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Preface

In recent years there has been increasing concern about rising
levels of personal expenses for health services. To provide a factual
basis for public and private plamming, the United States Public Health
Service is contemplating a systematic collection of data on expenditures
for health services as part of its onwgoing National Health Survey. In
preparation for this data collection, the National Opinion Research
Center has been asked to help develop and test a brief series of inter~
view queéstions which could be used to classify families and individuals
into broad classes of medical expenditures.

Since the U.S. Bureau of the Census is the official collection
agency for the National Health Survey and would be expected to admin-
ister any regular program of data collection, the closest collaboration
was maintained with the Census in all phases of this methodological
study. Harold Nisselson and Catherine Capt of the Census Bureau par-
ticipated in all phases of planning and evaulation of the NORC study.

Many nenbers of the U.S. Public Health Service staff were also
closely associated with the technical and policy phases of the study.
Special mention must be made of the contribution of Theodore D. Woolsey,
Chief of the U.S. National Health Survey, Philip S. Lawrxence, Chief of
the Health Interview Survey, and Elijah White and Augustine Gentile of
the Health Interview Survey staff.

It is not possible to mention and thank all of the NORC staff
who helped complete this research, but special note rwst be made of
the invaluable efforts of Galen Gockel who supervised all field work,
of J. Robert Banacki who was in charge of data processing, and of
Harold Levy who prepared the many IBM tabulations. After recognizing
the assistance and advice of all those who helped nake this study a
success, we still nust assume full responsibility for all aspects of
this research report.

Paul N. Borsky
Jacob J. Feldnan
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1. STUDY DESIGN

A. Introduction

In contemplating the regular collection of reports of medical outlays,
the Public Health Service would like to secure the necessary information
by adding a number of supplenmentary questions to its continuing National
Health Survey questionnaire. The problen arises as to how many and what
kinds of questions are required to achieve a reasonable level of validity.
Presumably, the more detailed and precise the probing, the greater the
accuracy of the expenditure estimates. For adninistrative reasons, how-
ever, to avoid an overly lengthy and costly interview, it is necessary to
try to nmininize the number of different questions and still maintain an
acceptable level of overall validity. The object of this study is to ex-
perinent with different approaches in order to test the feasibility of
alternative nethods.

B. Review of Previous Research on Medical Care Costs

The first phase in plamning this study was to review prior relevant
research. The National Opinion Research Center has conducted two national
studies of medical care costs and in collaboration with Columbia University
has conducted a special area study of medical costs. Other universities
have conducted special studies and their experiences and reports were also
evaluated.

Special tabulations were prepared from the NORC 1958 national study.
As part of the sampling procedure, a screening questionnaire consisting
of eight overall surmary questions was asked prior to the very detailed
and lengthy personal interview. It is possible, therefore, to compare
reports of total family medical care costs as revealed by the short screen-
ing questionnaire with the totals reported in the detailed interview. Such
a conparison night suggest the efficacy of using a relatively small number
of questions in securing medical costs data.

As Table 1 indicates, when only three class intervals are used, over
84% of all fanily reports of total medical expenses are the same for short
and long interviews. About 10% of the short-form reports of total family
expenses were understatements, about 6% were overstatements. '

Even when as many as seven class intervals were used, about two~thirds
of all short and long reports are in agreement. The short form resulted
in understatenent for 22.9% of the families and in overstatement for less
than half that percent.
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF SHORT AND LONG REPORTS
©F TOTAL FAMILY MEDICAL EXPENSES

1958
A, Three Class Intervals
Long Repoxt
$0-199 $200-499 $500-- Total

Short Report Number Percent |Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent |
$0-199, . . .| 1138 51.4% 143 6.5% 8 4% | 1289 58.3%
$200-499, . . 61 2,8 432 19.6 59 3.1 562 25.5
55004 ., .+ o 15 ] 47 2.1 254 13.3 356 16,2

Total , . . 1214  55.0 622 28,2 371 16.8 2207 100.0

Numbers Percent

Both same . . 1864 84.,4%
Short lass . 220 10.0
Short moge . 123 5.6

Total . . . 2207 100. 0%

Iable 1 Continued
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A detailed evaluation of discrepant cases revealed the following major
problems in the short form:

1,

Inclusion of charges incurred prior to period covered by survey.
Inclusion of free medical care,

Omission of second or third hospitaglization.

Omission of pregnamey hospitalizetions,

Omission of anesthetists' and surgeons' fees,

. Omission of medical insurance payments,

Omission of non~prescription drugs.

, Omission of routine medical examinations,

Omission of non-doctor treatments and tests.

. Duplication of reported charges.

Using the experiences from the above asnalysis and other information secured
from other studies, a short interview form was devébped and pretested in several
versions. After consultation with U.S, Census and Public Health Service staffs,
final forms were developed for the study,

C. Specifications for the Study

After detailed discussions with govermment staff the following administrative
specifications were established for the survey:

1.
2.
3.

4

The period covered will be one year prior to the short interview,

The short interview should require about 10-15 minutes on the average.
The basic unit for recording medical charges will be the individual
member of the household,

Every member regularly residing at the household at the time of the
ghort interview will be enumerated,

Any member of an immediate family may respond for other members of the
family.

In cases of sub-families or non-family members regiding at a household,
separate interviews will be secured on the long interviews,

Information on total medical care charges (not payments) incurred during
the past year will be gecured from totalling major components of expense.
Information on medical eare charges will be grouped into four or five
elags intervals,

. Persons covered by complete pre-payment medical plans such as Permanente

and HIP will be excluded from the study,

. To gimulate eventual field conditions when the medical care cost

questions will be incorporated in the National Health Survey, the
regular health survey questions will be asked of all respondents
pacrticipating in thig special methodologicgl study,

. To reduce costs and facilitate field work, a national sample of urban

orias only will be selected from regular Census segments which overlap
NORC's national probability sample of areas.



D. Interviewing Design

Since the Census is expected eventually to administer the medical care costs
supplement, it was decided to have regular Census interviewers conduct their
regular health survey intexview and ask the short form questions, This would
provide a realistic field test of the short questionnaire, NORC interviewers
would then conduct the longer detailed interview which would be used as the
ceriterion of validity in comparisons with responses to the short intexview.
Census interviewers would not be informed of the follow-up NORC interview so
that no specifal efforts would be expected from the Census staff,

Since self=enumeration has been found useful in other Census work, it was
decided ko split expevimentally the sample of shori interviews, with half being
directly interviewed by the Census staff, and half being given a self-enumera=
tion forms The actual fleld procedures were as follows:

1. A total of 442 houscholds were selected from the regular Census sample
of primary sampling areas which overlapped with NORC areas. These Census
interviews were conducted during October 1960,

2. Half of these houscholds were randomly given the self-enumeration formg,
a copy of which is included in the appendix., The form, in a letter to
the respondent, briefly describes the purposes of the medical care cost
study and asks that the questionnaire be completed within five days and
mziled in a self-addressed envelope, requiring no postage, to the
Census Burecau, Prior to filliag out the form, the respondent is urged
to consult other members of the family and available vecords in order

' to make the report as accurate as possible, At the end of the regular
health survey intexview the respondent is asked for his telephone
number and is told that a callback may be necessary if it is found
that the information ils ineompleta.

3, The other half of the houscholds were asked the six summary questions
on medical care costs as part of the regular health survey interview,
These responlents were not asked to check records ox consult with others
in the family and very few actually did. About a week following the
Census interview, each directly enumerated respondent was sent a letter
from the Public Health Service thanking him for his cooperation, stress-
ing the importance of more detailed information and asking him to check
records and family members on a suggested list of medical cost items
prior to a second interview,

4, About 3~4 weeks following the initial Census interview, NORC's inter-
viewer contacted the same respondent and arranged for a follow-up
eriterion interview., The initial contact was with the identical re-
spondent who was interviewed by the Census, but if told another member
of the houschold was more knowledgeable, the NORC interview was arramged
with the better informed person., In many instances, several members of
the household contributed information to the NORC interview.

5. I1f the self-enumeration form was not retuyagg within a week, or if the
form was incomplete and failed to pass a review in the regional Census
office, a follow-up letter, telephone call or personal contact was made,
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Of the 442 assigned families, 402 were actually interviewed by NORC. In four
cases, however, interviewer reports strongly questioned the validity of the NORC
interviews. The respondents were reported as hostile and uncooperative and a care=-
ful review of the answers revealed such discrepancies and conflicts in answers
that it was decided to discard these cases from the analysis.

Overall, 917 of all assigned cases were interviewed by NORC and in 907 usable
and complete reports were obtained. 1In only 4% of the assignments were interviews
refused or terminated before completion. 1In the remaining 5%, follow-up contacts
were cancelled because of the time and cost iavolved.

Approximately ten percent of the families vwho were members of the self-enumer-
ation sub=sample and with whom NORC successfully conducted an interview had not,
even after follow-up, returned their forms by mail. Instead, short-form data per~
taining to their medical expenses had been collected by phone or personal inter-
view. But, since recourse to such non-response procedures would remain necessary
in the event that self-enumeration were adopted by the National Health Suxvey for
the collection of medical expense information, in all the tabulations presented
in this report the individuals in these anomalous families are treated as if their
expenses had actually been reported to the Gensus through self-enumeration.

In a number of_subsequent tables [Tables 3-10,13], a category labelled "Cengus
Self-Enumeration; Failed Edit" appears. This category is composed of individuals
from families whose mail-returned self-enumeration forms originally failed edit
but were passed after follow-up, families for whom the editorial follow-up was
unsuccessful, families who failed to return the self-enumeration form and which
were thus interviewed by phone or personal visit, and others. Thus, the "Failed
Edit" rubric is somewhat of a misnomer--about two-fifths of the families in the
category were not even subject to the normal editing procedure since the infor-
mation was collected from them by interview rather than self-enumeration. The
category in question might well be viewed as ''Self~Enumeration; Problem Cases,"
as can be seen from the detailed breakdown in Table 2.

TABLE 2
DISPOSITION OF ORIGINALLY ASSIGNED CASES

Number  Percent

Total Assigne - . * - - - - L1 ] - - - - - L 4 . . - » . L] » - L ] éﬂ 10070

Total Not Completed o+ « o o« o o o o o« 5 o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o 44 10
Refusals and BreakoffS + « « ¢« o 4 « o v 6 o o ¢« s s s @ 16 4
Too Costly to follo‘w'up e & & 8 6 5 8 8 & 8 % &8 ¢ e e e 24 5
NORC data questionable + « o ¢ o v v ¢« 4 ¢ o o o 2 o« o 4 1

Tatal completed . L] - L2 L] . 4 L ] L d L] L . » . » L ] . - L » L] L] _3'.2§ 2010
Census Divect Interviews « « o o « o o o« o o o o « o . 193 43

Census Self-Enumeration :
Returned Self-Enumeration form by mail

Passed edit without follow=up . + o ¢ « « « « 146 33

Passed edit after follow=up « « + s ¢ s « o & 29 6

Failed edit--no successful follow-up « « « « o+ 7 2
Did not return Self-Enumeration form by mail

Information obtained by phone « « ¢« ¢« « « + & 16 4

Information obtained by personal interview . . 4 1
Other

Miscellaneous extraordinary circumstances . . 3 1

In all, detailed reports were assured by NORC for 1203 persons, of which short
self-enumeration forms were assigned to 617 and direct Census interviews were held
with 586.
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E. Brief Description of Interviews

8ix questions were asked in both the short form questiomnaires with the actual
language modified to fit self-enumersgtion and direct interviewing.

A general definition of medical costs is given on the self-enumeration form,
with emphgsis on exclusions of free care., The exact dates for the year covered
in the zeport are given at the top of the foxm. One question deals with over-
night hogpitalizations, a second with non-overnight hosgpitalizstions, a third
with doctor’s charges, z fourth with costs of medicine, prescriptions and tonics,
a fifth with dental costs and the last with all other medical expenses, Both
short forms are included inthe appendix.

The NORC eriterion intewxview ig different from most attitude or opinion
studies, On wost ordinary interviews directed toward understanding personal
attitudes and opinions, cave is taken to: insure abgolute privacy for individuzl
infterviews, sequences of questions are styrictly maintained, questions are
standardized and conflicts in answers are never challenged. 1In this study, when
the goal is to obtain as complete and accurate a record of costs as possible,
presence and consuliation with other family members are encouraged, conflicts
in answers are guestioned and eliminated, changes in order and language of gques~
tions ave permitted and probing is directed to clarifying any ambiguities and
inaceuracies in response,

The NORG criterion intexview starts with questions about hospitalizations,
If a person had bzen hospitalized during the past year, a special detailed
supplement %s f£illed ocut on hogpital costs for each hogpitalization, Costs of
room and bodcd and other hospital charges are separated from doctors' charges,
before, during and after hospitalization for a given condition, Costs of
medicine, tests, X-rays and special equipment are some of the other items
separately probed, Then, a series of questions is asked shout major illnesses,
chronic conditions and expensive illnesses and a special supplement is completed
for each reported major condition, The detail of this supplement parallels the
hogpital forms and separates free care from costs levied on the respondent,
Care paid by the respondent's health insurance or billed to the respondent or
his family is covered by the study, Free care is defined as paid by Workmen's
Compensation, non-profit ovganizations, charitable or welfare groups, govern-
ment welfare, military or veteran's agencies,

Minor illnesses involving home and office visits are third in the items
probed, followed by an enumeration of costs of medicine. A special question
dealing with costs of eye glasses is followed by detailed inquiries on costs
of special appliances and equipment, Dental costs are covered by a series of
six questions on types of possible treatment., A final question includes costs
of non-doctor persommnel, such as chiropodists, chiropractors, nurses, etc,



1T, FINDINGS

A, Mean Values of Medical Expenses

Overall, the total aversge medical expense reported to NORC was $102,14 per
person, The comparasble total reported on the short Census forms was $105,13,
or only 3% more than the amount recorded on the detgiled interview, The six
separare components of medical costs, however, were not as accurately reported
on the Census short questionnalres, Hospital expenses not involving overnight
stays, as will be discussed later, was a frequently misunderstcod category, and
was generally overstated in the Census reports, Doctors' and Dentists'
expenses were also generally overreported in the Census forms, offsetting some~
what understatements of overnight hospital stays, medicine and all other medical
expenses, In evaluating percentage differences, care must be tgken to consider
the avexage amounis of each medical cost, For exsmple, since the average oute-
patient hospital not over night expense reported to NORC is under $2, an avexr-
age difference of a smzll dollar amount such as $3 will be computed as a size~
gble percentage difference,

Direct interviewing by Census produced mogst accurate overall reporting of
medical costs, Offsetting differences in average component costs result in a
chance reporting of identical average total costs on the Census and NORC inteu-
views, The pattern of cverstatements and understatements on component costs,
however, persists, with doctors, dentists and hospital not overnight expenses
being overreporied to Census and other medical costs being underreported,

In general, Census self~enumeration reports were almost 6% greater in
average total medical expenses: A closer inspection of the data however, re-
veals that self-enumeration reports which passed field edit for completeness of
reporting were almost 4% less than NORG gépoxrts, while Census reports which failed
field edit were greatly ovexstated by 23% on the average, Of the 617 persons
included on self-enumeration reports, 437 passed field edit and 180 did not,

Table 3 presents these findings on mean average expenditures.
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B. Net Frequency Distrxibutions of Medical Expenses

1, Total Medical Expenses

The offsetting of individual overstatements by other understatements
produces a remarkable similarity of net frequency distributions in medical care
expenses rveported on both the short forms used by Census and the long inter-
views of NORC, On the average, as Table 4 indicates, the Census cost intervals
are less than 17, different from the NORC reports.

Direct enumenation by Census again reflects the greatest accuracy, but
the average differences reported by self-enumeration are only 1% greater than
direct inferviewing., As expected, the self-enumeration reports that passed
edit ace almost as accurate as dirvect interviewing, with the fail edit reports
accounting for most of the Census discrepancies,

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF TOTAL MEDICAL EXPENSES

Anount HWORC Census Difference
A ALl Perscas

{Wumber Respondents) (1203) ClZOB)

$0"24e ¢ 0 6 ® o o @ U 9 B B O ® 41017& 41;:870 + 7%
$25—49 @ & o & & 8 e ® 8 ®w 3 0 O 18.0 1692 "1,8%
$50'"99 5 2 6 0o & o & & * 6 & 9 © 16e0 1506 - o[l'%
$100-299 4 ¢ o o o o 5 s 5 4 » o 16,5 17.3 + .8%
300+ 5 o . ¢ 8 °© & ® 0 @ 8 B 0 8q4 9pl + .7%
Total' . L) - . L] . . * . - L L] € 100.0% 100900/0 .88*

B. Census Direct Interview

(Number respondents) « « « o ¢ o (586) (536)

$0"24a s 6 & » O & &8 3 ¥ * ¢ ¥ @ 4’1’ 179 40.0% - 1- 170
$25"49 e & 2 & @& o & ® ¢ v & s o 18.3 17. 0 - 103%
$50"99 ¢ & 9 & 6 @« &4 & » b P & & 1690 1706 + 106%
$100'299 e e & * o » s a2 s e & 0 1602 16.9 + 0770
$300'}'0 s o o L] L] a » [ L] L] - _§’l{. 8(5 + '10/0
TO‘bala * S & &6 & & ¥ B > & & 5 = looc 070 100- 00/0 » 96*
C. Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) * & 8 ¢ 9 @ (6 17) (617)

$0"2l;"o o & & & & & & © & 5 € & 4100% 4‘3(3 4‘70 + 20479
$25"49 C & #& ¢ & b e 6 2 > B » D 17. 7 1551} - 2.370
$50"99 o & b 4 & & 2 B3 ¢ & ¥ ° e 160.1 1308 hnd 2.370
$100"299 s e o a 8 06 & 5 & % o 16@8 17.7 + 090/0
$300+u » 0 & & & &4 & 8 B » G o @ 834 9a7_ + 103:/:__
Fotdla 45 ¢ &« 2 o« 2 8 o » » 2 & o 100.0% 100.0% 1.84%
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TABLE 4 CONTINUED

NORC Cengus Difference

D, Census Self-Enumeration

Pasgsed Edit
(Nurtber Respondents) o o « « « o (437) (437)
$O-24§ L T T T 39'6%, 40.7% + 1.1%
$25"49 e % ¥ o & 8 ® @ @ ¥ e o 16.9 17.8 + 9%
$50"99 " % & & % w s 0 % 9 & B 17.8 1‘{"07 - 3.1%
$100"'299 ® 0 ¢ @ ¢ 8 8 ©° ¢ B 6 18.1 19.0 4 .9%
$30m'§ ¢ & ¢ ¥ © N W A N O e O —-—7—'-6-.—- ___.7__1.6'___ .-!-—-2.22‘3
TOtalt * 4 ¢ 2 B O e 8 8 " 2@ 1005 07@ 1004 Oa/a 1 o A%
E, Census Self-Enumeration

Falled Edit
(Number RespondentsSe » ¢ » « o (180)  (180)
$O"'24¢ s & 9 9 © e ¢ ® & @ P ® 4494% 50‘ 070 + 5.: 670
$25-49 0 o 4 o s e 9w m b 5 b s 19.4 9.5 - 9.9%
$50"99 ¢ & 06 & 3 % W 4 & » B 1197 11¢7 -
$100"299 * @ © 4 U & & & & & @ 13«’9 14;4 + 65%
$300+a & ® ¢ 5 85 6 @ 3 e % ¥ @ ..]Lg;ﬂ,é_. 145 4 + 3.8%
Totals o+ & T 6 p e v 8 b e s E 100,6% 100, 0% 3.96%

% Total average difference,

.2, Hospital Ovexnight Expenses

With only 9% of all persons reporting hospitalizations involving over-
night stays, it is not surprising that the average difference in net freguency
distributions for these hospitalization expenses is less than half of one per-
cent, Census direct interviews and Census self-enumeration forms which passed
edit are just about the same in average net differsmnces., The fail edit forms
as expected are the least accurate. Table 5 presents these data.

JABIE 5

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF HOSPITAL OVERNIGHT EXPENSES

A. All Persons NORC Census Difference
(Number Resp ondents) . 5 o 8 » ¥ (1203) c1203) ‘

$0 4 4 e 4 s v v e e s e s s e 91.0% 90,47% - .6%
$1"99¢ * » A " B O 8 5 & s L w » 290 2.6 + .6%
$100"199 » & & ® & s e 8 o q . @ 2.7 352 3 .570
$200"299 e B R OB O & ¥ e & & - » 250 1,5 nd .;5%
$300+’e ® W & B B B # B & & & @ 2 o 3 2-. 3 -
Total. & B &4 b % 8 2 & 9 & 2 e 0 100. 079 100. 0% - 4‘4*



TABLE 5 CONTINUED

B, CGenisus Dirvect Interview NORG Census Difference
(Number Respondents) . « o + o (586) {536)
$O ® ¥ & & 3 @ p & B3 B & Cc ¢ O @ 910670 9009% - -779
$1"’99b » & & & o 8 O G 8 & ® ¥ & 115 241 + -670
$100“'199 * ® D B e o & ¢& 0 © % @ 2' 7 3 4 + © 7‘79
$200"299 a B & B 9 e B 3 ® & ® & 24;3 196 - . 770
$300+0 ¢ 4 o @ © 0 T @ @ O & & @ 1 09 29 C + . 17.7
Tor-a]-ﬁ @ © % O & B T $ 3 © ® B e 1009 0% 1009 074.) ° 56*
C. Censug Sglf-Enumeration
(Mumber Respondents) o o o o » o 6L (617)
$0 o9 B * L 4 > e * L) & L ) o » o 9 L] 909470 90.07# - '470
$1"99e ¢ © © ¢ ® ® £ 0 8 * & 8 & 204 3 1 -+ .770
$100"199 * 8 £ ¢ 5 * & 8 O ¥ & 296 208 + 0270
$200“299 ¢ ® & w» O 6 & 5 % B B & ln 8 l.l} - 79
$300+s ¢ 0 & @ € ® * O 8 & & 0 ¢ 2;8 ? 7 - ‘:’a
TOtalﬂ o o [ 0 - L] ] * L] * a + 1000 0% 100 O% 36*
D, Census Self«Enumeration

Pasged BEdit
(Humber Respondent$) o o o « o » (437) (437>
$0 e 4 & ® & & o ¥ D 6 0 8 B & 0 9101% 91@770 + t67o
$1"99- 4 D 8 ® 3 B O B0 6 e & » o 2@5 3:10 + 05
$100"‘199 4 9 6 5 ® 0 0 0 & & o o 20 7 3.0 + 0370
$200"299 © & & 6 & ® & © & & 0 2 1&6 a9 = L 7%
$300'{'s @« ¢ 8 0 O © D 0 & & A & @ 2o 1.___ 1 4 - 9770
Totalh ¢ & 9 0 & © 6 & 5 5 & v B 100.0 or;o 100 O/a [ 56*
E. Census Self-Enumeration

Fail Edit
{Mumber Respondents) o 4 o o o & {180) (180)
$0 P 5 0 9 € 06 B3 8 ¢ & & & & B 2 880970 854 570 - 304%
$l"99i 5 o 9 6 8 &6 D & & & & 2 & 2.2 304 + 1, 2%
$100-199 e & 8 & & a & ® e ® 8 O 2,2 2.9 + 7%
$200"299 B 8 & 0 8 0 @ 2 & 8 & & 2. 2q 1 I 1%
$3004s o o ¢ 0 a v 6 6 6 6 6 o e ; 43 3 6§1_ + '_ln 6%
Totale 6 o ¢« o 6 ¢ @ % 0 & o » o 100.0% 100.0% 1.4%

 ®Total average difference,

3+ Hospital Not~Overnight Expenses

Only about 3% of all persons reported out-patient care at a hespital not
requiring overnight stays., This item was often confused with doctors' expenses
and a later section will discuss the discrepancies more fully. On the average,
net frequency distributions differed by appromimately 2%, with the divect inter-
vigw distyibution coming somewhst closer to the criterion than did the self-
enumeration one, Table 6 presents these daga.
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TABIE 6

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTLIONS OF HOSPITAL NOT~CVERNIGHT EXPENSES

A, All Persons
(Number Respondents)

$O LI )
$1"24‘a L
$25-49 ,
$50"‘ 99 -
$100+. .
Totala °

e » o9 & 3 @
& s ® o ® o
e e ° B ® e
s @ ® ® s @
e v o & 3

.
.
]
o
-
o

L 1 L] L . 9

. L] @ 0 * ®&

e & 3 » o e

B. Census Direct Interview

(Number Respondents)

$O L L] -
$1'2[l-:; o
825049 ,
$50-99 ,
51004,
Total.,

L] - e o 3 9
* o 2 e ¢
® ® o5 B @

L4

a o o & o »

® o & & s &

.

9 * * L] L] <o

G. Census Self-Fnumeration

(Number Res ondents)
P
$0 a 8

& & a o ® & o
$1"24‘o o e & & 0 W o
$25"ll‘9 4 B85 ® & & 8 =
$50""99 s & 58 & 8 o 8
$100+¢ QA & & s 3 e ¢
Totale ¢ 4 W @ 6 e »

L @ ® L ] © o

* T ® & 3 »

s a4 & & * ¢

D, Census Seli-Enumeration

Passed Edit

{Number Respondents)

$O [ ] v 9
$1‘2[§'Q e
$25-49 .
$50-99
$loo“§‘o 2
Total. .

L
.
<
3
a
L]

o ° L] - o o
a e L] L ¢ o
« 2 » & & &
¢ ¢ .« o o
a o * * ¢ -

] ’ & L . o

» L4 > - A4 o

E. Cengus Self-Enumeration

Fziled Edit

(Number Respondents)
$0 . .

$1"'24n T ¢ & o & s«
$25~Z§.9 s ® 0 € * a @
$50"99 ¢ § & o o © &
$1004% v 6 % o v o «
'I,‘otal,, 3 & 8 a s 8 =

2 e L) ” % O

® @ ” L 3 L I

5 a - F ® 2

3 (-3 - » ] o

. & & B & e

.- ® B * & o ® & & & o ¥

vy 5 o ® » 9

6 » * © ¢ g ® % & s o

@ e & & &

& o & H © @

”n n 5 8 b &

s & D e o e

* L] & - 9 -

L] « - * » -

4 8 9 e o @

» < L] - L3 ®

* Tétal average difference,

NORC Census
(1203) {1203)
96.7% 91,9%
1.4 4.0
o7 1.8
.6 1.2
NN 1.1
100% 100%
(586) (586)
96.3%, 92.8%
2.4 )
»8 1.6
05 -
- 1,0
100% 100%
(617) (617)
97.3% 91,0%
.5 3.4
5 2,1
.6 2.4
1@1 lnl
100% 100%
{437) (437)
97.5% 91,.5%
o7 3.9
- 1.8
od 1.9
1.1 oS
100% 100%
(180) (180)
96,6% 89,5%
- 2.2
1.7 2.8
.6 3‘9
1.1 1.6
100 100%

Difference

- 40870
+ 2.6%
+ 1.1%
+ 6%
4+ 5%

o
—————

i.92%

5%
. 2%
.6%
5%
1.0%

RN
NoW
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4, Doctors' Exnenses

Over half of gll persons veported some doctor expenses during the past
year. On the average, total net frequency distributions varied only about 1%.
It is interesting that the short reporis undevsitate the very small expenditures
of less than $25 and tend to overstate slightly the larger categories of ex-
penses, Direct Census interviews produced the greatest accuracy, with the
average net frequency difference amounting to less than one half of one percent.
Fail edit veports again show the greatest variability as Table 7 shows,

LABLE 7

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DOCTORS' EXPENSES

be ALY Persons NORC Census Difference
{Number Respondents) , ¢ o « « «  (1203) {1203)

$0 2 ¢ @ a4 © 5 &% 0o % F ¥ e ® v 0w 4‘40370 440570 + 1270
$1'249 * 9 o0 © o ® & 8 ¢ % © & @ 31u3 28.1 - 3;2%
$25-49 * % & @ % © 0o A 4 O O 9w 903 1017 + 1—4%
$50’99 8 & 6 & 0 0 & o & 9 ° ©° @ 6,8 7»3 4 95%
$100"199 6 © » & G & 9 & © @ s @ 596 597 + .1%
$2§0’{.. L] L[] e . * - r . L] o < » L] 2 El 7 36 7 + 1!‘ QZ!
TOtalw ¢ ¢ » o & o & & O & 86 b O 100% 100% 1e07*

B, Census Direct Interview

(Number Respondents) o » o » » o (586) (586)

$O e 0 © € & & = 4 ¥ B 6 €& ¢ % © 40.8% 40.0% - -8%
$1“24d 4 2 & & B & 8 9 @ B B B s 3264 32,1 - .3%
$25”49 0 8 8 0 8 ¢ X & & & & @ 1055 10.2 - .3%
$50'99 6 6 o & & 0 o & O @ O €& © 7,0 7«9 + 99%
$100“199 5 o 8 & & 5 ° £ © % ¢ @ 6a6 616 -

¢ $200+‘P g & 2 8 & 6 & © 0 o » B € 297 39'2 + ’5%
Totalo ® o 06 & 4 0 e ¢ & € ® & B 100% 100% .47*
C. Census Self-Enumeration

(Nunmber Reapondents} , ¢ o » o » (617) (617)

$0 @ 0 5 S m ¥ 0 6 & & @ & ¥ & 4708% 48-8% + 100%
$1"24. 2 ® O 4 N 4 & O p &£ 8 o O 3003 24‘03 - 6000/0
$25”49 a 8 6 6 & 8 5 & 8 a & 4 7n9 11;2 + 3e3%
$50“99 e 6 8 & & ¥ ® BV & G0 & G @ 657 608 -+ 01%
$100“199 ¢« 5 4 2 0 & ¢ 8 & 2 & @ 407 457 -
$200+o & 8 5 @ ¥ O ® B 2 0 & 6 @ 2@6 402 i;éiéz
TOtalo 5 ® 0 8 ¥ ® & 9 G B D & 6 100% 100% 290*



TABLE 7 GONTIINUED

D. Census Self-Enumeration NORC Census Difference
Pasged Edit

(Mumber Respondents) « +« 4 + o o (437) (437)
SCi 4 o o s 6 e s 0 8 5 0 0 o s 48,97 49.2% + 2.3%
$1—24' A & 8 8 8 0 ® 4 & 8 3 s ¥ 2993 24:.3 - 5' 070
$25"49 & @ & & 0 ® & 0 9 ¥ & @ 100 1 12. 1 + 2o O%
$50"99 . o o @ “. & v 8 o ¢ 8 o 7.6 755 -~ W1%
$100“199 * 8 & ¢ e & e 5 » & a4 » 451 ’ 4.6 + .570
$200+9 " P e & ® 6 & 5 & 3 & 9 ____2“_9_9_ 2@3 + " 3 o
Totale o o ¢ o 0 5 2 v 5 o o & o 100% 100% 1. 7%
E, Census Self-Enumeration

Fziled Edit
(Number Respondents) o o« o o o (180) (180)
$O e ® 5 0 B B 6 & ° & ® P 2 ¥ & soo 0% 4-7. 7% - 2«;370
$l"24h e ¢ ¢ © 0 ® e & ¥ & 9 ¢ @ 32-8 2495 - 893%
$25“49 ® 9 b 6 Q e & B & B O & ® 2«8 8.9 -+ 6. 17o
$50"99 a & 06 © 8 5 & 5 ® ¥ & ® w 4.@4 5.0 + . 670
$1OO'199 2 0 @ & £ * 8 ¥ 06 & 9 B9 6-1 5,0 - 1.170
$200+1 P & T 6§ & D st & B e ____3q9 3,9 + 5.0%
Totals o ¢ o » o « 4 3 8 * e o o 100% 100% 3,90%

% Total average difference,

5. Medicine Expenses

Net frequency distributions reported on Census short forms for medicine
expenses were only a little over 1% different, on the average from NORC reports,
Direct enumeration and self-enumeration forms which passed edit were about the
same, but £all edit reports were consistently lesg accurste, No expenditures
are combined with under $25 expenses because of an artifact in NORC reporting,
In many cases, only a family total for non-presgcription medicine was arbitrarily
divided evenly among family wmembers by NORC, On Census self-enumeration re-
ports this was not so, so many more no expenditure discrepancies would result
1f the category was shown separately,
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TABIE 8

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF MEDICINE EXPENSES

A, Al Persons NORC Census
(Number Respondents) . ¢ o « o o  (1203) (1203)
$0‘24e ¢ 4 © 6 PN B 2 D S B 8 " ® 73&8% 7695%
$25“49 ? 2 & @€ 2 £ T W B s ¥ b s 1494 11,3
$50”99‘0 ¢ e ® 9 8 6 & e v A e s 7.6 7.5
$100+o ¢ ¢ & 3 4 & 0o 4 & & & A € 402 4.2
Totalo ¢ ¢ ® © 6 ® & € B ¥ & B & 100% 100%
B, Census Direct Interview
(Number Respondents) s a ¢ » o (586) (586)
$0"240 4 & & & & © 6 % & & & * 2 73&7% 7504‘%
$25"49 4 & ¢ & T ¢ e & © % & » & 15t0 12a8
$SO-99 ¢ s & 4 & 5 & & ® O O o & 605 7e4
$100+0 ¥ & & r O & & 4 ® T O & 9 @18 ) 4"&_[&
Tﬂtaln ¢ 0 6 ¢ ¢ &« € o » e B = @ 100% 100%
C. Census Self-Enumeration
{Number Respondents) « o « s o » (617) {617}
$0'245 4 & ® 8 & 8 o & 0 ® O ® & 73«9% 7704%
$25'49 & * & 5 &8 © & WM 0 & B © 8 13-8 1009
$50‘99 ¢ & 5 % 4 & 8 2 2 8 & & © 808 7;6
$100+._& » % e s 8 & & B & & » & *méLé 411
Totals o « o 5 o o 4 6 ¢ 0 ¢ 2 » 100% 100%
D. Census Self-Enumeration

Passed Edit
(Number Respondents) . o« » o « » (437) (437)
$o—24; 4 & & & & & & & & =% & » o 75.3% 7741%
$25'49 e 0 & e & 6 © @ 8 & & B o 1303 11.5
$50*99 L A A T I A N I L I B 809 802
$100+c e s s 8 % s s G & & & 8 @ _"2&2 *_éig
Totalo e 8 & s 8 9 & o 4 0 » 100% 1007%
E. Census Self-Enumeration

Failed Edig
(Numbher Respondents) + o « v v o (180) (130)
$D-24a » 0o 2 8 € & O & 0 €& @« ¢ @ 70-6% 7853%
$25‘49 s & o @ = 3§ ¢ & 5 & w0 15-0 905
$50"‘99 2 & 8 O & ¥ & 8 ©C € 2 4 89 3 65 1
$100+w ® o 8 0 & & 6 % & ¥ 8 8 ¢ 6q1 631
Total. -] - . L4 » - L L ] L] - 2 L L] 10070 10076

® Total average difference.

Difference

+ 2. 77°
« 2,6%
- 01%

1.35%

+ 1.7%
- 2} 279
+ 9%
- 4%
1,30%

+ 3!570
- 2.9%
1.2%
+ 6%
2.05%

+ 7.7%
-~ 515%
- 2.2%

- 3,85%
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6. Denktal Expenses

Over ofia~third of all persons report some dental expenses, with the
average net frequency interval difference between Census and NORC reports
amounting to only 1%. Only minor differences are noted in Table 9 for the
different types of Census reports.

TABLE 9

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DENTAL EXPENSES

A, A1 All Persons NORC Census Diffsvance
(Number Respondents) + » « « o o (1203) (1203

$O B 3 2 & 3 e B 5 ® P O & £ © O 6403% 64.3% -
$1‘246 ® % & % 5 0o 2 & ¢ © @8 G O 20,5 17-8 - 207%
$25-49 e ® 6 v o€ O # 8 % ¢ % © O 6 3 8v7 + 2:4%
$50'99 ¢ 5 2 0 & € o 5 & o0 s 8 4 2 3.7 - oJa
$100+ﬁ @ H e 6 9 » & ® ® € F % ® 4 7 595 + 58%
Tctalc 2 B e o e 3 ¢ B e+ g # e @ 00% 100% 1 28*

B, Census Pirect Interview
(Numbex Respondents) « o o o s o (586) (586)

$0 o B 5 ® ¢ & G O % 9 & ¥ & ® O 6400% 65¢0% <+ 1,0%
$1'240 C 0o 4 & ¢ 0 B oA % $ 0 0 @ 21§9 18,3 - 3a6%
$25'49 5 0 @ % ® 0 € & 6 o 8 0 & 6.3 cs + 1.5%
$50"99 ¢ D 8 ¥ & o 4 b & % 9 O O 4n4 3.8 - J6%
$100+c 4 o & £ 6 0 8 6 & & 6 0 o 3 4 5 et 1 :lf;__l_g_zzg
Totalﬁ -] L ] 14 e o * L4 & * * I 4 L] L 4 100/0 07 1‘68*
C. Cenpgus Self Enumexation

{Number Respondents) o a« o s « © 617y (B617)

$O ¢ 0 W 5 B & & 3 & G & B & & » 64, 5% 63:7% - 93%
$1—24§ e o 0 6 & o & & & B & 3 & 19:3 17n3 - 200%
$25“49 ¢ @ ¥ & & 4 5 B 8 " & @ 6¢3 9.6 + 3:3%
$50—99 » @ 6 o & & © » -.c & 4-1 3«6 - .5%
$100+n s 4 e 6 8 = W 8 & 8 2 s & 5a8 5-8 -
TOta 4 & * & » o & » * - LI [ 100v° 10000 10 32*

D, Census Self-Enumexation
Passed Edit

(Mumber Respondents) . . + + » o (437) (437)

$0 4 4 & 8 & 8 e« & & & s * & 8 63.4% 6299% - .5%
$l‘241 * & 0 & @ ® » a2 ¢ ¥ & @ . 17.8 1516 - 2-2%
$25"49 ¢ & ® © ¢ * & 8 & s 5 B 7-4 11.2 + 3.82
$50’99 2 9 4 6 5 © B A B & N ® » 5-0 3:4 - 1-6%
$100+o ® & o &« % 0 8 O 8 & 8 & 0 6'4 6.9 + .5%
Fotale » 4 ¢ 2 6 9 ¢ » » 2 o o » 1007 100% 1.72%
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TABLE 9 CONTINUED

E, Census Self-Enumeration NORC Census Difference
Failed Edit

{Number Respondents) . . «

(180)  (130)

$0 ¢ A & s & » s ¢ 2 & B & » & O 67.2% 6505% = 1-7%
$1—24v ¢ 0 6 & 5 3 ¢ B 8 e & s ® 22.8 21.7 - 1.1%
$25'49 S 6 e ¢ 2 2 e ¢ 8 s b s 0 3.9 5.6 + 107%
$50"99 e 8 o & & G s ¢ & e @ ¥ 0 1a7 3.9 %'202%
$100+n S e 6 3 % e 8 ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¥ & 4.4 3-3 - 1.1%
Totaln L] . a L] -] L ] L - L d - L] L] 100% 100% 1'56*

* Totzl average difference,

7. Other Medical Exrcenses

Other medical expenses includes such items as eye glasses, hearing aids,
crutches, braces and other medical appliances, as well as costs of nursing,
chiropractors aid other non-doctor personnel, On the average, net frequency
distributions reported to Censusand NORC were within 147 of one another,
Direct interviewing was most accurate but the differences are small as can be
seen in Table 10,

TABLE 10

NET FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTICNS OF OTHER MEDICAL EXPENSES

A. All Persong C _ NCRGC Census Difference
(Number Respondents) « + o o & « (1203) (1203)

$0 e 5 & 8 & 8 & & % e % s ® B » 78;0% 81;6% + 306%

$l—24’O # & & % s s o 8 = s & s ® 9&5 6-3 - 30,270

$25"49 L Y » s s & s 8:5 708 - ¢77°

$50"99 2 4 & e e s & 3 & & 5 & @ 3'@1 3-3 '3" .270

$100+! € o » - 3 . [} . » . @ [ 3 » 09 1.0 i___._lzfé

TOtalo * & 8 s 8 3 & & 9 B e ¢ » 100% 100% -1.56*

B, Census Direct Interview
(Number Respondents) . +« « « + o (586)  (586)

$O0 4 ¢ 6 v s o e s s w s e e e 188% 8LT% + 2.9%
$l'24o e P e 8 6 & * s & s 8 e @ 8-7 6.5 - 2.2%
$25“49 2 ® & & & & & 8 2 4 e & @ 707 7.5 - '2%
$50“99 & & B s s 3 . & ¥ 8 & 3 * @ 3'4 3-1 - -‘%
$100+¢ e 2 8 2 2 9§ B m & 4 8 e @ 1:4 1-2 - rZ%
Totale « o s « » 2 o« 5 « « » & » 100% 1007% 1.16%



TABLE 10 CONTINUED

20 -

C. Census Self-~-Enumeration NORC Census Difference
{Number Respondents) o« « o« s » » (617)  (617)
$O »# 9 0 ©°© ¢ & & ® 6 ©0 & © & » » 77';3% 81‘5% ’:‘ 4;2%
$1"2[l'e 4« 6 & 4 8 6 & 0 o & & & » 10;2 6'_2 - 4,0%
$25"l3‘9 ¢ & e 3 & & & 5 % & 8 W » 962 8'51 - 1a 170
$50“99 s » & » 2 0 & e @ 8 & & = 29’8 334’ - + -670
$l00+o a4 & & 2 & O & 6 & 2 & p - 5 2 8 -+ -379
Total. 6 & ¢ » 6 &8 ¢ 4w ® &5 o e @ 100% 100% 24 Q4%
D, Census Self-Enumeration

Possed Edit
(Wumber Respondents) ¢ « o o & o (437)  (437)
$O 8 5 & 5 0 4 & 2 & % 0 e & ¥ 2 753970 82;-2% + 6.37;
$1"'24~‘3 5 A 9 © £ 5 o ¥ & & B e 0 1093 5;9 - 40479
$25"'49 ¢ 0 0 * 5 4 8 B G & © 6 ® 906 8197 - -0970
$50"99 4 0 ¢ o o & & B & 6 O P 3¢ 7 2¢7 - 1-0%
$100"=‘v ® e 2 o & 5 8 ¢ &6 % & & 0 ____gé __2__5_ ol
TOtals o o o o s ¢ ¢ 5 s 02 0 & » 100% 100% 2,52%
E, Census Self~Enumeration

Fziled Edit
{Number Respondents) o ¢ « o o » (1ean) (180)
$0 e 8 o © & © % o ¢ v e © ©W o @ 80- 679 80;, 070 - . 67@
$1-2Z!"e " e ¢ 6 % 8 s a8 & ® e & 1050 6-7 - 30370
$25"49 O & & & 9 e % 4 & & 8 e @ 8-3 697 - 10 670
$50'99 ® © ® 0 © & ® ® 2 ® e © © 0.6 5&0 L 4e 40/0
$100§°n # & 0 © & * e ¢ € o @ v [ 5 1.; 6 _'_!‘_l.__g-,_lzo
TOtal. L d * L L . L] « ° * © Q L 4 € 100?/9 1000/3 29207':

% Total average diffesrence,

C. Grogss Differences in Frequency Distributions of Medical Expenses

Almost two-thirds of all pergons reported total medical expenditures in the
game class interval in both the short Census report and the more detailed
NORC intexrview. Differences, as shown in Table 11, are not significant Butfiyesn
Census Direct interviews and self-enumeration.
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The precise magnitude of the discrepancy between the Census and NORC
reports for a given category of expenses is quite arbitrary, This magni-
tude is a function of the number and width of the class intexvals employed
and the shape of the expenditure distribution. Since these factors varied,
comparisons as to the relative accuracy of the repcrting with rvegerd to dif-
ferent types of expenses would not be fruitful,

Since the level of agreement is artificially high for ralatively rare
types of expenses like those for hospital care, the percentages of coinci-
dent classification exclusive of the "no ezpense" cell of the diagonal are
presented in Part D of the table.

TABLE 11

COMPARTRONS OF GROSS DIFFFRENCES IN CLASS INTERVALS
OF MEDICAL EXPENSE REPORYED TO CENSUS AND NORC

Hosp.
Hosp. Not
Ovére Over- Medi- Den~

Tctal night night Doctor cine tists Other

A. All Persons

Same class interval . . 63,27 95.3% 92.1% 62.8% 75.4% 81,17 84.2%
Census mMoO¥e . . o - « o 19,9 2.8 6.2 20.7 11.3 10.7 6.0
Census less . .. . . . 16,9 1.9 1.7 16,7 13.3 8.2 9.8

B. Gensus Direct

Same class interval ., , 63.8% 95.9% 92.9% 62.8% 75,54 80.6% 85.3%
Census more . ., + « « « 20,1 2.4 5.2 20.2 1..6 10,9 4.7
Census lezs . . . . . . 16,1 1.7 1.9 17.0 12.9 8.5 10,0
C, Census Sglf=-

Enumeration
Same class interval . . 62.6% 94.6% 91.67% 62.8% 75.1% 81.9% 83.1%
Census MOYE 4+ v & o « o 19.7 3.2 7.1 21.0 11.3 10.4 7.1
Census less . . o ¢« v o 17.7 2.2 1.3 16,2 13.6 7.7 9.8

D. Adjustment for
No Expense
All Persona

No expensas-NORC-Census., * 39.6% 90,9% 34.0% * 58.9% 73.8%
Same class interval with

CEPENSCE « + o o o o * 5.7 1.2 28,6 % 22,2 10.4
Different ¢lass interval
with expenses . . .« « % 4,7 7.9 37.4 W 18.9 15.8

% Quwing to the combination of the 'no expanse" and %Ll - 824" class inter-

vals, a meaningful adjustment is not possible for the "Total" and "Medi-
cine" categories.
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It ig interesting to note in Table 12 that only 9% of all persons report
to NCRC and Census total expenses which are two or more class intexvals dif-
ferenit, About a fourth of all persons report only one class intexval differ-
ence in total medical expenses, Likewige, all but doctor expenses have less than
9% of all persons reporting two or more class interval differences, Clearly
most of the discrepancies reported to Census on the short form are inaccuracies
involving only one class interval difference.

TABIE 12
NUMBER OF CLASS INTERVAL DIFFERENCES
IN MEDICAL EXPENSES REPORTED TO CENSUS AND NORC

HOSPO
Hosp Not
All Persons Over- Over=- Madi- Den-
One class interval Iotal night night Doctor _cine tists Other

Difference from NORC

Census moxe . a4 e » 15.570 2.2% 3.3% 15;470 805% 8.070 2.7%
Census less s % 4 ¢ 4 & & 12.2 1,2 1.2 12,5% 10.0 6.5 6t1

Total e ¢ 8 &6 ¢ 4 @ o o 27.7% 3.4% 4.5% 2709% 18(5% 14.5% 8.8%

Two or more class
Interval Differences
From NORG

Census moxXe + o « o » o 4,47 6%  2.9% 5.37  2.8% 2,7% 3.3%
CenSuS 1ESS L 3 * @ L ] * » . 4.7 .7 .5 4‘.2 3.3 1.7 3'7

Total o 4 o o ¢ o o o 9.1% 1.3% 3.4% 9.5% 6.1% 4.4% 1.0%

Details on gross differences in reported medical expenses for all six
categories of expenses are shown in Tsgble 13,



NORC

$0-24. .
$25-49 .
$50-99 .
$100-299
$3004 .
Total .

$0-24. 3
$25-49 .
$50-99 ,

$100-299 .

$300+-
Total., |,

$0-24., .
$25-49 ,
$50-99 .
$100-299
$300+

Total. .

§0-24,
$25-49 .
$50-99 .

§100-299 .

$300+
Total. .

$0-240 .
$25-49
" $50-99 ,

$100-199 .

SBOO':' .
Total. .

- 33 -

, . TABIE 13 . _ o
COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND NORC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

A, GRAND TOTALS

Total Census

s a4 e e

» & = s a »

$0-24 $25-49 $50-99 §100-299 $300+ Total
394 63 5.3% 26 2.1 7 5% 4 494 41.1%
63 88 7.3 49 4.1 16 1.3 - 216 18.0
33 33 2.7 79 6.6 &7 3.9 1 193 16,0
11 10 .3 32 2.7 120 10.0 26 199 16.5
1 1 A 2 .1 18 1.5 79 - 101 8.4
502 195 16.2% 183 15.6% 208 17.3% 110 1203 100.0%
Census Direct Interview
136 36 13 2.2 4 7% 2 261 41,1%
30 45 24 4,1 8 1.4 - 107 i8.3
11 15 47 8.0 20 3.4 1 2 94 16.0
6 3 17 2.9 59 10,0 10 1.7 95 16.2
1 1 2 .4 8 1.4 37 6.3 49 3.4
234 180 103 7.6% 99 16,%9% 50 8.5% 586 100.C%
Census Self~-Enumevation Totals
208 27 4.4 13 2.1% 3 .5% 253  41.0%
33 43 7.0 25 4.1 8 1.3 - 109 17.7
22 3 2.8 32 5.2 27 4.4 - 99 16.1
5 7 1.1 15 2.4 61 9,9 15 104 16.8
- - - - 10 1.5 42 52 8.4
288 95 35 13.8% 109 17.7% 60 617 100,.0%
Census Self-FBnumeration - Pass Edit
139 24 9 2.1 - -% 173 39.6%
20 33 15 3.7 5 1.2 74 156.9
15 14 27 6.2 22 5.0 - 8 17.8
4 7 12 2.7 49 11.2 7 79 18.1
- - - - 7 1,6 26 33 7.6
178 78 64 14.79 83 19.07 34 437 100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Fail Hdit
69 3 4L 2.2 3 1.6% 1 80 44,47
13 10 9 5.0 3 1.6 - 35 19.4
7 4 5 2.8 5 2.8 - 21 11.7
1 - 3 1.7 12 6.7 9 25 13.9
- - - 3 1.7 16 19 1C.6
90 17 21 11.7% 26 14,47 26 180 100.0%



NORC

0. . .
1-99 . .
100-199.
200-299,
3004 .

Total. .

0. ...
1-99 , .
100-193,

e 8 2 & e

200-299, .
300+ . . .

Total. .

0. ..
1-99 .

100-195. .

200-293.
300+ .
Total.

0. ¢ . &
1-99 . .
100-199,
200-299,
3604 .
Total,

0. « + ..
1"99 . .

160-199,
200-299,
300+

Total., .

e e o+ @
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND MNORC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES
B, HOSPITAL OVERNIGHT
Total Census
0 1-9¢ 150-199 200-299 300+ Total
1078 8%.6% 12 1.0% 5 A% - -% - -% 1095 91.0%
4 .3 15 1.3 4 3 i W1 - - 24 2.0
1 .1 3 .2 22 1.9 5 oo 1 .1 32 2.7
1 .1 1 W1 ) 3 10 8 5 .5 24 2.0
4 3 - - 1 .1 2 .2 21 1.7 23 2.3
1638 90.4% 31 2.,6% 38 3.2% 18 1.5% 28 2.3% 1203 100.0%
Cengus Direct Interview
5292 90.2% 7 1,2% 1 .27 - -% - -% 537 91.6%
2 .3 5 .9 2 .3 - - - - 9 1.5
1 .2 - - 13 2,2 2 .3 - - 15 2.7
1 .2 - - 4 o7 6 1.0 2 A 13 2.3
- - - - - - 2 .3 i 1.6 11 1,9
533 90.9% 12 2.1% 20 3.4% 10 1.6% 11 2.0% 586 100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration Totals
549 §89,0% 5 . 8% 4 6% - - - - 558 90.4%
2 .3 10 1.6 2 .3 1 .2 - - 15 2.4
- - 3 .5 9 1.4 3 .5 1 .2 16 2.6
- - 1 .2 2 .3 4 7 4 .6 11 1.8
4 .7 - - 1 .2 - - 12 1.9 17 2.8
555 90.987 1S 3.1% 13 2.8% 3 1.4% 17 2.7% 617 100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Pass Edit
395 90.4% 2 5% 1 2% ~ -% - -% 398 91.1%
2 Wb 7 1.6 2 .5 - - - - 11 2.5
- - 3 o7 8 1.8 1 .2 - - 12 2.7
- - 1 .2 2 .5 3 o7 1 .2 7 1.6
4 .9 - - - - - - 5 1.2 9 2.1
401 91.7% 13 3.04 13 3.0% 4 9% 6 1.4% 437 100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Fail .Edit
154 85.5% 3 1.7% 3 1.7% - - - - 160 83.9%
- ~ 3 1.7 - - 1 .5 - - 4 2.2
- - - - 1 .6 2 1.1 1 .5 4 2.2
- - - - - - 1 .5 3 1.7 4 2.2
- - - - 1 .6 - - 7 3.9 8 4.5
154 85.5% 3.4% 5 2.9% 4 2.12 11 6.1% 180 100.90%



0. * L]
1"24 .
25"49-
50"‘99.
100+ ,
Total,
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COMPARISON

“ 25 =

OF CENSUS AND NORC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

C, HOSPITAL - NOT GVERNIGHT

Total Censis

0 1-24 25-49 50-99 100+ Total
1094 90.9% 38 3.2%2 1& 1.2% 3 6% 10 .8% 1164 96.7%
-6 3 ] 5 1 .1 2 2 - - 17 1.4
2 .2 2 .2 3 2 - - 1 .1 8 .7
1 .1 - - 4 .3 2 2 - - 7 .G
2 .2 - - - - 3 2 2 2 7 G

1105 91.9% 48 4,0% 22 1,8% 15 1.2% 13 1,1% 1203 100.0%

Census Direct Interxview

536 91.5% 18 3.1% 5 L9% - -% 5 8% 564 95.3%
6 1,0 7 1.2 1 .2 - - - - 14 2.4
1 .1 2 .3 1 .2 - - 1 .2 5 .8
1 2 - - 2 .3 - - - - 3 3

544 92,8% 27  4.6% i 1.6% - - 6 1,0% 536 100.0%

Census Self-Enpumeration Totals

558 90.5% 20 3.2% 9 1.5% 8 1.3% 5 .8% 600 927.3%
- - i .2 - - 2 .3 - - 3 .5
1 .2 - - 2 .3 - - - - 3 .5
- - - - 2 .3 2 .3 - - 4 .6
2 .3 - - - - 3 .5 2 .3 7 1.1

561 91.0%72 21 3.4% 13 2.1% 15 2.4% 7 1.1% 617 100.0%

Census Self-Enumeration - Pass Edit

399 91.3% 16 3.7% 5 1.4% 3 7% 2 A% 426 97.5%
- - 1 .2 - - 2 .5 - - 3 .7
- - - - 2 b b .3 - - 3 .7
1 2 - - - - 2 A 2 .5 5 1.1

400 91.5% 17 3.9% 3 1.8% o 1.%% 4 9% 437 100.0%

Census Self-Enumeration - Fail Edit

159 88.3% 4 2.2% 3 1.7% 5 2.8% 3 1.6% . 174 36.6%
1 .6 - - 2 1.1 - - - - 3 1.7
- - - - - - 1 .6 - - 1 .6
1 .6 - - - - 1 .5 - - 2 1,1

161 89.5 4 2.2 5 2.8 7 3.9 3 1.6 180 100.0%



NCRC
R ‘

25-49. . .

Li50-99,

1~24 . . .

100-199. . .

200 4+ .
Total.

0. ¢ ¢
1-24 , .
25“49. .
5033, .
100"199 .
200+ ,
Total. .

0 . - -« *

1-24 . .

e 8 » = e e e

25-49. . . .
50-99. . .

100-199 3
2004 . .
Total. .

0. .
1-24 , .
25-49, .
50-99, .
100-199.
2004 . .
Total, .

0' LI I

1"24’ LY

25-49. .
) 50-99, .
100-199.
2004+ ,
Total. .

* e e & e
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND NORC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

D. DOCTOR

Total Census

0 1-24 25-49 50-99 100-199 200+ Total
409 34.0% 90 7.5% 17 1.4% 12 1.0%2 5 vA - =% 533 4&.3%
97 8.0 208 17.3 42 3.5 23 1.9 5 4 2 .2 377 31.3
16 1.4 27 2.2 52 4.3 13 1.1 2 .2 1 .1 111 9.3
7 .6 10 .8 11 .9 33 2.7 16 1.4 5 .4 82 6.8
5 .4 3 .3 7 .6 7 .6 31 2.5 15 1.2 68 5.6
1 .1 - - - - - - 9 .8 22 1.8 32 2.7
535 44.5% 338 28.1% 129 10.7% 88 7.3% 68 5.7% 45 3.7%1203 00.0%
Census Direct Interview
179 30,6% 49 38.4% 2 4% 5 9% 3 5% - -% 239 40.86%
42 7.2 113 19.3 19 3.2 14 2.4 2 .3 - - 190 32.4
7 1.2 16 2.7 30 5.1 6 1.0 2 A 1 .1 862 10.5
3 .5 7 1.2 6 1.0 17 2.9 7 L.2 1 .2 41 7.0
3 .5 3 5 3 5 -4 .7 19 3.2 7 1.2 39 4.5
- - - - - - - - 6 1.0 10 1.7 16 2.7
234 40,.0% 188 32.17% 60 10.2% 46 7.9% 39 6.6% 19 3.2% 586100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration Totals
230 37.3% 41 6.6% 15 2.5% 7 1.1% 2 .3% - -% 295 47.%%
55 8.9 95 15,4 23 3.7 9 1.5 3 .5 2 3 187 30.3
9 1.4 11 1.8 22 3.6 7 1.1 - - - - 49 7.9
4 .7 3 ) 5 .8 16 2.6 9 1.5 4 .6 41 6.7
2 .3 - - 4 .6 3 .5 12 1.9 8 1.3 29 4,7
1 .2 - - - - - - 3 .3 12 2.0 16 2.6
301 48.8% 150 24.3% 69 11,2% 42 6.8% 29 4.7% 26 4.27 617 100.0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Pass Edit
163 37.3% 27 6.2% 9 2.1% 5 1.1%2 1 2% - -% 205 46.9%
39 8.9 57 15,3 16 3.6 4 .9 2 5 - - 128 29.3
7 1.6 9 2.1 21 4.8 7 1.6 - - - - 44 10.1
3 .7 3 .7 4 .9 14 3,2 7 1.6 2 .5 33 7.6
2 .5 - - 3 .7 3 .7 8 1.8 2 b 18 4.1
1 .2 - - - - - - 2 .5 6 1.4 9 2.0
215 49.2% 106 24.3% 53 12.1% 33 7.5% 20 4.6% 10 2.3% 437 100,0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Fail Edit
67 37.2% 14 7.8% 6 3.4% 2 1.1% 1 SE - -% 90 50,0%
16 8.8 28 15.6 7 3.9 5 2.8 1 .6 2 1.1 52 32.8
2 1.2 2 1.1 1 .5 - - - - - - 5 2.8
1 .5 - - 1 .6 2 1.1 2 1.1 2 1.1 8 4.4
- - - - 1 .5 - - 4 2.2 6 3.3 11 6.1
- - - - - - - - 1 .5 6 3.4 7 3.9
86 47.7% 44 24,57 16 8.9% 9 5,04 9 S5.0% 16 8.9% 180 100.0%
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND NORC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

£, MEDICINE

Total Census

25-49 50~99 100+ Total

5.5% 2.2% 1 1% 883 73.8%
G 23 1.9 6 50 173 l4.4
1.5 2.5 4 1.1 92 7.6
& 11 9 30 2.5 50 4.2
11.8% 90 7.5% 51  4.2% 1203 100.0%

Census Divect Interview

6.2% 14 2,4% - - 432  73.7%
5.1 10 1.7 - - 88 15.0
1.2 13 2.2 8 1.3 38 6.5
.3 6 1.1 13 3.1 28 4.8
12.8% 43 7.4% 26 4,47 586 100,07

Census Self-Enumeration Totals

NCRG 0-24
0-24 v v 4 v 4 a0 o o« T9% 066,07 67
2549, . ¢ 4 e s 0 e e 21 7.6 53
50-99¢ ¢ ¢« 4 e e v s e s 30 2.5 18
100+ & 0 6 v 6 6 0 0 o » 5 A 4
Total., « &« 4 o ¢« « 4« « » 920 76.5% 142
0-24 4 ¢« ¢ ¢ « &« s o &« 382 65,1% 36
2543, .+ 4 v 4 e 4 .. U8 8.2 30
50-99. 4 4 4 4 o e e s 10 1.8 7
1004+ & v 4 o 6 0 i 6 o u 2 .3 2
Total, ¢« v o ¢ 2 o « o «» G&2 75,4% 75
0-24 . . . . ¢ ... . 412 66.7% 31
2549, . . . . 4 .. .. 43 7.0 23
50-99. . . i 4 e v ... 20 3.2 11
100+ . & v v 0 0 4 . . 3 .5 2
Total., & o &« « o & o « . &78 77.4% 67
Census
0-24 ., . ... . . . 302 69,1% 19
2549, . . . 044 e e e 22 5,1 21
5039, & 4 4 4 e . o . 13 2.9 9
100+ . v s o s e e e e - - 1
Total., . . . . . . . .. 337 77.1%2 50
0284 4 4 4 4 ¢ o o o & 110 61,1% 12
2549, . 4 4 i 4 e e e 21 11.7 2
5099, v v i 4 e 4 e s 7 3.9 2
00+ . . . 0 0 e e e . 3 1.6 1
Totals o o ¢ o o o & & o 141 78,37 17

5.1%2 12 1.9% 1 2% 456  73.9%
3.7 13 2.1 6 1.0 85 13.8
1.8 17 2.8 6 1.0 54 3.2
.3 5 .8 12 1.9 22 3.5
10.9% 47 7.6% 25 4.1% 617 100,0%
Self-Enumeraticn - Pass Edit -
4. 4% 8 1.2% - - 329 75.3%
4.8 11 2.5 4 .9 58 13.3
2.1 14 3.2 3 o7 39 8.9
2 3 .7 7 1.6 11 2.5
11.5% 36 38.2% 14 3.2% 437 100.0%

Cengus Self-Enumeration - Fgil Edit

6.7% & 2.2% 1 6% 127  70.6%
1.1 2 1.1 2 1.1 27 15.0
1.1 3 1.7 3 1.6 15 8.3
.6 2 1,1 5 2.8 11 6.1
9.5% 11 6.,1% 11 6.1% 180 100.0%
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND NCRC REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

F. DENTIST

Total Census

NORC 0 1-24 25-49 50-99 1004 Total
0. . .. .. 709 58.9% 41 3.4% 14 1.2% 3 3% 6 5% 773
1-24 . . . . 52 4.3 156 13.6 33 2.7 5 A 1 .1 247
25-49, . . . 5 .5 13 1.1 45 3.7 10 .8 2 2 76
50-99, . . . 2 .2 3 .2 . 10 .8 23 i.9 13 1.1 51
100+ ., , . 5 N 1 .1 3 .3 3 .3 44 3.6 56
Total. . . . 774 64,3% 214 17.8% 105 8.7% 44 3,7% 66 5.5% 1203
Census Direct Interview
0. + o » « » 345 58.9% 20 3.4% 5 .8% 2 .67 3 5% 375
1-24 ., . ., 31 5.3 79 13.5 14 2.4 3 .5 1 .2 128
25~49, . . . 2 .3 6 1.0 21 3.6 7 1.2 1 .2 37
50-99, . . . 1 .2 2 N 5 .0 10 1.7 8 1.3 26
1004+ . . . . 2 .3 - - 1 .2 - - 17 2.9 20
Total. . . . 381 65.0% 107 18.3% 46 7.8% 22 8% 30 5.1% 586

Census Self-Enumeration Totals

0. . . . .. 364 59.0% 21 3.4% 9 1.5% 1 2% 3 4% 398
1-26 ., . .. 21 3.4 77 12,5 19 3.1 2 .3 - ~ 119
25-49, . . . 4 .6 7 1.1 24 3.9 3 3 1 .2 39
50-99. . . . 1 .2 1 .2 5 .8 13 2.1 5 .8 25
100+ . . . . 3 .5 1 1 2 .3 3 .3 27 4.4 36
Total. . . . 393 63,7% 107 17.3% 5% 9.6% 22 3.6% 36 5.8% 617
Census Self-Enumeration -~ Pass Edit
0. « « o » . 256 58.6% 12 2,3% 7  1.6% 1 2% 1 2% 277
1.2 . . .. & 3.1 49 11.2 15 3.5 - - - - 78
25-49, . . . 2 .5 5 1.2 21 4.8 3 .7 1 .2 32
50-99. . . . 1 .2 1 .2 5 1.1 11 2.5 4 1.0 22
1004 . « . . 2 .5 1 .2 1 .2 - - 26 5.5 28
Total, . . . 275 62.9%4 &8 15.6% 49 11.2% 15 3.4% 30 6.9% 437
Census Self-Enumeration - Fafl Edit
0. ... .. 103 60.0% 9 5.0% 2 1.1% - - 2 1.1% 121
1-24 . . . . 7 3.9 28 15.6 4 2.2 2 1.1 - - 41
25-49, . . . 2 1.1 2 1.1 3 1.7 - - - - 7
50-9%. . . . - - - - - - 2 1,1 1 .6 3
100+ . ... 1 o3 - - 1 .6 3 17 3 1.6 8
Total. . . . 118 65.5%2 3% 21.7% 10 5.6% 7 3.9% 6 3.3% 180



NORC

O. * .
1-24 ,
25-49,
50-99,
1004 .
Total.

0. . .
1-24 ,
25-49,
50-99,
100+ ,
Total.

0. . .
1-24 ,
25-49,
50-99,
1004 .
Total,

1-24 ,
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1004 .
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND NORC REPORTS CF MEDICAL EXPENSES

G. OTHER EXPINSES

Total Census

o] 1-24 25-49 . 30-99 1004 Total
888 73.8% 18 1.5% 20 1.6%2 10 9% 3 2% 9233 78.0%
52 4.3 49 4.1 7 .6 5 3 1 .1 114 9.5
32 2.7 8 .5 54 4.5 7 .6 1 .1 102 8.5
10 .5 1 P 12 1.0 14 1.2 - - 37 3.1
- - - - 1 .1 K} .2 7 .6 11 .9
982 381.6% 76 6.3% 94 7.8% 39 3.3% 12 1.0% 12063 100.0%
Census Direct Interviews
439 74.9% ) 1.0%4 16 1.7% 5 9% 2 3% 462 73.8%
23 3.9 25 4,3 2 .3 1 .2 - - 51 8.7
15 2.6 ) 1.0 22 3.8 2 3 - ~ 45 7.7
2 3 1 2 % 1.5 8 1.4 - - 20 3.4
- - - - 1 W2 2 .3 5 .9 8 1.4
479 81.7% 38 6.5% 44 7.5% 12 3.1% 7 1.2% 586 100.90%
Census Self-Enumeration Totals
449 72.7% 12 2,04 10 1.6% 5 3% 1 2% 477 77.3%
29 4.7 24 3.9 5 i 4 o7 1 .1 63 10.2
17 2.8 2 3 32 5.2 5 o7 1 .2 57 9.2
] 1.3 - - 3 ) 6 1.0 - - 17 2.8
- - bl - - - 1 a2 2 .3 3 .5
503 81.5% 38 6.2% 50 8.1%2 21 3.4% 5 8% 617 100,0%
Census Self-Enumeration - Pass Edit
314 71.8% 7 1.6% 8 1.8% 3 7% - - 332 75,9%
23 5.3 18 4.1 b .9 - - - - 45 - 10,3
14 3.2 1 .2 23 5.3 4 .9 - - 42 2.6
8 1.9 - nd 3 .7 5 1-1 had s 16 3‘7
- - - - - - - - 2 .5 2 5
355 82.2% 26 5.9% 38 8.7%2 12 2.7% 2 .5% 437 100,0%
Census Self-Enumeration ~ Fail Edis
135 75.1% 5 2.0% 2 1.1% 2 1.1% 1 .5% 145 80.6%
6 3.3 6 3.3 1 .0 4 2.2 1 .6 18 10.0
3 1.6 1 .0 g 5.0 1 .0 1 .5 15 3.3
- - - - - - 1 N - - 1 .6
- - - - - - 1 .5 - - 1 .5
144 80.0% 12 6,7% 12 6.7% 9 5.0% 3 1.6% 180 100.0%
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D. Analysis of Reported Medical Expenses by Selected Personal Characteristies

In the discussion of net and gross differences in reported frequency distrie
butions of medical costs, the offsetting of overstatements by understatements of
expenses was noted. While this tendency to balance errors in reporting on the
short forms produces desirable overall accuracy, it is important in evaluating
nedical costs of different types of individuals to be certain that there are
no systematic biases in reporting related to specific personal characteristics
such as sex, age, or education. An analysis of these items which will be pre=
sented in this section, reveals no serious biases related to these factors. The
class intervals employed in this analysis are, for each of the expense cates .
gories, the same ones as appear in the corresponding section of Table 13.

L. Sex

The degree of consistency between the class intervals of the nmedical
expenses reported to Census and those reported to NORC is generally about the
.sane for males as it is for females. For the Census interview and self-enumer=
ated cases combined, a difference in the level of class interval coincidence of
as nuch as 5% occurred only in the case of expenses for doctors' care. This
latter difference is to some extent an artifact of the higher proportion incur-
ring doctors' charges among females than among males. If we consider as coinci-
dent only those diagonal cases where some expense was reported both to Census
and to NORC, 30% of the females would have been classified in the same class
interval on the short form as on the long form, while this would have been true
for only 27% of the males. Similarly, among the self-enumerated cases, the
exclusion of those individuals for whon doctors' charges were reported on
neither the short nor the long form changes the coincidence figure for women
to 28% and for men to 237%.

TABLE 14
COMPARISON OF NORC AND CENSUS REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES
BY SEX
A, Grand Totals

1, All Persons Male Female
(Number RespondentS) P T S T I 2 N T R Y ) (573) (630)
Same~Census«NORC « & o« ¢ o « ; a & » & o b & & 6200% 64.1%
Census Greater « o o e ¢ ¢ 6 8 &6 o 8 5 @ o & @ 19.7 2002
Census leS8e « o« o o ¢ o « s 0 o @ c o s o e A1803 15,7

2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents) o o « « o « o s o o o o+ (272) (312)
Same~Census-NORC &+ o ¢ ¢« ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ s o & 62,5% 64.7%
GCensus ZYealtel + o ¢ o ¢ o o o o ¢« 5 9 a o o o 19,1 21.2
Census 1eBSe ¢ o o ¢ o 2 ¢ ¢ 5 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 8 s @ 18.4 14.1

3. Census~Self-Enumeration

(NumbEr Respondents)'. e ¢ o & ¢ s ¢ o & o 8 (301} (318)
Smﬂe’census "NORC s & & s o o = ' v % e 0 & v ¢ 6 1 * 5?0 63 . 57“
Census 2reater o o v e« s o o » o & » . e % e a 20,2 19.2

18,3 17.3

-
-
L]
L]
-
*
-
-
L4
L}
»
.

Census 1e8S, o v » o »
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TABLE 14 CONTINUED

B, Hospital Overnight

1, Total Census Hsle Pemale
(Mumber Respondentis) o o « ¢« o o o ¢« o s o o (573) (630)
Same Census-NORC o o o o« o o o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 2 s o o 9593% 95&1%
Cengus greater o o o ¢ « 6 % 5 2 o ¢« 0 2 « & @ 2.0 3.0
Census 1eSSe o« o o 6 o o ¢+ » 2 8 ¢ 0 ¢ & @& o » 2.1 1.9
2. Census Direct
(Number RESPOﬂdEHtS) > & & o 5 & & o @ 0 ¢ ¢ © (272) (3122
Same Cznsus-NORC e 2 % o » ¢ @ o G © € @ D g0 ® g6.3% 95.5%
Census SYeatel o o o 2 s &« ¢ o 2 5 o o ¢ o o & 1.8 2.9
Census leSSa ¢ ® & @ ® 58 ¢ B O ® ® 6 ® G v e ® 1&9 1#6
3, Census Self-Enumexation
(Number Respondents) « o » o o o o 5 o » « » o« (301) (318)
Same Census=-NOBC 4 o o o o ¢ 2 o o » ¢ o ¢ o o 94,47 94.7%
Census Zreatel o o o v ¢« » » o 8 4 3 e s s e @ 303 3.1
Census 1eSSe « o s ¢ # 5 o o a o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2,3 2.2
C. Hospital Not Overnight
1. Total Census
(Numbexr Respondents) o o « « o o« o o« o ¢ » o o (573) (630)
Same Census~NORC & 4« ¢« o o o © o 0 s o o & « o 91;6% 9297%
CenSUS greater . * ® @ o . o » 6 @ . ') ¢« @& & » 605 509
Census 1leSSe & o 5 s ¢ o ¥ & & @ 0 0 & 5 2 8w 2 1.9 104
2, Census Direct
(Number.Rﬁspondents) s 4 ¢ 8 8 ® @ & & 83 2 & B (272) (312)
Same Census-NORC ; « s s o o o o« o 2 o o 0 s 90.8% 94,.6%
Census SLEALET o ¢ o +» s & ¢ o o o 0 0 a ¢ a o 6.6 3.8
Census leSS8s o o ¢ o 5 v s « & 5 ¢« 6 2 ¢ s ¢ & 2.6 1.6

Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Rerondents) ¥ 2 6 s 8 % o e ® B e & » (301) (318)

Sme CenSUS'NORC O B 0 © ¢ @& & & € 3 B W ®w 6 » 929 470 90-970
Census Sredter ¢ o o ¢ 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ & « s o o @ e 6.3 7.9
Census 1@SS, o+ » s o 5 8 o ¢ 3 ¢ o s 6 s ¢ » @ 1.3 1.2



TABLE 14 CONTINUED

1, All Persons
(Number Respondents) .

Same Census~NORC . , »
Census gregtet ¢ ¢« » «
Census 1eSSe o » o ¢ »

2. _Census Direct

(Mumber Respondents) .

Same Census-NORC . .
Cengsus greater , &
Census 1esSSs o o » o

. L *

D. Doctors Expenses

Do e e e e e e

. @ « # & © % o 4

3. GCensus self-enumeration

(umber Respondents) .,

Same Census-NORC ., .,
Census greater o +» o «
Census 13530 a e & & @

1, All Persons
(Number Respondents) .

Same Census-NCORC . «
Census greater ¢ « o o
Census 1les8. o ¢ o ¢ o

2+ _Censug Direct

(MNumber Respondents) .

Sam.e CenSUS"NORC . e e
Census gZreakel o+ = « o
Census 1e88. ¢ « o » =

*

o * 9 - . ¢ & o @

® ® & & & 5 & 5 O
@ ® o 8 8 & 3 s 8

[ I L » L] - L3 & L

s & o 5 & 5 2 s
e » & & & ¥ » b 0

® ¢ » & . & LA .

3. Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) o & &« & A e » e » e »

Same Census~NORC T 8 e e e " 2 e " 8w 3 »
Consus ZXeater ¢ 4 « o o 4 o & o o o » o
Census 1e8S: o ¢ ¢ « o a ¢ o o ¢ & 0 5 2 o

Male

(573)

65.1%
17.8

(272)

644 7%
15,1
20,2

(301)

65.5%
18,9
15.6

(573)

75.6%
13,9

(272)

76.9%
2.9
13.2

(301}

75.1%
10.0
4.9

Female

(630)
60, 5%
24,0
15.5

(312)

61.2%
24,7
14.1

(318)

59.7%
23.3
17,0

(630)
74,9%
12.7
12,4

(312)

74.7%
13.1
12.2

(318}

75.2%
12.3
12.5



TABLE 14 CONTINUED

1, All Persons

{(Number Respondents) .

Same Census~NORGC , o »
Census greatel o o « »
Census 1eSSe o 4 o o o

2. Censusg Direct

(Numbexr Respondents) .

Same-~Census~NORC . ,
Census grester , . o »
Census 1less, ¢« o o o «

F.
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Dental Expenses

3. Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) .

Same Census~NORC , .
Census greater , « o
Census eSS, o « » «

-

L4 - L] Ld . 0 L] . L4

G, Othexr Madical Expenses

1. All Persons
(Number Respcndents) .

Same Census-NORC . + »
Census greater + o o+ »
Census 1esSs.e v o » +

2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents) ,

Same Census-NORC , . &
Census greater o« o o o
Census 1e5S: o s o o »

¢ »

3s Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) o o o o o s o ¢ o s s &

Same Census-NORC ¢ 4 o o
Census greatel « ¢ o o o »

-
-
-
©
L3
-
-
L ]
-

*
L]
-
L
°
*
.
&
*

Census 1eSS. s s« o ¢ o » o & 5 s 0 6 5 o a

Male

€573

80.6%
10,7
8.7

(272)

77,6%
12,5
9.9

(301)

83.4%
9.0
7.6

(573)

85,0%
5;4
9.6

(272)

84,2%
4.4
11,4

(301)

85.7%
6.3
8,0

Female

{6303

81.6%
10.8
7.6

(312)
83.3%
9.3
7.4

(318)

80,2%

11.9
7.9

(630)

83.0%
6'7
10.3

(312)

85.9%
5.1
9.0

(318)
80,2%
8.2

11,6
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2. Age

As can be seen from Table 15, there was, in genmeral, little systematic
variation between individuals of different ages in the degree of class intexval
coincidence of the expenses reported for them. A higher level of utilization
of the particular type of service by the deviant age group accounts for most
exceptions. For instance, there was quite a bit less agreement between the
dental expenses reported to NORC and those reported to the Census for the 15-
34 age groups than for the others. But, this appears to be due primarily to
the fact that, according to both surveys, the proportion of individuals in-
curring some dental expense was considerably greater in this age group than in
any of the others.

One result for which there is no ready explanation is the exceptionally
low coincidence level of the doctors' expenses reported for the oldest age
group in the self-enumeration sample. Since a disproportionate number of the
discrepant individuals appears to have come from the “problem families," those
who at least originally failed edit and those who completely failed to return
the self-enumeration form and therefore had to be interviewed by telephone, the
finding provides no basis for the improvement of the self-enumeration form it-
self. It is not clear whether we are here dealing with basically unrveliable re-
spondents or whether the questioning by the Census supervisor of the original
self-enumeration response led to an inflation of the expense figures (or greater
accuracy than the NORC criterion interview figure). In any event, the discrepancy
even for this deviant group does not appear to be so large as to present an in-
surmountable problem.

Because of the high level of interest in the medical expenses of those 65
years of age or older, separate tabulations were made for the 55-64 year group
and the 65t group. These two groups do not appear to differ appreciably in their
coincidence level. They have been combined in Table 15 because of the extremely
small (112 individuals 55-64, 103 individuals 65+) numbers of cases in each of
these age class intervals.

TABLE 15

COMPARISON OF NORC AND CENSUS REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES BY AGE
A. Grand Totals

Age Group
Q=14 15=34 35-54 55+

1. All Pexsons
(Number RespondentS) « « « » o o« ¢ o « o o s » ¢« o (385) (268) (335) (215)

Same Cencus=NORC . 63.9% 63.1% 62.7% 62.3%
CEnSUS greater * % 4 2 e B & B P " e s s ¥ &8 s » @ 19.7 18-6 21-8 19-1
Census lcss ® & & 4 2 4 e & & + 6 = » 2 2 & & e * s 16.15 18‘3 15-5 18«6

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
L]
»
.

2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents
Same Consus«WORC
Censug greater .« .
Censug less P

e e e s e s e e e v e s s e o (194) (128) (162) (100)

e o o s 2 s s o s o s s« 6557 66.47 61.17 61.0%
4 & 6 » e ® ¢ o 8 ¢ s * ® '19-6 20-3 2208 17-0
e o + s o s o s s o s s s 14.9 13.3 16.1 22.0

3. Census Self~Enumeration
(Number Respondento) « o o &« o o s o 2 o « » « = » (191) (140) (173) (115)

Same Census~NORC . e & s 2 o ¥ 5 s s 8 s + v e & 62.3% 60.0% 64-2% 63.5%
Cel’lsus . reater . e e ® ® & 5 & s 5 5 @2 ® 6 & s * 19 . 9 170 1 200 8 200 9
Census SO0 ¢ & » » ® & ®& * @ & + 53 & 2 & + e & 17.8 22-9 15-0 15-6

»

s e & @

* o 0

¢ o »



TABLE 15 CONTINUED

1. Total Ceénsus

(Humber Persons). »

Same~Census~NCRC. .
Census greater, .+ «
Census less , « « «

2. _Census Direct

(Number Persons). .

" Same Census~-NCRC. .
Census greater, . .
Census 1less ¢ 4 « «

L]

L4

*

*

B.

3. Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents). « +» «

Same Census~NORC. .
Census greater. . o
Census less ¢« « o« o

1, Total Census

*

(Number Respondents),

Same Census~-NORC. .
Census greater, . «
Census less o+ o o« »

2., Censug Dirxect

L

*

(Number Respondents).

Same Census-NORC, .
Census greater, . .
Census 1es8 + 4 +

3, Census Self-Enumeration

.

C. Hospital

L 4

.

£l
L]
L g
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Hospital Overnight

s o

L 4

(Wumber Respondents). « « «

Same Census<NORC, « « « o »
Census greater. « o s o ¢ o
Census 1885 4+ 4 o s o ¢ »

1.6

0-14 15-34 35-54 554

.« (385) {268) (335) (215)
« o« 93.5% 95,9% 96.4% 95.3%
.. 4,9 2.2 W9 2,8
. . 1.6 1.9 2,7 1.9
. o (194) (128) (162) {100)
.+ 92,8% 96,9% 98.1% 97.0%
» [ ] 517 1.5 0.0 1.0
. . 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.0
. . (191) (140) (173) (115)
. o 94.2% 95,0% 94,8% 93.9%
- 4,2 2.9 1.7 4,3
. . 1.6 2.1 3.5 1.8
Overnight

. . (385) (268) (335) (215)
e o 94,3% 83.8% 91,3% 94, 0%
.. 4,2 9,3 6.9 4,6
. e 1.5 1.9 1.8 1.4
. o (194) (128) (162) 100)
e » 94,3% 89.8% 92.6% 94,0%
. . 4,1 7.8 5.6 3,0
. o 1.6 2.4 1.8 3.0
.« (191) (140) (173 11z
- . 9412% 87.970 90.270 93'970
. . 4,2 10.7 8.1 6.1
* 1.4 1.7 -



TABLE 15 CONTINUED

1. All Pexrsons
(Number Respondents), .

Same Census-NRC, . . «
Census greatefe « o« +
Census 158 2 v ¢ o o «

2. _Census Direct

(Number Respondents). .

Same Census~NORC. . « .
Census greateX. o« « o »

L 4

L3
L ]

Census 1SS o« « ¢ o« = o « «

3. Cengus Self-Enumeration

(umber Respondents). . « «

Same Census~NORC., , . »
Census greateXs o o o «
Census 1e58 4 ¢ o o o+

1, All Persons

(Number Respondents). .

Same Census~NORC., . . .
Census greater, , « o »
Census 1SS o« « ¢« o o

-

‘2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents), .

Same Census-NCRC, ., .
Census greater, « « «
Census less ¢ s 6 8 e 3

3. Census Self-Enumeratioh

L]

*»

Ld

L]

(Numbexr Respondents). + « «

Same Census~NORC., . + + + &

Census greater. .

e 2 & 0

Census 1e8S v v 4 ¢ s o o o

- 36 -

Doctors

_0-14  15-34  35-54 55+
(385)  (268)  (335)  (215)
63.1%  62.3%  64.2%  59.5%
21.8 22,0 18,2 21.9
15.1 15.7 17.6 18.6
(194)  (128)  (162)  (100)
61.9%  61.7%  63.0%  66.0%
24,7 22.7 16.7 14.0
13.4 15.6 20.3 20.0
(191)  (140)  (173)  (115)
64.4%  63.6%  65,3%  53.9%
18,8 20,0 19.7 28,7
16.8 16.4 15,0 17.4
0-14  15-34  35-54 554
(385)  (268)  (335)  (215)
84,9%  71.3%  84.5%  8l.4%
7.0 16,4 9.8 11.6
8.1 12.3 5.7 7.0
(194) (128) (162) (100)
86.6%  71,1%  81.5%  79.0%
7.7 16.4 9,2 13.0
5.7 12.5 9.3 8.0
(191)  (140)  (173)  (115)
83.2%  71.4%  87.3%  83,5%
6.3 16.4 10.4 10,4
10,5 12.2 2.3 6.1



TABLE 15 CONTINUED

1. All Persons

(Mumber Respondents). .

Same Census-NORC., ., .
Census greater. « « « »
Census 1ess « v« o o o

2. Census Direct

F(Number Respondents), .

Same Census~-NORC, . . .
Census greatere + « + »
Census 1ess + o ¢ ¢ « »

3. Census Self-Enumeration

.

L]
-
L]

(Wumber Respondents). « « «

Same Census~NORC. « «
Census greaters + + o «
Census 1ess o ¢« « o o o

1. All Persons

(Number Respondents). ,

Same Census-NORC, « +
Census greateCle o« o » o
Census 1ess o 4 o o o

2. Census Direct

{(Number Respondents). .

Same Census-~NORC. . .
Census greate¥e o o« o »
Census 1SS o ¢ o o o o«

3. Census Self~Enumeration

L]

.

.

(Wumber Respondents), .

Same Census-NORC, . .
Census greatele o« o o
Census 1SS o« « « » » &

*

*

-

L]

.‘-37-

¥, Medicine

0-14 15-34 35-54 554
" (385) (268) (335) (215)
76.1% 77.2% 77.6%  68.4%
10.6 9.0 12.2 14,4
13,3 13.8 10.2 17.2
(194) £128) (162) (1003
74,2%  83,6% 77.2%  66.0%
12.4% 8.6% 11.1% 15.0%
13.4 7.8 11,7 19.0
(191) (140) (173) (115)
78,0% 71.4% 78,0% 70.4%
8.9 9,3 13.32 13,9
13.1 19.3 8,7 15,7
(385) (268) (335) (215)
90.4% 85,1% 78.5% 79.5%
3.1 5.6 8.7 7.9
6.5 9.3 12.8 12.6
(194) (128) (162) (100}
91.87  83,6% 79.0% 84,0%
2,0 6.2 8.0 3,0
6.2 10,2 13.0 13.0
(191) (140) (173) (115)
89,07  86.4% 78.1% 75.7%
4.2 5.0 9.2 12,2
6.8 8.6 12,7 12.1



- 38 -

3. Education of Family Head

Table 16 shows the comparisons between the individuals' medical expenses
reported to the Census and those reported to NORC with each individual classi-
fied in terms of the educational attainment of the head of the family of which
he is a member. The pattern of response coincidence is quite erratice~so much
s0 that it defies a ready interpretation.

The differences in coincidence level between sub-groups are considerably
larger when the classification is on the basis of the educational attainment of
the head than when it is on the basis of the individual's sex and age. This
may be due to the fact that the sampling variance of the differences between
sub-groups is probably considerably greater when we classify by a characteristic
of the family head (or the family as a whole) than when we classify by a char-.
acteristic of the individuale~-all the individuals in a given family, and there-
fore all the individuals for whom a given informant reported, in the former case
appear in the same sub-groups, while in the latter case they are likely to ap-
pear in several sub=-groups. This, of course, assumes a substantial positive
intra-class correlation of reporting discrepancies within families, a not too
unlikely possibility.

Among the more mysterious results are the extreme unreliability of the
Census-direct reports of doctors' and dentists' expenses for individuals in
families headed by someone with at least one year of college completed. While
this is in part an artifact of the more widespread use of physician and dental
services by persons in families headed by college-educated individuals than by
persons in families headed by someone with less education, this factor hardly
accounts for the entire discrepancy. If it did, one would expect a similar
pattern of deviance in the self-enumeration cases, something which did not
occur. Ag unsatisfying as such an explanation is, it would appear most prudent
to view the poor performance of the college families on the Census direct inter-
view as a sampling anomaly rather than as a substantive finding which necessi-
tates special modification of the direct interview form.

TABLE 16

COMPARISON OF NORC AND CENSUS REPORTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES BY EDUCATION
A. Grand Totals

Elementary High School College

1. Total Census

(Wumber Respondents) + « o« « ¢ o ¢ o o « (426) (516) (229)
Same Census-NORC s & & & & @& & * & s+ & e 64-5 6206 61-6
Census greater « + o o + o « o + & o « « 18.1 20.3 22.7
Census 1€SS e o o s o o ¢ ¢ o o o « o o 17.4 17.1 15.7
2. QCensus Direct
(Number Respondents) « + ¢« « + o« « « « {206) (252) (110)
Same CenSuS“NORC * s e & ¢ e s & e+ e = 61.2 68.2 58'2
Census greater + « « « o o ¢ o o o 4 o . 19.4 17.5 27.3
CenSU.S leSS L] . - - . . - - - » a L . - 19!4 14.3 14'5
3. Census Self-Enumeration
(Number Respondents) « « + 4+ o o o« o « (220) (264) (119)
Same Census~NORC . s e e s e 67.7 57.2 64.7
16.8 23.1 18.5

.- *
Census greater . . . .
Census less o v o o &

s e
.
.
»
.
[

s e v e . 155 19.7 16.8

* o 4
N )
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TABLE 16 CONTINUED

B, Hospital Overnight

Elementary High School
1, Total Census

(Number Respondents) o« « « o » (426) (516)
Same cenSU.S"NORc e & & 5 & & @ 96:57& 95.570
Census greater ¢ o« « » s o + 2.1 3.1
Census less. . 4 o s 0 s s 8 @ - .4 114

2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents) o « o « (206) (252)
Same Census-NORC & o o « o o o 97.1% 96.8%
Census greadtel « o » ¢ o ¢ s « 1.9 2.8
Census 1eSSe o o o * ® & & o @ 140 d4

3s Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) « « ¢ » « . (220) (264)
Same Census-NORC » & ¢ % o @ & 95.9% 94.3%
Census Zreater « o ¢ & o s s ¢ 2,3 3.4
Census 1055, o o ¢« o ¢ 5 ¢ & o 1.8 2.3

C. Hospital Not Overnight

1. Total Census , -

(Wumber Respondents) o« « o o o (426) (516)
Same Census-NORC 4+ o v o o ¢ o 93.2% 93.2%
Census greater ¢ « o« o s o s o 4,7 5.4
Census 105S¢ o o o o o ¢ ¢ o o 2,1 1.4
2. Census Direct

(Numbexr Respondents) + « « o » (206) (252)
Same Census-NCRC . * & & *» o @ 93,7% 92.9%
Census greater + o« o o s ¢ » o 3.9 5.5
Census 1338- » 6 2 & 3 & 6 o o 204 106

3. _Census Seif-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) + « o o o {220) (264)
Sa]ne CenSUS-NORC e & & & & & @ 92.7./0 93.6%
Census greakter o o o » o o o o 5.5 5.3
Census 1ess. e o ¢ o 5 5 s & o 1.8 lll

College

(229)

91.7%
3.5
4.8

(110)

90.9%
2,7
6.4

(119)

92,4%
4.2
3.4

(229)

88.2%
10.5
1.3

(110)

91.8%
6.4
1.8

(119)

84.9%

14,3
.8



- TABLE 16 CONTINUED

1, Total Census
(fumbexr Respondents) .

Same Census~NORC , .
Census greater + » «
Census 1e8S, 4 o « o o

-

»

2, Census Direct
(Number Respondents) .

Same Census-NORC , & o
Census greater + + »
Census 1essSe o« ¢ & o

.
L3
*

.
L]

3“Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) . «

Same Census-NORC . . »
Census greater , o« »
Census 1e55s o« o o s »

1, Total Census

(Number Respondents) o

Same Census-NORC , .
Census greater « « s o
Census 1es5, o o & ¢

L]

2. Census Direct

(Number Respondents) .

Same Census-NORC . .
Census greater . « .
Census 1es8e o -« o o

. o @

.

L 4

*

»

3. Census Self-Enumeration

D, Doctors

(Mumber Respondents) .

Same Census-NCRC , «
Census greater « «+ o »
Census 1lesSe o o s & o

*

LJ

»

Elementary

(426)

66.7%
17,6
15.7

(206)

67.0%
16.5
1645

(220)
66,47
18,6
15,0

E, Medicine

(426)

76,3%
11,7
12,0

(206)

70.4%
14. 6
15,0

(220)

81.8%
9.1
9.1

High School

(5158)

64.0%
21.5
14,5

(252)

67.5%
19,0
13.5

(264)

60.6%
23,9
15,5

(516)

73,0%

12,3
14,2

(252)

79.8%
11,5

(264)

66.7%
14,0
19.3

Collepe

(229)

52.0%
24.4
23,6

(110)

46,4%
30,0
23,6

(119)

59.7%
19.3
21.0

(229)

77.7%
8.3
14.0

(110)

77,3%
6.4
16.3

(119)

78.2%
10,1
11.7



TABLE 16 CONTINUED

1. _Total Census
(llumber Respondents) ,

Same Census-NORC , o o «
Census greater « o o o o
Census less. e 5 o & o @

2, _Census Direct

(Number Respondents) .

Same Census-NORC . +
Census greater o« « » »
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F, Dentists

Census 125Se o « 5 o o & »

3. Census Self-Enumeration

(Number Respondents) « + «

Same Census~-NORC 4 + «

Census greater « « o o o

Census 1e58. ¢ ¢ o o o

1, Total Census
(Mumber Respondents) ,

Same Census~NORC , +
Census greatell « o o »
Census 1esS. « o o v »

2, Census Direcet
(Number Respondents) .

Same Census-NORC , +
Census greateY , « o o
Census lesS, « ¢ o » &

3, _Census Self-Enumeration

(Numbexr Respondents) , » «

Same Census-NORC o « ¢ o o«
Census greater + o« o » o «
Census less. . 5 0 6 2 & 8

Elementary

High School College
s e v (426) (516) (229)
.« o o 81:90/0 82.670 74.270
« s 10.8 2.1 15.3
¢ s » 7.3 8.3 10.5
" n s (206) (252) (110)
s e & & 78.6% 86.570 68.270
¢ s 0 @ 11.2 6.3 21,8
PO 10.2 7.2 10,0
« . (220) (264) (119)
“ e s 0 85.,0% 78,8% 79.8%
s« @ l 10.5 11.7 9.3
o s s 4,5 9.5 10,9
G, Other
c e o (426) (516) (229)
. 8 . » 84-3’/9 84‘370 83.470
* & ® & 409 600 7(9
“ v v e 10.8 9.7 8,7
s e o & {206) (252) (110)
* s o @ 84,9% 85.7% 84, 5%
¢ 9 & @ 4.9 4.0 5.5
s & & & 1002 10.3 10.0
RS {220) {264) (119)
. o 83.6% 83.0% 82.4%
. o 5.0 8.0 10,1
. 11,4 9.0 7.5



E. Analysis of Major Discrepancies

For the purposes of detailed analysis, it was desired to isolate a sub-
group of individuals for whom the two sets of expense reports were particu-
larly inconsistent. It was felt that an examination of such cases would
provide us with leads as to how the short form might be improved.

A "major discrepancy' in any particular category of expense was defined
as a difference of two or more class intervals between the Census and NORC
reports. In addition, differences of $100 or more within the highest (open-
ended) class interval were also treated as major discrepancies. Those indi-
viduals for whom there was at least one major discrepancy were drawn into the
special analysis. Many individuals had several major discrepancies--for
instance one with respect to the grand total and one with respect to each of
several different expense components. There were other individuals, of course,
for whom there were major discrepancies with respect to two or more expense
components but no discrepancy with respect to total expenses owing to the com=
- pensating character of the component errors.

Of those reporting overall overstatements, doctors' expenses are overstated
67% of the time, medicine costs 44%, dental costs 25%, all other expenses 21%
and hospital expenses 17-19% of the time. The patterns are the same for direct
interviewing and gelf-enumeration.

Of those reporting overall understatements, medicine costs are underreported
in 59% of the cases, doctors' expenses 467, other expenses 30% and other com-
ponents less than 20% of the time. As in the overstatements, no big differences
are observed in Table 17 between the patterns of discrepancy in direct inter-
view and self-enumerated reports.
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. Total

Census greater, .
Census less . . .

Census same . . , .
No expense. . o v o + + & «

Total

. Hospital Overnight

- 43 -
TABILE 17

KINDS OF ERRCRS IN MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
BY TYPE COF MEDICAL EXPENSES

A, Total
Total Census Divect _ Census Self
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
e ee e 170 497 78 50% 92 437
s e e e e 161 46 71 46 920 46
e e e e n 17 5 6 4 11 6

343 1007 155 100% 193 100%

Census greater,

Census less
Census same
No expense.

*

L4

Total . + + &

.
.
.
.
.

e s s e s e 32 9% . 12 8% 20 11%
¢ s v e e e 28 8 i2 8 16 8
P S S T 21 6 7 & 14 7
o o s a e 267 77 124 80 143 74

348 100% 155 100% 193 100%

Hospital Not Overnight

Census greater. . . .

Census less
Census same
No expense,

.

Total . . . »

Doctor

Census greater,
Census less .

. Census same

No expense .
Total . .

Medicine

Census greater,

Census less
Census same
No expense.

. Dentist

¢ o

. e

Total . . . .

Census greater,

Census less
Census same
No expense,

Total ., .

. Othexr

.

.
L]
.

Census greatex.

Census less
Census same
No expense,

Total . .

.

-
.
.

L4

a
3
-

L

.
.
-

*® & & s * + & o 3

* € 2 s @

I 43 12% 13 8% 30 16%
v e e e s 10 3 3 2 7 3
o v e a e s 8 2 3 3 4 2
v e e e e s 287 83 135 87 152 79

346 100% 155 100% 193 100%

e e e v .. 135 39% 57 37% 78 41%
..... . 90 26 49 32 41 21
C e e e 65 19 24 15 41 21
e e e 58 16 25 & 33 17

e e e e 348  100% 155 100% 193 100%

e e e e 9% 27% 44 28% 50 26%
e e e e . 125 36 56 36 70 36
e e v ... 105 30 46 30 59 31
e e e e 23 7 9 6 14 7

348 1007% 155 100% 193 100%

v e e aa e 56 16% 26 17% 30 16%
c e e s e e 34 10 12 3 22 11
W e e e s s 89 26 39 25 50 26
s 4 e e e s 169 48 18 50 91 47
e s s s e e 348 100% 155 100% 193 100%
e e e e 46 13% 8 11% 28 14%
o s e e e 67 19 37 24 30 16
e e e e s 35 10 12 3 23 12
e ee e 200 . 58 88 37 112 58

348 100% 155 100% 193 100%



2, Hospital Overmight

7.

Census greater,
Census less .
Census same .
No expense. .

Total . . .

*

.
..
.

-
L]
.
.
-

.
.
.
-
-

. Hospital Not Overni

j=n

Census greater,
Census less . .
Census same .
No expense. .

Total . . .

Doctox

Census greater,
Census less . .
Census same . .
No expense. . »

Total . . . .

Medicine

Census greater,
Census less , .
Census same ., .
No expense. » «

Total « v o

Dentist

Census greater.
Census less . .
Census same . .
No expense. . .

Total . . . .

Other

Census greater,
Census less . .
Census same , .
No expenseé. . .

Total . « « &

a & & o e s & e+ s s o *» e e & & e

.
.

. s e e @ ¢« & & o e e e » e e

s & o ®

&

s o e » @ s & ® 8 = e« s o » s

» o o s @

- b4 -

KINDS CF ERRCRS IN MAJOR DISCREPANCIE3

t

s & o ¢« @ s ® e = @ « & o & o a & & @

« s ® s B

P & ® e

a & o 5

* @ * v

e ® & »

BY TYPE OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

» & * * e . . - * & . - - & - . @ . . » . L 1 . .

* & e &« »

¢« o & @ .« s &« @ +» & e s = e & w o ® » 3 e o @

e & o & =

B. Census Greatex

Total

Census Direct

Densus Self

Percent Number Percent

Number Percent Number

29 17% 11 14% 18 20%
5 3 '3 4 2 2
8 5 2 3 6 6
128 75 62 79 66 72
170 100% 78 100% 92 100%
32 19% 10 13% 22 247,
5 3 2 3 3 3
3 2 - - 3 3
130 76 66 84 . _64 70
170 100% 78 100% 92 100%
113 67% 52 67% 61 66%
10 6 5 6 5 6
26 15 11 14 15 16
21 12 10 13 11 12
170 100% 78 100% 92  100%
75 44% 36 46% 39 42%
24 14 10 13 14 15
55 33 24 31 31 34
16 9 8 10 8 9
170 100% 78 100% 92 100%
42 25% 21 27% 21 23%
3 2 - - 3 3
48 28 25 32 23 25
77 45 32 41 45 49
170 100% 78 100% 92 100%
35 21% 14 18% 21 23%
17 10 8 10 9 10
14 8 6 8 8 9
104 61 50 64 54 58
170 100% 78 100% 92 100%
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KINDS OF ERRORS IN MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
BY TYPE OF MEDICAL EXPENSES

D, Census Same®
C, Census Less Census Census

Total Census Direct Census Self Total Direct Self
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Number Number

2. Hospital
Overnight

1% 1 1%

Census greater, . 2 1% 1 1 - 1
Census less , « . 21 - 13 9 13 - 12 13 2 - 2
Census same . ., . 12 8 5 7 7 8 1 - 1
No expense. . . . 129 78 56 79 70 73 13 6 A
Total . « . . « 161 100% 71 100% 90 100% 17 6 11
3, Hospital _
Not Overnight
Census greater. . 10 6% 3 4% 7 8% 1 - 1
Census less , . . & 3 1 1 3 3 1 - 1
Census same . . . 5 3 4 6 1 i - - -
No expense. . . . 142 88 63 89 79 83 15 5 2
161 100% 71 100% 90 100% 17 6 11
4, Doctox
' Census greater. . 13 8% 3 4%, 10 11% 9 2 7
Census less . . . 74 46 42 59 32 36 6 2 4
Census same . . . 37 23 11 16 25 29 2 2 -
~ No expense, ., . . _37 23 15 21 22 24 - — -
Total . ., . . . 161 100% 71 100% 90 100% 17 6 11
5. Medicine
Census greater. . 13 3% 6 8% 7 8% 6 2 &
Census less . . ,» 94 59 43 60 51 57 8 3 5
Census same . « «» 47 29 21 30 26 29 3 1 2
No expense. . » . __7 4 1 2 6 6 - - _=
Total . « » . . 161 100% 71 100% 920 100% 17 6 11
6. Dentist
Census greater. . 10 6% 4 6% 6 6% 4 1 3
Census less . . . 27 17 11 15 16 18 4 1 3
Census same . . . 39 24 14 20 25 28 2 - 2
No expense. . . . _85 53 42 59 43 48 2 4 3
Total « » » . « 161 100% 71 100% 90 100% 17 6 11
7. Other
Census greater. . 6 4% 1 2% 5 6% 5 3 2
Census less . . . &8 30 29 41 19 21 2 - 2
Census same . . . 19 12 6 8 13 14 2 - 2
No expense. . . . _88 54 35 49 53 53 _8 3 3
17 6 11

Total . . . . . 161 100% 71 100% 20 100%

% Not percentaged because totals are too small.
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Each of the 348 discrepant cases was individually cxamined to determine
the reasons for Census-NORC differences. Each component of medical expense
is analyzed separately below.

1. Overnight Hospitalizations.

0f the overstatements of overnight hospital expenses, exactly half of
the major discrepant cases was apparently due to general exaggeration of
charges. These individuals for whom charges were exaggerated are compensated
for by an almost equal number for whom charges were underestimated (16 and 13
individuals, respectively). The two most frequent specific causes for over=
statememt are wrong date and duplication of charges. NORC screened for the
reported date of last hospitalization and was able to find five cases where
the hospitalization occurred prior to the survey year. In four cases, costs
for hospital room and board and miscellaneous hospital charges were included
more than once in inflating the total estimate of costs.

In analyzing the 28 understatements of hospital expense, 29% were
found to have forgotten about an only hospitalization, 18% forgot the second
or third hospitalization, and 7% included the overnight costs in the hospital-
ization not-overnight category. Table 18 presents these findings.

TABIE 18

REASONS FCR MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
IN OVERNIGHT HOSPITALIZATIONS

A, Overstatement

Number  Percent

Total overstatements o o v ¢ ¢ o s o o » » 32 100%
Wrongﬂateq.......-.»..-.. 5 16
Duplication of charges « » » o o ¢ o o o 4 12
Includes outpatient Care « o o o o o o o o 2 6
Includes suxgeon £8€ o« ¢« o » o o 5 v o o o 2 6
Ertor in respondent. ® 5 ® & & 8 s o o 5 1 3
Includes dogzor VISiLS o a o o » s o o ¢ o 1 3
InCIUdeS meGioines o« o« o o o * b o > o » 1 3
General crror in estimatCe o o » o o + o o 16 50

B, Understatement

Number  Percent
Tota]. understatements; ¢ o @€ & & 6 % & ¥ » 28 10079
Omit only hospitalizations « o o « o ¢ & o 8 29
Onilt second or more hospitalizations . . « 5 18
Reported as note-overnight otay see o o o o 2 7
CGeneral error in estimatce ¢ ¢ o o o & » o 13 46
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2. Not Overnight Hospitalizations

This category was originally separated from overnight hospitalizations
because it was feardd that it would be overlooked if not handled separately.
Actual field experience, however, indicates that the respondents often confused
this item. As Table 19 shows, in 28% of the overstatements, regular doctor
visits were erroncously included, in 7% it included overnight hospital-
izations, and in 2% it mistakenly included non-doctorx care, Wrong date was
again responsible for 217 of all overstatements,

In 70% of the understatements, the cost of not-overnight hospitalizations
was included under other categories, of which doctors expense accounted for
30%, medicine 20% and overnight hospitalizations for 20%. Of course, the
numbers of cases are small and nmust be considered in evaluating the percentages,

TABIE 19

REASCNS FOR MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
IN NOT OVERNIGHT HOSPITALIZATIONS

A, Overstatement

Number Percent

Total overstatements ¢ « = o o o o ¢ s » o o %3 100%
Includes doctor office visits. s o ¢ » o o & 12 28
Wrongdate..--.p-....‘o-.-. 9 21
Includes overnight staye o o« o o ¢ o ¢ .5 o » 3 7
Includes free CA¥e o o v« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o & & @ 3 7
Wrong respondent « o « o« » « o o ¢ o ¢ » o o 2 5
Includes Non-doCLOr CAYE 4 o o o s o ¢ » o » 1 2
General error in estimatEQ e & & 8 ¢ & » & 13 30

B, Undexrstatement

Number  Percent
Total understatementSe « o » ¢ s ¢ o o o & » 10 100%
Tncluded in doCLOTSe o ¢ % o o o s o s o & o 3 30
InC].uded in mEdi.Cineo & 8 6 6 8 o 8 o s 0 @ 2 20
~Included in overnight Stay « « = o ¢ ¢ ¢ « o 2 20
Omit only hospitalization, « + o o s ¢ ¢ « » 1 10
Omitlabtests....'...o-.--.... 1 10
Error in other treatmentS. « « « o ¢ s o » « 1 10
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3. _Doctors Expenses

Over 70% of all overstatements of doctor's expenses could not be attributed
to anything mote than general overstatement. Of the remaining specific reasonms,
free care, and wrong date are the most numerous, '

The major reasons for understating doctor's expenses are the omissions of
sexrious illnesses, In 26% of the understatements a major condition was forgetten;
in- 23% a chronic illness, TForgetting visits to hospitals and office visits,
ecach account for 17% of the understatements., Omitting minor illnesses, anesthet-
ists and surgeon's charges each accounts for about 10%, Table 20 presents
these data,

TABIE 20

REASONS FOR MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
T _DDCTER GRPENSES .

A.Overstatement

NP ——— o ————

Number Pexcent

Totals, o « v o 5» 5 » o s o o 6 o 0 s o ¢ « 135 100%
Includes £rec Care o s o o s ¢ o o ¢ o o o 15 11
Wrong AL ¢« o o v 5 % v ¥ o v b 2 s s ok o 8 6
Wrong respondent « o e o » o o o o o o o o 4 3
Includes nedicine, . s ¢ & ® B s s P e & 4 3
Includes out patient clinics ¢ o « o o & & 4 3
Includes current PYEENANCy o « o ¢ » s » » 3 2
Duplication Of VISitEe o w ¢« o ¢ o ¢ o o & 1 1
Includes non~doctols « o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ » o+ 1 1
Exror in hone visits ¢ 4 # o @ o o » @ ; . 1 1
Exror in Office visits €« 9 8 ¥ & 8 &6 ® * » 1 1
General error In estimates « o« ¢ o « o o » 96 71
Bs Understatement
Totaly o o ¢ o s o 2 ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ 0 4 9 ¢ 2 v o 920 100%
Onmit major condition « @ n * e e s s s o @ 23 26
-Omit chronic illness * & % 8 % # & 8 o & 8 21 23
Omit vislts in hOSpitalu “ 5 &6 5 8 8 & 8 @ 15 17
Onmit office visits o« 4 ¢« o o 2 5 o 0 o ¢ &« 15 17
Omit minor 111neSSCS « o 4« ¢ o 2 o s & » 92 10
Omit anesthetists. s s & & o & & 6 0 s & 8 9
Onit SUTLZEON o o o o o 5 6 o ¢ 5 s o » o @ 8 9
Onmit tests and treatments pre and post

hospital CaT@e o« « o o 5 o 6 ¢ 4 o & o o 5 6
Care included in hospital out patient, . . 3 3
Omit insurance payment « o o o o o ¢ s o o 2 2
Cnit clinic visits in hospital cases . + « 2 2
General exror in estimate. o o o o o o o o 4 4
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4y Medicine Expenses

Virtually all of the overstatement in medicine expense appears to be
general exaggeration, Free care, and errors in allocating family costs are
other reasons for overstatement. '

Understatements, however, are duc to more specific reasons, Almost one-
third are duc to omission of a major condition which also required special
medication, About a fifth of all understatements are due to forgetting general
medicines and tonics, or failing to allocate general medicines to all family
members, Other reasons are presented in Table 21,

TABLE 21

REASONS FOR MAJCR DISCREPANCIES
IN MEDICINE EXPENSES

A, COverstatement
Numbexr  Percent

Totale o o o o s 6 % ¢« ¢« ¢« o 5 2 ¢« o o s o 94 100%
Frec Care o o s s s o 6 s o 5 s v s o o » 2 2
Includes family totaly « ¢« o ¢« ¢ v ¢ & s o 1 1
Errorinrespondent........-‘-,. 1 1
Duplication with doctor, « ¢ « o o ¢+ o s 1 1
Duplication with hospital. o o o ¢ ¢ & o & 1 1
General error in estimate, v o o o ¢ o o o 90 96
B. Understatement
Total.@...\.......q....... 119 1000/5
Cnit major condition medicine. « o+ o o « 36 30
Onit miscellancous medicines + o« o o « o o 26 22
Family total not allocated + « ¢ o o s ¢ o 21 18
Omit medicine for hospitalized econdition . 19 16
Omit doctor suggested medicine . o o « o 15 13
Omit prescripfions o « « « ¢ o » s 0 5 o o 13 11
Wrong zespondantSs « o o o 5 o s 4 ¢ o » o 3 3
I‘IIOI‘Igd?f:éo4;00.0"-»0.-000 1 1
Includad in doctor chargZes « « » o o ¢ 5 » p 2
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5+ Dental Expensas

As in the case of doctors and medicine expenses, overstatements of dental
expenses are largely general exaggerations of costs. Mistakes in respondents
and inclusion of free care are some of the minor reasons for overstating dental
costsa

Understatements can be attributed to omissions of general examinations in
65% of the cases, to forgetting about fillings in 62% of the under reporting
and to omission of treatments, extraction and bridgework in lesser numbers of
cases. Table 22 presents these details,

TABLE 22

REASONS FCR MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
IN DENTIST EXPENSES

A, Overstatenent

Nupber Percent

Total. I R I I O L LRI R 56 10070
Wrong respondents. ¢ & ¢ % s ¢ 2 8 s 8 s @ 3 5
Free Caree o s o + o 5 « 5 8 & ¢ o 0 ¢ o & 2 4
Wrong d3teSe o s » & » T EEEEEEE 1 2
Included in dOCEOYSs % o o » ¢ o o ¢ & o » 1 2
General error in estimate. L I SN R 51 91
B. Understatement
Totale « s o o o 0 8 5 5 ¢ o ¢ 0 5 0 i v & 34 100%
Omit examination . M E R 22 65
Omit fillingsl * & ¢ B 9 A ¢ 8 0 B O ® s @ 21 62
Omit other trecatmentt, » ¢ ¢ o ¢ s o« o o » 14 41
Onmit extractlons s ¢« ¢ o« o » o 5 s ¢ & ¢ o 12 35
Onit bridgework. R P T T 10 29
erong date ¢ » o € 5 » & & 8 6 5 o 4 % & » 1 3
Wrong respondent o o o ¢ » o+ o TR ST S 2 6



6. All Other Medicd Expenses

-.The biggest single reason for both overstating and understating this
category of expense is the mistake made in the cost of eye glasses. In 157
of the overstatements and 72% of the understatements, errvors in eye glasses
was the reason, Omission of non~doctor care amounts o an additional 15% of
the understatements, Omission of other medical appliances accounts for the
remaining under reporting. These details are presented in Table 23,

TABLE 23

REASONS FOR MAJOR DISCREPANCIES
IN OTHER MEDICAL EXPENSES

A, Overstatement

Number  Percent

Totals o s s o 2 s ¢ o ¢ s 0 e s 6 06 8 ¢ @ 46 100%
Error in glaSSeS * 9 ¢ 8 o 5 ¢ 8 @ e s o s 7 15
Free Carxee v « o v o ¢ ¢ v 5 0 ¢ o o s ¢ » 2 4
Wrong datest ® & ¢ & 5 % 8 " T @ 8 =2 & @ 1 2
Wrong xespondent o o o« e s s 4 4 o s o 5 » 1 2
Genexal error in estimates +» o« o 4 « » o o 35 76
B. Understatement
Totale o o o o ¢ o v o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o » 67 100%
Onmit glasses L L T I R S R B B N ) 48 72
OCmit non«doctor Care + o « s « o o« s » o o 10 15
Onit elastic hose, . ® * 0 4 e ¢ & 8 e « 2 3 . 4
Wrong respondent o o o o ¢ 2 o o o « o + o 2 3
Omit wheel chall o o ¢ w o ¢ » ¢ ¢« o « o o 2 3
Omit artificial 1ege o « o o o ¢ o o « o & 1 1
Onit special COLSCls o o ¢ o o ¢ 5 & & o 1 1
Onit arch supports L R N S S S T 1 1
Wrong‘date a e 8 & B & 2 4 0 s s 2 & ¢ & » 1 1



1.

3.

b

Se

6.

- 52 -

II¥. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATTIONS

A short questiomnaire provides reasomably accurate information on total
and major components of medical expenses.

The quality of short-form reporting does not appear to vary to such a
degree according to the age and sex of the e individual about whom the
report is made nor the educational attainment of the head of his family
as to introduce a serious bias in the estimates of sub-group differe
entials in expenditures.

Short direct interviews are slightly more accurate than self-enumerated
reports.Depending on the degree of accuracy desired and the funds available,
however, seclf-enumeration may be used as a reasonable substitute for direct
interviews,

In making sutmary estimates of medical expenses, there is a general tendency
to inflate estimates., Specific detailed probing reduces this general over-
statement and adds costs which are overlooked,

Although there are substantial discrepancies in detailed comparisons, the
overreporting tends to offset the underreporting so that the marginal fre-
quency distributions and mean estimates of medical costs are not substantial-
ly different in NORC and Census reports,

In designing the short queséionnaire forms, greater emphasis should be
placed on the following items:

a. Consolidate non-overnight hospital outpatient and emergency care in
doctor's expenses,

b, Stress actual dates of period covered by survey.
¢s» Screen for actual date of last hospitalization to avoid errors in dates.
d, Probe for second and third hospitalizations during the survey year.

es Use reminder probes on major conditfons and chronic illnesses in con-
nection with doctor's and medicine expenses,

£« Use other specific reminder probes on hospital, office, anesthetist and
surgeon charges in aggregating doctor's expenses,

ge Allocate general medicine, tonics and vitamin costs among all femily
members,

hs Use remindexr probes on dental cost question to assist recall of types
of treatment,

i, Use a separate question on costs of eye glasses including any chaxges
for examinations, :

je« Use appropriate remindex probes for mediéal appliances.



