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This was an overall  good set of three papers. I 
w i l l  comment on each paper separately. 

1. KASPRZYK-LININGER PAPER 
This is an excel lent overal l  review of the 

1982 Survey of Income and Program Par t ic ipat ion.  
The paper was clear and thorough. The intended 
purpose of the paper was achieved, and i t  served 
as a good introduct ion to th is  session. 

2. RODGERS-DeVOL PAPER 
This is a very in terest ing paper and poten- 

t i a l l y  one of the most important at th is  conven- 
t ion.  The theoret ical  port ion of the paper is 
rather controversial in that the authors seriously 
question the value of s t a t i s t i c a l  matching. I t  
is ,  in fac t ,  suggested that i t  may be almost 
never, worthwhile to perform s t a t i s t i c a l  
matching. The authors' reason for  th is  is that 
the Y and Z variables may be correlated, v io- 
la t ing an inherent assumption of s t a t i s t i c a l  
matching. I was convinced by the logic of the 
authors' argument though I am suremany prac- 
t i t i one rs  of s t a t i s t i c a l  matching are not so 
easi ly  convinced as I .  

The main question now is whether the empir- 
ical  study confirms the theoret ical  conclusion. 
The weakness of th is  paper, of course, is that 
more empirical resul ts weren't ready in time for 
inclusion in the paper. At th is  time, an overal l  
conclusion from the empirical study is not pos- 
s ib le.  I eagerly await a sequel to th is  paper in 
which more general conclusions can be made. 

3. HEERINGA PAPER 
This paper suffered even more than the 

Rodgers-DeVol paper from the unfortunate shortage 
of empirical resul ts avai lable pr io r  to the con- 
vention, and I look forward to the f u l l  resul ts .  
The paper provides a very good review of a l tern-  
ative methods for  making small area estimates, 
which I personally found educational and re- 
f reshingly easy to understand. I have only one 
minor comment" I t  is implied that the National 
Center for  Health S ta t i s t i cs  (NCHS) or iginated 
synthet ic estimation in the late s i x t i es ,  and 
that fol lowing th is  the Census Bureau worked on 
synthetic estimation. Actual ly ,  NCHS originated 
the term "synthet ic est imation," but the general 
methods had been used much ear l i e r  by several 
people. For example, there was a 1945 Radio 
Listening Survey conducted by the Census Bureau 
which employed the basic ideas of synthet ic 
estimation. 

F ina l ly ,  I have one off-hand observation on 
the prel iminary empirical resul ts .  Very large 
correlat ions between the aux i l i a ry  character- 
i s t i c s  and the character is t ics of in terest  were 
achieved--the range was .84 to .995. With such 
large corre lat ions,  I would have expected very 
good synthetic estimates, and am puzzled as to 
why the estimates are as bad as they are. I t  
would be useful i f  the author could throw some 
l i gh t  on th is .  
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