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The role of a discussant is to br ing in 
outside experience to a top ic  and to coalsce 
what has been presented hy d i f f e r e n t  authors. 
The thread that  t i es  these papers together is 
that  they represent d i f f e r e n t  points in a 
continuum of research. In t h i s  case i t  seems 
that Rogot, Johnson, et al have concluded the 
second major step in a research program. 
Winkler is at the t h i r d  stage, and Buckler is 
at the f i r s t  stage. These stages might be 
labeled as 1) i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of the problem; 
2) development of the basic methodology to 
attack the problem; and 3) using establ ished 
methods to study the problem and improve 
methods. 

Buckler has concluded the f i r s t  stage: 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n - - h e  now knows what the problem 
is and has developed a st rategy to do 
research. Rogot, Johnson et al are at the 
second stage--having developed a s t ra tegy ,  
they tested i t  to see i f  i t  would work, what 
bugs there were in the system, and what they 
were missing. Winkler is in stage 3 - - in  one 
sense he is using r e l a t i v e l y  t r i e d  and t rue 
methods--but he is also re f i n ing  techniques 
and doing fu r the r  research. Berc in i ,  Sirken, 
and Mathiowetz are doing th~ same t h i n g - -  
using establ ished surveys where they know how 
to do each separately and t r y i n g  now to 
combine them to rea l i ze  an e f f i c i ency  not 
prev ious ly  avai lable--between stages 2 and 3. 

Stage 2 of t h i s  process is the shortest  
and perhaps most rewarding; stage I is what 
makes or breaks the study--good planning is a 
must when given l im i ted  or no resources. 
Stage 3 lasts the longest and gives r ise to 
new studies or means of studying techniques 
in the most r e a l i s t i c  se t t i ng .  

The f i r s t  two papers are summaries of 
j o i n t  research conducted by Heart, L~Jng, and 
Blood I n s t i t u t e ,  Census, and National Center 
for  Health S t a t i s t i c s .  These papers present 
long awaited resu l ts  of a d i f f i c u l t  match 
study that  makes use of in format ion from the 
Current Population Survey and the National 
Death Index. The papers do not give any idea 
of how long i t  took nor the number of persons 
involved to ac tua l l y  get th~se studies o f f  
the ground. Discussions began in the la te  
197()'s and since the incept ion of the idea, 
the s t a f f  at the Census Bureau has turned 
over twice--so i t  is good to see that  the 
research has f i n a l l y  come to f r u i t i o n .  In 
order,  the papers describe the r,Tethodology of 
the study and the resu l ts  of the matching for  
the key cha rac te r i s t i c s  when comparing 
m o r t a l i t y  rates to other sources. The second 
paper is a glii~pse in to the fu tu re ,  showing 
how new and much more deta i led data may be 
ava i lab le  on cause of death. The f i r s t  paper 
shows how the match was done and the success 
of the e f f o r t .  

I t ' s  hard to be a discussant and not be 
c r i t i c a l ,  hut the terms discussant and c r i t i c  
are not synonymous. And yet as I read these 
two papers I f ind that  most of my margin 
notes are unansw~red quest ions.  Before I ask 
these quest ions, le t  me applaud some of the 

answers I have found. 
The f i r s t  answer is to the question--how 

well does th i s  technique work? Before 
launching in to a major analysis of new data 
never before ava i lab le ,  the authors have 
shown admirable r e s t r a i n t  and f u l l y  tested 
how well the match works by making both 
in terna l  and external comparisons. And they 
f ind that  the match has worked f a i r l y  we l l .  
They have also questioned anomolies--search- 
i ng fo r  reasons why the match has been 
successful or not success fu l - - in  p a r t i c u l a r  
they have discovered that  the cohorts wi th 
which they are working d i f f e r  from one 
another in substant ive ways and before 
analysis can cont inue, there must be research 
in to  methods for  making the cohorts 
correspond to one another. 

But I do then have to raise the ques- 
t i on - -hav ing  recognized that  the cohorts do 
not correspond in composit ion--what has been 
done to make them f i t  more c lose ly  to one 
another? In p a r t i c u l a r ,  cohorts A and B see~,~ 
to have d i f f e r e n t  age d i s t r i b u t i o n s  than the 
other cohorts.  Does generation of 
age-standardizat ion SMR's improve the resu l ts  
found in the paper? Has that  been done yet? 
What about modeling in a more formal sense to 
get the cohorts to correspond more or use 
regression techniques to standardize for  
age/sex d i f fe rences .  

My second question i s - - w i t h  a l l  these 
cohorts which co1~e from corre lated samples 
(because the f i r s t  stage select ions in a l l  
cohorts are the same)--how does one compute 
variances of estimates from combined cohorts? 
This prnhlem was raised in the ear ly  '80's 
and is s t i l l  not resolved. 

l~Jhich may he the answer to another ques- 
t ion--why are no formal tests  conducted in 
t h i s  paper? Marginal d i s t r i b u t i o n s  are 
compared between combined cohorts and known 
demographic r e s u l t s - - b u t  there is no tes t  to 
determine whether these d i s t r i b u t i o n s  d i f f e r .  
~hy not--even nonparametric tests could have 
been used as approximations. I ~spec ia l ly  
have to question comparisons of seasonal i t y  
patterns when no test  is performed. 

In the t h i r d  paper, Dr. Winkler is tak ing 
a well establ ished matching strategy used for  
demographic f i l e s  and applying i t  to business 
f i l e s .  I ' ve  placed i~im in stage 3 of my 
construct  because he's extending a well known 
technique and adding to the body of knowledge 
in th i s  technique hy re f i n ing  i t .  Dr. 
l . l inkler might have preferred to nave placed 
th i s  in stage 2 since there is r e l a t i v e l y  
l i t t l e  precedent for  matching of business 
f i l e s  in th i s  fashion,  l~ecause of t h i s ,  
there are some new problew~s which must he 
resolved that  haven't  been addressed on the 
demographic side. One of these is the 
treatment of businesses that are re la ted.  
The purpose of th~ ~ match in th i s  paper was to 
e l iminate dupl icates among mul t ip le  f i l e s  and 
create one master f i l e .  I~t~t there 's  a 
question about how one t rea ts  subsid iary 
companies t h a t ' s  only p a r t i a l l y  addressed in 
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t h i s  paper. Given the wide range of ways 
businesses can be l inked to each o ther ,  
through par tnersh ips ,  dea lersh ips,  e tc . - -how 
does one decide what is a dup l i ca te ;  cou ldn ' t  
d i f f e r e n t  uses of t h i s  f i l e  lead to d i f f e r e n t  
d e f i n i t i o n s  of how i t  would be s t ruc tu red .  
To be complete in my d iscuss ion,  I should 
point  out that  working wi th people, the 
researcher encounters the same problem with 
de f in ing  fami ly  un i t s .  In a paper given 
Tuesday, Constance C i t ro  spoke about 
a l t e r n a t i v e  household d e f i n i t i o n s  and 
problems raised by extended fam i l i es .  

Dr. Wink ler 's  work, viewed as an extension 
of the basic Fe l l eg i -Sun te r  process, is a 
major con t r i bu t i on  in two ways. Inc lud ing 
the work c i ted  in two previous papers, he has 
cont r ibu ted s u b s t a n t i a l l y  to understanding 
how matching can he conducted wi th large data 
f i l e s  in a c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  manner. The second 
con t r i bu t i on  is one of completeness. Besides 
consider ing refinements to the methodologies, 
he also has tested a l t e rna t i ves  to compare a 
va r ie t y  of procedures and discussed the value 
of each procedure. The only omission was of 
a standard procedure in the Fe l leg i -Sun te r  
process: that  of using one set of weights 
fo r  determining a match or non-match. By 
d i v i d i ng  the f i l e  in to  classes the d i s -  
c r im ina t ing  power of d i f f e r e n t i a l  weights 
might be great ,  but the v a r i a t i o n  on the 
resu l ts  in each group because the classes are 
small might be increased. How does one 
decide when classes are too small or 
a l t e r n a t i v e l y  that  the variance on the 
matching process is growing too rap id l y .  

Narren ~uck ler 's  paper is a descr ip t ion  of 
a project, at a very ear ly  stage: a f t e r  i t  
has been developed hut before i t  has been 
t r i e d .  The desc r ip t i on  Warren gives of the 
prohlems of ge t t i ng  the d i f f e r e n t  agencies 
involved to agree to the research hardly does 
~ust ice to the process ac tua l l y  invo lved.  In 
the e a r l i e r  papers by Rogot and Johnson I 
pointed out some of the d i f f i c u l t i e s  the 
three agencies had and the length of time i t  
took to resolve procedural problems and 
problems wi th c o n f i d p n t . i a l i t y  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  
In each case however, three agencies have 
seen t h e i r  way c lear  to co l labora te  on t h i s  
type of research. The decis ion making 
process could have been grpa t ly  f a c i l i t a t e d ,  
however, with the presence of an a r b i t r a t o r ,  
something t,larren and the e a r l i e r  authors 
f a i l e d  to mention. There was l e g i s l a t i o n  

dra f ted to es tab l i sh  such a func t ion  in the 
Chief S t a t i s t i c i a n ' s  o f f i c e  and to f a c i l i t a t e  
the sharing of in fo rmat ion .  Warren speaks of 
l e g i s l a t i o n  to mandate government-wide 
establ ishment repor t ing  to ensure 
implementation of the SUAR committee 
recommendations. ~lhile l 'm not sure 
l e g i s l a t i o n  would resolve the problems 
addressed in the recommendations, i t  is c lear  
that  the current  d i s j o i n t e d  s i t ua t i on  in 
leadership in s t a t i s t i c s  w i l l  not br ing about 
a reso lu t i on .  At these meetings we've heard 
about the scarc i t y  of research monies and the 
increased push fo r  a reduct ion in respondent 
burdens, and yet r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  has been 
done to fos te r  re la t i onsh ips  between agencies 
to share in format ion and cut costs of data 
c o l l e c t i o n .  The NDI study shows a c lear  need 
for  such co l l abo ra t i on ;  the work of the ERUMS 
Work Group also demonstrates th i s  need. 

The las t  paper is not a matching paper in 
a sense. I f  i t  must be categor ized,  i t  is 
1,7ore of a dual sampling paper. This paper is 
also concerned wi th a shr ink ing  research 
budget and the need to reduce costs.  This 
study examines some of the opt ions ava i lab le  
to reduce the costs of data c o l l e c t i o n  by 
combining two surveys. I t  is hard to comment 
on th i s  paper, however, w i thout  some basic 
in fo rmat ion .  What would be the resu l t  of 
t h i s  research i f  the data were weighted, and 
how do these rates compare to unweighted 
nonresponse rates from the ongoing NHIS? 
They seem low, but I don ' t  know i f  t h i s  is an 
a r t i f a c t  of the lack of weights.  I doubt i t ,  
and so th i s  leads me to quest ion one of the 
resu l ts  given in the conclusions,  that  
response rates are rohust.  I t  may be that  
they vary l i t t l e  between the t rea tments - -bu t  
are they healthy? l]~ich raises the broader 
quest ion:  How much nonresponse can be 
accepted in t h i s  I)rogram or any other when 
cu t t i ng  costs? The reduct ion in costs is a 
fact  we have to l i ve  w i th ,  but I don ' t  expect 
respondents to i~e missing at random and so I 
quest ion what the t rue  loss is? The real 
cont ro l  group fo r  th i s  study is NHIS, but the 
paper doesn' t  inc lude resu l ts  from the 
regular  survey. I also quest ion what 
d i f fe rences  therp w i l l  be in item response or 
nonresponse. This i s n ' t  addressed in the 
paper e i t h e r ,  and so I can only suppose that  
analys is w i l l  proceed on t h i s  survey and a 
suhseq~Jent paper w i l l  look at possib le 
changes in resu l t s .  

456 


