PROTOCOL FOR PRETESTI NG DEMOGRAPHI C SURVEYS AT THE CENSUS BUREAU

| nt roducti on

The quality of the data collected in surveys is extrenely
inportant. One of the activities with the nost potential for
i ncreasing survey quality is testing the questionnaire before a
survey is fielded. 1In the past, pretesting of questionnaires has
tended to be sporadic and inconsistently conducted. It has
tended to focus on operational issues rather than on respondents’
under st andi ng of the questions. However, since the |ate 1970's
there has been a renewed interest in issues related to
measurenent error in surveys and nore recently, an enphasis on
the testing of questionnaires (Schuman and Presser, 1981; Turner
and Martin, 1983; Biener, et al, 1991). There has been a so-
called "cognitive revolution,” (Jabine, et al, 1984; Loftus,

Fei nberg, and Tanur, 1985) and with it came the devel opnment of
research nethods that are focused on | earning about the cognitive
processes used to respond to survey questions.

In addition to interest in the respondent's role in the
survey process, there has al so been a renewed realization that
survey instrunments shoul d consist of questions that the
interviewers are wlling and able to ask as worded (Fow er, 1991;
Fow er and Mangi one, 1990). Evaluation of the interviewer's role
in the data collection process also has inplications for how well

survey questions provide data that neet the survey's objectives.



Concentration on the contributions of both respondents and
interviewers to the quality of survey data has lead to the
i ncreased use of cognitive and other nethods in the devel opnent
and testing of questionnaires. For the nost part, these nethods
have been adapted from ot her areas.

As these nethods are used nore frequently to eval uate
guestionnaires, reports of their useful ness are nmaking their way
into the literature (Oksenberg, et al, 1989; Canpanelli, et al,
1989; Lessler, et al, 1989; Hubbard, et al, 1990, Abraham 1989;
Esposito, et al, 1991). Wth nore and nore attention being paid
to them efforts to conpare the nethods and eval uate their
relative effectiveness have al so been undertaken (Presser and
Blair, 1993).

Thi s nonograph descri bes these new y-energi ng net hods of
pretesting questionnaires for a Census Bureau audi ence, and
provi des a set of guidelines for pretesting denographic surveys
within the Census Bureau. It is not a "howto" nmanual that gives
step-by-step instructions for using the new techni ques; rather,
it is a manual that describes general approaches that can be used
i n conducting questionnaire pretesting and di scusses issues that
need to be taken into consideration in planning pretesting
activities for any particular survey. Wth this report, we hope
to achieve two main goals. The first is to increase the extent
to which pretesting is conducted and nake it a routine part of
the services we provide to our custonmers. All too frequently, no
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pretesting is conducted before a questionaire is fielded. The
second is to nodify the Bureau's pretesting procedures so they
are consistent with the state-of-the-art in the survey research
field.

As the Census Bureau typically conducts them pretests
consi st of having interviewers conduct a relatively small nunber
of interviews with a fairly well-devel oped version of the
guestionnaire. The nunber of interviews conducted ranges from
nine to several hundred. The questionnaire being tested has
ei ther been used previously or has been devel oped and/or revised
by sponsors and subject-matter specialists. |In either case, it
is considered close to final. Small "hothouse" tests of nine
cases are frequently conducted to provide sone anount of field
testing of the questionnaire in a mninmal anmount of time. (N ne
i s the maxi mum nunber of interviews allowed w thout OVB
clearance.) Larger pretests are also conducted as tine permts.
These | arger pretests are tine-consum ng and expensive because
they involve OVMB cl earance, formal forns design and perhaps
printing, the sane sanpling and interviewer training activities
required for the actual survey, and sonetines editing and
i mputation of the data. The main tool for evaluating the results
of the pretest is an interviewer debriefing session in which the
interviewers report about problens they had in adm nistering the
gquestionnaire, or that they perceived their respondents had in
answering the questions. Wile this provides useful information,
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it is not necessarily the best way to find out about problens
with the questionnaire. For exanple, when interviewers report a
problem we do not know whether it was troubl esone for one
respondent or for many. Al so, experienced interviewers sonetines
change the wordi ng of problem questions as a matter of course to
make them work, and may not even realize they have done so.
Thus, they nmay not al ways be accurate reporters of questionnaire
problenms. G ven the anount of tinme and noney that goes into
fielding a pretest, additional actions taken to inprove the
quality of the questionnaire being tested and to eval uate the
results of the pretest are both extrenely worthwhile and cost-
effective. The increnental costs of additional pretesting
activities, both prior to the pretest as it is currently
conducted and evaluating its results, are relatively snal
conpared to the cost of the pretest itself.

The remai nder of the report is divided into five sections.
In Section I, we present a nore detailed treatnment of the
obj ectives and scope of a pretest. In Section Ill, we discuss
the techniques that we would like to see incorporated nore
frequently into the Census Bureau' s pretesting procedures. These
i nclude cognitive interviews, focus groups, behavior coding,
respondent debriefing, interviewer debriefing, split sanple
tests, and anal ysis of item nonresponse rates and response
distributions. W do not necessarily suggest that all these
met hods be incorporated in testing of every questionnaire, but
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rather that they be considered nore widely and used as
appropriate. In Section IV, we present guidelines for
structuring a pretest plan. There is no one "right" way to
conduct a pretest, but rather a nunber of alternative scenarios
dependi ng of the objectives of the testing activity, the anopunt
of time, and the amobunt of funds available. In this section, we
di scuss sone of the practical considerations that need to be
addressed in developing a pretest plan, including tine and cost
factors, OMB cl earance, study design, other pretest

i npl enentation issues, reporting of results, and inplenentation
pl ans for the main survey. 1In Section V, we include three case
studi es that were conducted as denonstrations of the use of these
expanded pretesting techniques. Prior to the preparation of this
nonogr aph, we conducted pretests of three questionnaires,
representing a range of situations as far as the length of the
gquestionnaire, tine and avail able funds are concerned. The
questionnaires that forned the basis of the case studies were the
Current Popul ation Survey (CPS) Supplenment on Child Support and
Al i nony, the Leisure Activities Supplenent to the National Crine
Survey, and the CPS Tobacco Use Supplenment. Wiile ful
descriptions of the testing activities are presented in the final
section, references to these surveys and their testing activities
are made throughout the text. |In Section VI, we present a
summary and concl usi ons, assessing the strengths and weaknesses

of the various techni ques.



1. Objectives and Scope of the Pretest
As nmentioned previously, there is no one "right" way to
pretest a questionnaire. The termpretesting can cover a w de
range of activities, froma single question revision in an
al ready tested questionnaire to the devel opnent of a conpletely
new i nstrunment. The design of a particular pretest wll depend
upon the objectives of that pretest and the avail abl e resources,
including tinme, funds, and avail able staff.
Pretests are often used to achieve one or nore of the
foll ow ng objectives:
® indicate the source(s) of neasurenent error in a
gquestion, set of guestions, or questionnaire that
has been used previously;
® exam ne effectiveness of revisions to an existing
gquestion, set of guestions, or questionnaire that has
been identified as problematic, ei t her through
interviewer debriefings or high rates of item

nonr esponse,

e exam ne a new question, set of questions, or questionnaire

i n response to the need for data on a particul ar subject;

e indicate effects of alternative question versions, nodes
of data collection, etc., on the data coll ected,

e assess the final version of the questionnaire for skip

pattern accuracy, overall respondent burden and

under st andi ng, cont ext effects, node effects,

etc.

The objectives of a specific pretest need to be deci ded by
t he sponsor and the Census Bureau staff involved in the

pretesting activity. These nmay vary dependi ng on whet her the



questionnaire is being newy devel oped or revised after a
previ ous round of testing.

In the latter case, information exists that should be
exam ned for evidence of problens. Careful review of the
questionnaire by subject matter and questionnaire experts may
reveal sources of confusion or structural problems with the
instrument. Analysis of data may show over- or underreporting
conpared to aggregate statistics, inconsistencies between itens
on the questionnaire, or high rates of mssing data. O her
docunent ati on (observer reports, interviewer debriefing reports,
etc.) may outline other problens or suggestions for solutions.

Regardl ess of the stage of devel opnent of the questionnaire,
priorities need to be established. Wat questionnaire problens
are the nost inportant to address? WII the testing enconpass
the entire questionnaire or just parts of it? WIIl one or
several solutions to problens be devel oped and tested?

As wll be discussed in Section Ill, there are several
di fferent techni ques one can use in pretesting. A pretest is not
limted to a single inplenentation of a particul ar technique;
rather, some of the nost effective pretests involve iterative
testing, enconpassing various techniques. For exanple, in
devel opi ng a new set of questions concerning health insurance,
one may first wish to use a focus group to gain an understandi ng
of how peopl e think about their health insurance and the

vocabul ary they use in discussing various aspects of their
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i nsurance. A second step mght be to develop a set of questions
and, using cognitive interview ng techni ques, test these
guestions on various respondents, with the objective of refining
the questions so they are easily understood by respondents and
the cognitive effort needed to successfully answer the questions
is reduced. Finally, a small field test, in which the questions
are adm ni stered under the same conditions as the final design of
the study, nmay be beneficial in determ ning any particul ar
problens related to the node of adm nistration.

Oten, the design of the pretest will be limted by
constraints. In continuing surveys, it nay be necessary to take
into account the preservation of an on-going tinme series, in
which major alterations in a question or series of questions
woul d break the series. For all surveys, there are ever-present
constraints of tinme and noney. Wth respect to the latter two
constraints, several of the techniques described in Section Il
can be conpleted under tight time and funding restrictions (see
for exanple, Case Study #1). These limtations should not be

seen as insurnountabl e roadbl ocks to testing questionnaires.

I11. Techniques

In this section, we describe the various nethodol ogi es that
can be used to identify problens in the interview ng process and
target the source(s) of the error. W divide the techniques into
two maj or categories--pre-field and field techniques.
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We define pre-field techniques as those that are generally
used during the prelimnary stages of questionnaire devel opnent.
They include cognitive | aboratory interviews and respondent focus
groups. These techniques are used during the time questionnaire
designers are westling wth how to operationalize survey
concepts, what wording to use for specific questions, and howto
keep the respondent task to a mninmum These techni ques provide
t he questionnaire designer with nore in-depth know edge of
respondent understandi ng of survey concepts and question wordi ng.
Thi s knowl edge can then be used to determ ne what information is
feasible to collect, to better operationalize the concepts of

interest, and to sinplify and clarify the wording of questions.

We define field techniques as those used for the evaluation
of questionnaires being tested under field conditions, in
conjunction with a field pretest. These include behavi or coding
of the interviewer/respondent interactions, interviewer
debri efings, respondent debriefings, split sanple tests, and item
nonr esponse and response distribution analysis. Al of these
met hods have strengths that contribute to inproving a
guestionnaire to identify problens beyond those that typically
surface in a field pretest (e.g., skip pattern errors, respondent
fatigue, distraction, hostility to the survey, or |ack of

notivation). Rather, these nethods are intended to discover



probl ens that are nore central to the quality of the data
collected and to provide neans for inproving data quality.

None of the techniques are particularly costly to inplenent.
Qoviously, the greatest cost is that of actually conducting the
field test. Once the commtnent to conduct a field test is made,
the field techniques for questionnaire evaluation can be

pi ggybacked onto the field test with m ninmal additional costs.

A. Cognitive Interviewi ng Techni qgues

Cogni tive sciences provide the survey nethodol ogi st and
practitioner with a set of theories and techni ques for
under st andi ng and i nproving the survey process. |If we | ook at
the respondent's task, we see that each respondent nust:

(1) conprehend the question;

(2) retrieve information;

(3) judge whether the retrieved informati on provi des an
appropriate response to the question and/or estimate
the frequency or evaluation of requested information;

(4) ?ggnulate a response.

In looking at the respondent's task froma cognitive perspective,
we can use the tools of cognitive psychology to help devel op
better questions. (The above nodel does not take into account
the notivational aspects of the response process.)

Cogni tive |l aboratory techni ques have cone to nean a set of
tools used to study the response process and for identifying the
errors that may be introduced during this process. The goals of

cognitive |aboratory techniques are to understand the thought
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processes used to answer survey questions and to use this
knowl edge to find better ways of constructing, formulating, and
aski ng survey questions (Forsyth and Lessler, 1991). The use of
t hese techniques prior to a field test can determ ne whet her
question wordi ng communi cates the objective of the question, can
quickly identify problens such as redundancy, m ssing skip
instructions, and awkward wording with only a fewinterviews (in
contrast to the sanple size in a field test), and provide
i nformati on on sources of response error that are usually unseen
by the interviewer and the survey practitioner. |In addition to
identifying the errors, cognitive techni ques often provide
information toward a solution to the problem

Among the repertoire of cognitive | aboratory techniques are
the following (Forsyth and Lessler, 1991):

e Concurrent "think aloud" interviews;

« Retrospective "think al oud" interviews;

e Fol | ow up probes;

e Paraphrasing; and

e Confidence ratings.
Each of these techniques w il be described below. A discussion
of other cognitive |aboratory techniques is included in Appendi x
A

Concurrent "think al oud" interviews consist of one-on-one

interviews (either self-adm nistered or interviewer-adm nistered)
in which the respondents describe their thoughts while answering
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the questions. Respondents are instructed before the interview
to "think al oud" and the interviewer or observer guides the
respondent during the interview by rem nding the respondent to
"tell me what you are thinking" or "say nore about that."
Concurrent think aloud interviews are often recorded (audio or
video) to permt analysis of the session post interview  Think-
al oud sessions are often used to identify difficulties in
gquestion conprehension, (ms)perceptions of the response task,
identification of the types of recall strategies used by
respondents, and reactions to sensitive questions.

Retrospective think aloud and probe questions are |ess tine-

consum ng than concurrent think aloud techniques. 1In a
retrospective think aloud, the respondent first conpletes the
interview, simlar to the conditions under which nost respondents
woul d conplete the interview task. Following the interview, the
respondent and interviewer review the survey responses and the
respondents are asked about the process used to generate their
answers. Interviewers can use general probes (e.g., "tell ne
what you were thinking when you....") or very specific probes
(e.g., "Wy did you report the $142 paynent as child support?")
to guide the think aloud process. |In sone cases, the
researcher/interviewer may choose to audi o or videotape the
interview and then review the interviewwith the respondent while
aski ng probi ng questions. Thi nk al oud interviews and probing
guestions are simlar techniques. |In think aloud interviews, the
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i nterviewer can focus the respondent on either the total

i nterview ng process or on specific topics. For exanple, in
think aloud interviews, the interviewer may ask about the
procedures that were used or how the respondent, in general,
retrieved the information. Probing questions are used when the
researcher wants to focus the respondent on particul ar aspects of
t he question-response task. For exanple, the interviewer may ask
t he respondents how t hey chose anong response choi ces, how they
interpreted reference periods, or what a particular technical

t erm neant.

Al'l of the techniques descri bed above--concurrent and
retrospective think aloud interviews, and detail ed probing--are
designed to assess all aspects of the response formation process
(conmprehension, retrieval, judgnent, and response). The
concurrent think aloud has the advantage of capturing the
information at the tinme it is first available to the respondent;
however, concurrent think aloud interviews are both time-
consum ng and may bias responses to questions later in the
interview. Retrospective techniques and post-interview probing,
especi ally when either audio or video taped, provide an unbi ased
means for capturing the data, while still preserving the
opportunity for focusing on general or specific questions
concerning the interview. However, the respondent may not be
able to recall his/her thought processes when asked about them at
the end of the interview rather than after each question.
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The remai ni ng techni ques- - paraphrasi ng and confi dence
ratings--differ fromthe think aloud and probing techni ques
descri bed above in that they focus on a specific aspect of the

response formation process. Paraphrasing is sinply asking the

respondent to repeat the question in their own words.

Par aphrasing permts the researcher to exam ne whet her the
respondent understands the question and interprets it in the
manner intended. It may al so reveal better wordings for
questions, if different respondents consistently use the sane
term nology. In research on the Continuing Survey of Food

I nt akes by Individuals, respondents were asked to paraphrase a
guestion about whether a food itemeaten the previous day had
ever been brought into their home. Respondents m sinterpreted

t he question as asking about the general type of food item(e.qg.,
hanmburger), rather than the one they had eaten the previous day.
Based on this finding, the question was revised.

In confidence ratings, respondents answer the survey

guestions and then are asked to rate how confident they are with
their responses. This technique identifies questions that
respondents find difficult to answer (low confidence ratings of
the response). Low confidence ratings often arise fromeither

| ack of know edge (especially anong proxy respondents) or a
difficult recall task. Wile | ow confidence ratings may provide
an indication of the respondent’'s perceived |level of difficulty,
they do not necessarily nmean that the respondent's answers are
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inaccurate. Simlarly, high confidence ratings do not

necessarily inply accuracy of response.

Conducting Cognitive Interviews at the Census Bureau

These techni ques have been used at the Census Bureau to
address neasurenent issues in a variety of surveys. (As the need
ari ses, the range of techniques may be expanded.) The basic
approach has been to integrate concurrent think al oud interviews
with foll owup probes, paraphrasing, and confidence ratings. For
the rest of this discussion, this conbination of nethods is
referred to as "cognitive interviews."

Cognitive interviews have several advantages in the early
devel opnment of a questionnaire (and even in the testing of
previ ously devel oped questions). First, they provide an
i nportant nmeans of finding out directly fromrespondents about
their problens with the questionnaire. Second, cognitive
interviewing requires a small sanple size for diagnosing
problenms. Wth as few as fifteen interviews, major problens can
surface if respondents repeatedly identify the sanme questions and
concepts as sources of confusion. Third, because the sanple
sizes are small and contained, iterative pretesting of an
instrunment is often possible. After one round of interviews is
conpl ete, researchers can di agnose probl ens, revise question
wordi ng to solve the problens, and conduct additional interviews
to see if the new questions are | ess problematic.
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Cognitive interviews are generally conducted with
"conveni ence" sanples of respondents. They are not designed to
be representative, but to reflect the detail ed thoughts and
probl ens of the few respondents who participate in them \ile
cognitive interviews are sonetimes conducted in various regions
of the country, typically they are conducted |locally due to cost
factors. Due to the lack of geographical representation, sone
probl ens that m ght exist el sewhere, due to regional differences
i n meani ng of words or phrases, may not surface during the
cognitive interviews.

Respondent recruitnent is an inportant aspect of the conduct
of cognitive interviews. Cenerally, recruiting is acconplished
t hrough advertisenents or contacts with | ocal organizations. The
specific recruiting method will depend on the topic of the
guestionnaire being tested. For questionnaires that involve the
general popul ati on, broad-based advertisenents in newspapers or
panphl ets can be used. Care should be taken to ensure that al
types of respondents are included in the interviews. For
exanple, in the CPS Tobacco Use Study (Case Study #3),
respondents were screened for snoking status prior to setting up
appoi ntments, so that equal nunbers of interviews would be
conducted with current snokers, former snmokers, and non-snokers.
When questionnaires involve rare popul ations, recruiting efforts
shoul d focus on nore specialized organi zations. In the CPS
Alinony and Child Support Suppl enent (Case Study #1), Parents
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Wt hout Partners was contacted as a source for locating single
not hers.

Appendi x B, originally devel oped by Judith Lessler of
Research Triangle Institute, provides a guide for conducting
cognitive interviews. Before interviewing on a particular study
begins, the staff who will be conducting the interviews get
together as a group to plan the protocol--that is, the probes
that will be used. These probes can include paraphrasing
requests, confidence ratings, or requests for respondents to
define terns or elaborate on how they arrive at their answers.
The specific content of the protocol will depend on the
interviewers' know edge of actual or potential questionnaire
probl ens, and the objectives of the testing. Every interview
will be conducted a little differently because of individua
di fferences between respondents, but the goal is to collect the
sane types of information fromall respondents. This will enable
the interviewers to determne the extent to which simlar
probl ens, recall strategies, interpretations, etc., were
experienced by respondents.

Conducting cognitive interviews requires that the
researcher be famliar both wwth the content and intent of the
guestionnaire and with techni ques for conducting cognitive
interviews. Training to use these types of techni ques usually

requires one to two days, after which the trainee should be
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supervised until he or she feels confortable using the
t echni ques.

Cognitive interviews are frequently conducted in a
| aboratory. (CSMR s Response Research Laboratory has facilities
for conducting interviews as well as for video and audi ot api ng
t he proceedings.) However, while the | aboratory setting can be
beneficial for recording the interviews, it is not a
prerequisite. |In sone cases, potential respondents to a
particul ar survey may not be |ocated near the | aboratory. In
ot her cases, respondents nmay need records or other materials that
are located at honme or in the office.

Regardl ess of the location, the interviews are typically
t ape-recorded (or videotaped, if the opportunity allows) with the
respondent’'s perm ssion. Audi otapes are necessary references for
use in conpiling summaries of interviews; videotapes and
audi ot apes are useful for denonstrating problens with the
guestionnaire to sponsors or staff involved with the survey.

After each interview is conducted, a summary i s prepared.
This is not a verbatimtranscript, but rather an itemby-item
description of the events of the interview -whether the question
was read as worded, whether the respondent had any probl em
under st andi ng the question (and if so, what the problemwas), how
the respondent interpreted key concepts, what strategies the

respondent used to conme up with an answer, etc. The sunmaries
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shoul d be coordinated with the protocol, so that the sane types
of information are available for all respondents.

Cognitive interviews were used in all three of the pretests
described in the case studies. Evaluation of the useful ness of
the information gained during these sessions are included in the

write-ups of these pretests. See Section V.

B. Focus G oups

Focus group interviews bring several people together to
di scuss selected topics. GCenerally, groups are constructed to
represent subgroups of a survey's target popul ation, and several
groups nmay be necessary to represent different types of people
since focus groups are often selected to be relatively
honmogeneous. Cenerally, the group sessions last for one to two
hours, are audio or video recorded, and are |ed by one or two
noder at ors who gui de the discussion by focusing it on particular
topics of interest. Focus groups can be used in a variety of
ways to assess the question-answering process. These can
i ncl ude:
e as a neans for group adm nistration of a questionnaire
(usually sel f- adm ni stered) followed by a discussion of
t he experience;
e as a neans for gathering information before the
construction of a guestionnaire, ranging from how
peopl e think about a topic to their opi ni ons on the

sensitivity or difficulty of the questions; and

e as a neans for quickly identifying variation and
honogeneity of | anguage or interpretation of
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gquestions and response options. Used in this way, focus
groups provide quicker access to a |arger nunber of

peopl e than may be possible with cognitive interviews.

One of the main advantages of focus groups is the

opportunity to observe a | arge anount of interaction on a topic

inalimted period of tine. The interaction is of central
i nportance--the focus group provides a neans for group
interaction to produce information and insights that may be | ess
accessible wthout the interaction found in a group (Morgan,
1988). Another advantage to group interview ng is that
exploratory research requires |l ess preparation than a form
interview. The focus group permts observation of a |arger
nunber of participants than may be possible with cognitive
interview ng techniques (within the sane tinme frane). Tinme is
al so saved in the analysis, since fewer transcripts are generated
fromthe focus group process. However, the focus group, because
of the group interaction, does not permt a good test of the
"natural" interview ng process, nor does the researcher have as
much control over the process as would be true with either
cognitive interviewng or interviewer adm nistered
guesti onnai res.

The foll owm ng questions need to be addressed when pl anni ng
to conduct focus group research:

What Topics Should be Covered? Unlike other survey

situations, the researcher needs to be sensitive to additional
et hical i1issues surrounding a topic being considered for focus

20



group research. First, since the primary neans of collecting the
data is the (audio or video) recording of the session, decisions
as to data access should be nade prior to the session. Second,
since by its very nature the focus group requires group

di scussion, each participant will be sharing his or her ideas not
only with the noderator (researcher) but also wth the other
participants. For that reason, topics should be limted to those
whi ch can be discussed in a group setting. Not only wll
sensitive topics present problens concerning invasion of privacy,
they will also serve as barriers to free-flow ng di scussi on.

How Many G oups Should be Interviewed? In part, the nunber

of groups will be driven by the research goals and the nunber of
di fferent subgroups of interest. The nore honogeneous the target
popul ation, the fewer the nunber of groups needed. One group,
however, is never enough, since w thout the experience of a |east
two groups it will be inpossible to knowif the findings fromthe
one group are generalizable or sinply the result of the dynam cs
anong a particular set of participants. One guide as to how nmany
groups are needed is to determ ne whether additional discussions
are producing new ideas. |If the noderator can antici pate what
will be said in the group, there is no need for further groups.

I n planning focus group interviews, a target nunber of groups
shoul d be determned, with flexibility built in to add or

di scontinue as the research findings evol ve.

21



What Si ze G oup Should be Used? Goups that are too snal

(less than 4 participants) will be both | ess productive and nore
costly (given a set total nunber of desirable participants); too
|arge a group (nore than 12 participants) will lead to group
managenent problens. In very small groups, each participant wll
have a greater burden to comment while | arge groups nay encourage
silence on the part of sone participants since the group as a
whol e can carry the discussion. Wile all groups can be
destroyed due to the excessive dom nance of one participant, the
size of a large group will necessitate increased | evels of

i nvol venent by the noderator. This is not necessarily a
desirabl e characteristic. @Gven the need to bal ance substantive
and practical problens, it is recommended that focus groups
consist of four to twelve participants.

How Much Tine WIIl be Necessary to Prepare for and Conduct

the Focus Groups? The actual focus group interview should be

schedul ed to | ast between one and two hours. Recruitnent of
participants may be quite tine-consum ng when specialized
popul ati ons are needed. Also, even though the individual focus
groups take only a few hours to conduct, conducting nore than one
per day or three to four per week is considered difficult for a
single noderator. This is due to the intensity required to
noderate focus groups, as well as the need to prepare sonme notes

after each group has been conduct ed.
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Should a Moderator Guide be Prepared? It is often hel pful,

especially when different noderators are conducting the focus
groups, to prepare a noderator guide. The structure that a guide
i nposes on discussions is valuable both in channeling the group

i nteraction and maki ng conpari sons across groups during anal ysis.
A good gui de should create a natural progression across topics
with some overlap between the topics. Quides should be devel oped
initially around a full list of the questions of interest;
however, general topics should be introduced to the participants
rat her than specific questions, to avoid restricting the
direction of the discussion. Mderators should commt the
outline of the guide to nenory to avoid referencing witten text
during the session--doing so slows down the pace of the group and
focuses the participant's attention on the goals of the
researcher rather than on the interaction taking place. The
guide is neant to literally serve as a guide; the noderator needs
to be free to probe nore deeply when necessary, skip over areas

t hat have al ready been covered, and follow conpletely new topics
as they arise.

How Shoul d the Focus Group Begin? The session should begin

by introducing the topic in a fairly general fashion. By
provi ding a general introduction, the participants are not
restricted in their thinking or discussion about a topic. In
addition to the general introduction, the noderator shoul d
present sone rules for the discussion, such as only one person
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speaking at a time, encouraging the participation of al
i ndividuals, etc. Mderators should enphasi ze that the session
is being conducted so that the researcher can learn fromthe
partici pants.

G oup discussion typically begins with each parti ci pant
maki ng an individual, uninterrupted statenent, often of an
aut obi ographi cal nature. This procedure serves as a good
i cebreaker by not only getting everyone to speak, but by
provi di ng both the noderator and the other participants with sone
basic i nformati on about everyone. Opening statenents al so
provide a neans for getting everyone to discuss their different
experiences and opi nions before a group consensus can energe.

After the opening statenents, the novenent in the discussion
wi |l depend on the level of involvenent by the noderator. Low
| evel s of noderator involvenent will result in relatively
unstructured group discussion that proceeds until the noderator
i ntroduces a second topic. A nore structured group wll also
begin with a broad discussion, but usually for the purposes of
eliciting specific topics to be followed in detail. Finally, it
is inportant to provide the participants with a clear indication
as to when the discussion is ending. |In sone cases, the
noderator may wi sh to have each partici pant provide a fina
summary statenent. A sense that the final statement will not be

interrupted or challenged may allow a participant to make a
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contribution that he or she has been hol ding back fromthe open
di scussi on.

Where Should the Focus Group be Held? Choosing a site for

the focus group nust be a bal ance between the needs of the
participants and the needs of the researcher. The setting nust
be accessible to the participants and provide a facility in which
recording will not be problematic. It is useful to have
participants sitting at either a rectangular or circular table to
facilitate group discussion and audi o taping.

Wiat is the Role of Qbservers in Focus Groups? Sponsors,

researchers, or other observers are welcone to watch the focus
group proceedings. They should, however, be located in a
separate room behind a one-way mrror so they are not actually
part of the group. Participants in the focus group should be
informed that they are being observed. Separation of the
observers fromthe participants in the focus group is inportant
because just their presence in the roomcan have an effect on
what the participants are willing to say in the group. In
addition, if observers are in the sane room they may be tenpted
to make comments or ask questions that would affect the

di scussion either by causing it to go in a different direction or
by intimdating the participants. Anal ysis. The two basic
approaches to anal yzing focus group data are a qualitative
summary and systematic coding via content analysis (Mrgan,
1988). The qualitative approach involves review of summaries of
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each group, draw ng concl usi ons based on commonal ities and

di fferences anong the groups, and includes direct quotation of
the group discussion in the report of results. The content

anal ysis typically involves setting up a coding schene to capture
specific information about the content of each focus group and
using it to code the tapes of the groups. The resulting product
is nunerical descriptions of the data, which are included in the
report of results. 1In either node of analysis, it nust be
recogni zed that the group is the fundanental unit of analysis,
and the analysis wll at |east begin in a group-by-group
progression. A useful strategy is to begin with a detailed

exam nation of one or two groups, devel opi ng hypot heses and
codi ng schenes and then applying themto the remai nder of the

gr oups.

C. Behavi or Codi ng and Anal ysi s

Anot her method that is useful to inplenment during pretesting
i s behavi or coding. Behavior coding, which is the coding of the
i nt erchange between the interviewer and the respondent, can
provi de useful information about the quality of the survey data.
A systematic way to capture this information involves coding the
interaction that occurs during field interviews on a case-by-case
basis to note specific aspects of how the interviewer asked the
gquestion and how the respondent reacted. This process, called
behavi or coding, was first used in surveys to nonitor and
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eval uate interviewer performance (Cannell, et al., 1975) and
subsequently as a tool to evaluate the guestion-answer process
nmore generally (Mathiowetz and Cannell, 1980; Mrton-WIlianms and
Sykes, 1984; and Cksenberg, et al., 1991) and to assess the
effects of interviewer behavior on response variance (G oves, et
al., 1980). D fferent variations in the general codi ng schenes
have been devel oped to address the various uses of the data. For
exanpl e, knowi ng that an interviewer needed to probe for an
adequate answer is sufficient if the purpose of the coding is to
identify problem questions; however, if the purpose of the coding
is to assess interviewer quality, the coding schene would need to
reflect the adequacy of the interviewer's probe. Both goals may
be inmportant in using behavior coding as part of pretest
activities.

Figure 1 contains a sinplified version of earlier coding
schenes, designed for the purposes of a pretest. The coding
schenme focuses on the interviewer's and the respondent's behavi or
i ndicative of problens with the question, the response
categories, or the respondent's ability to form an adequate
response. The small nunber of codes permt relatively fast
coding of taped pretest interviews; however, the ease of the
codi ng schene cones at the cost of no information concerning the
interviewer's behavior apart fromhow the question was initially
read. In contrast, Appendix C provides the coding schene
originally devel oped by Cannell, et al (1975). This schene is
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quite conpl ex and eval uates the appropri ateness of each of the
interviewer's behaviors as well as their pace and intonation. In
devel opi ng a coding schene to be used in a pretest, the
researcher nust focus on the codes necessary for the eval uation,

wi t hout unduly burdening the coders.
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FIGURE 1. Interview Behavior Codes (Sinplified Version)

| nt ervi ewer Questi on Readi ng Codes

E (Exact):

S (Slight Change):

M (Mj or Change):

V (Verification):

WV (W ong
i ntervi ewer

IN (Interruption
reading with

| nterviewer reads the question exactly
as printed.

I ntervi ewer reads the question changing a
m nor word that does not alter question's
meani ng.

| nt ervi ewer changes question such that the
meaning is altered. Interviewer does not
conpl ete reading the question. Interviewer
ski ps a question that should have been asked.

In lieu of asking the question, the
interviewer accurately verifies/repeats
relevant information that the respondent had
provi ded earlier.

In lieu of asking the question, the
Verification): attenpts to verify

pertinent information,
but in doing so, presents
the respondent with
I naccurate or
I nappropriate
information. Al so to be
used if the interviewer
silently records the
answer to a particul ar
gquestion based on
i nformation the
respondent has al ready
provi ded (and thus does
not verify the
information with the
respondent) .

Respondent Behavi or Codes

Respondent interrupts initial question-
W th Answer): answer .
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CL (darification): Respondent asks for or clarification of
guestion or nmakes a statenent indicating
uncertainty about question neani ng.

AA (Adequat e Respondent gi ves answer that neets question
obj ecti ve.
Answer) :

QA (Qualified Respondent gives answer that neets question

obj ecti ve, Answer) : but is qualified to indicate
uncertai nty about accuracy.

IA (1 nadequate Respondent gi ves answer that does not

meet question Answer) : obj ecti ves.

DK (Don't Know): Respondent gives a "don't know' or

equi val ent answer.

RE (Refusal): Respondent refuses to answer the question
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Al t hough rel atively sinple coding schenes can be used
"live", that is, during the conduct of an interview, it is
recommended that interviewers tape record pretest interviews to
be used in coding. Taping permts a nore efficient neans for
coding (e.g., coder's tine is not lost due to waiting for an
interviewto occur) while also facilitating higher quality codes,
since a coder has nore than one opportunity to listen to the
interaction and record what has occurred.

In addition to using the data generated fromthe codi ng of
pretest interviews to identify problem questions, as part of the
pretesting activities it is useful to debrief the behavior
coders. Unlike interviewers, the coders have little vested
interest in how a question was read or the situation which
resulted in a series of interviewer and respondent behavi ors.
Having listened to a nunber of interviews within a relatively
short tinme (w thout the personal involvenent of being the person
who adm ni stered the questionnaire), the coders can provide
useful insight into potential sources of the problens.

Behavi or coder training usually requires two to three
sessions, each lasting between three and four hours. The
sessions are intended to introduce the codes, have coders
practice in group sessions, and then individually code interviews
and conpare the results. Coders need to be famliar with the
obj ective of the survey questions; various studi es have used
researchers and questionnaire designers, interviewers not
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involved in the pretest (but famliar with the pretest
gquestionnaire), or general coding staff for behavior coding.
Dependi ng upon the staff used to conplete the coding,
questionnaire and itemspecific objectives will need to be
revi ewed.

Trai ni ng should be designed to cover the foll ow ng:

e description of each of the codes and how t hey are used,;

e group denonstration in which the instructor plays short

segnents of the tape and initiates group discussion of

t he behavi or observed and how to code the behavi or;

e group coding of short segnents of an interview, followed
by group di scussi on;

e group coding of an entire interview, followed by group
di scussi on;

e individual coding of two or three interviews (this is

often done as a homewor k assi gnment, requiring the

instructor to have prepared several copi es of taped

interviews); and

o final discussion of individually coded interviews.
Dependi ng upon the consistency anong the coders after having
coded several interviews individually, the instructor may need to
conduct one or nore additional group interviews to clarify the
use of particular codes.

Appendi x D presents a typical coding sheet for behavior
coding. This coding sheet was used in conjunction with the codes
presented in Figure 1. Coders can sinply check the boxes to

i ndi cate whether a particular behavior occurred. This coding

sheet, and the subsequent analysis, did not provide information
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on the sequence in which behaviors occurred, although we usually
assune that the question reading behavior was the sequence
initiator. Also note that the coder has roomto indicate the
nature of the problemin greater detail. These notes are

i nval uabl e in hel ping the survey practitioner determ ne neans for
i nproving the question. For exanple, if the codes indicate that
the interviewer read the question making najor nodification to

t he question wording, the researcher knows only that there is a
problem |If coders have noted that the nature of the problemis
that interviewers fail to read all of the response options to the
respondent, the researcher can attenpt to renedy the situation,

t hrough instructions on the questionnaire or in the detailed
interviewer instructions.

For any study it is inportant to neasure the consistency
anong coders, both at the beginning of the coding process and (if
it is a long study) throughout the coding, and at the end of the
study. Kappa statistics provide a nmeans for assessing the
reliability among coders (see Chapter 13 of Fleiss, 1981, for a
di scussion of interrater agreenent). The reliability can be
assessed by either having all coders independently code an
interview or by having a nenber of the study staff (or
instructor) independently code a fraction of each coder's work.
The use of reliability nmeasures will indicate either specific

coders who are outliers wth respect to the use of the coding
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schene or particular codes which are problenmatic for one or nore
coders.

In contrast to the pre-field techni ques, behavior codi ng and
t he subsequent anal ysis of the codes requires a sanple size
sufficient to address analytic requirenments. For exanple, if the
gquestionnaire contains many skip patterns, it will be necessary
to select a sanple that will permt observation of various
nmovenents through the questionnaire. For exanple, in the
di scussion of the case study for the Tobacco Use Suppl enent (Case
#3), it was necessary to have purposively sanpl ed snokers,
nonsnokers, and prior snokers, to insure observation of al
sections of the questionnaire. |In addition, the determ nation of
the sanple size for behavior coding should take into account
rel evant popul ati on groups for which separate analysis is
desirable. Thus, sanple sizes for behavior coding may range from
fifty cases to as many as several hundred. For this reason,
behavi or coding is often used in conjunction with field pretests,
as a neans for providing additional information unavailable from
either direct observation or interviewer debriefings. It is also
useful to use behavior coding results, if available, during the
interviewer debriefings as was done in Leisure Activities Survey
(Case Study #2).

Appendi x E contains an excerpt fromthe behavi or coding
anal ysis conpleted for the Tobacco Use Suppl enent. Al though
there are no definitive cutpoints for determ ning whether a
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question is problematic, many researchers have used either 10 or
15 percent as an indication that the question is either difficult
for the interviewer (question reading behavior) or for the
respondent (respondent behaviors). Note that with respect to the
respondent’'s behavior, nore than one code can be used for each
question. For exanple, a respondent may first report an

i nadequat e answer, followed by a probe on the part of the
interviewer (not coded in the schene used for this pretest),
which finally resulted in an adequate answer on the part of the
respondent. Gven that the goal is to wite unanbi guous
questions that are both easy for the interviewer to read and that
permt the respondent to provide a response w thout further

probi ng, the above described sequence (if it occurred frequently)

woul d be seen as indicating sonme problemw th the question.

D. Respondent Debri efi ng

Respondent debriefing involves incorporating follow up
guestions in a field test interviewto gain a better
under st andi ng of how respondents interpret questions asked of
them The technique was originally used many years ago (Bel son,
1981), but has gained in popularity in recent years (Fow er and
Roman, 1992; Cksenberg, et al, 1991; Esposito, et al, 1991; and
Nel son, 1985.) This technique is sonetinmes referred to in the
literature as special probes (Oksenberg, et al, 1991) or frame of
reference probing (DeMaio, 1983).
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The primary objective of respondent debriefings is to
det erm ne whet her concepts and questions are understood by
respondents in the same way that the survey designers intend. In
addi tion, respondent debriefings can be quite useful in
determ ning the reason for respondent m sunderstandi ngs.

Sonet i mes results of respondent debriefing show that a question
i s superfluous and does not need to be included in the final
questionnaire. Conversely, it nmay be discovered that additional
guestions need to be included in the final questionnaire in order
to better operationalize the concept of interest. Finally, the
data may show that concepts or questions cause confusion or

m sunderstanding as far as the intended neaning is concerned. In
any of these cases, changes can be incorporated into the final
guestionnaire to reduce nmeasurenent error.

In contrast to the pre-field techniques, which involve snal
nunbers of cases and qualitative information, respondent
debriefing can provide a quantitative nethod of eval uating
probl emati ¢ areas of the questionnaire. This enables objective
docunent ati on of the existence of a problemand its nmagnitude.

In a smal |l -scal e pretest, respondent debriefing questions are
general ly asked of all respondents. For |arge pretests (and al so
perhaps for the survey itself), sanples of respondents are
sonetimes adm ni stered the debriefing questions. Target

popul ations for debriefing questions are usually determ ned by
specific paths taken during the interview. To reduce respondent
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burden and decrease interview costs, a random sanpl e of
respondents can be sel ect ed. |f there are debriefing questions
to be asked of a rare segnent of the population, it may be
necessary to select all households with rare characteristics for
the debriefing, to insure that enough cases are obtained to
facilitate analysis. It is also desirable to randomy select,

wi t hin househol ds, the eligible sanple person about whomthe
debriefing questions will be asked. While this may be manageabl e
in an automated interview ng environnent, it may be too
burdensonme for a paper-and-pencil interview. A sinpler procedure
(but one from which you cannot generalize) is to select the first
sanpl e person who neets the target population criteria.

A critical aspect of a successful respondent debriefing is
that the right questions nust be asked. Question designers and
researchers must have a clear idea of potential problens, so good
debriefing questions can be devel oped. |deas about potenti al
problens can result fromthe use of pre-field techniques prior to
the field test, fromanalysis of data froma previous round of
the survey, fromcareful review of questionnaires, or from
observation of earlier interviews.

When devel opi ng the questions thensel ves, several different
options are available. One way is to repeat the response back to
the respondent, who is then asked an open-ended question intended
to determ ne how he/she devel oped hi s/ her response to the
guestion (that is, what kinds of things were included in the
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response). For exanple, in the Leisure Activities Survey (Case
Study #2), respondents were initially asked whether they had read
any short stories, novels, or poetry in the |last year. As part
of the respondent debriefing, they were asked to describe the
book(s) they read. 1In this case, interviewers recorded the
verbati mresponses, which then had to be coded for quantitative
analysis. In this exanple, the content of the reading naterial
was coded to determ ne whether it fit the definition being asked
for (that is, was it fiction or was it nonfiction?). The data

i ndi cated that over 20 percent of the books named in the probing
gquestions were works of nonfiction such as histories, biographies
or self-help books. These data suggest that there was a
significant problem anong survey respondents concerning the true
definition of a novel (Fowl er and Roman, 1992).

Anot her option is to devel op structured cl osed-ended
guestions that determ ne how certain words or phrases are
under st ood and whet her the "questions, definitions and
i nstructions proposed for a questionnaire convey the frane of
reference desired" (DeMaio, 1983). Wth cl osed-ended questions,
gquantitative data are readily avail able as soon as the
information is keyed. One type of structured question is the
vignette, which presents a hypothetical situation and asks
respondents how to classify it based on their interpretation of
the concept. In the CPS, vignettes were used to determ ne how
respondents were interpreting the concept of work. Respondents
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were provided wth scenarios describing various work and nonwork
activities. The introductions and actual questions asked of the
respondent were varied to reflect the different wording of the
"wor k" question in the alternative questionnaires. After the
scenarios were read, respondents were asked "Wuld you report him
(her) as working |last week, not counting work around the house?",
or "Would you report him (her) as working for either pay or
profit?". According to Martin and Polivka (1992), the vignette
anal ysis provided informati on about particul ar problens of
conprehension and interpretation and permtted insights into the
conceptual structure that underlies respondents' classifications
of different situations. It also "permtted conparisons of the
relative restrictiveness or inclusiveness of respondents’
interpretations of key survey concepts under different versions
of a question” (Martin and Polivka, 1992).

Anot her kind of structured question asks respondents
directly about aspects of the question content that apply to
thenmselves. |In the Leisure Activities Survey, additional
gquestions were asked whether they had read specific kinds of
reading material (e.g., stories about detectives or spies,
fictional stories that appear in nmagazines) to see whether
respondents were including these kinds of material in their
origi nal answers.

Respondent debriefing can al so be used to determ ne how
respondents interpret and define terns, to determ ne whether
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their definition is consistent wwth the intent of the survey
designers. For exanple, in alternative questionnaires tested
during the redesign of the CPS questionnaire, if a person was a
mul ti pl e j obhol der there were several questions in which persons
wer e asked about the main job and the other job(s) separately.
The definition of "main job" was never provided to respondents.
To determine if respondents’ understanding of "main" job was
consistent wwth the survey definition, a respondent debriefing
guestion was adm ni stered in which respondents were asked, "You
mentioned earlier that you had nore than one job. How did you
deci de which job was your MAIN job?" Results indicated that only
63 percent of respondents shared the definition of main job as
being the "job worked at the nost hours" (Esposito, et al, 1991).
Based on these results, the definition of main job was included
in the redesigned questionnaire so all respondents woul d know
what interpretation was intended.

Due to respondent burden constraints, it is often necessary
to restrict respondent debriefing to probe only a few problematic
gquestions or concepts. Oherw se the debriefing beconmes too
taxing for respondents. As w th devel oping the probing
gquestions, an in-depth knowl edge of the survey questionnaire and
its problens is necessary to be able to identify which questions
shoul d be probed.

The node of data collection for the survey can al so have an
i npact on the conplexity of a respondent debriefing
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guestionnaire. |If a pretest interviewis being collected through
CATI/ CAPI, the specific set of debriefing questions selected for
a given respondent can easily be dependent on certain paths taken
during the interview For exanple, debriefing questions intended
to probe respondents' understanding of job search activities can
be programmed to show up on the screen only for respondents who
report that they are unenployed. Use of a paper-and-penci
guestionnaire is nmuch nore restrictive with regard to identifying
whi ch persons in the household fall into the target group of

i nterest depending on the path of the interview Less conplexity
is feasible when previous responses or interviewer check itens
have to be reviewed to deci de whether particul ar respondent
debriefing questions are appropriate.

Respondent debriefings are typically conducted at the end of
the interview so the content of the debriefing questions does not
bi as responses during the interview (This is especially true if
there is to be intensive probing of particular questions.) Wen
making the transition fromthe pretest questionnaire to the
respondent debriefing questions, it is necessary to inform
respondents that their role is changing. An introduction to the
debriefing questions is desirable. This should tell respondents
t hat additional questions are being asked in an effort to inprove
the questionnaire, and that they are now acting as informants

rat her than as respondents.
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This change in the focus of the interviewis sonetines
difficult for interviewers. Respondent debriefing questions
attenpt to tap into the cognitive processes associated with
response formulation, and interviewers are not generally famliar
with this approach. As a result, they sonetines find it awkward
to ask debriefing questions. To alleviate this disconfort, sone
time should be spent discussing the respondent debriefing
gquestions and their purpose during interviewer training for the
pretest.

Respondent debri efings have the potential to supplenent the
i nformati on from behavior coding (see Cksenberg, et al, 1991).

As noted in Section Il.C., behavior coding denonstrates the

exi stence of problens but does not always indicate the source of
the problens. When designed properly, the results of respondent
debriefing can provide information about the sources of the
problens. 1In addition, debriefing data may reveal problens not
evident in the response behavior. For exanple, as nentioned
above, the respondent debriefing results indicated that nearly 40
percent of respondents did not share the sane definition of
"mai n" job as that intended by the survey designers, and
consequently a definitional statenment was included in the
guestionnaire. There was essentially nothing in the behavior
coding results that indicated there was a m sunderstandi ng of the
concept "main job." Gven the |arge degree of m sinterpretation
of the concept, it is surprising that the behavior coding data
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did not show | arge percentages of "requests for clarification.”
However, this is an exanple of where there is "silent"
m sinterpretati on and unl ess debriefing probes are asked, the

m sinterpretati on may never be detected by survey designers.

E. | nt ervi ewer _Debriefing

Frequently, the primary eval uati on of questionnaires used in
pretests is done through interviewer debriefings. The primary
objective of the interviewer debriefing is to provide researchers
and study staff with information about weaknesses in the
questionnaire wordi ng and/ or structure that need to be renedi ed
prior to the questionnaire being used in the field. Unli ke
ot her techni ques descri bed previously, the nmain source of
eval uation material obtained with this nmethod is the
interviewers. They have the nbst contact with respondents and
can enrich the questionnaire designer's understandi ng of
questionnaire problens by sharing the comments provi ded by
respondents during the interview experience. As noted in the
i ntroduction, this technique should not be considered sufficient
as the sole nethod of evaluating a pretest, but it is a necessary
conponent of a well-rounded eval uati on.

There are a variety of techniques that can be used to obtain
information frominterviewers about problens with a
guestionnaire. Interviewers can be debriefed in a group setting,
t hrough interviewer rating forns, or through standardized
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i nterviewer questionnaires (also referred to as structured post-
interview evaluations). These techniques are frequently used in
conjunction with each other. Each of these techniques is

described in nore detail bel ow

G oup Setting Debriefings

Debriefing interviewers in a group setting simlar to a
focus group is the nost comon nmethod used during pretests.
| ntervi ewers who conduct the pretest are brought together after
the interviewng is conpleted and asked about their experiences
adm ni stering the questionnaire. Typically, the noderator of the
debriefing wll review the questionnaire itemby itemto
ascertain what problens interviewers experienced with regard to
gquestion wordi ng, question sequencing and the overall flow of the
i nterview.

It has been suggested that interviewer debriefings consist
of no nore than 15 interviewers (DeMaio, 1983; Nel son, 1985).
This represents a ceiling, taking into consideration all the
factors discussed in Section IIl1.B. on focus groups. The staff
selected for participation in the debriefing should consist of
interviewers with varying years of experience and | evels of
interviewng skill. This is inportant because newer interviewers
or interviewers who have not acquired good interview ng skills
may have different concerns about a questionnaire than
experienced or well-skilled interviewers.
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A noderator or discussion |eader, typically a survey
operations staff nenber or a researcher, guides the discussion
using an outline of topics that require attention. The
debriefings are tape-recorded so the flow of the discussion is
not di srupted whenever a notetaker needs to clarify a point. It
has been suggested that a scribe take notes in addition to the
audi otaping, in order to have a witten summary of the debriefing
prior to having the tapes transcribed (DeMio, 1983; Nel son,
1985) .

During interviewer focus groups it is critical that the
noder at or encourage participation of all attendees. He/she nust
be tuned in to the group dynam cs and insure that a few
participants do not domnate. It may be necessary for the
noderator to have to continually solicit coments fromthe nore
timd participants, to insure that all views are represented.

G oup debriefing sessions are generally held within a few
days after
interviewmng is conpleted. Oher evaluation nethods may al so be
incorporated into the debriefing session to solicit additional
information. For exanple, interviewer rating forns (discussed
bel ow) can be adm nistered in conjunction with the group
debriefing. Also, if behavior coding has been conducted and the
results are available by the tine the debriefing session is held,
the findings can be discussed with interviewers to learn their
opi ni ons about why certain questions were problematic.
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It is generally desirable to incorporate sone additional
met hods of obtaining interviewer input, since the primary
weaknesses of interviewer debriefings in group settings are that
nmost of the information obtained is of a qualitative nature and
"group think" may devel op anong participants. During testing of
new t echni ques for pretesting, Bischoping (1989) identified
several weaknesses associated with the interviewer debriefing
techni que. She determ ned that the group debriefing may not
identify all problens of a questionnaire, may not produce good
estimates of their preval ence, and may | ead to question revisions
that fail to resolve the nost frequently occurring interviewer
and respondent difficulties. For exanple, problens nay be
identified by one or two interviewers, yet the particul ar
guestionnaire itemmy not be problematic in the overwhel m ng
majority of cases. It may be that a particular difficult or
unpl easant incident with a respondent causes an interviewer to
overreact with regard to a particular question. As a result of
t hese problens, work is currently underway (Bischoping, 1989;
Esposito and Hess, 1992) to devel op quantitative nmethods for use
Wi thin group debriefing sessions to determ ne the nagnitude of
the problens identified by interviewers. For exanple, once a
guestion is identified as problematic, interviewers are asked to
i ndi vidual ly indicate what percentage of the tine they have

difficulty getting an adequate answer to the item
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Anot her probl em associated with the qualitative nature of
group sessions is that interviewers' preferences for particular
gquestions nmay be driven by their desire to keep the interview
short and | ess burdensone for thenselves, rather than by their
perceptions that the questions are problematic for respondents.
During the recent redesign of the CPS, alternative questions
about hours worked were tested and interviewers expressed a
preference for the shorter series of questions. However, data
anal ysis showed that the | onger series of data produced nore
accurate estimates (Rothgeb and Hess, 1992). Lessler had simlar
experiences during interviewer debriefings for field testing of
alternative questionnaires for a dental supplenent to the
National Health Interview Survey (Lessler, et al, 1989).
Contradictions in results fromqualitative data fromintervi ewer
debriefings and quantitative information fromdata anal ysis
denonstrate that other question evaluation nethods (e.g.,
behavi or codi ng, response distribution, respondent debriefings)
shoul d be used with pretests to determ ne how particul ar
guestions are worKki ng.

VWiile it is recognized that the weaknesses descri bed above
exist, there are several strengths associated with the
i nterviewer debriefing technique. As previously stated,
interviewers possess an enornous anount of information, given
that they are the closest to the interview experience. During
the redesign of the CPS questionnaire, infornation obtained from
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interviewer debriefings was instrunental in identifying

probl emati c concepts/terns, problens with the structure of
guestions, question sequencing, and particul ar types of

guestions. Interviewers can also be helpful in identifying
solutions to sonme of the problens and the brainstorm ng that
takes place in the group setting contributes to the val uable
suggestions obtained frominterviewers. |In addition to providing
val uabl e insights with questionnaire problens, the interviewer
frequently provide useful information on operational procedures

and how they m ght be inproved.

I nterviewer Rating Form

Anot her technique to obtain information frominterviewers
regardi ng pretest questionnaires is the use of interviewer rating
forms. After the pretest is conpleted, interviewers conplete a
standardi zed rating formand rate each question in the pretest
gquestionnaire on selected characteristics of interest to the
researchers. The focus is to quantify the extent of problens,
and i nformati on about the reasons for the problens is not
obtai ned. The exact content of the rating formcan vary
according to the needs of the researchers and survey designers.
One that has been devel oped for use at the University of M chigan
Survey Research Center (Fowl er, 1989) instructed interviewers to
rate each question on the follow ng four characteristics:

1. Interviewer has trouble reading the question as witten;
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2. Respondents don't understand words or ideas in the
questi on;

3. Respondents have difficulties know ng the accurate
answer ;

4. Respondents have trouble answering in the terns required
by t he questi on.

When rating the question, interviewers use the foll ow ng
categories to rate the characteristics described above: no
probl em evi dent, possible problemevident, or definite problem
evident. In the Leisure Activities Survey (Case Study #2), a
nodi fied version of this formwas used. It obtained interviewer
ratings of three aspects of the question:

1. Interviewer has trouble reading the question as witten;

2. Respondents don't understand words or ideas in the
guesti on;

3. Respondents have trouble providing answers to the
guesti on.

A copy of the rating formused in the case study is included as
Appendi x F.

Interviewer rating forns can be used in several different
ways. First, they can be used as the sole nethod of collecting
information frominterviewers. This m ght be useful when | ack of
time or resources prohibits the conduct of group debriefing
sessions. Alternatively, they can be used in conjunction with

group debriefings. Wen used in this way, they are conpl eted by
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interviewers prior to the group debriefing. Interviewers can
either be instructed to conplete the forns and bring themto the
debriefing session, or the forns can be coll ected beforehand.
The deci sion about which way to proceed depends on the objectives
of the evaluators. Wen interviewers bring the forns to the
debriefing session, the forns serve to jog their nenories and
stinul ate di scussi on about reasons for the probl ens and/ or
potential solutions to the problens observed. Having conpl eted
the formahead of tinme and using it as reference material during
the session, the interviewers are nore likely to present the
broad scope of the problens and not forget anything. However,
because the interviewers have access to the rating fornms during
the debriefing, the two nethods of neasuring questionnaire
probl ens are not independent. |If the questionnaire evaluators
are primarily interested in independent neasures of the
preval ence of problens, then the forns should be collected ahead
of time and interviewers should participate in the group
debriefing without them Even with this nmethod of
adm ni stration, however, it is not clear that the two neasures
are indeed i ndependent--perhaps filling out the rating forns nmade
sonme problens nore salient to interviewers and subsequently
caused the interviewers to discuss themat the group session.

In the Leisure Activities Survey (Case Study #2),
interviewer rating forms were collected fromthe interviewers
prior to the group debriefing precisely because i ndependent
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measures of questionnaire problenms were desired. Results

summari zed by Fowl er and Roman (1992) indicate that all the
questions identified as problematic on the rating forns were al so
identified during the group debriefing session. Fow er and Ronman
suggest that although the information fromthe rating forns seens
to be redundant with that obtained during the group session, the
strength of the rating formmay be that it serves as a stinulus
to a nore thorough debriefing.

Sone questions were identified as problematic only at the
group session and not on the rating fornms. These questions fel
into two general categories, question flow problens and
definitions of terns (such as whether to include | awn nowi ng as
"gardeni ng done for pleasure”). 1In the free-flow ng discussion
in the group, a question was identified as problenmatic within the
context of the larger interview because the flow of the interview
was affected by the question, even though the question itself was

not problematic.

St andardi zed I nterviewer Debriefing Questionnaire

St andar di zed i ntervi ewer debriefing questionnaires
(sonetines referred to as structured post-interview eval uations)
are anot her way of collecting standardized information from
interviewers. These debriefing questionnaires differ fromthe
interviewer rating forns descri bed above in that they are a nuch
nore flexible tool for collecting information. The interviewer
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rating formcollects only information about the magnitude of
specific kinds of problens related to individual questions. Wth
the standardi zed i ntervi ewer debriefing questionnaire, questions
can be included to determ ne the preval ence of a problem reasons
for the problem and proposed solutions to a problem (Esposito
and Hess, 1992). 1In addition to providing useful information on
gquestionnaire design issues, standardi zed debriefing
gquestionnaires can al so provide data on the attitudes and
behaviors of the interviewers that may affect respondent behavior
and consequently responses to survey questions. These data can
produce useful information for inproving interviewer training or
revising interview ng procedures (DeMai o, 1983).

Debriefing questionnaires are designed to be self-
adm ni stered and they are an extrenely cost-efficient way to
collect data fromall interviewers participating in a field test,
as opposed to only 10-15 who can participate in group
debriefings. This is particularly advantageous for |arge-scale
pretests, since many smaller field tests can accomodate al
interviewers at a single debriefing session.

Both the design of the questionnaire and the structure of
the debriefing process are affected by the nunber of interviewers
involved in the field test. |If the field test involves a snal
nunmber of interviewers (less than 15), then the questionnaire can
be designed with open-ended questions, since it wll be possible
for each questionnaire to be reviewed individually. Gven the
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smal | nunber of interviewers and the open-ended design of the
questions, the resulting analysis will be qualitative in addition
to quantitative. However, if a field test involves a |arge
nunmber of interviewers and each questionnaire wll not be
individually reviewed, then the debriefing questionnaire shoul d
be designed with cl osed-ended questions, and the data shoul d be
entered into a database and quantitatively anal yzed.

There are two ways of structuring the debriefing process
when standardi zed debriefing questionnaires are used. First,

t hese questionnaires can be used by thensel ves, independently of
any group debriefing sessions. In this case, the questionnaire
i s devel oped by researchers, who determ ne what survey itens are
t he nost problematic and deserving of inclusion in the
guestionnaire. The debriefing questionnaire can then be

adm nistered to all interviewers, regardl ess of how many there
are, or a sanple can be selected if desired.

The second way of structuring the debriefing process is
appropriate when a | arge nunber of interviewers participate in a
field test. This is an iterative process, used in conjunction
with group debriefing sessions. In this case, group sessions are
first used to identify problematic questions or concepts anpbng a
smal | nunber of interviewers. Then the results are used to
devel op a standardi zed debriefing questionnaire that is
admnistered to the entire pretest interviewng staff. Thus, the
interviewers participating in the group debriefing nake a direct
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contribution to the content of the standardi zed questi onnaire.
In addition to being useful for field tests involving a | arge
nunber of interviewers, it is also useful when the field
gquestionnaire is too large to inquire about every survey item
The itens identified in the group setting as the nost problematic
are then included in the debriefing questionnaire for eval uation
by all the interviewers.

It is critical that the standardi zed questionnaire be
desi gned properly since in a self-adm nistered node, nmuch is |eft
to the interviewer's interpretation. For both open- and cl osed-
ended questions, the questionnaire should include clear
instructions to the interviewers so that proper procedures are
foll owed. For exanple, if interviewers are requested to identify
the nost problematic itemon the questionnaire and their
suggestions as to the source of the problem the questionnaire

should clearly state that only one response is all owed.

F. Split Panel Tests

Split panel tests refer to any field test in which nore than
one version of a question, set of questions, or gquestionnaire are
tested, using replicate sanples. The objective of split panel
tests for pretesting is to determ ne which version of the
guestion or questionnaire is "better"; it is therefore critical
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to determine a priori a standard by which to judge the different
versions. There may al so be an anal ytical purpose--to exam ne
factors which influence responses.

In its sinplest form a split panel test involves the
testing of two alternative wordings of a particular question, and
all other essential survey conditions remain the same. Such
split panel tests have been used to test alternative wordi ngs of
guestions, alternative response options, and determ ni ng whet her
a "don't know' response should be provided to the respondent.

O her versions of split panel tests have involved alternative
versions of the questionnaire, for exanple, changing the order of
sections of the questionnaire (to test whether there is a context
effect) or alternative admnistrations of the entire
guestionnaire (in-person vs. tel ephone- adm nistered) to exam ne
whet her there are node effects.

Anot her use of the split panel test involves its function as
a benchmark to calibrate the effect of changi ng questions. This
is particularly inmportant in the redesign and testing of a | arge-
scal e continuing survey for which the conparability of the data
collected over tine is an issue. (Conparability of data over
time is an issue nore generally, but the tinme and cost invol ved
in benchmarking is usually only justifiable for |arge-scale
surveys.) The final stage in a research programto revise the
guestionnaire should be to test the final revised questionnaire
against the old (control) version before the new questionnaire is
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adopted. Conparison of the data fromthe old and new
questionnaires wll produce inportant information about the
effects of the questionnaire revision independent of changes over
tine.

It is inportant in designing a split panel test to provide
for adequate sanple size to test differences of substantive
interest. Simlarly, it is inperative that these tests involve
the use of random zed assignnment within replicate sanpl e designs,
so that differences can be attributed to the question or
guestionnaire and not to the effects of differential sanpling
error or inconparable sanples. The design of the panels in split
panel experinments need to be carefully planned (see Cook and and
Campbel |, 1979, for a discussion of the design of experinents).
In fielding the test, it is crucial to control the random zation
and ensure that each panel receives the proper treatnent
(questionnaire version, node of adm nistration, etc.) to preserve
the integrity of the conparisons. In other respects,
admnistration of a split panel test is the sane as for any other
field pretest.

Eval uation of split panel tests may include the use of
several of the techniques outlined in this section, including
conpari son of response distributions and exam nation of item
nonr esponse (described below), interviewer and respondent

debriefing, and conparison of behavior coding results.
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Addi tionally, external or validation data can be used to

determ ne the optimal formof the question or questionnaire.

G | tem Nonr esponse and Response Distribution Analysis

The data collected during a field test are an inportant
source of information about how well the questionnaire works.
Two types of data analysis are useful: item nonresponse rates
and response distributions. Analysis of pretest data is
general ly done using raw data (unedited and uni nputed), because
the focus is on how well the respondent understands and responds
to the questions. Editing and inputation inprove the quality of
the data and thereby have the potential to mask questionnaire
pr obl ens.

I tem nonresponse rates are defined as the percentage of
persons eligible for a question who do not provide a substantive
response. Exam nation of item nonresponse rates is useful for
all field pretests, and the results can be informative in two
ways:

1) "don't know' rates can be exam ned to determ ne the
extent to which a task is too difficult for
respondents to do; and,

2) refusal rates can be exam ned to determ ne the

extent to which respondents find certain versions

of a question to be nore sensitive than

anot her version.

Response distributions display the frequencies with which

answers are given by respondents during the pretest. They are
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cal cul ated on the basis of eligible persons who respond to a
speci fic question, excluding those for whoma "don't know' or
"refusal” is obtained. Evaluation of the response distributions
for survey itens can often help to determne if different
gquestion wordi ng or question sequencing produces different
response patterns. (This is especially useful if nore than one
version of a question or questionnaire is being tested, such as
in split panel tests.) Specifically, Rothgeb and Hess (1992)
found during the redesign of the CPS that response distribution
anal ysis can be useful in evaluating questionnaires in the
foll ow ng ways:

e to determ ne the inpact of direct questions versus

vol unt eer ed responses (e.g., asking directly about
unpaid work in a famly busi ness instead of
assum ng respondents wll know to

voluntarily report such work);

e to determ ne the inpact of using different

met hodol ogi es to obtain the sane information

(e.g., using different strategies to acquire

i nformati on on the nunber of hours a person worked | ast
week) ;

e to determ ne the inpact of question sequencing

(e.g., using different question ordering to

determne if response patterns are affected); and,

e to determne if alternative questions are nore

i nclusive of the targeted universe (e.g., rewording

a question so persons who may be only marginally in

the targeted universe get captured).
A constraint of response distribution analysis is that it is
nmost useful when pretesting either nore than one version of a
questionnaire or a single questionnaire for which sonme known
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distribution of characteristics exists for conparative purposes.
As such, it requires relatively large sanple sizes to achieve
statistical significance between versions. |If only one version
of a questionnaire is being tested and there is no reliable known
di stribution of characteristics, the benefits obtained from
response distribution analysis are greatly reduced.

When using response distribution analysis for question
evaluation in split panel tests, the results do not necessarily
reveal whether one version of a question produces a better
under st andi ng of what is being asked than another. Know edge of
differences in response patterns alone is not sufficient to
deci de whi ch question best conveys the concept of interest. 1In
addi tion, sonetines response distribution analysis denonstrates
that revised question wording has no effect on estimates. For
t hese reasons, response distribution analysis should not be a
sol e nethod for evaluating nodifications in question wording or
itemsequencing. It is useful only in conjunction with other
guestion eval uati on nethods such as respondent debriefings,

i ntervi ewer debriefings and behavi or codi ng.

V. Considerations in Devel oping Pretest Plan

There is no one "right" way to conduct a pretest. Depending
on the objectives of the testing activity and the anmount of tine
and noney avail able, there are a nunber of options. In this
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section of the report, we present sone of the practical
consi derations that nmust be addressed in devel oping a pretest

pl an that makes the best use of the techniques di scussed above.

A. Tinme and Cost

It is very difficult to give actual tinme and cost estimates
for the nethods described in Section II1l, because of the variety
of ways in which they can be inplenented. 1In this section, we
provide a discussion of the factors that need to be considered in
estimating tinme and costs for any particular testing activity.
We al so provide ballpark estimates of the anmount of tine
required. The estimates are presented in terns of person-tine;
that is, tinme devoted by staff to conplete the tasks. The total
el apsed tinme may be longer if staff nmenbers are splitting their
time anong different tasks. These estimates are very crude
because the amount of time can vary greatly dependi ng on several
factors: the anmount of developnental tinme required to get
materials ready for use in the field or |aboratory, the length
and conplexity of the questionnaire being tested, the experience
of the staff assigned to the project, the anobunt of tine
avail able for the project, and the anount of coordi nation
requi red between the sponsor and divisions within the Census

Bur eau.
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Bal | park estimates of cost are not included because nmuch of
the cost derives fromsalary costs, these vary greatly dependi ng
on who does the work, and they al so change over tine.

The pre-field testing nmethods described in Sections Il A
and B. are relatively cheap conpared to the cost of a field test.
The tinme involved varies depending on the nethod used.

Cognitive interviews. Cognitive interviews are generally

nmore tinme-consum ng than focus groups, but the tine invested has
payoffs in ternms of the depth of the information collected from
each respondent. The tinme required involves tine for planning
the research (how many respondents will be interviewed and what
ki nds of characteristics they should possess [e.g., snokers vs.
nonsnokers, never-married vs. divorced nothers]), recruiting
respondents, devel oping a protocol for probing of respondents
about suspected or known problens in the questionnaire,
conducting the interviews, preparing summaries of each individual
interview, and preparing a report that summarizes problens and
makes recomendati ons for changes to the questionnaire. The
anount of tinme required varies according to how many interviews
are to be conducted, and how many interviewers and how nuch of
their tine is available. The general range is two to four nonths.
This process can be shortened if individual interview sunmaries
are not prepared; however, we do not recomend that approach

because the summaries are useful both for hel ping the
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interviewers to get nore insights about the response process and
for convincing the sponsors of the problens with the questions.
The cost of conducting cognitive interviews is nostly
conprised of the salaries of the staff conducting the interviews.
Two other cost factors are also relevant. The first is the cost
of small reinbursements to interview participants for their tinme
and travel expenses. The second is travel costs to the site of
the interviews if they are not conducted in the CSVMR Response
Research Laboratory. Depending on the objectives of the
research, regional differences in the quality of response to a
guestionnaire may mandate that interviews be conducted at sites
across the country. Additionally, local travel reinbursenents
may be appropriate if circunstances require that interviewers
travel to participants' hones or offices to conduct the
interviews. This may be the case if, for instance, the survey
requi res school principals to ook up information such as the
nunber of students in the school or if the questionnaire requests
people to report the brand nanmes of products they have eaten.

Focus groups. Focus groups are the quickest way of

collecting information fromrespondents, but as noted in Section
11, they are not as useful as cognitive interviews for
guestionnaire pretesting purposes. Because respondents are
assenbl ed as a group rather than contacted individually, the tine
spent has a larger payoff in terns of the anmount of information
obtained. The tinme required involves time for planning the
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research (how many groups will be conducted and what ki nds of
respondents will be needed), going through the procurenent
process (if the groups are contracted out), recruiting
respondents, developing a topic outline for use for use in
gui di ng the discussion, conducting the focus groups, transcribing
tapes, and witing a report. Depending on the conplexity of the
project, this process can take anywhere fromthree weeks to three
nont hs.

Focus groups can either be conducted in-house or by an
outside contractor, and the cost involved varies dependi ng on
whi ch approach is used. Availability of funds and availability
of in-house personnel to conduct the focus groups are the main
factors that need to be taken into consideration when nmaking a
deci si on about how to conduct the groups. Contracting for focus
groups generally costs approxi mately $4000 per group, and
i ncl udes respondent recruitnment, rental of space, preparing a
noderator's gui de, conducting the focus groups, and preparation
of a sunmary report. Generally, preparation of an additional
report focusing on the inplications of the results for
guestionnaire testing purposes is appropriately undertaken in-
house.

| f the groups are conducted in-house, the cost factors
i nvol ved are staff salaries, respondent reinbursenents, and,
dependi ng on where the groups are conducted, travel and renting
of space and equi pnent.
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Behavi or codi ng, respondent debriefing, and interviewer
debriefing are all nethods that are incorporated into a field
test. For these nethods, the biggest cost and tinme factor by far
is the field test itself. Conpared to that expense, the other
factors involved are mnimal. The follow ng presentation
di scusses the tinme and cost factors over and above those invol ved
inafield test.

Behavi or Codi ng. The anmount of time required to incorporate

behavior coding into a field test is very small, since the data
are collected while the field test is proceeding. A coding
schene needs to be devel oped and coders need to be trained.

(This can be done sinultaneously with other activities to prepare
for the field test.) After the data collection ends, the tapes
must be coded, and the data entered into a conputer database and
anal yzed so a report docunenting the results can be prepared.

The amount of time required for these activities ranges fromtwo
weeks to two nonths, depending on several factors. |f the coding
is done live, either in the field or at a CATI facility, then it

will be conpleted at the sane tinme as the interviewing is

conpleted. |If the interviews are taped and the coding is done
after the fact, it still need not take too much | onger, although
other factors need to be considered. |If only a sanple of

interviews are to be coded, additional tinme may be required to
sanple the tapes. Tine required for coding (and subsequent
analysis) wll also depend on the | ength of the questionnaire
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being tested, the conplexity of the coding schene, the nunber of
avai | abl e coders, the nunber of cases being coded, and the

| ogi stics of getting the tapes to the coders. (Typically, one
can expect the tine to code an interviewto be three tines the
length of tinme to conduct the interview ) |If all the interviews
are to be coded and logistics of getting the tapes to the coders
can be arranged, the coding can be done on a flow basis and it
can be conpleted within a few days of conpletion of the
interview ng. Programmng a data entry system can be conpl eted
before the coding begins, and data entry tinme can vary greatly
dependi ng on the nunber of questionnaires and the nunber of
coders' verbatimcoments that need to be entered. Data entry
time can be shortened if the coders listen to the tapes and key
the data directly into the conputer. Analysis and preparation of
tabl es summarizing results of individual questions and witing up
a report that docunments the results can all be conpleted within
four weeks.

When planning the field test itself, one other thing needs
to be kept in mnd prior to the data collection. |If interviews
w Il be conducted by tel ephone, perm ssion nust be granted from
t he Departnent of Commerce to tape the interviews for |ater
coding. This involves witing a nmenorandum for approval by the
Chief Financial Oficer and Assistant Secretary for
Adm ni stration. (A copy of the nmenorandum used for the Tobacco
Use Suppl ement [Case Study #3] is included as Appendix G ) O her
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preparations can be made sinultaneously, but approximtely five
weeks needs to be allowed to secure the necessary approval .

In terns of costs, the major factor is salary costs for the
coders, the data entry clerks and the anal ysts. These costs can
vary, depending on the type of personnel used. As noted in
Section |11, the coders can be professional staff who are
involved in the questionnaire devel opnent, or clerks or field
supervi sors whose only involvenent in the project is the behavior
coding. Data entry is generally done by clerks, and analysis is
done by the staff involved in the questionnaire devel opnment.

There are sone start-up costs for behavior coding that
i nvol ve purchase of tape recording equipnent (if the coding is
done fromtapes), and tel ephone connectors (if interviewing is
done by tel ephone). An ongoing cost for any behavi or coding
operation is the cost of tapes. Al in all, these costs are very
smal | conpared to the cost of conducting the field test.

Respondent Debriefing. Respondent debriefings are conducted

imedi ately after the interviews thenselves, while the
interviewer and respondent are still in contact or imediately
after the respondent conpletes a self-admnistered form (either
paper - and-pencil or automated). As a result, the evaluation data
are collected sinultaneously with the questionnaire data.
Preparation activities for the respondent debriefing can be
carried out while other preparations are made. These include the
critical task of devel oping the respondent debriefing questions,
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whi ch can be tine-consum ng, and getting the questionnaires ready
for the field. |If the respondent debriefing occurs as part of
CATI / CAPI / CSAQ data col | ection, the questionnaire nmust be
programmed. In addition, specifications for sanpling respondents
or selecting which respondents get asked which questions may al so
need to be devel oped and progranmed. After data collection is
conplete, additional tine is required to enter the data, analyze
it, and wite a report. (Data entry nmay be conpleted as part of
the main survey, or nay be done during data collection if

CATI / CAPI / CSAQ i s used.) Because respondent debriefing
guestionnaires are typically short, the time required for these
activities is also short. The additional tinme required to

i ncorporate respondent debriefing into a field test ranges from
two to four weeks. The additional costs involved, beyond those
for the field test, are snall expenses for data entry and
conputer time for analysis, with the bulk being allocated to
staff tinme for analysis and report-witing.

Interviewer debriefing. Interviewer debriefings are

typically conducted shortly after data collection for a field
test is conpleted. After the debriefing session is held, the
report can generally be prepared within one or two weeks. |If
interviewer rating forns or standardi zed interviewer debriefing
guestionnaires are used in conjunction with interviewer
debriefing, sone additional tinme may be required both prior to
the debriefing to develop the fornms used, and after the
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debriefing to analyze and integrate the quantitative data. The
nunber of cases involved is usually small, and even in this case,
the debriefing report can generally be conpleted within two to

t hree weeks.

The costs involved in conducting interviewer debriefing
sessions are relatively small. They include the cost of tapes
for tape recording the session, additional salary and travel
costs for the interviewers to attend the session, and sal ary
costs for staff to conduct the session, reviewthe tapes and
conpile the debriefing report. |If the field test is conducted
outside of the local DC area, additional travel costs may be
incurred for staff at attend the debriefing (however, in this
case the travel cost specifically associated with the debriefing
woul d be small conpared to the cost of travel associated with the
field test as a whole). For a large-scale field test that uses
standardi zed i ntervi ewer debriefing questionnaires, additional
costs for data keying and conputer analysis may be incurred.

Split Panel Tests. As noted previously, split panel tests

are a specific kind of field test in which alternative versions
of a questionnaire or survey procedures are used and the results
conpared. Again, the nmajor tinme conponent is the anmount of tine
requi red for planning and conducting the data collection, the
sane as for any field test. Small anmounts of additional tinme
(perhaps a week) may be required to devel op the alternative
version of the questionnaire or procedures. This does not
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include the tinme for fornms design and printing already required
as part of the field test. The nost tinme-consum ng addition
i nvol ves analysis of the results. By its nature, an experinental
design stresses the content of the data collected, and pl aces
ultimate i nportance on anal yzing the performance of the various
alternatives. Tine required for this task will be discussed in
nore detail bel ow

There are several additional cost conmponents for a split
panel test. Depending on the nature and conplexity of the
alternatives, these may include additional costs for forns design
and printing, for devel opnent of a CATI/CAPI instrunent, for
devel opment of training materials, and also for expanding the
sanple size. Additionally, there will be costs associated with
programm ng and conducting the data anal ysis and docunenting the
results.

Anal ysis of |Item Nonresponse Rates and Response

Di stributions. In contrast to the other nethods di scussed thus

far which involve collection of information separate from or
conplenentary to the field test, this is a technique for

eval uating the data that are collected either during a field test
or a split panel test. The tinme factors that need to be
considered include tine for data capture, file preparation, file
docunent ation, analysis, and preparing a report of results. Tine
for data capture may differ dependi ng on whether the
gquestionnaire is devel oped for processing through CATI, CAPI,
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CSAQ FOsDIC, or keying, and depending on the nunber of
guestionnaires included in the field test. Generally, data
capture should be conpleted within four weeks after the end of
data collection. File preparation also involves different
anmounts of effort according to how the data were captured, and
shoul d be conplete within five to seven days after data capture
is conplete. Tine required for analysis and report-witing
depends on the objectives of the field test, and on whet her
custom prograns are devel oped or packaged software prograns are
used. Sinple tallies of item nonresponse and response
di stributions for each item should be conpleted, along with a
brief report, within one to two weeks of delivery of a final data
file, depending on the length of the questionnaire. The analysis
of split panel tests with alternative versions of questionnaires
may be nore conplicated and take longer. 1In this case, results
shoul d be conplete within three to six weeks of delivery of a
final data file.

The cost factors to be considered include conputer costs and
staff time for programm ng, analysis, and report-witing.
Qoviously, the nore conplicated and tinme-consum ng the anal ysis,

the nore costs will be incurred at this stage of the project.

B. OWB d earance
One of the realities that nust be confronted in devel oping a
pretest plan is the requirenent for clearance by the Ofice of
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Managenment and Budget (OVB) if nore than nine individuals are
asked to conpl ete survey forns.

The process of obtaining OVMB clearance is tine-consumng. A
cl earance package (consisting of an SF-83, "Supporting

Statenent,"” and copies of all fornms and materials) nust be
prepared (usually by the Census Bureau with assistance fromthe
sponsori ng agency) and approved through both the Census Bureau
and the sponsoring agency before it is submtted for approval at
the departnental level. |In the Departnent of Comrerce, 30 days
must be all owed for departnental approval; at other agencies, the
time required for this approval can range up to three nonths.
Only after this approval is secured can the final package go to
OMB. Unless it is an energency subm ssion, OVB nust be all owed
an additional 90 days to review the package and provi de

approval /denial. Thus, a mninmum of four nonths generally needs
to be built into the tine schedule just to acconmmpdate OVB

cl earance requirenents.

In some situations, this process may be sinplified. CSMR
has obtained from OVB a generic clearance that applies
specifically to questionnaire pretesting research. In specific
situations, the extended waiting period can be elimnated from
time schedul es for pretesting questionnaires. The circunstances

under which the generic clearance applies are as foll ows:

1) the clearance involves pretesting of survey
guestionnaires or procedures, and the testing
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will yield information that will be useful for
maki ng changes;

2) the nethodology for the pretest activity consists of any
of the fol | ow ng:

o cognitive interviews;

e focus groups;

° respondent debriefing questionnaires;
° field tests in which interviewer/respondent
interaction i s coded, or

e split sanple experinents;

3) the nunber of cases included in the pretest activity is
small (no nore than a few hundred);

4) the testing does not involve a "dress rehearsal" of
survey pr ocedur es;

5) there is no experinentation with incentives; and

6) approval to use the generic clearance is granted by

CSMR, which is responsi bl e for overseeing the
cl earance and nonitoring the respondent burden
hour s.

If these criteria are net, the current procedures stipul ate
that OVMB be notified by letter at | east one week in advance of
the pretesting activity. The letter is witten by Census Bureau
staff responsible for conducting the activity, for review and
signature by staff in CSMR  The letter contains the foll ow ng
i nformation:

e the nane of the survey for which the testing is being
conduct ed, and t he sponsor;

® description of the test procedures;

® kind of testing (cognitive interviews, focus group, field
t est, etc.);
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| ocati on and dates of data collection;

e nunber of interviews to be conducted;

® plans for selecting respondents;

e data collection procedures;

® assurance that data are confidential and vol untary;
® nethods to nmaxi m ze response rates;

® respondent burden hours;

e nanes and addresses of contacts for statistical aspects
and data col | ecti on.

This is the sane basic information that is required in an OVB
supporting statenent, although in less detail. As with a regular
OMB subm ssion, informational copies of questionnaires,
debriefing materials, and other materials sent to respondents
must acconpany the letter.

Anot her requirenent of the clearance is that the results of
the pretesting activity nust be witten up and sent to CSVR
This is because OMB requires that the Census Bureau annual ly
submt a report that docunents the work done under the clearance
and the results of the testing.

The exi stence of this generic clearance greatly facilitates
the Census Bureau's ability to pretest questionnaires, since the
anmount of tinme required in advance of testing is drastically
reduced. The tine constraints basically consist of the ones
outlined in the previous section, wthout any additional |ag

time. If timeis a luxury in the planning of a particular
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pretest and nore than one round of testing is conducted (using
nmore than one of the above techniques), a separate letter nust be
sent to OMB describing each activity.

The generic clearance is not a panacea for all questionnaire
testing, since there are situations in which large field tests
are necessary to neet the objectives of the pretest. |In those
cases, the routine and tine-consum ng procedures for obtaining
OMB cl earance nust be conplied with. However, for other snaller-
scal e testing needs, the generic clearance provides a | ess
cunbersone way to increase the anount of testing of Census Bureau

guestionnaires and inprove the quality of data coll ected.

C. Study Design

It is inpossible in a protocol manual of this nature to
prescri be specifications for the conduct of a particular pretest.
Rat her, the intent of this section is to enunerate the issues,
somewhat |ike a checklist, that should be considered in the
design of a pretest or a set of pretesting activities. Anong the
consi derations shoul d be:

e the nature of the pretest, that is, the objectives of the
pr et est and the set of techniques (as discussed in Section

[11) that will be used to neet those objectives;

® the design of the pretest sanple, including the sanple
size, the sel ection of the sanple, and respondent
recruitnment;

e the node of pretest data collection (self-adm nistered,

face-to-face, or tel ephone);
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e the nediumused to capture the pretest data (paper-and-
pencil or conput er - assi sted data col |l ection);

e the content of the pretest questionnaire,;

e the setting for the pretest data collection (respondent's
hone, | aboratory facility, etc.);

e the length of the study (that is, the nunber of weeks
avai l abl e for conducting the interviews);

® the nunber of interviewers required; and

® respondent selection rules, including self and proxy
deci si ons, nunber of respondents per househol d, etc.

Each of these issues wll be discussed briefly bel ow

Sanpl e design. Several issues related to the sanple design
are critical to the design of the pretest. A clear statenent of
the test objectives wll help in making deci sions concerning
t hese issues. They incl ude:

e Type of sanple: Do you want to conduct a pretest
with a nationally representative sanple or is a purposive sanple
or a sanple selected froma |[imted nunber of sites sufficient?
As wth nost issues that wll be enunerated in this section, the
answer to this question is, in part, determ ned by the techniques
used to conduct the pretest. |In using cognitive interview ng
t echni ques, nost researchers begin with a small nunber of
informants, selected froma |imted nunber of sites, focusing on
t he popul ation group or groups of primary interest. |n contrast,
split panel tests, by their very nature, require the use of

random assignnment to treatnments. This can be achi eved by random
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assignnment to statistically representative sanples or to
conveni ence sanpl es.

® Sanple size: The first question of interest in
determ ning sanple size is whether the data collection effort
will result in statistical analyses or whether the data are seen
as providing qualitative information. Once again, the use of
many of the techni ques, including cognitive interviews,
respondent and interviewer debriefing, and focus groups, are not
dependent upon | arge sanple sizes for conducting statistical
tests. Behavior coding can prove to be informative, even when
applied to a relatively small sanple. However, if the tests
i nvol ve the conparison of different fornms of the question or
gquestionnaire or an analysis of item nonresponse rates, or
di fferent behaviors associated with alternative questionnaire
designs, it is necessary to determ ne the anal ytic goal s,
determ ne what size effect is desirable to detect, and from
there, set the sanple sizes to provide sufficient sanple size and
power to neet those goals.

e Sanple selection and recruiting: There are a
variety of ways to select a sanple. These include the use of
expired sanple for a major study, so as to facilitate the
selection of individuals with particular characteristics (e.g.,
selecting fromthe outgoing rotation of the CPS), random digit
dialing (for tel ephone-adm ni stered questionnaires), area
probability sanpling, recruiting informants through
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advertisenents and posting, mall intercept sanples, etc. Once
again, the determnation of the sanple selectionis to a |large
extent based on the goals and techniques used in a particul ar
pretest.

Mbde of Data Collection. The issue of node of data

collection is not a question for many of the techniques
enunerated in Section IIl. For exanple, the use of cognitive
interview ng techni ques and focus groups demands face-to-face
interaction, although both techni ques have been used for
observi ng and di scussing sel f-adm ni stered questionnaires.
ldeally, a field test should reflect the node or nodes that wll
be used in the actual study, to elimnate the potenti al
confoundi ng of the effects of node on the findings. Although the
l[iterature on node effects indicates m xed findings, we do know
that the nature of the interaction is different across the
various nodes. In the interest of saving costs, however,
pretesting of personal visit questionnaires may be conducted by
tel ephone froma centralized facility. Wen changes are made in
the node of data collection, it nust be recognized that
differences in the dynam cs of the interaction between the
respondent and interviewer may affect the test results. Self-
adm ni stered vs. interviewer-adm nistered questionnaires raise
different issues for the questionnaire designer. For exanple,

the need to have a docunent that is visually pleasing with sinple
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skip instructions may be a nore inportant criterion for the
former.

Medium for Data Collection. For the purposes of this

manual , "medium' refers to the neans by which the data are
captured--either paper-and-pencil or conputer-assisted
interviewwng. Simlar to the node of data collection, it is
useful to use the nediumof interest for the main study in
designing a pretest, so the dynam cs of the actual response
process will remain constant. Also simlar to node of data
coll ection, sone of the techniques outlined in Section Il are
not conducive to using conputer-assisted interviewng (e.g.,
cognitive interview ng techniques). However, one can inagine
using either of these nedia in conjunction wth many of the other
techni ques discussed in Section II1.

I n determ ni ng whether to use paper-and-pencil or conputer-
assi sted net hodol ogy, one critical elenent to consider is the
I ength of time available in the planning phase of the pretest.
Traditionally, the use of conputer- assisted interview ng
techni ques has required longer lead tines for "authoring” an
instrunment (around six nonths), especially when conpared to
pretest questionnaires which are often xeroxed rather than

printed. Content of the Pretest. As noted in Section |1

the objective of a pretest can be quite variable, ranging from
the revision of a single question to the design of an entire
instrunment. All of the case studies discussed in Section V

78



represent tests of supplenents to an ongoing survey--either to
the Current Popul ation Survey or the National Crinme Survey. 1In
conducting a pretest of a supplenent, one needs to deci de whet her
it is inportant (fromthe viewpoint of content or respondent
burden) to adm nister the main survey prior to testing the
revised supplenent. Simlarly, for any redesign effort short of
a conpl ete questionnaire, one needs to determ ne whether testing
can be limted to the revised section(s) of the instrunent or
whet her the entire questionnaire needs to be adm nistered. In
maki ng this decision, the possibility of context effects (Schuman
and Presser, 1984) needs to be considered. The content of

previ ous questions may affect how respondents answer subsequent
questions. Therefore, deleting questions on a pretest
guestionnaire may create differences in how respondents
understand a | ater question in the pretest and in the actual
survey. Using sone of the nore exploratory techniques, for
exanpl e, cognitive interview ng or focus groups, it nay be
beneficial to limt the research to the itens of particul ar
interest. However, with respect to larger field tests using
behavi or coding, debriefing of interviewers or respondents, or a
split sanple experinent, it is generally useful to test the
entire questionnaire. The tradeoff, of course, is whether the
anount of resources (both tinme and noney) are avail able for

testing such an extensive design.
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There is a literature that docunents the kinds of effects
that can occur with respect to changes in the wordi ng and
sequence of questions, length of reference periods, presentation
of response categories, etc. It may be useful to refer to
previ ous research (e.g., Belson, 1981; Bradburn and Sudman, 1979;
Bi ener, et al, 1991; Converse and Presser, 1986; Payne, 1951,
Schuman and Presser, 1981; Fow er, 1988; Sudman and Bradburn,
1974; Sudman and Bradburn, 1982; Turner and Martin, 1984) in
devel oping the content of the pretest questionnaire.

Anot her issue related to the content of the questionnaire
being tested invol ves whether the questions are part of a tine
series. A balance between the neasurenent error affecting the
guestions and the desire to maintain conparability over tine
needs to be struck. It may nean that question wordi ng should be
kept intact even though it is not ideal, or that sone parts of a
guestionnaire should be kept intact to maintain key trends.

Setting. Were should the pretesting activities be
conducted? Once again, this decision is driven by the types of
techni ques used. Cognitive interview ng can be conducted
anywhere it is possible to tape record or otherwi se record (in
detail) respondents' answers, but many researchers conduct such
interviews at a | aboratory facility containing audio and vi sual
taping capabilities and a one-way mrror to permt unobtrusive
observation of the interviews. However, the respondent’'s hone or
office may be a better choice if the questionnaire being tested
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requi res the use of records to answer the questions. Focus group
research needs to be conducted in a neutral facility, which can
accommodat e the noderator and the informants easily and which
permts taping of the session. Field tests involving other

t echni ques such as behavi or codi ng, respondent debriefing, or an
eventual analysis of a split sanple experinment or response

di stributions can be conducted in the respondents' hones, froma
centralized tel ephone facility, or by tel ephone from
interviewers' hones. The advantage of a centralized tel ephone
facility is the ease with which interviews can be nonitored (that
is having a third party observe), thereby facilitating the
recordi ng of behavi or codes or other observational data. An
advant age of automation is that it provides much nore control in
random zing the treatnments in a split panel test and also all ows
nore conpl ex desi gns.

Field Period and Nunber of Interviewers. The size of the

sanpl e, the design of the sanple (that is, the nunber of sites in
whi ch the pretest is being conducted) and the length of the
guestionnaire all affect the tradeoff between the |length of the
field period and the nunber of interviewers. Ideally, one needs
to have enough interviewers so the findings of the pretest are
not confounded with interviewer effects. Wth only one or two
interviewers, the results may reflect the effect of the
particular interviewer rather than the effect of the instrunent
being tested. However, each additional interviewer adds
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additional fixed costs, for exanple in training and supervi si ng.
One al so needs to consider the length of tinme avail able for
conducting the pretest and the nost efficient use of that tine.
For exanple, if two nonths are available for fielding the
pretest, it may be nore efficient to use six interviewers and
conplete the work in one nonth rather than use three interviewers
who woul d need to work the entire two nonths. As with nost of
the design issues raised in this section, decisions about |ength
of the data collection period and nunber of interviewers are

hi ghly dependent on several of the other design features,

i ncl udi ng sanpl e size, node and nmedium for data collection, etc.
In determning field period and nunber of interviewers, one nust
al so decide on the level of effort that will be expended to
obtain response froma particular sanple unit. For exanple, how
many cal | backs will be required to interview rel uctant
respondents or respondents who are not at home? WII| refusal
conversion be part of the pretest operations?

Respondent Rules. Finally, who should the respondent for

the pretesting activities be? The answer depends to sonme extent
on the type of pretesting activity. Focus groups and respondent
debriefing require self-response, since the focus is on how the
respondent interprets and answers the survey questions.
Cognitive interviews can be structured to use self-response or
proxy-response, but they should not involve both with the sane
respondent. Exposure to either the concurrent or retrospective
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t hi nk al oud net hod woul d contami nate the effectiveness of the
techni que the second tine through the questionnaire, because the
respondent will not be hearing, understanding, and thinking about
the question for the first time (in a concurrent think aloud) and
in a retrospective think aloud, recall of self- and proxy
responses can be confused. |In practice, cognitive interviews are
general ly conducted using self-response. For field tests, the
respondent rules for the actual study are an inportant
determnant. |If the actual study permts a m xture of self- and
proxy-responses, then the pretest will provide nore useful

information if both types of respondents are included.

D. Oher Issues

I n devel oping a program of pretesting activities, there are
several other general issues that need to be addressed. Sone are
appl i cabl e regardl ess of the nethodol ogy used, while others are
relevant only for field tests. These issues are as foll ows:

e coordi nation anong divisions and sponsors;

® preparation of pretest questionnaire and rel ated
mat eri al s;

e training; and

® data processing.
This section briefly describes each issue and di scusses its

application in the pretesting process.
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Coor di nati on anong divisions and sponsors. In planning and

executing a set of pretest activities, there are nmany different
actors who performdifferent functions. |In order for the pretest
to be successful, good comuni cati on and proper coordi nation
anong all the responsible parties are essential. It is also
extrenely inportant that a project plan be devel oped which
outlines the responsibilities of each involved division and
associ at ed deadl i nes/due dates for the various assigned duties.

For the Census Bureau denographi c survey program
Denogr aphi ¢ Surveys Division (that is, the staff responsible for
representing the sponsor on survey content and timng) serves
the role of general coordinator to ensure that pretest goals and
objectives are net. It obtains commtnents for staff resources
from ot her divisions and coordi nates the schedul es and activities
of all responsible parties. 1t also serves as the Census |iaison
bet ween the sponsor and ot her divisions within Census.

Dependi ng on the type of pretest activity, other divisions
may al so get involved. |If pre-field activities such as focus
groups or cognitive interviews are conducted, participation of
CSMR staff may be involved, either for training subject matter
staff or for conducting the activities. |If a field test is
conducted, several other divisions may al so participate,
depending on the size and formality of the test. Denographic
Statistical Methods Division may get involved with selecting the
sanple--its size, design, source, etc. Admnistrative and
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Publ i cation Services Division (APSD) may be recruited to turn
rough draft questionnaires and other docunents into canera-ready
forms and manuals, and to facilitate tinely and high-quality
printing of materials. Field Division coordinates the work of
the interviewers (who are officially knowmn as Field
Representatives) and all regional office and tel ephone center
staffs in conducting the pretest, as well as coordinating and/or
witing training and office instructions. Data Preparation
Division in Jeffersonville, Indiana, my be requested to perform
clerical or keying duties, maintain supplies of fornms, or ship
printed forns to regional offices. Good coordi nati on anong
all parties involved, including the sponsor is crucial. Wen
schedul e changes or problens occur, all divisions who are
involved in the activity should be inforned. Wen decisions
about the final content of the questionnaire are nade, the
coomments of all staff who have been involved in the questionnaire
devel opnent shoul d be solicited.

Preparation of Pretest Questionnaire and Rel ated Materi als.

For any kind of pretesting activity, the focus is on the
guestionnaire under devel opnent. Thus, there nust be an
instrunment for use during the testing. Depending on the type of
activity, the questionnaire may be in various stages of

readi ness. 1In cognitive interviews, for exanple, a typed and
xeroxed version of the questionnaire is sufficient. Cut-and-
paste revisions of previously-used questionnaires can be given to
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respondents in self-adm nistered cognitive interviews. For a
field test, however, canera-ready versions of the questionnaire
are generally designed by APSD, proofed by the subject matter
division, and printed. If timng is an issue, the sponsor may
el ect to contract out the design and printing of fornms and ot her
materials. Interviewer manuals and other field materials are
general ly devel oped by either DSD or Field Division, and either
xeroxed or printed, as timng or quantities require.

Training. An essential ingredient to the success of a field
test is good training. The people who actually conduct the
interviews nust have a fundanental understanding of every facet
of the survey. Interviewer training packages for a pretest are
prepared either by subject matter experts in the participating
di visions or by the Training Branch of Field Division, working
closely with subject matter experts. The route that is chosen
for devel opnent of training materials generally depends on tine
constraints and availability of staff. Training nay be
adm ni stered through self-studies that the interviewers are asked
to conplete at hone. The self-studies introduce the interviewers
to the basic survey concepts and procedures. Training may al so
be conducted in a classroomsetting, whereby groups of
interviewers are trained by the survey supervisor in Field
Division. Cdassroomtraining is usually provided through a
"verbatimtraining guide" read by the trainer and practice
interviews. This mmcs actual survey procedures, in which
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interviewers in all geographic areas nust receive exactly the
sanme training. Another training option that is sonetines, but
not too frequently, used is |less structured classroomtraining,
which is guided by just an outline or brief description of what
is to be covered.

These two techniques are often used in conbination--a self-
study to introduce the survey concepts and classroomtraining to
provi de in-depth preparation on survey specifics such as skip
patterns and question wording. An inportant function of
classroomtraining is to give interviewers a chance to conplete
practice interviews, to get a feel for the flow of the

questionnaire and get famliar with its content.

Data Processing. The conpleted survey questionnaires need
to be processed before any analysis can begin. At a m ninum
processi ng i ncl udes
clerically checking in and review ng the fornms, and keying the
data. At the pretest stage, the sponsor may elect to do very
little additional clerical or conputer data cleaning, and may
decide not to weight the data, especially if they are not going
to be published. |In that case, the sponsor nay want to see the
data presented exactly as collected, in order to better identify
guestions that do not yield the expected responses.
| nconsi stencies are often "flagged” at the pretest stage, but the

data are left intact.
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In sone instances (for exanple, in a split panel test) nore
conplicated processing may be warranted. Then, there are two
additional |ayers of processing: conputer "cleaning" the data
t hrough consi stency checks, editing and/or inputation, and
wei ghting the sanple data (when required) to reflect a national
uni verse. These activities create a data file that can be used
to conpare estimtes across panels or to national totals for

detail ed substantive anal ysis.

E. Reporting of Results

Reporting the results of any pretesting activity is crucial
to getting the nost out of the project. In the descriptions of
many of the techni ques described in Section Ill, summaries and
reports are included as part of the standard procedures. These
reports serve several purposes: 1) they force the person
preparing themto concentrate on the interview, focus group,
etc., and think about the inplications of the interaction for the
revision of the questionnaire; 2) they constitute a common body
of know edge that all the staff working on the project can tap to
revise the questionnaire; and 3) they provide docunentation of
the problens with the questionnaire for survey sponsors.

One of the techniques described in Section I1l, analysis of
i tem nonresponse rates and response distributions, is a nethod
for reporting the results of a field test. This stage of the
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field test is often neglected entirely within the Census Bureau;
the data are turned over to the sponsor for substantive

exam nation. However, analysis of these relatively sinple
aspects of the data is inportant even for subject matter
specialists here. This facet of know edge about how the
gquestionnaire worked is inportant for joint discussions about
maki ng revisions to the questionnaire.

There is always a tenptation to elimnate the reports
because they are too tinme-consum ng; however, this is tinme well
spent in terns of its inpact on the quality of the final product,
the revised questionnaire. Furthernore, by docunenting the
results, they will be available for other staff working on
rel ated questionnaires or later rounds of a survey, so that
people will not have to keep re-inventing the wheel.

After the results of the questionnaire pretesting research
are reported, recommendations for changes to the questionnaire
have been suggested, and revisions have been nmade, it is useful
to test the questionnaire again. This testing checks to see if
t he changes that have been nade address the original problens
W t hout creating new ones. This can either be done through a
round of cognitive interviews or by neans of another small field

test.

F. Inplenentation Plans for the Survey
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Havi ng conpleted all the work of planning, conducting, and
reporting the results of a programof pretesting activities, it
is inmportant to ensure that the outcones of the research are
integrated into the plans for the actual survey. Pretest results
sonetinmes sit around and col |l ect dust, both at the Census Bureau
and at the sponsoring agency. |In order to collect survey data of
t he highest quality possible, it is inperative that the results
of the research actually get incorporated into the arrangenents
for the survey. \Wen decisions about the questionnaire and
survey procedures are nade, input should be sought fromthe staff
who have been invol ved at the questionnaire devel opnent and
testing stages. Wiile there nay be operational reasons why sone
recommendat i ons cannot be accommodat ed, di scussion anong all the
parties involved may conme up with additional suggestions that
bot h address problens and are feasible wthin operational

constraints.

V. Case Studies

As part of the process of developing this pretesting
protocol, three denonstrations of the use of expanded pretesting
activities were conducted. These case studies were chosen to
represent a range of situations as far as the |length of the
gquestionnaire, tine, and avail able funds are concerned. 1In this

section, we present descriptions of the pretesting activities
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conducted as part of each of these denonstration projects, along
with some of the results.
A.  Short Tine Frane, Few Resources: The CPS Supplenent on Child
Support and Al i nony

Backgr ound. The O fice of Child Support Enforcenent, U S

Department of Health and Human Servi ces sponsors a supplenent to
the Current Popul ation Survey on a biannual basis, during April.
The data fromthe study provide estimates of the popul ati on of
children "at risk" of receiving child support, that is, children
for whom one or both parents are not residing with the child.
During the 1988 and 1990 adm ni strations of the survey, two

probl ens becanme evident. First, the screening questions used to
identify individuals providing care to a child at risk of

recei ving support inproperly excluded all custodial fathers and a
subset of custodial nmothers. |In addition, the survey was plagued
with high I evels of item nonresponse. Although there were
several other concerns with question wording and the

adm ni stration of the supplenent, the two itens enunerated above
were of highest priority for redesign efforts.

Constraints. Two mmjor obstacles precluded the design of a

| arge research or field effort. First, timng was quite short.
The sponsors of the survey made known their concerns in Decenber,
1990; final design of the questionnaire needed to be conpl eted by
August, 1991. Thus, it would have been difficult to design a
study and permt adequate tine for OVB cl earance, conduct the
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study, and conplete analysis prior to the August deadline. (The
Census Bureau did not receive authorization for its generic
pretest clearance until Septenber, 1991). Second, only a smal
budget had been all ocated for pretesting and devel opnent al
activities.

Pret est Desi gn. In light of these limtations, a study

pl an was devel oped to: (1) exam ne possible reasons for the high
i tem nonresponse rates; (2) test alternative question wording
that would permt the identification of the entire popul ation at
risk of receiving child support; and (3) provide guidance for
devel opi ng an ongoi ng research plan to address other issues
within a longer tinme frane.

The research was conducted in two stages. During the spring
of 1991, the Census Bureau conducted cognitive interviews with
respondents using the 1990 version of the child support
enforcenent questionnaire as well as a revised version of the
guestionnaire introduction, which identified eligible
respondents. Respondents were recruited from Washi ngton, D.C.
and t he suburban Maryl and area through advertisenents that were
posted in local child support offices, grocery stores, libraries,
and other public places. Contacts were also nmade with officers
of local chapters of Parents w thout Partners and advertisenents
were placed in |ocal newspapers. Seven informants who varied
wth respect to race, education, age, gender, and enpl oynent
status were recruited.
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The second stage of pretesting focused on a particular
subset of the popul ati on--nothers who have children eligible for
support fromnore than one father. This group of custodi al
parents, for whomthe questionnaire was known to be especially
difficult, was of special interest to the sponsors of the survey.
Ei ght additional interviews were conducted with informants who
were recruited froma local child support office.

Techni ques. As noted above, the primary goals of the

cognitive interviews were twofold: to test a new questionnaire
i ntroduction designed to capture the universe of al
children/parents at risk of receiving child support and to
understand the reasons for high item nonresponse rates. In
addition, cognitive interview ng techniques were used to
understand the respondents' interpretations of several questions.
The majority of the interviews were conducted using a concurrent
thi nk al oud format, where respondents were asked a question and
formul ated a response, thinking aloud as to how they determ ned
the response. Respondents' statenents were probed to understand
how answers were fornul ated, to understand the respondents’
interpretations of the questions, and to clarify what was or was
not included in the response. Respondents were al so asked, at
tines, to describe what technical terns neant to them(e.qg.,
joint custody). At the end of the interview, respondents were
debriefed concerning the sensitivity and difficulty of the

vari ous questions.
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I nterviews were conducted at the cognitive |aboratory
facility of the Center for Survey Methods Research and at the
Prince George's County Child Support Ofice. The interviews were
audi o-taped and the informants were asked to sign consent forns,
permtting review of the tapes by researchers involved in the
study. Al of the respondents consented to the audio-taping.

Each of the taped interviews was transcribed. |In addition,
followng the interview, the interviewer wote a detailed sumary
of the session. These two docunents were reviewed by the
researcher and used as the primary qualitative information to
recommend changes to the questionnaire.

Fi ndi ngs. The findings fromthe cognitive interviews
(reported in Mathiowetz, 1991) suggested the foll ow ng:

e the new introduction was easy for respondents to answer

whil e al so ensuring inclusion of the total universe

of eligible persons;

e there did not appear to be any clearly identifiable reason

for the hi gh item nonresponse rates for many of the
gquestions, except for t he questions which dealt with
actual and awarded anmounts of child support;

e the main problemw th the support questions, which asked

t he respondent to provide dollar anmounts, was
that the respondents were forced to provide the answer
in terms of an annual anmount. Many of the respondents

were able to provide weekly or nonthly anmounts, but
had difficulty in annualizing the anmount; and

e suggestions for inproving the interviewer manual. In
light of the | ack of cognitive problenms with the
gquestions, it was hypothesi zed that the source of the
hi gh item nonresponse rates evident in 1988 and 1990 may

be with the intervi ewer.
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Recommendations fromthis research were incorporated into
the April 1992 Child Support Supplenent. They were acknow edged
as an inprovenent over the existing questionnaire, and an
effective use of the limted anount of tinme (eight nonths from
pl anni ng to anal ysis and reconmendati ons) and noney. However,

t he sponsor recogni zed that nore research woul d be necessary to
fully address all the data quality problens with the
guestionnaire, and a | onger range program of research is being

conducted for the 1994 Child Support Suppl enent.

B. Medium Length Supplenent, Limted Tine, Mderate Funds: The
Lei sure Activity Survey

(Largely extracted from Executive Summary of "A Study of
Approaches to Survey Question Eval uation"” prepared by Jack Fow er
and Tony Roman)

Background. Approximately every five years since 1982, the

Nat i onal Endowrent for the Arts (NEA) has sponsored a suppl enent
to the National Crine Survey (NCS) on public participation in the
arts, comonly referred to as the Leisure Activity Survey (LAS).
The purpose of the LAS is to neasure the extent to which Anerican
adults attend and participate in various kinds of arts-related
performances and activities. The NEA was aware of sone probl ens
in the previous version of the survey with respect to
respondent s’ understanding of the kinds of events and activities
that they were and were not to report. The NEA was very mnuch

interested in having research conducted to address the weaknesses
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in the questionnaire, and had budgeted a nodest anount of noney
for a pretest in 1991. The next LAS survey was scheduled to be
fi el ded between January and Decenber 1992.

In late 1990, Census had arranged a Joint Statistical
Agreenment between Census and the University of Massachusetts'
Survey Research Center to do an evaluation study of various
pretesting techniques and it was decided that the LAS would be a
good vehicle for that evaluation. The LAS schedul e required that
Denogr aphi ¢ Surveys Division (DSD) have the final questionnaire
for 1992 no later than m d-June 1991; therefore, there were only
five nonths to plan the research, conduct the pretest, analyze
results, propose recommendati ons and revi se the questionnaire.
(See Fowl er and Roman, 1992, for the detailed report of this
project and associated materials.)

Pl anning. In January 1991, an advisory commttee net with
the NEA to identify information that needed to be obtained in the
1992 LAS. In late February, the NEA was able to identify
specific problens requiring attention. The primary probl em was
not knowi ng how broadly or narrowWy a respondent is interpreting
participation in the arts. There are specific events the NEA
wants to exclude and include; however, this is never conveyed to
t he respondent.

A research schedul e was agreed upon by the sponsor, DSD
CSMR and UVASS. The tinme schedule and staffing and budget
resources permtted the research to be conducted in tw phases--a
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| aboratory phase and a field phase. This was deci ded as the
optimal design (for this study) since it would allow tinme for
respondent focus groups and cognitive interviews to be conducted
during questionnaire devel opnent, prior to the field test. Since
focus groups and cognitive interviews are good tools for
identifying anmbiguities and confusion with survey concepts and
probl ens with conprehension and recall, the results could be used
to fine tune the questions during devel opnent of the pretest
questionnaire. The |aboratory research (respondent focus groups
and cognitive | aboratory interviews) was schedul ed for March
1991. Results fromthe | aboratory research woul d be used for
devel opment of an alternative questionnaire that was scheduled to
be field tested against the control questionnaire in m d-Muy
1991. (It was necessary for the alternative questionnaire to be
devel oped by early April so the appropriate interviewer nmanual,
home study and | ayout of the questionnaires could be ready by

m d- May.) The final questionnaire was required to be devel oped
by June 19.

Laboratory Research. Laboratory research was conducted in

March 1991 and consisted of two respondent focus groups (eight
participants each) and ten cognitive | aboratory interviews.
(Subj ects were recruited by referral by nenbers of the staff of
the Center for Survey Research at UMASS.)

In the focus groups, the concepts and terns that were
critical to the survey instrunent were discussed with an eye
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towards identifying anbiguities and confusions. A |large
proportion of the problematic itens pertained only to arts
partici pants, which are a small portion of the general

popul ation. Therefore, to ensure that the problenmatic itens were
adequat el y di scussed by a rel evant population, it was decided to
conduct one focus group wth known arts participants and the
other with persons for whomtheir |evel of arts participation was
unknown. Focus groups were videotaped and | asted about two

hour s.

The group di scussion went through various kinds of
activities covered in the survey and asked people to discuss the
type of events or behaviors they thought should or should not be
i ncluded. Enphasis was placed on identifying anbiguities in the
kinds of activities that the NEA wants reported and di sagreenents
anong participants on what the various activities included.

Results were produced in two ways. The cognitive
psychol ogi st who | ed the groups wote a summary of the probl ens
and issues that he identified. Additionally, both he and a
research assistant filled out a standardi zed rating form flaggi ng
questions that appeared to be problematic. They rated each
guestion that was discussed in the focus group on whether or not
partici pants seened to understand the words or ideas in the
gquesti ons.

After the focus groups were conducted, ten cognitive
| aboratory interviews were conducted in which a cognitive
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psychol ogi st asked probing questions to identify problens with
conprehension or recall. Six interviews were conducted with
known arts participants and four with persons for whomtheir arts
participation was unknown. As with the focus groups, the

| aboratory interviews were videotaped.

The cognitive psychol ogi st asked respondents the questions
as worded as an initial stinmulus. He then used various
techni ques, including asking respondents to think aloud while
t hey were answering questions and asking foll owup probes to
assess the way respondents understood the questions and how t hey
formul ated answers. I n sone cases, he was not able to go through
all questions in the two hours allotted. |In such cases, he
random y sanpl ed questions in a manner that insured that al
gquestions were tested approximately the sanme nunber of tines.

The cognitive psychol ogi st conducting the interviews had
been i nforned during devel opnent of the interview protocol that
interpretation of various subject matter ternms used in the
guestionnaire were of particular interest. Specifically, did
respondents have consistent interpretations of ternms such as art
gal lery, operetta, craft fair, dance |essons, etc., or did their
interpretations vary? Also of interest was the interpretation of
action words used in the questions. For exanple, did respondents
attach a consistent interpretation to such words as |isten,

wat ch, visit or go to?
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The results of the | aboratory research served as input in
t he devel opnent of an alternative questionnaire for the field
test. Many questions were reworded, sone only slightly and
others nore extensively. In general the changes can be grouped
into the follow ng four categories. They included:

® elimnating unnecessary words to nmake the questions nore

conpact and easi | y under st ood;

e standardi zing the inclusions/exclusions in the questions
so that the guestions refer to the sane genera
uni verse and, therefore, decrease t he anmount of potenti al

confusion for the respondent;

® elimnating sentences read after the primary question by
bui l di ng the sentence into the body of the question
and

e elimnating confusing term nol ogy.
It was thought that these general recommendati ons woul d produce a
set of questions that should be nore easily read by interviewers,
nore easily understood by respondents and | ess prone to

interviewer effects or bias.

Field Test. A split sanple field test of the changes in the

survey questions was conducted in md-My. Interviewers
adm ni stered both versions of the questionnaire. Households were
randomy assigned to different questionnaire treatnments so that
hal f the respondents answered the control questionnaire, and the
other half were interviewed with the test questionnaire that

i ncl uded experinmental changes in question wordi ng based on the

| aborat ory research. (I't should be noted that the field pretest
did not totally sinmulate the true interview ng environnent of the
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actual survey since the NCS core questionnaire was not included
in the pretest.)

To reflect the procedures of the LAS, two-thirds of the
interviews were conducted froma centralized tel ephone facility
and the remai ning one-third were conducted through personal
visits. (It should be noted that the actual survey instrunent
used at the centralized tel ephone facility will be a CATI
instrunment, while that used during the pretest was a paper
guestionnaire.)

Washington D.C. was the site of the field test and sanple
househol ds were selected by the staff in the National Crine
Surveys Branch in DSD. Approxinmately half the sanple was
selected froma list of patrons of the Kennedy Center, to insure
that all questions, including those asked only of arts
participants, would be pretested. The remaining 63 househol ds
were purposively selected fromthe sane nei ghborhoods as the arts
participants. This served two purposes: it nmade the "seeding”
of the sanmple (inclusion of known arts participants) transparent
to the interviewers, and it cut down on the costs of having to go
to different areas.

Five interviewers were selected to conduct the pretest.
Prior to interview ng, they conpleted a hone-study that had been
prepared by staff in the National Crine Surveys Branch in DSD
Three interviewers adm ni stered the questionnaire fromthe
Hager st omn Tel ephone Center and two interviewers conducted
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personal visit interviews. Interviewers were instructed to
request perm ssion fromrespondents to audi otape interviews and
tape all interviews for which consent was granted. These tapes
were |later used for the behavior coding of interviewer/respondent
i nteractions.

I ntervi ew ng was conduct ed between May 13-18. One hundred
ni ne househol ds were interviewed, resulting in 135 intervi ewed
persons. Household nenbers 18 years of age or ol der were
eligible for the survey and sel f-response was required.

The field pretest interviews were subject to the foll ow ng
eval uati on procedures:

Respondent Debriefing - At the end of the interview,

all respondents were asked a few extra questions to probe
specific areas in which there was concern about respondent
conprehension. The purpose of these probes was to find out
whet her or not respondents were confused or had inconsi stent
understanding of a few key terns. Specific areas that were
probed i ncluded attendance at cl assical nusic performances,
wat chi ng cl assical nusic performances, visiting historic

par ks, nonunents or nei ghborhoods, and readi ng novel s,
stories or other works of fiction. Data were keyed and
tabul ated by staff at the UMASS Center for Survey Research.

Behavi or Codi ng - Audi otapes of all conpleted

interviews were coded by coders at the Survey Research
Center in Boston. Each question was coded for the foll ow ng
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behavi ors: questions were read as worded; respondents asked
for clarification; respondents initially gave an i nadequate
answer; and respondents interrupted the reading of the
question. Coding was conpleted in tine for the results to
be incorporated into the debriefing discussion with the

i nterviewers

Interviewer Debriefing - A group setting interviewer

debriefing was conducted on May 23, after the pretest
interviews had been conmpleted. Interviewers reported on
vari ous problens and issues they found during adm nistration
of the field test. After staff fromField led the
interviewers through a question-by-question eval uation, Tony
Roman from UVASS presented the results obtained from
behavi or codi ng anal ysis of the taped interviews.

Interviewer Rating Fornms - Interviewers were provided

with interviewer rating fornms prior to the group debriefing.
These forms provided a systematic nethod for the
interviewers to flag questions they thought were problematic
w th respect to wording, respondent conprehension or the
task respondents were given.

Response Distributions - The actual responses fromthe

pretest interviews were coded and the distributions of
responses were available for use in the question eval uation

process.
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Results. Results fromthe |aboratory research (respondent
focus groups and cognitive |aboratory interviews) indicate that
t hese nethods are effective techniques for gaining information
about questions. Both led to information that woul d probably
have been m ssed in a conventional pretest and both nethods
proved hel pful in identifying problens wth conprehension and
W th answering questions accurately. Wile the focus groups were
useful in identifying anbiguities in terns and concepts, the
| aboratory interviews were best to gain insight into difficulties
respondents had with the particul ar response task they were
given. In this research, the two procedures were found to be
hi ghly conpl enentary.

Results indicated that many question problens identified in
the field pretest had not been identified in earlier testing.
Thi s denonstrates that | aboratory nethods al one are not
sufficient to test a questionnaire. Wile the focus groups and
| aboratory interviews were helpful in evaluating terns, concepts,
and question wording under controlled | aboratory conditions, it
was necessary to determ ne how well the questions would work in a
realistic setting with representative interviewers and
respondents through a field pretest.

Tabl e 1 conpares problens identified from behavi or codi ng,
rating forms and interviewer debriefings. The pre-field
techni ques are not included in this conparison since data for al
guestionnaire itens were not always obtained from al

104



participants in the focus groups and cognitive interviews. In
addi tion, the questions were revised between the pre-field
research and the field test, prohibiting a direct conparison.

Addi tionally, the respondent debriefing adm nistered during the
field test is not included in this conparison since the
respondent debriefing applied to a very small subset of the
gquestions in the alternative questionnaire. As the table shows,
there was consi derable overlap in the questions flagged by these
met hods. All the itens flagged in the rating forns were al so
mentioned in the interviewer debriefing. Al so, interviewers
mentioned many nore problens in their rating fornms and in the
debriefing than showed up as problens fromthe behavi or coding.
One type of problemthat was uniquely reported in the debriefing
was the way questions fit together. |Issues relating to question
flow or transitions between sections surfaced here. The behavi or
codi ng was nost hel pful in identifying questions that were
consistently msread by interviewers or interrupted by
respondents. The respondent debriefing questions hel ped identify
probl enms not found by the other nethods, nost notably that
persons were counting nonfiction books they read as "novel s" when
asked about novels read. Response distribution data conpared
distributions of the old and new questions to get sone idea of
the effect of new wording on the resulting data. However, due to
smal | sanple sizes there was limted confidence that the results
were reliable.
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TABLE 1: Nunber of Potentially Problenmatic Questions
Di scovered During LAS Pretest by Pretesting
Met hod Used
Wth no |Alsoin |[Also on [Alsoin |[In Both
O her Behavi o | Rating Debri e O her
Met hod r For ns f-ing Met hods | TOTAL
Codi ng
Behavi o 5 - 0 7 18 30
r
Codi ng
Rat i ng 0 0 - 34 18 52
For ns
Debri e 20 7 34 - 18 79
f-ing
SOURCE: FOAER AND ROVAN, 1992

The pretest research led to several changes in the

guestionnaire, sonme of which are displayed in Table 2 for

illustrative purposes. The nost significant revision was to

clearly state within the question what legitimtely should or
shoul d not be included within the activity being asked about.
Addi tional questions were included to serve as screeners for

| ater questions so the nost appropriate universe of persons were
asked the questions of interest. |In several questions,
activities being asked about were nore clearly defined wthin the
guestion. The NEA, DSD and CSMR staff agreed that overall the
changes seened to nmake the questionnaire flow nore snoothly and
the changes did nore to guarantee that respondents were

referencing the sane response universe.
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TABLE 2.

Pretesting

Exanpl es of Changes to LAS Questionnaire Based on

Original Question Wrding

Revi sed Question Wrdi ng

(During the LAST 12 MONTHS, )
Did you go to a live dance
performance ot her than ballet?
Thi s includes nodern, folk,
tap, or other dance.

(Wth the exception of

el enentary or high school
performances), did you go to a
I ive dance performance ot her

t han bal l et, such as nodern,
folk, or tap during the LAST
12 MONTHS?

(During the LAST 12 MONTHS),
Did you read any -

Novel s or short stories?
Pl ays?
Poetry?

Wth the exception of books
required for work or school,
did you read any books during
t he LAST 12 MONTHS?

(I'f yes then)

(During the LAST 12 MONTHS, )
Did you read any-

Pl ays?
Poetry?
Novel s or short stories?

(During the LAST 12 MONTHS, )
Did you visit an ART or craft
fair or festival?

(During the LAST 12 MONTHS,)
Did you visit an ART fair or
festival, or a craft fair or
festival ?

C. Extensive questionnaire,
pretesting: CPS

Backgr ound.

Current Popul ati on Survey that concerns tobacco use,

t he National Cancer

schedul ed to be adm ni stered i n Septenber

May 1993.

tinme for severa
Tobacco Use Suppl enent

Institute (NCl).

phases of

This study was done on a supplenent to the

sponsored by
The suppl enent was

1992 and in January and
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The questionnaire, which was designed for self-response,
cont ai ned questions about the respondents' use of tobacco
products, their perceptions of snoking policies in their
wor kpl ace, and their attitudes about snoking policies and
practices. It represented a new questionnaire, but it did
contain sone questions that are al so asked on the National Health
I nterview Survey. As researchers, we were sonmewhat constrained
in our ability to make changes to the parallel questions due to
the sponsor's desire for conparative data across the two surveys.

Pl anni ng work began in the fall of 1990 with the negotiation
of the interagency agreenent. The final pretest plan included
both cognitive interviews conducted in a |aboratory environnment
and a field pretest that yielded results on the survey itself,

t he behavior of interviewers and respondents, and feedback from
the field staff. Cognitive interviews were used to gain in-depth
i nsi ghts about respondent problenms with the questionnaire. This
was particularly inportant because there was a |l arge battery of
attitudinal itens that were new y-devel oped and had never been
tested. This nethodol ogy woul d provide | arge anbunts of
information that could be used to revise the questions. However,
these interviews would not replicate the field situation, and
once the revised questionnaire was devel oped, a field test was
necessary to evaluate it under actual conditions.

Preparatory work for cognitive interview ng was done in
February and March 1991; 21 interviews were conducted over a two-
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week period in April and one staff nenber conducted 6 additional
interviews in Spanish in the fall. Spanish interviews were
conduct ed because the sponsor requested that a standardized
Spani sh transl ation of the questionnaire be used in the field
(rather than the traditional practice of ad hoc transl ation by
relatives or neighbors of the respondent). The sponsor provided
the translation.

The field pretest and the interviewer debriefing took place
i n Novenber 1991; the behavior coding was conpl eted in Decenber.

Cognitive Interviews. During the cognitive interview ng

phase, five staff nenbers fromdifferent divisions in the Census
Bureau participated (DSD, FLD, CSMR). Al were famliar with
standard interview ng practice, and received additional training
to learn to conduct cognitive interviews. They net as a group to
review the questionnaire in detail, deciding on goals for the
interviews and di scussi ng appropriate questioning techni ques and
probes to elicit the desired information. They devel oped a
protocol that included foll ow up probes to determ ne how
respondents interpreted specific reference periods (e.g., "in the
past year"), how they interpreted specific terns (e.g., "fairly
regularly"), and how confident they were in their answers (e.g.,
how ol d they were when they first started snoking).

The questionnaire included separate sections for current
snokers, fornmer snokers, and persons who never snoked. All three
types of respondents were recruited to test all the questions,
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and also to test whether the attitudinal questions (asked of
everyone) were problematic for persons in a particular snoking
status. In order to recruit respondents fromthe |ocal conmmunity
for the English | anguage interviews, brightly colored posters
were placed in a nearby shopping mall, a fitness center, a
medical clinic, a library, and non-Census offices in the building
where the | aboratory is located. An ad was al so placed in the
Capital Flyer, which is a newspaper distributed at nearby Andrews
Air Force Base. It reaches both active duty and retired mlitary
personnel as well as civilians who work on the base. This proved
to be the best source for |ocating respondents. More than three-
quarters of the volunteers cane fromthis source. Volunteers
were asked to call for an appointnent. Two support staff nenbers
screened the callers on snoking status and schedul ed the
interviews. Staff fromthe National Cancer Institute took care
of recruiting for the Spanish | anguage interviews that were to
take place on the canpus at the National Institutes of Health
(NI'H) in Bethesda, MD.

We experienced very little difficulty wwth "no shows" for
interviews conducted at CSMR s | aboratory, but we did find it
necessary to do sone re-scheduling because a few respondents
coul d not keep their original appointnents. W had nore probl ens
with the few respondents scheduled to be interviewed in Spanish.

O the original six persons scheduled, only three
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cane at the appointed tinme; three additional respondents were
recruited on an "energency" basis through a contact in the office
at N H

Even though we screened callers only on snoking status, we
achi eved an age range of respondents fromthe teens through the
sixties. However, we interviewed over 70 percent fenal es and 90
percent whites in the English- |anguage interviews. 1In the
Spani sh-1 anguage version, one-third of the respondents were nal e

and the ages ranged fromthe twenties through the fifties.

Interviewi ng. Each interviewer greeted the respondent, gave
a brief explanation of what would be required, denonstrated the
"t hink al oud" technique for answering, assured confidentiality,
and secured perm ssion for taping. (Al sessions were audi otaped
and the interviews conducted at CSMR s | aboratory were al so
vi deot aped.) Once the taping equi pnent was operating, the
interview proceeded. Interviewers recorded itemresponses on a
paper questionnaire and relied on the tape for a record of the
interview and foll ow up probes.

I nterviews were scheduled in one-hour tineslots (the average
interview length of the final questionnaire was expected to be
six mnutes, with variations anong current snokers, forner
snokers, and non-snokers). |In nost cases, this tinme proved to be
adequate: actual interview tines ranged from15 mnutes to

nearly an hour.
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I nterviewers generally followed the protocol, using the
standard probes that had been previously devel oped. In addition,
the specific content of respondents' answers al so required that
uni que probes be used to obtain a full understanding of their
answers and the problens they had.

Document ati on, analysis, and presentation of results. Each

i nterviewer used the audi otape and the questionnaire to prepare a
detailed itemby-item sumary of the interview (Videotapes were
avail able for viewwng in place of "live" observation.) Wen al
interview ng summari es were conpl eted, the group of researchers
met for a short debriefing and agreed on a nethod to prepare the
final report. Each interviewer took responsibility for witing
an itemby-itemreview of the problens encountered in a section
of the questionnaire summarized across all interviews. After all
partici pants had reviewed these summmaries, we net again to
devel op recommendations for nodifications to the questionnaire.

The final report (DeMaio, et al, 1991) included the item by-
itemreview of each section of the questionnaire, our
recommendations for nodifications, and the original interview
summaries as an attachnment. The report of the Spanish interviews
(d over, 1991) was organi zed the sane way.

Cognitive interview ng reveal ed the foll owi ng types of
weaknesses in our questionnaire:

® awkward or anbi guous question wordi ng;
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e variability in respondents' interpretations of question
meani ng;

® | nadequat e or unnecessary response categori es;

® the need for screener questions and/or additional skip
patterns; and

® problens wwth flow and questi on order.

In carrying out this study in our response research
| aboratory, we also |earned that we need to expand the nethods
and sources we used to recruit respondents, and that respondents
did not object to either the audio- or video-taping.

After the report on the results of the cognitive
interview ng was distributed, questionnaire revisions were
negotiated with the sponsor. A neeting with staff from NClI, DSD
and CSMR was held to review the recommendati ons contained in the
report. These recomendations led to sone clarifications in
guestion wording (e.g., "trying to quit"), sonme m nor changes
i ncludi ng rearrangi ng phrases wthin a question, revising one
entire section (on snoking policies in the respondent's
wor kpl ace), and omtting sone of the problematic attitudinal
gquesti ons.

Field Test. A field test of the revised questionnaire was

conducted in the fall of 1991 to see how it worked under actual
field conditions. The sanple was sel ected from out goi ng

rotati ons of CPS from August, Septenber, and October 1991 for the
Washi ngton, D.C. -MD-VA netropolitan statistical area. The
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sponsor's original request was for interviews with 300 persons,
broken down into specific nunbers of cases by snoking status,

age, race/ethnicity and education. This was not feasible, so
instead a | arger sanple (300 househol ds or approxi mately 600
persons) was used, with no previous screening for respondent
characteristics. Based upon known national distributions by
snoki ng status, this was thought to provide adequate nunbers of
interviews with current and former snokers. The sel ection of
PSUs for interview was al so made to naxim ze the diversity of the
sanple by race/ethnicity.

Ten interviewers and one supervisor fromthe Charlotte
region participated in the pretest. Interviewers conpleted a
home study prior to the classroomtraining session on Cctober 30,
1991.

Sanpl e househol ds were sent an advance |l etter before
i nterview ng began. From Novenber 1-14, interviewers conpleted
450 person interviews in 260 households, with 47 Type A
noni nterviews. The response rate was 84.7 percent.

Interviewers were instructed to tape record interviews after
securing the respondent's perm ssion to tape. They were provided
with tape recorders and a device to allow taping of tel ephone
interviews. The tapes were collected to facilitate coding of the
i nterviewer and respondent behavi ors.

They were al so asked to keep a "nmaster" copy of the questionnaire
on which to record notes of problens they experienced with the
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guestions. This "master” was used to help their recall in the
debriefing scheduled to follow the interview period.

Interviewers first asked the CPS | abor force itens of the
househol d respondent; all household nenbers age 15 and over were
eligible for the self-response supplenent. Proxy interviews for
t he suppl enment were accepted only after two call back attenpts.

I nterviews were designated for either tel ephone or personal visit
to achieve a 75/25 split.

The field test interviews were subject to the foll ow ng
eval uati on procedures:

| nterviewer Debriefing - Staff fromthe Census Bureau

and from NCl attended the interviewer debriefing session held
on Novenber 15, 1991. Interviewers were asked to
focus on the questionnaire section by section and
to offer their observations of the interview
process. The session was tape recorded for |ater
docunent ati on.

Field representatives nade the foll ow ng observations

during the debri efing:
e they had problens with the placenent of skip
instructions in sone questi ons;
® sone questions were too long, or response lists were
too | ong: t hey sensed that respondents had not
remenber ed enough of what was bei ng asked to answer

t he question accurately;

® t hey experienced problens with question order and
flowin parts of the questionnaire,;
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was

coded

® the questions sonetines enployed terns that were
unclear to respondents; and

e they had difficulty rewordi ng questions for
adm nistering to proxy respondents.

Behavi or Codi ng - The sanple of 150 taped interviews

stratified by snoking status, node of interview, type of

respondent (self vs. proxy), and interviewer. Six

prof essional staff nmenbers of the CSMR, DSD, and FLD coded

the 150 sanpled interviews. Staff in CSMR carried out the

sanpling, arranged assignnent materials for the coders,
keyed the codes in a dBase4 datafile that was | ater

converted to a SAS file for analysis.

and

Each of the coders conpleted 25 interviews. Seven were

shortly after the start of the field period so that

sone prelimnary results could be nade avail able for

di scussion at the field staff debriefing. The bal ance

of the work was conpleted after the debriefing.
Addi tional interviews were coded by all coders to

supply reliability neasures for their work at the

begi nning and the end of the coding operation. The

reliability nmeasures were not actually calcul ated until

the data were analyzed. |In hindsight, this was not

optimal timng, because the results showed that one

coder coded the cases very differently than the others.

| f the analysis had been done earlier, these
di fferences woul d have been observed and further
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trai ning could have been given to assure that al

coders were coding the sane way.

The behavi or coding provided the follow ng information

(Mat hi owet z, et al, 1991):

® asking respondents to recall exact ages and anounts
of el apsed time resulted in high rates of
qualified or inadequate answers, i ndi cating that these
types of questions were problematic;

e the format and fl ow of the questions needed to be

i nproved, as i ndi cated by the high rates of nmajor
changes to question wordi ng on the part of interviewers;

e at tines the intent of the question was not clear

and respondents requested clarification;
® response categories that were not all-inclusive or
nmut ual |'y excl usi ve caused high rates of

qualified or inadequate answers;

® questions that were too | ong caused problens both
for interviewers (major changes in
wor di ng) and respondents
(1 nadequat e answers); and

® interviewers introduced maj or wordi ng changes when
posi ng guestions to proxy
respondents.

| tem Nonr esponse and Response Distribution Analysis -

Data from t he questionnaires were keyed and a datafile
was created. |tem nonresponse and response
distribution tallies were al so produced for
anal ysi s.

I tem nonresponse rates were calculated for the entire
sanpl e and br oken down by node of interview (tel ephone,
personal visit) and respondent status (self,

117



proxy). Tallies of response distributions were
al so generated. The results of review ng these
data showed that:

® there were a nunber of itens with high nonresponse

rates, and these itens were also identified as
probl ematic in the behavior codi ng results;
® i tem nonresponse was nore of a problemfor the
personal visit cases than for the tel ephone
i ntervi ews;

e there were a nunber of itens that suffered from high
"don't know' rates, indicating that
respondents couldn't answer the guesti ons.

Al t hough many of these itens were reveal ed as
probl emati c through ot her eval uation sources, this was not
true in all cases; and

e rates of "don't know' responses were higher for
proxy than for sel f-response interviews.

Based on the results of the field test, questionnaire
changes were nade to address sone of the problens uncovered
(e.g., proxy problens, format and fl ow probl ens, problens with
response categories and confusing intent). Oher problens (
e.g., recall of ages and el apsed tines) were not dealt with
because those questions were also contained on the HNI' S
questionnaire and conparability of data was viewed as having a
hi gher priority.

The work on the Tobacco Use Suppl enent for the CPS was anong
the first of our studies enploying several phases of pretesting
to inprove survey questionnaires. Cognitive interview ng proved
to be a valuable first stage in the pretest process. It allowed
us to inexpensively identify and resolve problens in the
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guestionnaire before the nore costly field test. The findings
fromthe behavior coding, the interviewer debriefing, and the
anal ysis of responses fromthe field test all further inproved
the final questionnaire. The problem questions identified

t hrough behavi or codi ng generally overl apped with those
identified through the anal ysis of responses. Due to extensive
witten cooments by the behavior coders, this nethod was al so
useful in identifying the sources of the problenms. The
interviewers in the debriefing session provided additional

gui dance in identifying the causes of sone of their problens.

VI. Summary and Concl usi ons

In planning a program of pretest activities, time and cost
will play a large role in determning what is feasible. To the
extent that alternative scenarios can be entertained, we
recommend that both pre-field and field techni ques be undertaken.
As noted in our discussion of the Leisure Activities Survey (Case
Study #2), problens discovered in field tests had not al ways been
identified during pre-field testing. This suggests that
| aboratory nmethods alone are not sufficient to test a
guestionnaire.

In terns of pre-field techniques, the choice is between
focus groups and cognitive interviews. For continuing surveys
that have a pre-existing questionnaire, cognitive interviews
shoul d be used to provide detailed insights into problens with
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t he questionnaire whenever tinme permts. |In our mnds, these are
nore useful than focus groups at the sanme stage of questionnaire
devel opnent because they m m c the question-response process.

The advantages of focus groups conme at an earlier stage, when

i nformati on about the concepts, term nol ogy, and sequence of
topics are still in flux for one-tinme or new surveys. At this
poi nt, focus groups provide researchers drafting the
gquestionnaire with useful information about how to structure the
guestionnaire and word the questions.

In terns of field techniques, all the nmethods outlined in
Section Il can be incorporated into a field test with m ninma
cost, and we encourage the use of as many as possi bl e.

There are sone situations in which it is not feasible to use
sonme of the nethods. For exanple, split panel tests are
appropriate only when a control questionnaire exists for testing
agai nst a new one, or when theoretical or practical
considerations dictate the devel opnent of alternative
guestionnaires. Also, respondent debriefing is limted by the
extent to which hypotheses are avail abl e about potenti al
respondent problens suitable for probing. (One source of such
information is cognitive interviews.)

The remai ni ng nmet hods- - behavi or codi ng, interviewer
debriefing, and anal ysis of responses--each contribute to the
eval uation of the field test in different ways. Their
contributions also vary dependi ng on how many questionnaires are
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being tested. Interviewer debriefing provides information
(qualitative or quantitative, depending on how it is inplenented)
fromthe point of view of the interviewers. The advantage is
that interviewers are part of the data collection process and
they build up a wealth of information about respondents and
gquestionnaires during their work. The disadvantage is that there
may be val ue judgnments or recall biases that affect the
information they provide. Behavior coding is an objective nethod
of nonitoring the interaction between the respondent and the
interviewer to obtain quantitative data about the nature and
frequency of problens. It does not always provide gui dance about
t he causes of problens, although coments fromthe coders are
useful in that regard. Analysis of responses for item
nonresponse rates, frequency distributions, and "don't know'
rates al so provides evidence of problens but no information about
causes. And when respondent debriefing is introduced, it can
provide information about specific types and causes of problens.
Mel di ng the objective with the subjective nethods, and the
respondent-centered with the interviewer-centered nethods

provi des an eval uation of broad scope. The nethods, with their
associ ated strengths and weaknesses outlined in Section |11

conpl enent each other with respect to problemidentification and
probl em source. Differences in sanple size, questionnaire
design, and node of data collection may affect the relative

i nportance of the various techniques for evaluating survey
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guestions. By incorporating as many techni ques as appropriate in
planning a field test, the maxi num benefit can be derived from

t he eval uati on.
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Appendi x A

Description of Supplenentary Cognitive Laboratory Techni ques

Menory cue tasks are a strategy for stinulating recall. The
terms refers to the technique of providing the respondent with
detailed nenory cues to elicit either nore details about an event
or the enuneration of nore "events" that may ot herw se be

forgotten. In nenory cue tasks, respondents are initially asked
a "free recall" question (e.g., "During the past 12 nonths, what
was your total household inconme?") and then are provi ded cues
(e.g., "What about inconme frominterest or dividends?") to aid

their nenory search. Menory cue tasks have been used to reduce
recall error by providing cues during the survey interview.

Free sort tasks are used to understand the organization of menory
and how respondents m ght conceptualize various topics targeted
for a questionnaire. Thus survey practitioners may better
understand how to organi ze a sequence of questions within a
guestionnaire or bridge between topics.

In free-sort classification, respondents are asked to sort a
set of cards into groups. The cards |ist the questionnaire
items of interest. No instructions are given to the
respondent concerning the criteria to be used in sorting the
cards. For exanple, respondents m ght be given a set of
cards containing types of food itens and asked to sort them
into piles without any criteria.

In contrast, in dinensional-sort classification the
respondent is given a set of criteria by which to sort the
cards--for exanple, least to nost sensitive, |least to nost
difficult to recall. Both free and di nensional sort
classification provide insight as to how respondents think
about the topics of interest, and the results can be used to
structure the sequence of topics or questions within a
guestionnaire. Respondents in the previous exanple m ght be
asked to sort the cards containing food itens according to
simlarity. The results m ght be used to identify
redundancies and elimnate food itenms fromthe
guestionnaire.

Vignette classifications are simlar to sort classifications, but
they require that the respondent sort through nore detailed
information. Respondents either read through or listen to short
descriptions of situations ("vignettes") and then select a
classification that best describes the situation. For exanple,
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vignette classification has been used to determ ne how both
interviewers and respondents classified individuals according to
| abor force participation (Canpanelli, et al, 1991). 1In this
case, vignettes described individuals in different work
situations (e.g., a student who painted a house | ast week and
received $20 fromhis father); interviewers and respondents then
classified the individuals as working or not worKking.

Response | atency neasurenent involves neasuring the anount of
time between the reading of a question and a response. (Such
measur enent requires special equipnent or a self-adm nistered
conput er-assi sted interview which can record the el apsed tine

bet ween the question appearing on the screen and the entry of a
response). The neasurenent, based on cognitive retrieval theory,
provides an indication as to how difficult the recall task is for
the respondent. It should be noted that other factors besides
task difficulty (e.g., respondent's rate of speech or
interviewer's typing ability) may affect response tine.
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Appendi x B

Conducting "Think Al oud"” Interviews:
Pl anning and Carrying Qut Individual Sessions

PLANNI NG ACTI VI Tl ES

Topi ¢/ Task

Specify the topics or tasks to be covered in the session.
For exanple the session m ght be devoted to gaining a
general understandi ng of how respondents think about a
particul ar topic, the | anguage they use, and the

sophi stication of their thinking in preparation for

devel oping a questionnaire. If one is evaluating an existing
guestionnaire, one may be interested in investigating

under standing, in observing the recall process, in
determ ni ng how respondents make judgenents based upon their
recall and their interpretation of question, and so on.
Prior to the session, one needs to determ ne the topics that
are to be covered and outline the issues that are to be

investigated in the session. |If a survey addresses
sensitive topics, a crucial issue is the respondent’'s
Wi | lingness to discuss sensitive issues.

Li st the goals of the session. GCenerally, an entire
guestionnaire cannot be covered in a single session; so it
IS necessary to establish specific goals for each session.
Initially, one mght | ook at particular topics in isolation.
As decisions are made concerning certain topics, one m ght
wi sh to do sone work on the entire questionnaire. However,
given the tine that it takes to collect a think al oud
interview, it will generally not be possible to cover an
entire questionnaire.

An interviewer's guide should be devel oped, i ncluding
specific probes that will be used to query the respondent on
his or her recall process, understanding of terns, and,

possi bly, reluctance to answer certain types of questions.
For exanple, you m ght want to determ ne whet her respondents
have thought about a particular topic. You mght want to

i nvestigate their understanding of particular terns, their
reactions to survey procedures, and so on. Because of this,
the list of goals for a series of sessions should be

speci fic.

Respondent s

Specify the types of respondents to be included in the
i ndividual interviews. Include the age, sex, race, SES, and
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Task

ot her characteristics that you think mght influence the
response. Specify nunber of people of each type to be
i ntervi ened.

Recruit the respondents and informthem of the topics to be
covered, the neeting place, the tinme required, and their
payment s.

Mat eri al s

Devel op questionnaires, handouts, and other materials that
you will need to use in the session. Make copies. You wl|
need an introduction to the respondent that explains what
the goals of the session are, who the sponsor is, and

descri bes the voluntary nature of the session. You wll

al so need an informed consent that explains that everything
is voluntary. At the end of the session respondents should
be given the opportunity to refuse for anyone else to listen
to his or her tape.

Many respondents will benefit froma denonstration of what
you want themto do. One way to do this is to show a bri ef
tape of soneone thinking out |oud as they respond to
guestions; another is to denonstrate yourself by using a
guestion unrelated to the topic of interest.

| nterviewer's QGuide

Devel op an interviewer's guide for use in the interview.
This should contain a list of probes and questions that are
directed at the particular topics under investigation. It
W Il be necessary to "go with the flow' of the interview.
Sonme people will get the idea of what you want right away;
others will need nore specific probing and encouragenent.

Establish tines to be devoted to each conponent of the
sessi on.

Conducting the I ntervi ews

Arrange the roomso that the information can be recorded.
It wll be inportant that the session be private if
sensitive topics are covered.

Conduct the session using the interviewer's guide. It is
best to focus on the respondent during the session and not
try to wite down a | ot of what the respondent says. Depend
on the tape to do the docunentation. The key thing to | ook
out for is not |eading the respondents while encouraging
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themto report their thought processes and feelings as they
respond.

| f any sensitive topics are covered in the session, the
interviewer should be alert to the feelings of the
respondents and nake sure their privacy is protected.

SUMVARY AND ANALYSI S

Revi ew of the Results

Summarize the results of the session. The tapes can be
transcribed if a detailed analysis is needed. Oherw se the
tape can be reviewed in order to produce the sunmary. The
easiest tine to wite the summary is inmmediately after the
sessi on because your own nenory is nore clear. It takes a
secretary about 4 to 6 hours to transcri be an hour session.
It will take the researcher about 2 hours to review it and
wite up notes.

Eval uate the Sessi on

Make

Eval uate the interviewin terns of the goals and any

probl ens that arose during the interview. Mdify the
procedures as necessary. Listening to the tapes is a good
way to determ ne what types of probes enhance the collection
of response protocols.

a File of the Results

Conf i

File the materials, the recordings, the lists of
respondents, and the reports. Mke sure the recordi ngs and
the lists of respondents are in | ocked drawers.

dentiality

Never discuss the results by name. Also, all discussion of
results should be in professional settings. You will hear
things that nmake for good "party talk;" however, you can't
mention them The data are as confidential as questionnaire
dat a.
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Appendi x C

Expanded I ntervi ew Behavi or Codes

Cat egory Code Used When the Interviewer....
1- Asks question 11 reads question exactly as printed
on the as printed guestionnaire
12 reads question making m nor

nodi fications of the printed
version, but does not alter frane of

reference
2- Asks question 21 reads main stem of question as
printed, but incorrectly nodi fies or

incorrectly reads
any response
categories in the
gquestion (does not
apply therefore to
open questi ons,
since they do not
have response

cat egori es)

22 either significantly alters main body or
stem of question while reading it, or
reads only part of it

23 does not read question, but instead
makes a statenment about the response he
anti ci pates

27 asks a question which should have been
ski pped
3- Probes or 31 makes up in own words a probe (query)
which is clarifies non-directive
non-directively
32 repeats printed question or part of it
correctly
34 repeats respondent's response, or part

if it, correctly
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35

4- Probes or 41

confirnms a frame of reference for
respondent correctly and in a non-
directi ve nanner

makes up a probe which is directive,

[imting or
clarifies changing the franme of reference of
ei ther the directively gquestion or the potentia
response
42 ei ther repeats question and/or response
choices incorrectly or gives incorrect
summary of respondent's response
43 gives an introduction which is directive
45 either interprets question by rewording
it or confirnms a franme of reference
incorrectly
5- O her 51 hel ps respondent to understand his role,
for appropriate exanpl e by task-oriented
clarification
behavi or
58 exhi bits ot her acceptabl e behavior, such
as volunteering general feedback
6- O her 62 interrupts respondent
I nappropriate
behavi or 63 gi ves personal opinion or
eval uation
67 records response incorrectly or
i nconpl etely on questionnaire
68 exhi bits ot her unacceptabl e behavi or

7- Non-recorded 71

72

73

75

78

omts question correctly (due to skip
pattern)

omts question incorrectly

wites in inferred or previously
obt ai ned answer

fails to probe after inadequate answer

m ssi ng data, no sound on tape
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8- Pace and voice

i nfl ecti on

9- Backgr ound
of study

82
83

84
85
86
87

88

89

92
93
94

95

81

reads question nore slowy than 2
wor ds/ sec.

reads question at 2 words/sec.

reads question nore quickly than 2
wor ds/ sec.

conducts entire interview too slowy
conducts entire interview at right pace
conducts entire interview too quickly

reads questions in a wooden,
expr essi onl ess manner

reads questions with a rising inflection
at the end

reads questions with voice dropped, so
that they sound |Iike a statenent

menti ons own nane

menti ons sponsorship

menti ons anonymty

menti ons respondent sel ection procedures

mentions purpose of study
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Appendi x D

| D#
Behavi or Codi ng Form

Question Readi ng Respondent Behavi ors
Question Notes
Number V| W IN | CL | AA | QA IA | DK | RE

E|]S (M

2 X X
X "fairly regularly"
X
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IN: Interrupt, CL: Clarify, AA Adequate Answer, QA: Qualified Answer, |A: |nadequate
Answer
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Sanpl e Behavi or

Appendi x E:

Codi ng Anal ysi s

Tabl e 1. Per cent Behavi or
Questi ons?

| nt ervi ewer Behavi or?
Question Read as worded

Slight change in
wor di ng

Maj or change in wording

Answer verified
correctly

Answer verified
incorrectly
or not at all

N

Respondent Behavi or®¢
Adequat e answer
Qualified answer
| nadequat e answer
I nterruption
Clarification
Don't know
Ref usa

2 I ncludes both personal and tel ephone interviews as well

sel f and proxy responses.

Codes for Snoking Preval ence/ Screener

Questi on Nunber

84
15

150

97

SO P N P W Bk

83

10

100

73
19
14

o O B

@

72
14

12

98

98

12

A pa
73 16
22 11
74
0
0 0
45 19
93 80
9 20
16 20
0 0
0 20
0
0

&b

50

50

75

25

o O O O

as both

b Per cent ages which not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

¢ Percentages may be greater than 100 percent
respondent behavior was recorded for the item
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Ne 146 88 85 45 5

¢ The N for respondent behaviors reflects the oni ssion of
responses for questions with major changes in wording or wong
verifications.
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Appendi x F
| NTERVI EMER RATI NG FORM
Use the follow ng code for each potential problem
A No evidence of problem
B Possi bl e problem
C Definite problem

COUW 1 Should be used for potential problens due to having trouble reading the question
as witten.

COLUW 2 Should be used for potential problens due to respondents not understandi hg words
or ideas in the

questions.

CO_LUW 3 Should be used for potential problens due to respondents having trouble
provi di ng answer to

guestion.
Colum 1 Col um 2 Col um 3
Question Hard to Read R has problem | R has trouble | Qher Comrent s
Nunber under st andi ng provi di ng pr obl ens

answer
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Mary Ell en Beach
Shar on Dur ant
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