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Questionnaire Evaluation at NASS

* Limited questionnaire evaluation
* Quantitative methods
* Expert review
* Cognitive interviewing
o Very few studies, most using small samples
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Improving Questionnaire Evaluation at
NASS

* Increase input from respondents
* Expanding cognitive interview program
* CARI/Behavior coding

e Quantitative Methods (e.g., field tests,
nonresponse analysis, imputation rates)

 Mixed-methods approach
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Current Study

 Recent OMB recommendation to modify the
answer categories for some questions on our

Ag Labor Survey
* Opportunity to do mixed-methods test:
— Cognitive Interviewing

— Field Test
— Behavior Coding
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Ag Labor Survey

* Measures types/numbers and hours/wages of
farm workers

* Conducted twice a year

e Data primarily collected by mail, with CATI
follow up and in-person interviewing
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Ag Labor Survey Cont.

e OMB recommended we use Standard
Occupational Classification (SOC) Codes to
measure types of hired labor

* Longer, more detailed list of occupations
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Hired Labor Original Question

2. Forthe paid workers, record the number of workers, hours worked, and the gross wages paid the week of July ___
through the Separate the workers by the main type of work they were hired to do based on the following groups

Code | Work Hired to Do

1 FIELD WORKERS: Jack-of all-trades and machinery operators on crop farms_fruitor vegetable
pickers, greenhouse or nursery workers, hay balgrs and haulers, etc

LIVESTOCK WORKERS: Jack-of-all-frades and machinery operators on livestock or poultry
operations, workers hired to fix fencas, tend animals, milk cows, gather aggs, elc.

2
3 SUPERVISORMANAGER: Hired managers, range foremen, crew leaders, etc. Exclude
4

individuals not directly involved In day-to-day decisions on the farm
OTHER WORKERS: Office workers, bookkeepers, pilots, pesticide applicators, etc.

Worker Number Total Total Gross
Work Hired to Do Code of Paid Hours Wages That Week
(shown above) Workers Worked (Doltars)
an 412 413 414
421 422 423 424
43 432 433 434
a4 442 443 444
451 452 453 454
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Revised Hired Labor Question

Original Revised Questionnaire, Page 1

Code | Work Hired to Do

AGRICULTURAL EQUIPMENT OPERATORS - CROP, NURSERY AND GREENHOU SE:

49 | Driveand controi tarm equipment totill seil and to plant, cultivate, and harvest crops. May perform tasks, such as crop baling or hay bucking
May operste stationary squipment to parform post-harvest tasks, such as husking, sheling, thrashing, and ginning.

Examples: Gombine Operator, Gofton Ginner, Hay Bales Trector Opersior

FARMWDRKERS CROP, NURSERYAND GREENHOUSE:
e,

field crops. Jn;nrrsnza, and short rotation woody
s may include tilling soil and applying
12 a. ) ,emr, pscking, and loading harvasted
1y somstrot tre =pair fance: idings, or panicipate in imigation =
WCEEI:-II-:)RS Examplzs’ Citrus Pisker, Flower Ficker Harvest Worker, Grshard Hand, Pecan Gatherer, Pepper Pioker
GRADERS AND SORTERS - CROP, NURSERY AND GREENHOUSE PRODUCTS:
13 | Grade, son, or classify agricultural crops by size, weight, color or condition.
Examples: Cotfon Grader, Fruif Sorfer, Peanuf Grader
HAND PACKERS AND PACKAGERS - CROP, NURSERY and GREENHOUSE PRODUCTS:
14 | Packorpckage by hand 3 wide vanisty of products and marsnizis
Exampizs’ Carton Wrspper
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS, ALL OTHER- CROP, NURSERY, AND GREENHOUSE
15 | Alsgricutursl workers werking with crons, nurssry or greenhouse prosucts net inclhided in codes 11
Examples: Grop Scout. {migation Worker
FARMWORKERS - FARM RANCH AND ADUACULTURAL ANIMALS:
Atend to lve fan 2.5
21
25 appropriste. May clean and maintain & sing
Examgles Giie Erander, Ghicken Handler, Egg Getherer, Groom, Hafchery Warker, Livestock Handler, Sheep Shearer, Shima Fand
Labare
LIVESTOCK GRADERSAND SORTERS - FARM, RANCH, AND AQUACULTURAL ANIMAL PRODUCTS:
WORKERS 22 | Grade, son, or classify unprocessad food and other agriculural products by size, weight, color, or condition
Examples: Egg Grader, Mest Grader CysterSorter Wool Gradar
HAND PACKERS AND PACKAGERS - FARM, RANCH AND AQUACULTURAL ANIMAL PRODUCTS:
23 Pack or package by hand 3 wide variety of products and materials.
Examples: Egg Facker
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS, ALL OTHER - FARM, RANCH AND AQUACULTURAL ANIMALS'
24 | Alsgricutural workers working with farm, ranch and aquseyliurs] snimals or produets not included in codes 21 —
Examples: Livestock Showman
FARMERS, RANCHERS AND OTHER AGRICULTURAL MANAGER
Fian, direct, or coo the =ment or o squasylural oparations, nur: fams, or
M y rue. train, t f¢ s to camy out activities of
= May e upervise planting stin: d marketing activ
SUPERVISORS] Eﬁf‘n‘i,’?’mf’?ﬂiﬂ“ﬁiﬁﬁ’ﬁ}f o Farm Gparator Ghrisimas Trea Farm haneger, Daiy Famm hianager. Fish fiatohery Manager,

FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS OF FARM WORKERS
32 | Directl supenviss and coordinate the sctiviies of sgricutural 3, =
xamples: Com Grop Superviser, Gamsl Bass, Granbemy Bog SLpemiser £

reisted workers.
ery Superviser, Harvest Grew Supervisor, Rench Hand

.)upnrvnsr
AGRICULTURAL INSPECTORS:
a1 | Inspest sneubslcommod <ing exspment and facilities. and sguasultura] operations, toensure compliance with regulstions and

overning hesl
Ers:r\plas Cattie Exammner. Grain bsrrwnr Mest and Poultry inspector, hilk Tester

ANIMAL BREEDERS:

42 | Selectand breed animals sccording totheir geneslogy, charscteristics, and offspring. May res
techniques and equipment use. May involve keeping records on heats, birth intervals, or pes

OTHER Examples: Dairy Husbandry Warker, Horse Bresder, Poultry inseminstor, Stallion Mansger

WORKERS PESTICIDE HANDLERS AND SPRAYERS.
Mix or spply p==|>:
43 | zrops inch

State or F_.>

Examples. Fruf Sproyes. e

uirs knowladge of anifieilinseminarion

vapars, sail incorporation, or chemical appiication to all
estock facilities. Usually requires specific training and

lots who d =
& Sprayer, Weed Sprayer
ANY OTHER WORKER NOT LISTED ABOVE
Examplas: Accountant. Asrial Grop Duster. Agrizulturs] Pilof, Agricultursl Equipment Mechsniz. Bookkssper

44
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Cognitive Interviews

e Two rounds of testing (n=24)

* Only tested the questions related to

categorizing workers (original and two revised
versions)

* Interviews conducted by 9 interviewers in 6
states
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Cognitive Interview Findings

Order of worker codes and question was
confusing for new version

Respondent had trouble finding correct code
— Major groupings; “Other” categories were not seen

Respondents had trouble picking one code

Examples of types of workers seemed helpful to
respondents, but they caused incorrect answers

Term ‘hired to do’ caused some confusion
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Cognitive Interview Findings

* |ssues we weren’t looking for

— Definition of hired worker (e.g., family members,
operator, children?)

— Level of reporting (by category [what we
wanted]or by worker?)

— Wages and hours — some workers are paid
different wages for different jobs
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Paper Instrument Improvements

* Order of presentation of worker codes and
guestion

* New layout of worker codes

— More obvious major categories (e.g., spacing,
fonts)

— Removal of definition text and examples
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CATI Instrument

First ask respondents:

What type of work were they hired to do?
1. Field work

Livestock work

wo N

Supervision/Management
Other work

e
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CATI Instrument

Then asked:

More specifically, which type of work were they
hired to do? (open ended - Interviewer then
selects appropriate code based on the
response)

USDA
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Challenges & Limitations of Cls

* Tested the paper version only

* Cognitive interviewers with limited
training/little or no experience

* Convenience sample/couldn’t sample large
ops

* Must incorporate SOC codes
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Field Test

* Respondents were administered the original
guestion during the survey

e After survey completed, respondents were read
the following statement and then asked the new

guestion version:

NASS is testing a new set of worker groups for the Agricultural
Labor Survey, and we are asking for your help with this project.
You will be asked to report on the same workers from the
previous questions, separating the workers by the main type of
work they were hired to do based on the expanded list of worker

codes.
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Field Test Findings

* Less useable records for the new version
across all regions (ranged from 1%-19% by
region)

 Comparisons of the estimates were made by
region for number of paid workers

 Of the 51 possible comparisons made, 5 were
statistical significant at the 0.05 level... BUT....
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Challenges & Limitations of FT

* Did not do a split sample field test

* Respondents always received the original
question first

e Data from new question versions not edited;
estimates not released

* |Interviewer effects — more on this in a minute
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Behavior Coding

* Quantitative, systematic coding of interviewer
respondent interaction

* Use representative sample
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Behavior Coding

* Audio recorded and captured screen shots of

500 interviews from the October 2013 Ag
Labor Survey.

* Loaded these recordings/screen shots into
CARI for behavior coding

* Plan is to code 50 interviews; using 5 coders
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Behavior Coding

e 15t ]level exchange
- Interviewer behavior
- Respondent behavior
* Final response

- Respondent behavior
- Data entry
- Number of exchanges required
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Findings

* None yet! Still trying to achieve good
agreement

Preliminary Findings:

* |Interviewers skipping new questions and
entering data from old questions.

* New questions are hard to administer;
burdensome on interviewers & respondents.
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Challenges & Limitations of BC

* Technical Challenges
— Working with new CARI system
— Sound Issues
— Interviewers advancing too quickly/system lag
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Challenges & Limitations of BC

 Methodological Challenges
— poor agreement
—complex instrument/conversational
—interviewer variability
—lack of training in BC

USDA
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Outcomes

Was this mixed-methods approach worth it?

e Cl: Made changes to format of paper form —don’t
<now if this made improvements

* FT: Few differences in nonresponse in the CATI —

out know based on BC new questions not always
asked

* BC: No findings yet; but made aware of burden,
flaws in field test

* Need to have more collaboration for testing
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Moving forward

* How can we better plan out mixed-methods
tests?

* How can we do better tests in production?

* How can we get all players on same page?
(survey administrators, research staff, call
center supervisors, enumerators all have
different motivations.)
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Questions? Comments?

Heather Ridolfo
Heather.ridolfo@nass.usda.gov

USDA

A C/?
o
o — ) /(\
a -
Z ~
)\J‘ N
12"

27


mailto:Heather.ridolfo@nass.usda.gov

