SPLIT-PANEL TESTS OF CENSUS AND SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

Thomas B. Jabine and Naomi D. Rothwell, U.S. Bureau of the Census

Someone remarked at last year's ASA meeting
that the Census Bureau and other survey organiza-
tlons are doing a lot of methodological research
that isn't being reported. The Census Bureau
does report on and/or 1list much of its research
output in the annual Census Bureau Methodological
Research List, the technical and working papers
series, the technical notes series, census pro-
cedural histories, and articles published in pro-
fessional journals. Nevertheless, there was
some justification for the remark. We have done
many things that are not readily accessible even
within our own organization. Some results are
not reported at all, others are widely scattered,
and most people designing surveys don't have time
to make a comprehensive review of the literature.

This paper constitutes an effort to make re-
sults of our experience more readily available.
In preparation for it we identified, reviewed,
and summarized all split-panel tests of question-
‘naires conducted by the Census Bureau. We iden-
tified 15 such tests. To learn how these tests
were conducted and what their results were, we
assembled available documentation and spoke to
the principal investigators. We then prepared a
summary description of each test in a standard
format. This proved to be so rewarding, both in
terms of giving us a clearer picture of what was
learned from the tests and in suggesting ways of
improving the design of future experiments, that
we plan to present the full results in a Census
Bureau technical paper, to be issued within a
few months.

To define more precisely what is included in
this review, we mean by a split-panel test a con-
trolled experiment in which the treatments to be
compared and analyzed consist of versions of a
questionnaire which differ in one or more re-
spects but have the same data objectives. The
variations to be tested may involve the wording
of individual questions, the answer format (check-
boxes for categories vs. open end), the order of
questions, the general format, including color of
paper and printing, size, arrangement of ques-
tions on the page, and other features of the
questionnaire.

Split-panel tests need not be restricted to
questionnaires -- they may cover any aspect of
survey methodology, including collection proce-
dure --mail vs. telephone vs. personal interview;
number and spacing of mail followups; use of in-
formation from prior rounds in a panel survey;
length of reference period; and respondent rules
in interview surveys. We have, in fact, conducted
split-panel experiments concerned with many as-
pects of the data collection process; here, how-
ever, we limited the review to tests involving
multiple versions of questionnaires.

Exhibit I is a summary of the 15 tests we
identified and reviewed. The earliest test was

made in 1957; the latest and possibly the most
sophisticated from the point of view of question-
naire design (Number 4: 1969 Questionnaire Varia-
tion Study) is still in progress. At least two
additional tests, now in the planning stage, have
not been included on this list. We have also ex-
cluded at least two tests for which the necessary
experimental controls were obviously inadequate.

Most of the tests are characterized either as
"built-in" tests or pretests. The built-in test
is conducted as an integral part of a census or
survey. The built-in tests have obvious advan-
tages -- they are carried out under realistic
conditions, their costs are marginal since most
of the data are going to be collected and
processed anyway, and sample sizes can be large
enough to minimize the contribution of sampling
error and permit clear emergence of treatment
differences.

In a pretest, on the other hand, while costs
are higher, radical innovations can be tested
without fear of upsetting an on-going system.
Furthermore, pretests provide the only opportunity
to experiment with census materials and procedures
while the census is not going on.

"Methodological test" covers everything that
does not qualify as a built-in test or pretest,
e.g., Number 7, the Current Population Survey
Methods Tests, where alternatives to standard
procedures in the regular monthly survey are
tested in a separate group of sample areas,
specifically set aside for experimental purposes.

Ten of the 15 tests used mail as the prin-
cipal collection method; this reflects the Census
Bureau's increasing reliance on self-enumeration.

Seven of the tests were nationwide. Thus,
potential bias attributable to regional differ-
ences could be eliminated. When personal inter-
views were required, however, it was not always
possible to conduct nationwide tests and it be-
came necessary to exercise judgments about
general applicability of results observed in a
geographically limited study population.

The built-in tests usually provided larger
samples than the pretests and methodological
tests. The sample size requirements depend on
the kinds of comparisons to be made and the
gsensitivity needed in measuring treatment dif-
ferences. Sample sizes of from 1,000 to 5,000
cases for each version have been adequate for
nearly all purposes, although when dealing with
low frequency items, such as unemployment, or
with aggregates, larger samples may be needed.

Validity checks are needed unless the only
concern is to learn which of two questionnaires
will produce a higher mail return rate, or lower
item nonresponse. In most cases, however, we



also want to know which alternative leads to less
response error. The principal methods used to
obtain direct measures of validity are rein-
terviews and record checks. Test Number 15
illustrates a direct way of checking validity.
Retrospective data on occupation and industry
five years ago were compared with current data

collected for the same persons five years earlier.

External sources of information about in-
come, morbidity data, and some other subjects
indicate that standard survey techniques pro-
duce underestimates of known aggregates. Such
information is the basis for indirect validity
checks; i.e., we have been willing to conclude
that an experimental version which produces a
higher figure 1s better.

Exhibit II consists of standard descriptions
of 3 of the 15 tests, and shows the relevant
parts of the questionnaires. The last topic
in the standard description, "Possible Generali-
zations," goes beyond the results of the par-
ticular test described. It contains one or
more principles for questionnaire design sug-
gested by the results of the test. Some of
these are summarized below. Although they are
not startling or novel, a step forward has been
taken when ideas about questionnaire design are
supported by experimental evidence.

1. Probing questions can improve accuracy of
response. A version of the Current Population
Survey questionnaire which included probes
about hours worked and about self-employment
provided improved statistics for these subjects.
Merginal improvement in reports about size of
farm were also achieved through probing ques-
tions. There are, of course, limits to effec-
tiveness of probing. Additional probing about
labor force status in test Number 7 produced
no significant changes.

2. It is usually better to break complex clas-
sifications into simple elements and ask ques-
tions about each element than to ask interviewers
to make the classifications. A test for the

1960 census which required classification of
living places as dwelling units or quasi-
dwelling units indicated that it could be done
better if the enumerators recorded information

about the criteria they used in making their
clagsification than if they did not.

3. When a rough estimate or guess of an amount
is needed, the checkbox alongside of a class
interval obtains a higher response rate on a
self-enumerative questionnaire than a question
requiring a write-in amount. This was observed
in an agriculture census pretest for a question
about value of land and buildings.

4. In self-enumerative questionnaires, when
one choice is made easier than another, re-
sponses may be biased toward the easier choice.
Two tests indicate such bias. One showed that
respondents, when asked to recall their occupa-
tion five years ago, were more likely to report
it inaccurately as "same" if a checkbox was
provided for such a response than if there were
no such precoded category. A second test
showed fewer reports of mixed ethnic origins
when checkboxes could be marked for single
ethnic but write-in entries were required for
mixed origins than when write-in entries were
required for all reports of ethnic origins.

5. In a voluntary survey, an explicit statement
that cooperation in the survey was voluntary
reduced returns by a small percentage but did
not affect completeness of response (even to a
detailed income question) by those who returned
questionnaires.

We cannot, of course, guarantee that the
ideas just presented will be useful in all situa-
tions. The particular study population, the
collection procedures, the various kinds of sub-
jects covered in the survey, the sponsorship of
the survey, the time at which the survey is
taken -- all these and many other factors may
interact with the features we have discussed
to produce results differing from those observed.

Papers like this traditionally end with a
plea for more research -- in this case we think
it appropriate to follow tradition and, further,
to urge that experimenters take pains to report
their findings in at least as much detail as
we have provided for these 15 tests. All such
efforts will contribute to the development of
a mich-needed set of tested principles for
questionnaire design.



Exhibit I
SPLIT-PANEL TESTS OF QUESTIONNAIRES CONDUCTED BY THE U.S.

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Primary Number of {Approximate
Name of test Parent program Tzzz tOf collection| Study population qule]:::‘:n- samp;:rsize Validity checks
procedure versions version
FARM CENSUSES AND SURVEYS
1. 1961 Experimental 1964 Census of Methodolog-| Mail Farms in selected 4 40O farms Intensive interview
Farm Survey Agriculture ical test counties for a subsample
2. 1963 Farm Panel Pretest- |Panel Evaluation Pretest Mail Farms in selected 2 230 farms None
Round 2 Survey, 1964 Census counties
of Agriculture
3. 1968 Agriculture Census 1969 Census of Pretest Mail Farms in two 4 4 ;500 farms |None
Pretest Agriculture States
4, "1969 Questionnaire 1969 Census of Built-in Mail Farms receiving 9 2,000 in- Resurvey with alter-
Variation Study* Agriculture standard census scope farms |nate version of ques-
qQuestionnaire, tionnaire and reconcil-
excluding very iation of reported
large ones differences
DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEYS
5. 1967 Health Interview Health Interview Bullt-in Interview |Civilian non- 2 17,500 None, but higher rates
Survey Study Survey institutional persons of illnesses reported
population assumed to be better
6. 1969 CPS Income Current Population Built-in Interview |Households 2 13,000 None, but larger amount
Experiments Survey (March Income (some by households [of income reported
Supplement) telephone) assumed to be better
T. 1963 CPS Methods Test s Current Population Methodolog- | Interview |Civilian non- 3 5,500 Intensive reinterview
First Series* Survey ical test |(some by [institutional pop- households |[for subsample; employ-
telephone) [ulation in select- er record checks
ed counties
8. 1969 Test of Explicit Survey of New Built-in Mail Persons recently 2 3,400 None
Statement on Voluntary Beneficiaries awarded Social persons

Reporting

Security or Medi-
care benefits

See ExhibitII for further description of study design and results.



Exhibit I -- Continued
SPLIT-PANEL TESTS OF QUESTIONNAIRES CONDUCTED BY THE U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Primary Number of |Approximate
Name of test Parent program T teusE tOf collection| Study population qu!e;z::n- samgi.; size Validity checks
procedure versions | version
POPULATION AND HOUSING CENSUSES .
9. 1957 Employment Pretest |1960 Census of Pop- |Pretest Interview |Civilian non- 3 800 Intensive reinterview
ulation and Housing institutional pop- households
ulation l4-years -
eld and over in
Philadelphia SMSA
10. 1958 Housing Pretest 1960 Census of Pop- |Pretest Interview |[Housing units in 3 T00 housing |Independent reinter-
ulation and Housing selected areas of units view and reconcilia-
Washington, D.C. tion of differences
11. 1966 (First) Content 1970 Census of Pop- Pretest Mail Households in St. 2 2,350 Independent reinter-
Pretest ulation and Housing Iouis Park, Minn. households |view and reconcilia-
and Yonkers, N.Y. tion of differences
12, 1967 (Second) Content 1970 Census of Pop- |Pretest Mail Households in 2 2,100 None
ulation and Housing Gretna, La. households
13. 1966 (Firat) Question- 1970 Census of Pop- Pretest Mail Households 2 1,150 None
naire Format Test ulation and Housing households
14, 1967 (Second) Question- [1970 Census of Pop- |Pretest Mail Households 4 1,120 None
naire Format Test ulation and Housing households
15. 1968 Subject Response 1970 Census of Pop- Pretest Mail Civilian non- 2 1 ,hOO Comparison of current
Study* ulation and Housing institutional households responses on occupa-

population 1k4-
years-old or older

tion 5 years ago with
information given 5
years ago.

* See ExhibitII for further description of study design and results.
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Exhibit IT

Test No. 4

1969 QUESTIONNAIRE VARTATION STUDY

Parent Program: 1969 Census of Agriculture. 6.

Type of Test:
Date:

Study Population: In general, the study pop-
ulation consists of farms with total value of

products from $2,500 to $500,000, as indicated 7.
in the administrative records from which the

initial census mailing list was formed. Due

to changes as well as errors in the records, 8.
the actual population includes some out-of-

scope cases (to be excluded from analysis)

and some farms with total value of products

outside the indicated range.

Questionnaire Versions Tested: There were

nine versions, differing in wording and for-

mat of questions and in use of shading. The

nine questionnaire versions combined seven
alternative formats in a way that permits

meagurement of individual format effects and 9.
of interaction effects. The alternative

formats were:

Built-in,

January 1970 and January 1971.

(a) An alternative version of questions

about acres-in-place and tenure. 10.
(b) The inclusion among the land-use ques-
tions of a space for transcription of
acreage reported in a preceding series 11.
of questions.
(c) The addition of checkboxes marked "None"
to the answer spaces of questions about 12.
numbers of various kinds of machinery
on the farm. 13.

(d) The use of two answer columns for ques-
tions on cost of chemicals used; one for
the cost of chemicals only and the other
for the cost of application. The stand-
ard format had one answer column, asking
for cost of chemicals, excluding cost of
application.

(e) The use of two answer columns for ques-
tions on income and expenditures; one for
the farm operator's share of income or
expense and the other for landlords' or
contractors' shares. (Standard format
had one column asking for these shares
combined in one figure.)

(f) The deletion of many explanatory notes
from the questions on income and expend-
itures.

(g) The omission of shading. The standard
census questionnaire was lightly shaded
everywhere except the answer spaces.

Design of Study: A national systematic sample
of cases was selected from the census mailing
list and randomly divided into nine subsamples,
one to receive each of the nine questionnaire
versions. The sample size was selected to
yield about 2,000 in-scope farms in each
subsample.

Collection Procedure: Mail, with a reminder
card and four mail followups.

Validity Check: Plans call for a January 1971
mailing to a subsample of respondents. They
will receive the alternative version of the
acreage and tenure questions from the one mailed
to them in January 1970. The two forms will

be matched and when differences are observed,
reinterviews will be conducted to determine
whether changes in acreage or tenure occurred
or, if not, which version obtained the more
valid information.

Principal Items Analyzed by Version: Return
rates, acceptability of entries, item non-

response, and selected agricultural charac-
teristics.

Limitations: Very small and very large farms
are not included; newly established farms
are not included.

Princi Findings:

rates between versions.
yet available.

No difference in return
Other results not

Consequencesg: None to date.

Possible Generalizationg: None to date.

Sources of material: Outline prepared
by John Forsythe, using the following
sources:

(a) Memorandum A-69-A-15 of June 30,1969,
"Plans for Questionnaire Variation
Study, 1969 Census of Agriculture"

U.S. Bureau of the Census Advance
Report: "Data-Collection Forms
and Procedures for 1969 Census of
Agriculture, Irrigation, and
Agricultural Services"

(b)



ILLUSTRATION. Standard Census Format

Section 34 - Production EXPENSES for this place in 1969.

Include your best
estimate of
expenses paid by
others — your
landlord, con-
tractors, buyers,
etc. — for crops,
livestock or
livestock products
produced on this
place.

(See Leaflet,
section 34.)

1. Livestock and poultry purchased — cattle, calves, hogs, pigs, sheep,

ENTS NOT REQUIRED
'Cents

Dollars

[
lambs, goats, horses, baby chicks, poults, started pullets, etc. ...........o0vve... e $ :
631
2. Total feed purchased for livestock and poultry — grain, hay, silage, mixed :
feeds, concentrates, etc. (Total ofdollars fora, b, c, and d). . . « « v v e v v v e e ennnnnn e $ |
! Z
T Doll
a. Commercially mixed formula feeds purchased — complete, Tons : onths | Dollars :c.""
supplement, concentrates. (Do not include ingredients 632 | €33 !
purchased separately, such as soybean meal, cottonseed | | |
meal, And UTEA.) . . v i v v vttt \ 10{$ |
. . 634 ! 635 !
b. Ingredients purchased — such as soybean meal, cotton- 1 1
seed meal, urea, etc., millfeeds or other milling [ A l
byproducts. (Do not include whole grains.) .......... | | 10{$ !
¢. Wholegrains purchased — such as corn, oats, barley, 36 v es7 !
grain sorghum, wheat, rye, etc. Include cracked : :
grain. (Do not include millfeeds or other milling 1 A \
byproducts, OF greem CROP.) « v v v v v et e v e eeenan N 10/$ 1
636 ) 639 :
. | P |
d. Hay, green chop, silage, etc. . .. .......ccovuvunnn \ 10{$ |
10 '
3. Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees purchased . ............... C ettt $ !
(13 t
4. Commercial fertilizer purchased — all forms, including rock phosphate and gypsum . . ......... $ :
5. Total gasoline and other petroleum fuel and oil purchased for the farm business — Diesel :
fuel, LP gas, butane, propane, piped gas, kerosene, fuel oil, motor oil, grease, etc. |
(Totalofa, b,c,andd) .. ..o oo v vnvnn F N $ |

%
1
Dellars 1Cents //
T :
a. Gasoline for the farm business . ...... et e . $ |
644 [
b. Diesel fuel for the farmbusiness .. .........ccviuiiueennnnn $ !
645
1
c. LP gas, butane, and propane for the farm business . . ......... cees $ [
d. Motor oil, grease, pig‘eld gas, kerosene, and :
fuel oil for the farm business . ....... ettt e $ \

6. Hired farm labor — Include all money paid in cash for farm labor including 547 |
payments to family members, and for Social Security tazes. (Do not include '
housework, customwork, and cORLraCt WOTK.) « v v v v v v vt v ottt o s s s ooeocananasoeoseas $ |

[

7. Contract labor — Include expenditures primarily for labor, such as harvesting )
of fruit, vegetables, berries, etc., performed on a contract basis by a contractor, |
a crewleader, @ COOPETAtiVE, €LC. . . . v v v vt v v vttt enenasonanosoanas e $ 1

649 1

8. Machine hire and customwork — Include erpenditures primarily for use of equipment, |
and for customwork such as grinding and mizing feed, plowing, combining, corn \
picking, silo filling, Spraying, dusting, €C. . . . . v v v v vt vttt et et ettt $ !

€80 T

9. Agricultural chemicals purchased — Add dollars reported in section 33 and enter total here. . . . .. $ !

1

10. All other production expenses — Include current operating erpenses, and depreciation, s !

taxzes, interest, cash rent, insurance, repairs, etc., for the farm business. !

(See Leaflet, section 34.). .. ...... ettt e $ !
H

[

11. Total production expenses — Add dollars for items 1 through 10 and enter {0tal here e | ¢ |1




ILLUSTRATION — Continued. Variations as described in 5E and F combined

Section 34 ~ Production EXPENSES for this place in 1969.

If all expenses
were Plid by
you, fill only
the first column,

If any expenses fof
crops, livestock or
livestock products
produced on this
place were paid

or fumithef;}'
others — your
landlord, contrac-
tors, buyers, etc.—
enter your best
estimate of these
expenses in the
second column
and yours in the
first column.

(See Leaflet,
section 34.)

Total production expenses

Amount paid
you

CENTS NOT REQUIRED

Amount paid or
furnished by landlords
or contractors, if any

(See Leaoflet)

CENTS NOT REQUIRED

Dollars 'Cents Dollars !Cents

630 ] 930 !

. I
1. Livestock and poultry purchased . . ... .. et e ! s !
2, Feeds purchased for livestock and poultry: Tons ! Tenth | i
T X 633 I 933 '
v ! 1
a. Commercially mixed formula feeds . ........... ! o ! $ !
634 ! 635 \ 935 ]
| / \ ]
b. Ingredients (Do not include whole grains.) . ...... I ‘o ! $ '
636 ] 637 ! 937 T

. I

c.Whole grains . . o oo oo v ieeiinnneaeennnnnn ! 40 ' s 1'
638 i 639 | 939 :

o 1
d. Hay, green chop, silage, etc. .. ......... RN - s [ s !
640 ! 940 T
3. Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees purchased . . ...........c000.. s ' s |
1
641 | 941 :
4. Commercial fertilizer. ........ et e e e e e s | s !
5. Gasoline and other petroleum fuel and oil purchased 643 = 943 H
for the farm business: | I
a. Gasoline .. ........ e Ceseiscecnannans s ' $ ‘:
644 : 944 |
. | ]
b. Diesel fuel ........ Ceeeen ettt e s ! s !
645 ! 945 T
c. LP gas, butane, and propane. . . . v .ot vttt it $ ! s !
646 ! 946 i

!
d. Motor oil, grease, piped gas, kerosene, and fueloil . ........... $ ! $ !
647 X 547 T

I
. ) !
6. Hired farm labor . .. ..o oo viv vt vnneenoneneonnenenenns " ! s |
648 : 948 H
cenn ! '
7. Contractlabor ... ......... e e e e P | s :
649 " 549 !
8. Machine hire and customwork . ........c.c0vuveeeecncncnn. s i s !
9. Agricultural chemicals — Total of this line should equal total [ese i 9s0 !
of dollars column in section 33 « . .« o e e vt ettt ittt $ : s \
1
10. All other production expenses — Include current operating ezpenses, 651 | 951 ]
and depreciation, tazes, interest, cash rent, insurance, repairs, etc., : :
for the farm business. (See Leaflet, section 34.) . .......... . e s | s :
52 II 952 l'
11, Total — Add dollars for all items and enter totals Rere g s i i

|

10




Exhibit II -- Continued

Test No. 7

1963 CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY METHODS TEST,

1.
2.

3.

F

. Questionnaire Versions Tested:

. Design of Study:

FIRST SERIES

Parent Program: Current Population Survey.

Type of Test:

April 1963 to December 196k,

Methodological.

Date:
Study Population: Households in Boston,Mass.;

Charolotte, N. C.; and Marion County, Ohio.

Three ver-
sions and one supplementary form as follows:

CPS-1: Standard form used for survey.
CPS-X2: Questionneire with more detailed in-
quiries asbout lebor forece participation, and,
for employed persons, hours worked and class
of worker.

CPS-X3A & X3B: Advance form covering key
items to be filled by respondent; followup
form for interviewer's use.

CPS-X45: Supplementary form summarizing in-
formation given in previous interview to be
checked against and reconciled with current
month's data.

About 1,300 interviews were
conducted every month during the experiment.
Six interviewers in each of the three areas

- each conducted about 24 household interviews

&8 week for three weeks of each month. Each
interviewer used a different one of the fol-
lowing procedures in each of the three survey
weeks of the month:

Procedure 1: Stenderd questionnaire (CPS-1)
used and independent interviews conducted
each month.

Procedure 2: Detailed questionnaire (CPS-X2)
used and independent interviews conducted
each month.

Procedure 3: Advance form (CPS-X3A) mailed
with request that it be filled and held for
interviewer. Interviewer transcribed data to
the CPS-X3B. The procedure was later changed
to request mail return of the completed form
by a specified date.

Procedure 4: Detailed questionnaire (CPS-X2)
used for the first step in the interview. The
previous month's information shown on the
CPS-X45 was consulted after the first step.
Reconciliation performed as needed.

Procedure 5: Same as Procedure h, except
stan questionnaire (CPS-1) was used for
the first step.

‘Assignments were randomized over an entire

city or county by interviewers and week of the

10.

11

13.

month. Households were initially interviewed
for four consecutive months. The rotation
cycle, however, was later reduced to three
months.

Collection Procedure: For Procedure 3, there
was an advance mail form followed by personal
or telephone interview; for the other four
procedures, information was. collected by
personal interview.

Validity Check:

(1) Comparisons were made with reinterview
results for a subsample of cases.

(2) Checks were mede against independent 1ists
of corporations and establishment payroll re-
ports to validate the classification of per-
sons as self-employed or as employees.

Principal Items Analyzed by Version: Compari-
sons were made among experimental procedures
for total population in labor force, employed
and unemployed persons by sex, gross changes
in employment, employed persons by hours work-
ed and class of worker, part-time workers by
reason for part-time employment.

Limitations: Results apply only to the
selected study areas.

Principal Findings: 'Perhaps the most inter-
esting finding of this experiment is that, in
spite of the sharp differences in approach,
there do not appear to be any major differ-
ences among the procedures in the distribu-
tions of the sample by employment status ...
While findings have been inconclusive with
regard to the basic employment status classi-
fications, some cleareut improvements have
been evident in the detailed questionnaire ...
Most striking of these is the case of the in-
formation on hours worked.'"*

Consequences: After further testing in a na-
tional experimental sample, changes were made
in the standard questionnaire for CPS based on
the results of the test. These changes were
in the detailed questions &bout hours worked,
duration of employment, class of workers, etc.

Possible Generalizations: Probing questions
can improve accuracy of response for some
items. However, adding questions to an already
fairly comprehensive inquiry may have very
little effect.

Source of material: Prepared by N. D.
Rothwell in consultation with Daniel
Levine and Joseph Waksberg. The only
written source is cited in the footnote
below. .

*¥ Quotation from "New Methodological Research on

Labor Force Measurement," Joseph Waksberg and

Robert B. Pearl, September 1965.



ILLUSTRATIONS
"HOURS WORKED

CPS-1 and CPS-X2

" Byebras

IF WORKED LESS TRAN 35 HOURS LAST WEEK (1-34 is ltem 21)

21A. Dees ... vswelly werk 35 hours or more @ woek ot this job?

Yes O No O
Yes No (Skip e 22)
j © o 8. | 21C. What is the wesen
) 17 USUALLY works foes
21. How meny heurs : | then 35 hours @ weok?
. Nork one cirele below
@ity ¢ O O |
100
200 Slock work ........ns o legorof religious)
300 . Labor dispute
400 Moteiol shartoges - O g wacher
mochine repairs O  Ownillness..
i1-3 § 00 N;wﬁobsmlod ° On vocation. . .
heowrs in Juring week . ....... Too busy with W
. i ; 8 g Job terminoted werk, schocl,efe .. o
il during week......... O Did not want
. 800 Could find only full-time work.......... [e]
900 part-time work . ..... O Eull-time work week

If eatry in 218 or C, go to 26 and enter job worked at lass week.

CPS-X2 only

IF WORKED 35-48 HOURS LAST WEEK

21D, Did ... lose ony time or toke any time off | 21F, Cid ... work ot more thon one job
from work LAST WEEK for any reason, such or for more than ane employer
o8 Illness, holiday, or personal business? LAST WEEK?
Yes O No O
Yy
How meny hours did ... toke off? =0 MO

(Find out whether hours on
extra jobs were included in
tem 21; otherwise correct.)

(NOTE: Correct item 21 if los! time not
olready deducted; if ifem 21 reduced below
35 hours, osk 21 AC.)
21E. Did... work ony overtime or extra hours
LAST WEEK? .
Yes O No O
How many extre hours did ... work?

(Atter compiating 21F, ckip
10 item 26 and enter job
worked of lost week.)

(NOTE: Correct item
already included.)

CLASS OF WORKER

CPS-1 only

CPS-X2 only

D. Wes this persen-

business, or individval
Anmﬂq-dPRIVA‘I'Ee-'il:y

for woges, salery, ..P O
A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, comty, or local).....G O

Self-smployed in OWN business, professional prectice, or fam ....0 O
Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or form .. ... O
NEVER WORKED. ......c.ovevenecnncanioncinens .NEV O

D. CLASS OF WORKER

Was this person

An employee of PRIVATE company, business, o individual for wages, salory, or commission... P O

A GOVERNMENT emoloyee (Federal, State, county, or local)....ovuuvriiiiiiiiiinnaienannn G O

Self-employed in OWN business, professionol practice, or form......ooeiiiieiieiinninns 0O
(Ask if not o form.) Is the business incorpproted?  Yes O No O

Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business o farm . o)

NEVER WORKED o

LABOR FORCE STATUS

CPS-1 and CPS-X2

22 (If LK in 19, skip w0 23.)
Was ... lecking for wark--er on layelf from o job?  (Include speciel coses)

/ Yes O

No O (Skip to 24) —_—

Eﬂwmywduhl...hulnﬁn.hwuﬂ

{Continue with 224-F)

BA Nu...bonlnlinl.hll-ﬁuuawﬁmvul?

Full O Part O

24.(If 1 in 19, skip to 25.)
Even though . .. did not work LAST WEEK,
does he have o job or business?

/ Yes O No O (Skip to 27)

25. Why wos ... cbsent from work LAST WEEK?
Own tllness ...

On vacation

Bad weother ..

. Lobor dispute. .
\ Temporary (less o 30-day) umn

OOOOO

A A A
How many weeks ogo wes ... loi‘oﬂ?l
! IEualiu!JI

.0

A

E&lt....mlngmuuuluyk'-ydhﬂu

off last week?
Yes......... o)
Nowevrvnnens o
Self-employed O

(Co to 26 ond enter job held lass week.)

CPS-X2 only
23B. Whet hos ... been doing 10 try 1o find work? (Do nos fead list; mark gach opplicable
circle.)
Checking with public employment ogency...... .... (o)
Checking with private employment agency .. . O
Checking directly with employers..... [¢]
Placing or onswering odvertisements . . .. O
Checking with friends or relotives.. .............. o
Othee L o
23C. Whea did ... les) work ot @ job or business?
Month, day, od yeor_ { Over 6 months ago O }(.m' 0
(Convert to weeks ago unmlx/ | Never worked ... O ) 28
’Z_ﬂ. INTERVIEWER CHECK If nunber of weeks in 23 and 23C differ by 3 or more,

review and correct whichever is in error or Give reason for diffarence below.

23E. (Go 10 26 ond enter last full-time civilion job; if woiting 1o start new [ob, enter
description of new job in 26.)

27. INTERVIEWER CHECK iTEM
O Household not in 15t month of enumeration
\ O Person listed prior 1o current month
O Person histed for Ist time this month

(Skip t0-27D)

&
O Household in Ist month of s ’7“7
A, When did ., . last work ot o full-time job or busingas?
1958 or tater O Before 1958.......... [e] } (Skip 10
Month and Never worked full time O ) 27€)
[N L ) I ——

278, Why did ... leave that

« intend 10 Jook for any kind of werk-full-time or port-time—in ln next 12 months?

% Yes-definitely.. O

Yes-probably... O
Moybe-depends. O
(Entér 2" for group no. in C.C. item “X"* and ask) "y
Is there ony particuler ressen vosis ot Tooking fer work now? : (E;"; C!C.’:.z:‘;"‘
(Go te : go to 27E)

—_ ___/{ 276) | J

: Don't know O
]

27D. INTERVIEWER | 2Z7E, Mony people earn money from time to time even though they dun't

CHECK ITEM consider themselves as employed. Would you please lock over this.
P list ond tell whether ... has been dei leoking for any work of
Transcribe | ing or leoking for any
Comol Cord this kind. (Give respondent checklist.)
item “'X"" - Yes O No O (g0 to nest person)
Group 3 O}M:k Wos 7. doing this lest week?
Gowp 2 O 27E) No...... O (80 to nest peraon)
Yes-working O | (Change “No™* 10 *“Yes™ in item 20 or 22
Gow 1 O Ig;‘x; Yes-looking O § und procead accordingly.)
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Exhibit IT -- Continued

Test No, 15

1968 SUBJECT RESPONSE STUDY :
OCCUPATION FIVE YEARS AGO

Parent Program: 1970 Census of Population. 9.

Type of Tes ¢ Pretest.
Date: August 1968,

Study Population: Civilian noninstitutional
population 14-years-old and over as of
July 1963.

egtio: Versions Tested: There were
two versions, SR-15 and SR-16,0f questions
about occupation five years ago. Question
wording was identical but response categories
differed as follows:

10.

(a) SR-15 permitted respondents to mark a
circle if their business or industry and
kind of work five years ago were the same
as reported in an earlier question about
current employment.

(b) SR-16 required a write-in entry of all

respondents employed five years ago to

show kind of business or industry and

kind of work. 12,

Design of Study: The sample for the study

was selected from a list of households in

which interviews had been conducted in the

July 1963 Current Population Survey five

years before the test. '

13.

Approximately 2,800 households were selected

and questionnaires were mailed to all house-

hold members who had been l4-years-old and

over as of July 1963 in the selected house-

holds. The 2,800 households initially

selected were sorted into two groups on an

alternating household basis. 6,401 question-

naires were mailed.

Collection Procedure: Mail; reminder cards
sent a week later; personal followup.

Validity Check:

(1) The use of the 1963 survey panel as the
sample provided persons whose occupation
five years before the test had been re-
ported five years earlier as their cur-
rent occupation.

13

(2) The level of occupational mobility is
measured in the Current Population
Survey. This served as a standard for
the pretest results.

Princi

Ite d Version:

(a) Return rates.
(b) Item nonresponse rates.

(c) Differences between employment status,
occupation and industry as reported on a
current basis in 1963 and retrospectively
in 1968.

Limitations: Analysis of differences was
made only for those who responded by mail.

Principal Findingg: There were no signifi-

cant differences between versions in mail
return rates and item nonresponse rates.

For persons who reported being employed on
both occasions, but reported different occupa-
tions, a higher proportion of those reporting
on SR-15 said (incorrectly) in 1968 that their
previous occupation was the same as their
current one (27.8 percent vs. 22.6 percent).

Congequences: Because of the high difference
rates observed for both versions,

quiries about specific occupation or in-
dustry five years ago were included only on
the 5-percent sample version of the 1970
census questionnaire.

Poggible Gener ong:
tive questionnaires; when one choice is

made easier than another, responses may be
biased toward the easier choice.

In self-enumera-

Sources of material: Outline prepared
by N.D. Rothwell, using following
gources:

Memoranda from Thomas G. Walsh:

(1) E15 No.2 -- "Data Results from the
1968 Subject Response Study"

(2) E15 No.3 —- "Accuracy of Retrospec-
tively Reporting Work Status and
Occupation Five Years Ago"

Memorandum from Thomas G. Walsh and

Paula J. Buckholdt:

(3) Results Memo No.l -- "Mail Return Re-
sults of the Subject Response Study"



