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Sampling for cross—national surveys

*Mode effects in mixed—-mode surveys

*Do pretesting methods identify 'real' problems and help us develop
'better' questions?

» Assessing the quality of survey data

*» Using paradata to improve survey data quality

= Not able to participate: a neglected cause of nonresponse

* Innovations in measurement instrument construction for web-based
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surveys

» Weighting: Approach and Sources
= Web data collection for probability—based general population survey
* The trouble with Logit and Probit
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* HEL|E: Comparing Questionnaire Pretesting Methods
for the 2015 Census of Korea
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ZA): Correction for measurement error in survey research
using SQP
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[Without correction with correction for errors
On allow immigration on allow immigration
By
Better life -.265% -.609%
Economic threat -.133% 001
Cultural threat -.154% -.140%
Total explained (R) 254 547
On better life on better life
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Cultural Threat 500% 938*%
Total explained (R?) 564 .868
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Estimation and Imputation Under Informative Sampling and

Nonresponse

_] Dealing with non-ignorable nonresponse in the German job vacancy survey

Dr Hans Kiesl(Regensburg University of Applied Sciences)

- oA HEAA ] BE F45] 98] 2R AA)
o

- gololx|e] Befe] SAzALR Qlate] SHtEO] 2004w e

o A3

A AAAER] T5 THEAARE] E o8-Skl AATE
BAF o= AR Y

- simple GREG
o HE AR e AaFAY
- 671 = 1 2We] A FAAE A9
- 9] B GREG 44 (Hlus A% 59 7H

G5 olgshe W)



W, =

d((1+ c(qx()

1 for all units

(1)

1/ (1+regvac;)

(2) ¢

® Reason: GREG minimizes

(W< _d< )2
c.d

A

dist(w,d) =

|8
o))

ph

L

g

THEAAE T Rl

w, =d.f(q-h,)

=1+q-h,

(1 f(q-h,)
2) f(q-h,)

(raking)

exp(q-h,)

<= Y AAYEE)

<)
iz
M

(H]

- 67 = 5, 6

|

No

]
=

ol
v
X o
%O o
e
W
F
" olo
® 3
m X
T
<
d
AR
ors
i -
[
N —_
5 N
% 9
~ ¥
W oF
R
i
o

Lo

= 7H4

8(;:

1 HgeAel) gl Ak

S

R

Aol s 7}

mj
X
Nfo



population | | | |

1st stage: equal inclusion probabilities
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_] Two-phase sampling experiment for propensity score estimation in voluntary
samples

Dr Jae—kwang Kim(Iowa State University) et al.
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e 19, = E(Y1), 0, = E(Y2

_exp(go + ¢1x; + P2y1i)
1+ exp(go + ¢1x; + d2y1;)

() = Pridu; = 1 1)

- exp(9g + d1xi + dayai)
- = Pri(dy; = 1|x;, yoi, 01, = 1) = . ‘
i) =P el el 1+ exp(9f + ¢1%i + P2y2i)

2F &S 2|8t Propensity model2 S &
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O Proposed estimator
@ Proposed estimator for 6;:

- 1 Wi
N i€A; ?T“((b)

; (1)

where & is a consistent estimator of the true parameter
® = (¢, %0, 91, P2)-

@ Proposed estimator for fs:

@ How to estimate &7
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O Estimating @

o ldea: Calibration using (1,x;, y1;) (instrumental variables).

e 52r’ 5 A '
Ur(®) == > {m =3 1} (1,%;,y1i) = (0,0,0)

=

and l
Ur(®) := S S
icAq mi(do, ¢1, @2)

where & = (¢, ¢1, @2, o).
e Note: (x;, y1;) observed in both A; and Az & used in computing cfrg in

__ exp(¢p + d1xi + dayai)
1+ exp(df + ¢1xi + dayai)

m2i

o 2012 lowa Caucus Surveyel] #-&

o Propensity Model

T (Gﬁ) I exp(¢0 + ¢1XJ' + {:)2 Yli)
T T exp(do + 61X + 62 Y1)
and . . .
5 exp(¢p + 91X + ¢2Yai)
mi(¢") = . -

1+ exp(@g + ¢1.Xi + ¢2Y2))
where X=(Party, Age) and Y ="First choice” of the presidential
candidate for Republic party.

@ Results for propensity model parameter estimation

Table : Point Estimation and Standard Error for ¢

Coefficient  Age Party Romney Perry Paul Others
Est 0.588 0.782 0.991 0454 0.866 1.307
S.E. 0.266 0251 0454 0663 0841 0.985
t.value 2211 3116 2.183 0.685 1.030 1.327

@ Results for estimation for f=proportion of first choice candidate

Table : Point Estimation (s.e.) for 2012 lowa Caucus Survey Results

Survey | Method Romney  Perry Paul Others

Naive 0.340 0.108 0.130 0.422
Nov. | lgnorable  0.316 0.103 0.146 0.435
Proposed  0.303 0.106 0.093 0.499
(0.062) (0.039) (0.067) (0.046)

Naive 0.281 0.140 0.131 0.448
Dec. | Ignorable  0.270 0.144 0.148 0.437
Proposed  0.244 0.134 0.112 0.509
(0.043) (0.026) (0.046) (0.0306)

e Actual outcome (Jan 3, 2012): fp = (24.5%, 10.3%, 21.4%, 43.7%)
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=S Weighting issues in Panel surveys

_] From PISA to LSAY: Weighting the Australian Longitudinal Surveys of
Australian Youth
Mr Patrick Lim(National Centre for Vocational Education Research)
o FA| 1 PISA'E o]&3slo] LSAY ™ ZA} 7FA] A4
* PISA : The Program of International Student Assessment, OECD 2[gl=0flA 34 F7|2
O|FWFO0| ElLi= 15M 2 tHatez2 AA|sh= "o}

*x LSAY : Longitudinal Surveys of Australian Youth, @3 Z20[(15~2f25M)) &S Aoz

HAISHE mid Z=AL

o AL
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Where:

«yis an indicator variable 1/0 representing response and
non-response from wave 1

a+pX is the vector of regression coefficients (including both

T

]A?i:

a+px

stratification and variables contributing to attrition)

l+e

1
wt, = PISA  wt, x—

« X is the design matrix for regression coefficients and

« represents the random error component

Pi

+ The same model is run for each new survey wave.
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] A Generation stand-alone weights for a sub-population with time-varying
characteristics: a SOEP case study
Dr Mathis Schroder(DIW, Berlin), Mr Rainer Siegers(DIW, Berlin)
o 507
- =9 JEAA AR oz ALgsl7] 93] FiD(Family in
Deutschland) ZAFS 718 o BZAl= A Y REAG
S 74

- 2007 3F-H 20104 Afolof Ejojyt ofol7} Q& TS HRR
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Do pretesting methods identify 'real' problems and help us

ZAHH
=

develop 'better' questions?

] A mixed methods approach to investigate how cognitive interviewing findings
can improve the validity of survey estimates?

Dr Jose-Luis Padilla (University of Granada) et al.

o AR
- JAEA AH7F AR O] A EAE depdh dEd = 9
=717
- QIAHA ATt Mol FAXE FEAT=71
- QXA A thg+ F 7FA] A7} Search for problems(Willis,

2005) vs. Interpretative(Miller, 2011)
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Youngshil Park(Statistics Korea)

#0] o] A

_] Comparing Questionnaire Pretesting Methods for the 2015 Population and
Housing Census of Korea
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T
Which among 1 ~ 5 best describes this  Which among 1 ~ 5 best describes
household? this household?
1. One-family household 1. One-family household including
2. Household consisting of a family and kinship
a non-family member(s) 2. Household consisting of a family
3. One person household including kinship and no blood
4. Household of 5 or less persons who ties member(s)
have no blood ties 3. One person household
5. Household of 6 or more persons 4. Household of 5 or less persons
who have no blood ties who have no blood ties

5. Household of 6 or more persons
who have no blood ties

o AE

- AR, QAR WEEARA = SEA WA
ARE ARE HolFe Jlom A
SARHE Airelsieh Aste] wAX wAS TS

273 o,

HEEAbE O A3 dE BeEtd e Y

- AR Hale V]EWAN AR das valsked
sl o, AR HellA MR b 51t dolk
= Whelhed 8 AoR Kl

[5-5: 2xAE FF]

_18_



_] Horses for Courses: Why different QT methods uncover different findings and

implications for selecting methods

Ms Jo Dardenne(NatCen Social Research)

o ATAE

A2 8 ZAFEE7HQuestionnaire Test, QT) HHo] A=

HE FAE A9

EEs=7l 2R 9 o

AT el A the AdhE
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QT W& Az o oA T3 A2 Fo7P

MR e QT e walel
!

o ATUY D AT

HIEE 24 370 oo QT s 283 7719 1
AR QT W
AA 2712 O, AR

P AGEAAREA], o] A

. 1 1
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XALE Advancing the filed of questionnaire translation-identifying
&2 problems, discussing methods, pushing the research agenda.

_] Translatability Assessment of Draft Questionnaire Items in Multilingual

Surveys?
Mr Steve Dept(cApStAn Linguistic Quality Control)
O AL g ol th$k Harkness®] ‘A4 A5

- (HRE3} ZA} cross—cultural survey) ThFgE elojo] 285 7]
A ZAVEES AAEHA Ttes Aol ARy Fa%t|

E
g oA

;

-
_(

o HA 7H5A(translatability)ol] W3l H7}
- item writer®] T84 : YE(source) FAIE WE7] = Y&
A2 9] HY(translation) ¥ #-8(adaptation)®l] 4 35FshA =F

=

- A - SEE Ao A AEL &l et ZQF W
As AAE & Hrteles 3 (371 A ZEE &85t &
AFES T39S = EAS A3 giekzel g9 A
= Ao Aojgrte] #£4] 2 HEW = HATFSA] Bl

(D Straightforward(3=A§1) @ Double—barrelled
@ Known difficulty Agreement issue
3 Potential ambiguous © Consistency
@ Unnecessarily complex Redundancy
(® Requires review @ Possible addition
©® Potential cultural issues @ Logical problem

o HA7}5A BHaa] 2] A
- I= 3H(Potential ambiguous)



- Translatabili SUGGESTIONS (includi i fi
English ransla 13 R (including suggestions for

Evaluation alternative wording)

I can solve my problems on digital POTENTIALLY The sentence seems straightforward, but When | have problems with digital devices,

devices myself. AMBIGUOUS  in fact it is unclear whether the | can solve them myself.
respondent knows how to use digital OR
devices to solve his/her problems, or | can use digital devices to solve my

whether the respondent knows how to  problems by myself.
solve problems related to the digital
devices s/he is using.

- 3= 7H(Double-barrelled)

Translatabili SUGGESTIONS (including suggestions for
English . Hity LINGUIST'S COMMENT { : - ‘gg
Evaluation alternative wording)
My child’s school provides an inviting |DOUBLE-BARRELLED "inviting and accepting" are overlapping My child’s school provides an inviting
and accepting atmosphere for parents adjectives that point to "tolerance’ atmosphere for parents to get involved.
to get involved. (interpreted differently in multicultural

versus monocultural environments),
whereas "inviting' by itself is overarching.

o A&

- Aofgrte] HEAH} ZALGE Akt 9 8

- &2(source) o= 23l 2 &3} 1 3o AA| B
Abo] o] A etet M3} A8 Alo]f g Addh= =9 I

- o] WP Hln A W HE&S TAAME oldle 2 T
HolAd 7he

_] Can we survey migrants by questionnaires developed for the population of the
respective source countries?

Mr Patrick Brzoska(University of Bielefeld) et al.
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o WEkE: A Al B710] AL B3 ) ol

- :L_g_ b oHal BFgAS YeidE BE 2o S0l
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Use of Eyetracking in Survey Research

_] Does left still feel right? The optional position of answer boxes in Web
surveys-revisited?
Dr Timo Lenzner (GESIS-1EIBNIZ Institute for the Social Science) et al.

o ATAY
- ) Aulolel A HAF AR TF S SN 0 BF
3} 9% ofr= o] wixSof A7

Wiihlen Sie drei Eigenschaften aus dieser Liste aus, die ein Kind [hrer Meinung Wihlen Sia drei Eigenschaften aus disser Liste aws, die ein Kind 1hrar Mainung
nach vor allam haben sollte. Dass es... nach wor allem haban solita, Dass es...
r |.. oute Lmaangsfanmen hat ... guee Umgamgsfammen hat

wirklich atwes leistar wil wirklizh atwas laisten will
r | ehrlich ist atelich st

abar urd crckant lidy sk savher und oroentlich Ist

r . pReaunden Merechermarstand und aire Qute Litallstarighelt besitar gesunden Marschervarstand und ine gube Lirke isfitigke it besitzt r
= |.. salbstbabrmschung basitzt Selbsthetermschung besitzt o
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_]l Combining eye tracking and cognitive interviewing to pretest survey questions?

Socia}

Cornelia Neuert and Timo Lenzner (GESIS-1EIBNIZ Institute for th§
clence
o AT
- AAZEARF] AARAL BAGFE EFA LTI
o w44y
- g BAl AR 5 (AAFE 25, A4WA 20)

Eye tracking identifies a
problematic gquestion

Cognitive interview identifies
a problematic question

Problematic
guestions

Yes Yes
Yes Mo
Mo Yes
— L= O & "l 2=
A A 7E R
Number of unique problems identified Cl EYE
Overall 164 166
Type of problems
Comprehension 84,1 % (138) 83,7 % (139)
Retrieval 1,8 % (3) 1,2 % (2)
Judgment 2,4 % (4) 3,0 % (5)
Response Selection 11,6 % (19) 11,5 % (19)
Questionnaire Navigation 0,0 % (--) 0,6 % (1)

o 4
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HNa3 Mode Effect and the Cross-Cultural Survey

_]l Mode Differences in Socially Desirable Responses to Sensitive Questions

Michael W. Traugott (University of Michigan) et al.
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An Exploratory Study of the Cross-cultural Equivalence of Wellbeing of
Measures in the Gallup World Poll
Dr Femke De Keulenaer, Rober Manchin(Gallup Europe)
o AT
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Life evaluation (Cantril ladder), mean score
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Life evaluation (Cantril ladder, 0-10 scale)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Intercept 4.992 5.084 5.236
Men .068 .081 .050
<25 year-olds .672 .663 .705
25-44 year-olds .236 225 .286
65+ year-olds 113 .103 Aa25
Married/cohabiting .285 246 271
Childunder 15 at home 171 il A17
Ln household income 467 410 .395
Secondaryeducation 404 348 .342
Tertiary education T2 691 .689
_Unemployed -.533 -.558 -.580
Fixed effect coefficient of RESIDENCE country 467 437
Fixed effect coefficient of BIRTH country .229
Observations 26,239 26,239 26,239
Adjusted R-square 141 .180 .185

- Azol g
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AGEA g A A
AAZ 71} oS B
3 At Batel o

._] Comparing subjective well-being across countries: Measurement equivalence
and the question of multiple dimensions

Dr Joakim Kulin(Department of Sociology, Umea University) et al.
O AFEA|
- 7P4 A AW(EWB-Emotional Well-Being) #|¥1& 4Fe] wi=
(LS-Life Satisfaction) Z|&13} z}o]7} &7
- dubdoz Al HE 1Y RS 52 ghe] TSR AP}
=7} ¢ 34 AR (SWB-Subjective Well-Being)S 155}
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Affect balance
calculation

Positive  Negative Affect
Country  Affect Affect balance

AT 0,076 0,154 -0,078
BE 0,072 0,194 0,122
BG -0,412 0,497 -0,909
CH 0,198 0,144 0,054
cy -0,095 0,168 -0,263
DE -0,063 0,021 -0,084
DK 0,176 -0,102 0,278
EE -0,099 0,323 0,422
ES -0,033 0,152 -0,185
FI -0,036 -0,084 0,048
FR 0,069 0,234 -0,165
GB 0,011 0,146 0,135
IE 0,145 0,066 0,079
NL 0,107 0,161 -0,054
NO 0,147 -0,109 0,256
PL -0,158 0,316 0,474
PT -0,208 0,426 -0,634
RU -0,251 0,54 -0,791
SE 0 0 0
si 0,082 0,143 -0,061
SK -0,044 0,383 0,427
UA -0,163 0,626 -0,789

Latentand and global
measures

Life

Affect Life Happiness satisfaction
Country  balance satisfaction Single item Single item
AT -0,078 -0,117 744 7,53
BE -0,122 -0,45 7,67 741
BG -0,909 -2,778 5,23 4,66
CH 0,054 0,195 8,07 8,03
cYy -0,263 -0,378 7,69 7,41
DE 0,084 0,796 7,01 6,71
DK 0,278 0,59 8,33 8,48
EE -0,422 -1,257 6,78 6,38
ES -0,185 -0,311 7,63 7,44
Fl 0,048 0,157 8 7,99
FR -0,165 -0,0954 A5 6,32
GB -0,135 -0,582 7,43 7,13
IE 0,079 -0,26 7.72 7,48
MNL -0,054 -0,422 7.64 7,48
NO 0,256 0,038 7,93 7,76
PL -0,474 -1,003 6,95 6,67
PT -0,634 -1,709 6,43 5,46
RU 0,791 2,332 5,9 5,19
SE o o 7,89 7,82
sl -0,061 -0,646 7,24 6,97
SK -0,427 -1,502 6,52 6,08
UA -0,789 -2,95 5,62 4,28
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Comparing
Questionnaire Pretesting Method
for the 2015 Census of

Youngshil Park

Overview of Paper

Introduction

— Population and Housing Census of Korea

— 2015 Long Form Questionnaire Redesign Plan
Pretesting Methods

— Cognitive Interviewing

— Split Ballot Survey

— Interviewer Debriefing

lllustrative Analysis Results

Conclusion
2

_—

= Population and Housing Census of Korea
— Conducted by every 5 year based on household

— Collected by paper & internet since 2010
— Two kinds of questionnaires

Short form: register based
Long form: 20%

STATISTICS KOREA giliil

Introduction

The 2015 Long Form Questionnaire Redesign

— Statistical Research Institute has been conducting
pretesting for the redesign

— Content test
« 2012: core items, 2013: new items
+ Main methods: expert review, cognitive interviewing,
split ballot survey, and interviewer & respondent
debriefing

— Design test
= 2013: population section, 2014: internet survey

= Main methods: usability test and field test

3 4

Introduction

Research Questions

— Are these three pretesting methods* equally
useful in identifying problems in the
questionnaire?

* cognitive interviewing, split ballot survey, interviewer debriefing

B [

Content Test

= Target ltems

— 10 items including marital status, residence one year
ago, household type, total floor space and so on

= Procedures
— Cognitive interviewing: 2012 Mar. ~ July

— Proposed alternative questionnaire based on the
results

— 3plit ballot survey: 2012 Nov.
— Interviewer debriefing: 2012 Nov.

L

5 6

i'l;il
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Cognitive Interviewing

Cognitive Interviewing

= Purpose of Cognitive Interviewing

— (1stround) To evaluate R’s understanding of concepts
and terms

— (2™ round) To review the effect of revised items

= Developing a Protocol
— Expected problems related to questions

— Used the retrospective probing, vignette, and
paraphrasing techniques

74

_e— e

= Recruiting

— Advertisement
- Statistics Korea’'s homepage
+ Free local newspaper % Added this method for the 2"
round to recruit more diverse group
— Selection
+ (15tround) 15 of 49 (2" round) 14 of 69
- Tried to evenly split into major demographic characteristics
— Age, sex, marital status, housing type etc.

— Rs were paid by $30 for their participation

8

_—

Coghnitive Interviewing

! . m F 208 30°S
1R
(15) 4 1 3 3 6 3 5 10 1" 4
2R
14) 7 7 2 2 4 6 8 6 8 8
= Schedule

— (15tround) : April 12~17 (4 days), Daejeon city

— (2" round) : June 12~17 (4days), Daejeon and Seoul
cities i

= Conduct of Cognitive Interviewing

— Interviewed each respondent in the lab
 Three researchers played a role of interviewers

— Procedures
« The Rs first completed a test questionnaire
- Afterwards, the interviewer asked series of probing questions

— tape-recorded

10

B S

Cognitive Interviewing

Split Ballot Survey

= Analysis of Cognitive Interviewing
— Reviewed and documented the individual interview

— Compiled results across interviews
- From a qualitative point of view
— What problems were
— Whether problems were similar across interviews
- From a quantitative point of view
— How often problems emerged

= Design
— The two cities were selected for the target area

— 83 enumeration districts (20%) were systematically
sampled from the population of 415 Eds.

Compared two versions
@ Control version: replicated the 2010 census question

= Test version: proposed an alternative questionnaire based
on the cognitive interviewing results

12

Split Ballot Survey

= Design (Con.)

— Half of the interviewers surveyed with a control
version and the other did with a test version
« Averagely 2 or 3 Eds were assigned to interviewers

N. Of Eds.
N. Of HHs. 2331
Response Rate 97.2% 96.8%

13

"

= Data Collection

— Used a similar data collection methodology as the
previous Census

Face to Face Survey

Internet Survey »
Nov.5 ~ Nov.19

Oct.28 ~ Nov.4

- Initially, voluntary internet survey was used from sampled
households

« Face to face interviewing was followed up with internet
nonrespondents

14
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Interviewer Debriefing

lllustrative Analysis Results

= Interviewer Debriefing Methods

— Distributed rating forms by asking interviewers to
evaluate each question with 3 points scale just after
finishing field test

- Difficulty of Interviewer's Reading
- Difficulty of R’ s answering
« Inconsistency of understanding terms from Rs
— These forms completed by 89% (33 of 37) of the
interviewers who participated in the test
* Control version : 18 interviewers
« Test version : 15 interviewers
15

B

= Response Process and Error

Comprehension Misunderstanding of Household type
concepts and terms
3
Retrieval Difficult to remember Residence one
s year ago
Judgment and Computation Total floor space
estimation complexity
~3—
Reporting Sensitivity Marital status

16

B

Household Type

Household Type

= Wording

Which among 1 ~ 5 best describes this  Which among 1 ~ 5 best describes
household? this household?

1. One-family household 1.
2. Household consisting of a family and
a non-family member(s)

One-family household including
kinship
2. Household consisting of a family
3. One person household including kinship and no blood
4. Household of 5 or less persons who ties member(s)
have no blood ties 3. One person household
5. Household of 8 or more persons 4. Household of 5 or less persons
who have no blood ties who have no blood ties
5. Household of 6 or more persons
who have no blood ties .

B

= Cognitive Interviewing

— R’s understanding of a family concept differ from a
survey definition

» Most Rs thought that only parent-children relationship was
included in a family concept and it didn’t cover relatives by
blood and marriage ties

= |nterviewer Debriefing (: lowest, 3 highest)

Control 1.00

Difficulty of I's

Difficulty of R’s
Answering

1.00
1.07

Inconsistency of
Understanding
from Rs

Reading

3

STATISTICS KOREA i||]i!

Household Type

= Split Ballot Survey

Distribution Control

1 {wording changed) 1809 82.75 1807 82.02
2 (wording changed) 2 0.09 4 0.18
3 373 17.08 388 17.61
a B 760 2 o 2.90 0.575
5 0 0.00 2 0.0
Total 2186 100.00 2203  100.00
Nonresponse 8 0.35 10 044 024 p=0.625
Edit failure 72 3.18 35 1.56 12.80 p<0.001

19

eeeeeee— |

Residence One Year Ago

= Wording

Control (2010 Census) Test (based on Cognitive Interviewing)

Where did this person live one year Where did this person liva.ona
ago(11.1. 2011.)? ago(11.1.2011.)?

SilGun/Gu >
1. Wasn't born 1. Wasn't born LB
2. In the current house 2. In the current house
3. In the same Si/Gun/Gu but different 3. In the same Up/Myun/Dong but

house different house
4. In another Si/Gun/Gu 4. In another Up/Myun/Dong
5. North Korea or foreign country 5. North Korea or foreign country
(if 4 or 5) (if 4 or 5)
Si/Do/Country Si/Do/Country
Si/Gun/Gu SiGun/Gu
I Up/Myun/Dong I )

e | |

= Cognitive Interviewing

— Rs remember depending on retrieval ques
» Some Rs said that they didn't remember ‘Gu’ but knew‘Dong’
because Dong’ was much more familiar to them despite the
fact that Census division said asking detailed information
occurred response burden

* Interviewer Debriefing (: iowest, 3 highest)

Difficulty of 's | Difficuity of R’s  Inconsistency of
Reading Answering Understanding
from Rs

Control
Test 1.07

1.18
1.1
STATSTICS KOREA illli'

17
1.21

Residence One Year Ago

= Split Ballot Survey

— Nonresponse of Open-ended questions

Control Test x2 [
Freq. % Freq. %
Si/do 5 4.20 6 249 0.79 0.375
SilGun/Gu 6 5.04 6 249 1.61 0.204
Eup/Myeon/Dong - - - -
(added) 13 5.39
22

e
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=4 Total Floor Space
=

= Wording
Control (2010 Census) Test (based on Cognitive Interviewing)
What is the total floor space of this What is the total floor space of this
house? house?
- Indicate the area that is used for residential - In the case of collective housing except
purposes and round to the whole number for apartment, please indicate the net
area, not the rental area
m2 (1pyeong is 3.3m2) - Indicate the area that is used for

residential purposes and round to the
whole number

m? (1pyeong is 3.3m?)

23

Bl smmmilllil

Total Floor Space

= Cognitive Interviewing

— Rs confused with coverage

= In caleulating total floor space for the collective housing,
most Rs did not include residential area where other
household resided

= Interviewer Debriefing :owest, 3 nighest)

Difficulty of I's
Reading

Difficulty of R’s  Inconsistency of
Answering Understanding
Control

from Rs
147
Test 1.27 1.67

1.25
L eeeeeee—

1.40 t

Total Floor Space

Marital Status

= Split Ballot Survey

T
Freq % Freq

Nonresponse 0.356 44 240 024 0.625
Edit failure 12 0.61 0 0.00 - <0.001

e

Control ~ Test Control Test Control Test

Average 82,52 10089 7239 9229 11340 112.95
M-W U 126895.5 448715 168230
P <0.001 <0.001 0.680

25

STATISTICS KOREA i|||i i

= Wording

Control (2010 Census) Test (based on Cognitive Interviewing)
What is the person’s marital status? What is the person’s marital status?
1. Never married 1. Never married
2. Married 2. Married (including cohabitation)
3. Widowed 3. Widowed
4. Divorced 4. Divorced

5. Separated

Marital Status

Marital Status

= Cognitive Interviewing
« In the vignette of ‘separated’, most Rs answered that they
were married while separated was considered divorced
depending on the situation in the Census

« Rs thought that categories of separated and cohabitated
were not that sensitive to answer (7 of 11)
= [nterviewer Debriefing : towest, 3 highest)

Difficulty of I's
Reading

Difficulty of R’s
Answering

1.89
1.73

Inconsistency of
Understanding
from Rs
1.53

133 i

Control
Test

STATISTICS KOREA ||||il

= Split Ballot Survey

Freq. % L %
1 1263 25.19 1271 24.83
2(wording changed) 3119 62.22 3211 62.74
3 440 8.78 441 8.62
4 191 3.81 R L | Y
5 (category added) - - 29 057 ;?g:ﬁz‘g)
Total 5013 100.00 5118  100.00
Nonresponse 225 4.28 170 32 8.45 0.004
Edit failure 15 0.29 10 0.19 1.05 0.307
28

STATSTICS KOREA il'!i'

Conclusion

Conclusion

= Summary

Q. Are these three pretesling methods equally useful in
identifying pr in the

— Tentatively, cognitive interviewing and field test
showed similar results from respondents’ perspective

« Cognitive Interviewing: a appropriate method for finding out
hidden problems

* Filed test: a good way to validate from lab results

29

e < i

— Interviewer’s rating form: it is more effective when
comparing to other items in same questionnaire than
comparing the test version with the control version

Control 1.11

Test | 1.00 | 1.07 1.27 1.67

= Future Plan

— Preparing for the second Census test in coming Sep.
« Using a respondent debriefing method for large samples to
overcome small number of voluntary subjects in cognitive 30
interviewing

e < i
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