), only one child age zero to five and one child aged six to 17 will be picked. Both
children could be from the same family or there may be one child from each family.

For more information on the NSAF as awhole, see no. 1 in the 1997 NSAF Methodology Series,
available at http://newfederalism.urban.org/nsaf/design.html. The sample design is covered in
great detail in no. 2 in the series. The other early reports in the 1997 NSAF methodology series
are referred to as appropriate throughout this document. A full list of them is found at the end of
this chapter included in the references.

About the Data File

This first NSAF public use file has a rectangular structure, unlike the later NSAF files that will
be hierarchical. Only the 33,703 records for children on whom detailed information was
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collected have been included. Usually questions were asked about these children of the adult
most knowledgeable about them.’

There are cases in the 1997 NSAF of “children” under 18 living on their own. These have been
given the name “emancipated children” in this documentation. The remaining 33,703 minus 32*
= 33,671 children on thisfile are called “focal children” because information about them was the
focus of the NSAF interviewing done with the most knowledgeable adult (MKA) in the
household. In the original sample, it might be added, there were 736 more children included
which, for reasons of confidentiality, have been eliminated by the subsampling mentioned earlier
of Milwaukee cases.

The complete NSAF has a very complex hierarchical structure and, for this reason among others,
we decided to release it in pieces. Potential users may find this gentle introduction easier than
getting the full file all at once. Moreover it alows us to release public use microdata before the
entire data cleaning and editing process has been finished.

The child public use file is a compressed ASCII file (roughly 9MB), contained in a self-
extraction program, that must be downloaded and uncompressed. To download the file and save
it to your disk, click on the file name. A window will appear asking for the location to save the
file. Enter the location and choose “Save.” To unzip the file, go to the file manager or Windows
Explorer and double-click the downloaded file. The extraction program will unzip the ASCII
file into the same directory (to create a 35 MD dataset).

The file description displays the variable name, whether the variable is numeric or character, and
the columns the variable occupies. To convert the ASCII file back to a SAS dataset, download
the sample read-in data step and change the infile statement to point to the downloaded,
uncompressed file.

Variables Included

The variables on this file are from the questions NSAF asked about children and their chief
caregivers (MKAS); however, not all such questions have been provided (For the complete 1997
NSAF questionnaire, see National Survey of America' s Families Questionnaire, Urban Institute,
November 1997). Some, (e.g., those involving child care arrangements) were still being readied
for analysis. This was also true of some of the living arrangement questions. Provided in full,
however, were responses to --

Questions on child health status and satisfaction (sections B and N of the questionnaire),
Much of the section on child education (section C of the questionnaire),

Attitude and activity questions from section N, and limited covariates on the family
situation of the child (e.g., whether he or she was in aone or two parent family),

! The original number of Emancipated Minors was 33, but due to the sub-sampling of Wisconsin, one case has been
excluded.
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Poverty status, state of residence, and basic demographic characteristics for the child and
his or her MKA (e.g., age of the child, gender of the child and MKA, race and ethnicity
of both).

Chapter 2 contains descriptions of the basic child variables, including identification codes for
linking sample members into families and households. The sample weights are aso found here.
In chapter 3 descriptions can be found of the child health questions and related MKA measures.
Chapter 4 has definitional information on the child education questions and related activity
variables. Chapter 5 has some basic MKA characteristics and attitudes. These chapters all have
definitional materials, interviewer prompts (if appropriate), and some limited details about what
was done in editing (or imputing) the data prior to the variable being placed on the public use
file. Occasionally we relate the NSAF concept being used with that in the Current Population
Survey (CPS) (http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/cpsmain.htm).

Counts of valid values for each item constitute the largest part of this data dictionary or
codebook. These are provided for each variable in chapter 6 and parallel the listings provided in
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chapters 2 through 5. Along with each count there are severa items of information provided to
document the data file. These are each described below (an example follows the description);

Variable Name: For each entry in this data dictionary, a mnemonic string of charactersis
provided as the variable name. The string begins with the letter of the section on the
guestionnaire that the variable comes from. For variables created after the interviewing,
a U is employed as the first letter in the string. The remaining characters, up to 7 more
are a short description of the variable. _In the example the variable chosen is
BHL THP(from chapter 3).

Label: The label is a short description of the variable; the sample read-in data step will
load the label into the data set when using SAS to manipulate the data. 1n our example,
thisisthe entry “ Current health compared to 12 mos. ago.”

Typeiseither numeric (N) or character (C). Here in the example, the typeis N.

Length: The length field is appropriate for character variables only. Here the value is
shown as NA for not applicable.

Survey/Derived describes whether the variable comes directly from the interview or
whether it is a created variable. BHLTHP is a survey variable taken from question B4,
shown next.

Question Num: Survey variables will have a question number. The variable is taken
directly from the questionnaire, Section B, question B4.

Question Text: Text from the questionnaire is provided if the variable was obtained
directly. The actual text of the question from B4.

Allowable Non-Missing Values: A lists of al of the possible non-missing values for the
variable and the description of the values. Here the non-missing values can take on the
valuesl, 2, 3,4, 0r5.

Unweighted and Weighted Frequencies: For most variables in the codebook weighted
and unweighted frequencies of the variable in the datafile are shown.

Missing values: Missing values are of four types:

.D Don’t Know

A Inapplicable

.N Not Ascertained

R Refused To Answer
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When present, these will be included in the frequency counts alongside valid values.
Character variables will store the period with the letter whereas numeric variables only
store the letter. Here only the inapplicable entry | appears.

Later files will complete the picture for children and their MKAS, adding more data on living
arrangements, welfare status, work experience of the MKA, etc. See Section 9.

Confidentiality Protections

When the NSAF data were obtained, a pledge of confidentiality was given to respondents. We
need the help of all researchers who use this data to help keep that pledge. Thisis why we have
asked each of you to agree to make no attempt to identify any respondent and to employ the data
provided for research purposes only. To control access to the file, we further request that you
not redistribute the file but refer all potential users back to us so we can be sure they understand
the obligations they incur when becoming users. When you obtain the 1997 NSAF Child Public
Use File, you will be asked to obligate yourself as follows:

In downloading this public use file, I,_your name and email address, agree that | will
make no attempt to identify any sampled individual.

I, your name, further agree that | will not disseminate this file to anyone else, but will ask
them to register and obtain their own copy directly. That way, all users of the file will be
registered and all will have agreed to protect the confidentiality of the information
provided them.

A dignificant effort has been mounted to prevent inadvertent disclosures. Obvious direct
identifiers like telephone numbers, names, and addresses have been eliminated also. As already
noted, full geographic detail has been dropped. On this file, in fact, only a state identifier has
been provided. Even though Milwaukee was oversampled and could be analyzed separately we,
have elected to combine it with the rest of Wisconsin. We aso sub-sampled Milwaukee cases
with small weights to better protect against the possibility of any reidentification of survey
respondents. Other forms of protection (like top-coding), standard with general-purpose files
(e.g., the CPS), have also been employed in the choice of variables or in their coding.

In preparing thisfile for release, we have carried out two further steps to assure that the risk of an
inadvertent disclosure was minimal:

First, we employed the “ Checklist on Disclosure Potential of Proposed Data Releases’ to
be sure that a fully systematic approach to confidentiality protection had been carried
out.(See Interagency Confidentiality and Data Access Group, Federal Committee on
Statistical Methodology, Office of Management and Budget, 1999. To appear in the
1999 Proceedings of the Government Satistics Section, American Statistical
Association.)
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Second, we also brought in an outside group of disclosure experts to have them
independently evaluate the protection steps we are taking in our NSAF public file
releases.

For still more on confidentiality issues in public data sets, see “The Confidentiality Beasties,” in
the Proceedings of the Government Statistics Section, American Statistical Section (Mulrow and
Scheuren 1999) and “Special issue on Disclosure Limitation Methods for Protecting the
Confidentiality of Statistical Data,” Journal of Official Statistics, Vol. 14, No. 4, 1998.

How to Use Data

Standard dstatistical theory assumes observations are independent and identically distributed
(D). In most sample surveys like the NSAF, the observations are not 11D because they are
collected by stratifying the units and selecting units at different sampling rates and sampling
units that are clustered together at different rates from those that are in different clusters.

To account for these deviations from 11D observations, survey weights are used in making point
estimates of characteristics of interest, such as estimates of population totals, means, and
proportions. These weights are used to adjust for the following features of samples: differential
probabilities of selecting the units, differential response rates, making the survey estimates
consistent with known population totals, and correcting or reducing undercoverage.

For example, NSAF survey weights are used to adjust the data for these and other factors:

The sample size in Mississippi in the NSAF is about the same size as that of
Cadliforniaand New Y ork.

Within sites, households below 200 percent poverty were sampled at about twice the
rate of those above 200 percent.

The response rate in the area sample (non-telephone sample) is much higher than that
in the RDD sample.

The number of children in a state is aready known from other sources and the
estimates from the survey are made to equal these known totals.

In an ideal survey, dl the units in the inference population are eligible to be selected into the
sample and all those that are selected participate in the survey. In practice, neither of these
conditions holds completely; some units are not eligible for the sample (undercoverage) and
some of the sampled units do not respond (nonresponse). |If undercoverage and nonresponse are
not addressed, then the estimates from the survey will be biased. In the 1997 NSAF, the weights
of those that are eligible and respond are adjusted to represent for undercovered persons and
nonrespondents.

The weighted estimates from this file are of the noninstitutionalized population of persons under
age 18 in the study areas and in the nation. The child weight, included here as WGCHDO,
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should be used to produce virtualy all estimates of children. Children were sampled from
households and the MKA answered questions about this child. The child weight, as discussed
above in general, includes factors that adjust for the probability of selecting the child (including
differential factors by reported poverty level and the number of children per household) and
nonresponse at the household and person level. Furthermore, the weights were adjusted to be
consistent with known totals of the number of children by race, Hispanic ethnicity, age, sex,
tenure (rent or own the home) and for the state and the nation.

Toillustrate, consider employing a SAS PROC MEANS statement to obtain aweighted estimate.
Genericaly, thisis --

PROC MEANS DATA="input dataset” Satistics List;
VAR “variable(s) to be calculated” ;

WEIGHT “ child weight”;

TITLE ‘Title of the Table' ;

RUN;

Example:
PROC MEANS DATA=focalchd n sumwgt mean;
VAR uagg;
WEIGHT wgchdo0;
TITLE *‘Parent Aggravation Scale: Mean Statistic using Weight WGCHDO';
RUN;

n Unweighted Sum |Sum Wgt Weighted Sum [(Mean
33107 458842.76 68509453 954407729 13.93104

Examples where the child weight WGCHDO can be used in making such these estimates include-
(1) The number of children (less than 18 years old) who are male,
(2) The percent of children who are in a specific grade in school,
(3) The number of children who live in two-parent families,
(4) The percent of children who live in afamily that owns a car,
(5) The percent of 14- to 17-year-olds who work, and

(6) The percent of children who have an MKA who reports the family has problems
paying for food.

Notice that some of these examples were of subgroups of children, and no special consideration
is needed for these types of estimates. For some statistics, it is possible to estimate either the
number of children who live in a family that is below poverty or the number of families with
children that are below poverty. In many situations, the former is the preferred statistic because
it gives information about the number of children irrespective of the number of children per
family. If the researcher chooses to present the child estimate, the child weight is appropriate.
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Researchers wishing to make estimates about families cannot do so directly from this file and
will have to wait for later releases.

A related situation arises for estimates about characteristics related to the most knowledgeable
adult (MKA) for achild. Again, estimates can be made of either children or (eventualy in alater
public use file) MKAS, but in many situations the child estimate could be conceptually preferred.
For example, the percent of children who have an MKA that reports having problems paying for
food (using the child weight provided here) may be more appropriate than estimates about the
percent of MKAs who report problems paying for food. Again, as with families, researchers
wishing to make statements directly about MKAs will have to wait for a later NSAF public file
release.

Calculating Sampling Errors

Measures of precision of the estimates (variances or standard errors) are also affected by the
sample design, and in many cases the effect is even larger on these quantities than the estimates
themselves. One way of describing the variability of an estimate from a survey is by using the
“design effect.” The term design effect is used to describe the variance of sample estimates for a
particular sample design, relative to the corresponding variance of a ssmple random sample with
the same sample size. Design effects are used to evaluate the efficiency of the sampling design
and estimation procedure utilized to develop the estimates.

The concept of design effect (or DEFF) was popularized by Kish (e.g., 1965) to deal with
complex sample designs involving stratification and clustering, as we have in the NSAF.
Stratification generally leads to a gain in efficiency over simple random sampling. On the other
hand, clustering usually leads to deterioration in efficiency. This latter effect arises due to
positive intracluster correlation among the subunits in the clusters. For example, DEFF is larger
for children because we sometimes sampled more than one of them from the same household.
This clustering effect increases the variance over that which would pertain in a smple random
sampling of children. There is also a dtratification effect to consider in the NSAF. By
oversampling Mississippi, for instance, we obtain excellent results for that state — roughly as
good as those for the much larger California. However, this oversampling means that our
estimates of the nation as a whole are not as good as if we had drawn a ssmple random sample of
the country as awhole.

In order to determine the total effect of any complex design on the sampling variance in
comparison to the aternative ssimple random sampling, one calculates a ratio of variances
associated with an estimate, namely

sampling variance of a complex sample

DEFF= _ , _ :
sampling variance of asimple random sample

This ratio is called the design effect (DEFF) of the sampling design for the estimate. This ratio
measures the overall efficiency of the sampling design and the estimation procedure utilized to
develop the estimate. At the analysis stage, the DEFF is useful because most statistical analysis
software (such as SAS and SPSS) assume the data are from a simple random sample when
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computing sampling errors of estimates. The DEFF can, in some circumstances, indicate how
appropriate this is and can be used to adjust these smple estimates to produce ones that are
closer to the actual sampling errors of the estimates (Skinner, Holt and Smith 1989).

For example, the design effect for a proportion can be expressed as

where p denotes the weighted estimate of the population proportion P,

_pl-p)

, and

Varg4p) is the estimated simple random variance v(p)gs

Varyes(p) is the variance of the complex sample calculated appropriately.

In the NSAF and most large scale surveys, alarge number of dataitems or variables is collected
from respondents. Each variable has its own design effect. One way to represent all of these is
to compute design effects for a number of similar variables and then try to generalize about the
impact of the complex sample design from them. Tables 1 to 3 enable us to do this by showing
the average, maximum, and minimum design effects for 33 NSAF estimates of children.

The tables are for al children (table 1), Hispanic children (table 2), and black children (table 3).
Each table has a row for each state with four columns for all children, which are then repeated
for low-income children as well. The first column is the average DEFF, the second is the
maximum DEFF, the third is the minimum DEFF, and the fourth is called the DEFT. The DEFT
is the square root of the design effect, so it is like the DEFF but on the scale of the standard
deviation of the estimate rather than the variance. The figures labeled DEFT in the tables are
actually the average of the DEFTSs.

In most cases design effects for complex samples are larger than one. In the NSAF, design
effects for children follow this general rule, too, because of differential sampling fractions and
the intracluster correlation of units (children in this case) within clusters or households (e.g.,
Kish 1992). In fact, as can be seen from tables 1 to 3, some design effects for estimates of
children are considerably greater than one, especially those for child statistics for the nation as a
whole where the DEFTs range from roughly 1.9 to 2.6.
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Table 1. Average DEFF and DEFT for estimates from the child file for al children and low-income
children, by site

All Low income

Study area Average | Maximum [ Minimum| DEFT | Average | Maximum |Minimum| DEFT
Alabama 153 2.20 0.93 1.23 177 2.58 122 132
Cdifornia 1.85 311 0.89 135 2.32 7.04 0.86 1.49
Colorado 157 2.28 0.99 1.25 1.73 2.45 111 131
Florida 191 4.49 0.98 1.36 2.04 4.19 0.92 141
Massachusetts 1.69 2.87 0.90 1.29 212 3.61 1.28 1.45
Michigan 164 5.28 0.90 1.26 1.99 5.08 1.04 1.39
Minnesota 2.65 14.14 1.19 1.56 2.88 14.48 1.20 1.62
Mississippi 1.99 4.79 0.88 1.39 2.24 4.83 1.06 147
New Jersey 1.60 277 0.89 1.25 1.99 3.79 111 1.40
New Y ork 1.56 2.79 0.79 124 1.70 291 0.81 1.30
Texas 1.79 2.48 0.92 133 2.04 3.06 1.19 141
Washington 161 2.49 0.87 1.26 191 2.70 1.05 1.37
Wisconsin 177 2.70 0.72 131 2.19 4.03 132 147
Balance of the U.S. 1.95 341 1.06 1.37 221 4.18 113 147
National 5.36 8.40 2.72 2.29 5.99 9.74 3.33 242

Table 2. Average DEFF and DEFT for estimates from the child file for al Hispanic children and low-
income Hispanic children, by site

All Low income

Study area Average | Maximum [ Minimum| DEFT | Average | Maximum [Minimum| DEFT
Alabama 150 2.58 0.58 121 157 3.04 0.56 122
Cdifornia 191 3.46 0.87 1.37 1.95 3.25 0.74 1.38
Colorado 164 2.36 101 1.27 1.67 2.37 0.91 1.28
Florida 147 2.39 0.87 1.20 157 2.33 1.03 1.25
Massachusetts 2.16 5.66 0.89 1.44 221 571 0.76 1.46
Michigan 158 2.76 0.58 124 1.62 3.42 0.71 1.26
Milwaukee 1.87 2.75 0.83 135 1.89 291 0.46 135
Minnesota 172 3.74 0.61 1.27 1.68 3.26 0.56 1.26
Mississippi 1.60 8.30 0.13 1.18 1.38 3.57 0.15 111
New Jersey 1.99 3.59 1.02 1.39 212 3.39 1.25 1.44
New Y ork 1.56 214 0.88 124 155 221 0.95 124
Texas 1.99 3.15 1.09 1.40 2.03 3.64 0.93 141
Washington 1.89 3.43 0.75 1.36 2.01 3.83 0.83 1.40
Wisconsin 2.25 3.79 1.02 1.48 2.39 4.72 0.90 152
Balance of the U.S. 1.62 2.80 0.63 1.26 1.70 3.29 0.79 1.29
National 3.54 531 194 1.87 3.54 5.89 1.70 1.86
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Table 3. Average DEFF and DEFT for estimates from the child file for al black children and low-
income black children, by site
All Low income

Study area Average | Maximum [ Minimum| DEFT | Average | Maximum [Minimum| DEFT
Alabama 1.65 247 114 1.28 1.69 2.52 1.07 1.30
Cdifornia 1.87 3.82 0.88 135 1.90 4.20 0.77 134
Colorado 1.67 3.01 0.40 1.27 1.63 3.42 0.41 125
Florida 2.33 4.32 1.08 151 221 4.07 0.96 1.46
Massachusetts 1.93 4.64 1.02 1.37 1.70 3.23 112 1.29
Michigan 1.74 4.67 0.57 1.30 1.70 461 0.62 1.28
Minnesota 2.62 11.77 0.67 152 2.55 11.79 0.36 1.49
Mississippi 2.30 5.19 115 1.49 2.30 5.26 0.74 1.48
New Jersey 1.75 3.14 110 131 1.85 3.62 0.79 134
New Y ork 1.68 3.03 0.96 1.29 1.74 3.18 1.07 131
Texas 1.79 3.68 0.91 132 1.89 3.75 0.96 1.36
Washington 1.87 5.35 0.61 133 2.05 4.04 0.44 1.40
Wisconsin 2.15 3.69 154 145 2.46 4.05 0.93 155
Balance of the U.S. 1.87 2.70 0.89 1.36 1.90 3.39 1.03 1.37
National 6.32 8.95 2.62 2.50 6.63 10.09 4.02 2.56

For this public use file of sampled NSAF children, the average DEFTs shown above can be used
directly by calculating from the file an unbiased estimate of the simple random sampling error.

Below, we have carried out an extended example in detail.

We begin by modifying a conventional 95 percent confidence interval for the population
proportion P. This modification is of the form

where

p + 2(DEFT) (Varggn)*

p is the estimate from NSAF of the true population value P obtained (as in section 5
above) by calculation of the weighted total.

Because we are using a conventional 95 percent confidence interval and under the
assumption of normality, the confidence coefficient is 2, really 1.96.

DEFT will depend on the particular P we try to estimate, as set out in the NSAF tables 1

to 3 above.

(Vargg(p)*™

(SR9)

is an estimate of the standard error of p under simple random sampling
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It can be useful to think of the SRS standard error as—

(SRS standard error) = (population standard deviation)/(unweighted sample size) /2

For a proportion, this is the familiar v(p)gs =@ that was used above. Notice that for

proportions, al that is needed is to properly calculate the weighted estimate p, then the SRS
standard error isimmediate and the adjusted confidence intervals follow readily.

Consider the following example that is somewhat more complicated. In particular, consider
estimating the average parent aggravation score, UAGG. We first use the SAS PROC MEANS
Statement—

PROC MEANS DATA=focalchd VARDEF=WDF N SUMWGT VAR STD;

VAR uagg;

WEIGHT wgchd0;

TITLE 'Parent Aggravation Scale Using (Sum Of Weights)-1 to Calculate The Variance”;

RUN;

To obtain:

N Sum Wgt Mean Variance Std Dev
33107 68509453.09 13.93 3.37 1.84

The ssimple random sampling standard error is then
(population standard deviation)/(unweighted sample size) * = ( 1.84 )/( 33107 )™.

This calculation yields 0.0101. Since UAGG average = 13.93 and, from table 1, DEFT = 2.29,
the final confidence interval is—

13.93 + 2* 2.29* (.0101)
or
13.93 + .0458.

It might be worth noting that our basic approach here is similar to that taken in Census Bureau
publications from the CPS (e.g., see P-60, no. 198, which is the CPS publication most
comparable to the 1997 NSAF study). For many purposes we believe that this approach will
often give serviceable results for descriptive statistics, like means, proportions, and totals. Wolter
(1985) has more details.

For more complex situations, the book by Skinner, Holt and Smith (1989), already mentioned,
should be consulted. An approach using replication is also available in this public use file,
employing the 60 replicate weights WGCHD1 through WGCHDG60. The details of the
replication technique are found in the companion volume on variance estimation (no. 4 in this
methodology series.) The computer program Wesvar, http://www.spss.com/software/wesvar/,
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might be employed. There are still other approaches discussed there as well —in particular, using
the programs STATA and SUDAAN. Incidentally, a complete Wesvar example is provided in
that volume, using the current Child Public Use File.

Snapshot Estimates Compared

The first data release from the 1997 National Survey of America’'s Families was Shapshots of
America’'s Families. Snapshots provided information found in the survey on several key
indicators of child well-being. A natural question is how these findings match those for the same
indicators from the Child Public Use File.

As will be seen, there are only small differences and these are concentrated in Wisconsin.
Wisconsin was where we sub-sampled the original NSAF child sample because we were not
going to be able to provide data for Milwaukee separately, even though it had been oversampled
by design (see no. 2 in this series for details on the original design).

This sub-sampling decision was made for confidentiality reasons. Because of the subsampling in
Wisconsin, overal U.S. estimates from the public use file are dightly affected. None of these
changesislarge, however, and al are certainly well within sampling error. For state, or national,
level estimates, therefore, inferences from this file are in no material way impaired. Consider
three examples:

1. Poverty is a key measure used to monitor the well-being of children. In Shapshots, it
was reported that 20.5 percent of all children (under 18 years of age) in the U.S. lived in
families below the federal poverty level in 1996 ($12,641 for a family of one parent and
two children in that same year). An analysis of the Child Public Use File shows that 20.4
percent of children lived in poverty. For Wisconsin, the only state where NSAF was
altered before creating this public use file, the corresponding figures were 11.4 as the
percentage of children living in poverty from the Shapshots versus 11.3 from this public
usefile.

2. The survey also revealed important information about the health insurance status of
children at the time of the survey in 1997. In Snhapshots, it was reported that 11.9 percent
of al children in the U.S. did not have health insurance, and that 4.6 percent were
reported by their primary caretaker as being in fair or poor health. The Child Public Use
File shows that 11.9 percent of children were uninsured nationally and 4.6 percent were
in fair or poor hedth. The corresponding Wisconsin percentages are 6.3 and 2.9,
respectively.

3. In addition, the survey gives us insight into other aspects of children’s lives. For
example, 83.2 percent of school-age children (ages six tol7 years) were reported in
Shapshots as having participated in extracurricular activities such as lessons, clubs,
gports, or other activities during the previous year. According to the Child Public Use
File, 83.2 percent of these children participated in extracurricular activities.
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Tables 4 through 7 provide a complete retabulation of the summaries published in Shapshots. In
addition to making further comparisons possible, they also may afford a check on your own
programming of similar statistics from this public use file. A few minor differences will be seen
between the Shapshot and Public Use estimates due to rounding. Also, it should be noted that
the public use and Shapshots estimates by family structure differ dightly, because of minor
differences in the definition of one-parent and two-parent family. These types of minor changes

may continue to occur as work on the 1997 NSAF proceeds.

Table4. Children (%) Below the Poverty Level, 1996
Family Structure
One-Parent Two-Parent All Families
State Snapshot PUF Snapshot PUF Snapshot PUF
AL 55.0 55.3 10.5 10.5 27.0 27.0
CA 49.3 49.3 19.3 19.3 28.4 28.4
CO 34.3 34.4 8.7 8.7 14.3 14.3
FL 42.7 42.7 9.5 9.5 21.8 21.8
MA 40.3 40.4 6.2 6.2 15.5 15.6
MI 34.7 35.0 55 55 13.7 13.7
MN 34.8 35.2 6.3 6.3 12.5 12.5
MS 61.9 61.9 13.0 13.0 33.5 33.5
NJ 38.5 38.8 5.1 5.1 13.3 13.3
NY 50.3 50.7 10.9 10.9 24.1 24.1
TX 47.8 47.8 16.0 16.0 25.4 25.4
WA 34.7 34.9 9.3 9.3 15.2 15.2
Wi 29.2 28.9 5.1 5.0 114 11.3
Total 44.1 44.4 10.5 10.5 20.5 20.4
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Table5.

Children (%) Covered by Health Insurance, 1997

State | AL |CA |CO | FL |MA | MI |MN | MS| NJ | NY | TX |[WA | WI |Total
Type of
Insurance
Under 200% Poverty Level
Snapshot | 39.2 |1 29.8|425(37.1|399|47.9|46.8|35.8|44.1|35.0(28.6(34.9|58.0| 39.7
Private
PUF |39.2|29.8|425(37.1|399|479|46.8|35.8|44.1|35.0(286(34.9|585| 39.7
Snapshot | 37.5|47.5|28.4|35.8|47.3|40.0|40.6|36.1|37.0/48.3[39.4|53.0|27.4| 39.0
Public
PUF |37.5|475|28.4(35.8|47.3|40.0|40.6|36.1/37.0/48.3[39.4|/53.0|27.0| 39.0
Snapshot | 23.3|22.7129.1(27.0|128|122|126|28.1|189|16.8(32.0(12.1|146| 21.3
Uninsured
PUF |23.3|22.7|29.1(270|128|122|126|28.1/189|16.8(32.0(12.1|145]| 21.3
Over 200% Poverty Level
Snapshot | 91.290.3|87.4|84.1(93.1(94.8/94.3|87.8/929(91.3|83.4|88.3|/959]| 90.1
Private
PUF |91.2|90.3|87.4(84.1/93.1|948|94.3|87.8/929|91.3(83.4(88.3|96.0| 90.1
Snapshot | 44 | 50| 72181463233 65|27|39|61|75|17]| 50
Public
PUF 44 150|172 |81|46|32|33|65|27[39|61|75|16| 50
Snapshot | 44 | 47 | 53| 78 | 23|20 |24 |57 |44 | 48 |105| 42|24 | 49
Uninsured
PUF 44 |1 47 | 53|78 |23| 20|24 |57 |44 |48 |105| 42| 24| 49
All incomes
Snapshot | 66.2 | 60.0| 71.9|61.5|77.1|78.880.0|57.9|78.8|66.8|56.2|69.2|83.7| 68.6
Private
PUF |66.2|60.0|719|615|77.1|78.8|80.0|57.9|78.8|66.8|56.2|69.2|84.0| 68.6
Snapshot | 20.3|26.3|14.6|21.4(175|15.7|145|23.6|126|23.2|22.6|23.8|10.0| 195
Public
PUF |20.3|26.3|146(21.4|175|15.7|145|23.6|12.6|23.2(226|23.8| 9.8 | 195
Snapshot | 13.5|13.7|13.5|17.0| 54 | 55 | 55 |186| 8.6 |10.0|21.2| 70 | 6.4 | 119
Uninsured
PUF |135|13.7|135(170| 54 | 55| 55 |18.6| 86 |10.0(21.2| 70 | 6.3 | 119
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Table 6.

Children (%) in Fair or Poor Health, 1997

Under 200% Ove 200% All Incomes
Poverty L evel Poverty L evel
State Snapshot PUF Snapshot PUF Snapshot PUF
AL 8.2 8.2 2.6 2.6 5.3 5.3
CA 12.2 12.2 2.5 2.5 7.4 7.4
CO 9.1 9.1 15 15 4.1 4.1
FL 6.8 6.8 25 25 45 45
MA 6.8 6.8 1.1 11 2.8 2.8
Ml 7.0 7.0 1.6 1.6 3.4 3.4
MN 49 49 2.1 2.1 2.9 2.9
MS 8.7 8.7 2.1 2.1 5.9 5.9
NJ 7.1 7.1 2.3 2.3 3.7 3.7
NY 7.7 7.7 2.2 2.2 4.6 4.6
X 12.1 12.1 3.1 3.1 7.6 7.6
WA 6.8 6.8 2.0 2.0 3.7 3.7
Wi 5.6 54 18 1.7 3.0 29
Total 8.2 8.2 19 19 4.6 4.6
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Table7. Children (%)Participating in Extracurricular Activities, 1997

State AL |CA|CO|FL [MA|MI IMN|MS| NJ |NY | TX |[WA | WI (Total
Under 200% Poverty Level

Snapshot | 68.2 | 70.0 | 70.1| 71.0 | 72.7 | 70.7 | 72.1 | 65.0 | 72.2 | 68.2 | 65.6 | 69.8 | 75.9 | 72.5
Agecit PUF |68.2|70.0(70.1|71.0|72.7|70.7|72.1|65.0|72.2|68.2|65.6|69.8|765| 72.5
Snapshot | 68.6 | 74.4| 70.6 | 71.9 | 74.7 | 75.0 | 77.5| 789 | 76.7|71.8 | 72.3|82.4 | 81.0| 734

Age 12-17
PUF |68.6|74.4|70.6|719|74.7|750|775|78.9|76.7|71.8|723|824|817| 734
Snapshot | 68.4 | 71.9| 70.3|71.4 | 73.6 | 72.7 | 74.7 | 71.7 | 74.3| 69.8 | 68.7 | 75.3 | 78.3 | 72.9
AgeET PUF |68.4|719|70.3|71.4|73.6|727|74.7|71.7|74.3|69.8|68.7|753|79.0| 72.9

Over 200% Poverty Level

Snapshot | 88.6 | 91.1|92.4189.3(94.5|86.3(91.6|85.2(92.6{91.1|89.0|89.8|89.2| 904
Ageoil PUF 188.6/91.1(924|89.3|94.5|86.3|91.6|85.2|92.6/91.1|89.0(89.8|89.2| 904
Snapshot | 88.9191.4|87.9|86.3|/91.5|89.0(89.7|875(91.1|92.0(87.6|92.2|88.5| 89.9

Age 12-17
PUF 188.9|91.4(87.9|86.3|91.5|89.089.7|87.5|{91.1/920|87.6(92.2|88.5| 90.0
Snapshot | 88.8 | 91.290.2 | 87.8|93.1|87.7|90.6|86.5(91.9|91.6|88.3|91.0|88.8| 90.2
AgeGLr PUF 188.8|91.2(90.2|87.8|93.1|87.7|90.6|86.5{91.9|91.6|88.3/91.0|88.8| 90.2

All incomes

Snapshot | 78.2 | 80.7 | 84.6 | 80.7 | 88.0| 80.7 | 85.6| 73.2(86.9|81.0|77.9|825|84.6 | 82.7
Ageoil PUF | 78.2|80.7|84.6|80.7|88.0|80.7|85.6|73.2|869|810|77.9|825|84.9| 82.7
Snapshot | 80.584.1|82.4|79.4|86.5|84.7|86.5|829|87.1|84.1|80.6|89.2|86.3| 83.7

Age 12-17
PUF 180.5|84.1(824|79.4|86.5|84.7|86.5|829|87.1|84.1|80.6|89.2|86.5| 83.7
Snapshot | 79.4 1 82.3|83.680.1|87.3|82.7|86.1|78.2|87.0|825|79.2|85.7|855| 83.2
Aoetr PUF 179.4|823|83.6|80.1|87.3|827|86.1|78.2|87.0/825|79.2|85.7|85.8| 83.2
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Updating Plans

In the next seven to nine months, as mentioned earlier, we will be releasing the rest of the NSAF,
to the extent that our confidentiality pledge permits:

The second release will have a hierarchical structure, with separate records for MKAs
and the children they care for. Many more of the variables collected for these two
sampled individuals will be included than on this file — perhaps all.

The third file we plan will contain records for all adults and children interviewed,
including interview information from households without children. This file is expected
to be potentially incomplete in that some variables may still not be ready.

The fourth file will be our fina planned public use file release from the 1997 NSAF.

Subsequent public releases are expected to be of round 2 only —i.e., the interviews now going on
from the 1999 NSAF. Some further updating of the 1997 NSAF public use files cannot be ruled
out, but thisis not planned.

Tentatively, the 1997 NSAF releases are scheduled as follows: first release April 1999, second
release July 1999, third release October 1999, and final planned 1997 NSAF release January
2000. The release of the1l999 NSAF public use files will begin in the fall of 2000 and conclude
about the end of the first half of 2001.

Contact Information

For more information on the Child Public Use File and the National Survey of America’s
Families (NSAF), please contact as follows:

Emalil is the quickest and most convenient approach. Please send communications to
nsaf @ui.urban.org.

Please include your name, complete address, and phone number in any correspondence,
S0 we can better serve you. All email inquiries will be answered within three working
days, usually by areturn email.

Regular mail can also be used by writing to:

Assessing the New Federalism
National Survey of America s Families
Urban Institute

2100 M Street, NW

Washington DC 20037
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If you use regular mail, please include your name, return postal address, email address,
and phone number. Allow a week for us to get your request. All mail inquiries will be
returned within three working days after receipt, if we can reply by email. If regular mall
isrequired, add another week.

We have asked for telephone numbers above should there be a need for us to clarify your
guestion or request.

Freguently Asked Questions (FAQ) Sheset

The following is a list of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) and answers. The list will be
updated on a monthly basis (last update 3/31/99). It may be useful to consult the FAQ sheet first
when questions arise.

Household, MK A, and Child Identifiers

No questions currently. This area of the file is just to establish a set of unique numbers
that can be associated with arecord. It can also be used to link children into households.
These identifiers will remain unchanged as later files are created and released publicly.

Weights

No questions currently. The use of weights is covered in this introduction and in two
reports in the NSAF methodology series (no. 3 and 4). The complex sample that was
used in NSAF and which requires that weights be used is discussed in this methodology
seriesin reports no. 1 and 2.

Geographic Indicators

No questions currently. Only state and census region are available at present on this file
because of concerns, already outlined, regarding the preservation of our confidentiality
pledge to respondents. We are till studying this and may be able in later releases to
provide more geographic detail (e.g., census divisions), but whatever happens the total
will remain quite limited below the state level.

Family Characteristics (i.e., relationships and poverty status)

No questions currently. The information on this file from NSAF barely scratches the
surface. Later fileswill be much more detailed in this area.

Child Characteristics (i.e. age, gender, race, ethnicity)

No questions currently. Thisis nearly complete asis, but family context variables could
be created from later releases.
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Child Health M easures

No guestions currently. More information on the nature of the health insurance coverage,
etc., will be released on later files. A full discussion of how NSAF health measures relate
to other surveys will also be published.

Child Education M easures

No questions currently. Variables provided on thisfile are virtually complete as given.

Child Activities

No questions currently. Variables provided on thisfile are virtually complete as given.

Adult (MKA) Characteristics (i.e.,, age, gender, race, ethnicity, education, marital
status)

Question One: Is there a variable, which will give the education of the Most
Knowledgeable Adult (MKA), associated with a particular focal child?

Answer One: There are three education variables on the Child Public Use File that
provide information on the education of the MKA associated with a specific focal child:

UMEDULEV- MKA's highest level of education
UMHSGRAD- MKA received high school diplomaor GED
UMHIGDEG- MKA'’s highest educational degree

Adult (MKA) Health Measures

Question One: What is the name of the Depression Index used to create UMH2- 100-
point mental health scale?

Answer One: Child Trends, Inc., created The Parental Mental Health Scale (UMH2), and
they provide the following information about its construction:

The scale is based on a five-item mental health scale (MHI-5). The MHI-5 was
constructed by selecting the five items that best predicted the summary score for
the 38 item Mental Health Inventory. At minimum, one item was selected from
the four mgor mental health dimensions. anxiety, depression, and loss of
behavioral or emotiona control, and psychological well-being. The sum of the
five items, without weights, correlated at .95 with the 38-item scale. The MHI-5
has also been used successfully in research outside the Medical Outcomes Study
(MOS).
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Other Adult Measures (i.e., attitudes toward child, attitudes about welfare)

No questions currently. Variables in this area of the NSAF are virtually complete as
given. At present, there are no plans to impute for missing information.
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Chapter 2

This chapter contains definitions of the basic child variables being released on this first
public use file. Included are entries that define the file's structure and will connect with
subsequent files to be released. The limited geographic variables on the file are defined,
plus information on the family setting of the child (e.g., family poverty status). The
child’'s sample weights are also described. Findly, items like the child's age, gender,
race and ethnicity conclude the material covered.

HHID Household identification number
See chapter 6, p. 6-14

This is simply a unique number assigned to each household during survey processing.
We included it as a convenience to researchers wishing to bring together interview
records for the same household. The number assigned will be the same on subsequent
files for the same household and, therefore, may be used to match records from one 1997
NSAF public use file to another.

Because the 1997 NSAF was largely an RDD telephone survey, we were unable to assure
ourselves, as would be done in a completely face-to-face survey, that the Census Bureau
definition of a “household” was strictly followed. We are, however, confident that no
serious deviations took place. In any case, as is discussed in report no. 3 in this
methodology series, we did adjust the NSAF survey totals to an outside total of
househol ds obtained from the Census Bureau.

The traditional Census definition of a household, incidentally, is that it consists of all the
persons who occupy a house, an apartment, or other group of rooms or a room, which
constitutes a housing unit. A group of rooms or a single room is regarded as a housing
unit when it is occupied as separate living quarters. To be a separate housing unit the
occupants must not live and eat with any other person in the structure; furthermore, there
must be direct access from the outside or through a common hall. The Census Bureau
household population counts we used in deriving the survey weights excluded persons
living in group quarters, such as rooming houses, military barracks, and institutions.
Inmates of institutions (mental hospitals, rest homes, correctiona institutions, etc.) are
not included in the survey. Population coverage includes the civilian population of the
U.S. plus members of the Armed Forces in