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.  OVERVI EW OF THE NATI ONAL SURVEY OF FAM LI ES AND HOUSEHCLDS

. A | NTRODUCTI ON

Fol | owi ng each of the recent United States decennial censuses it has been customary
to publish sonething called a "procedural history," in which the Census Bureau
describes in sone detail what was done, how it was done, and in sone cases why it
was done as it was. This paper is sonmething of a procedural history of the

Nati onal Survey of Families and Househol ds.

W attenpt to do the foll ow ng:
a. describe the history of the project;

b. enunerate sone of the major criteria that guided our
deci sions as we designed the survey, decided what topics
to cover, and what questions to include; and

c. describe the procedures that were used, including
sanmpl e design, field procedures, and data preparation

We view this procedural history as an integral part of the docunentation of the
NSFH data. Some of the material in this report, such as the description of the
sanpl e, sanple weights, and response rates will be elaborated in separate technica
reports.

As in any survey, we had to make difficult choices regarding topics to cover and
the anount of scarce interviewtine to devote to each topic. W tried to give
serious consideration to every proposal and suggestion received, and to produce a
wel | - bal anced survey that would serve a broad range of interests and perspectives.
As with every data collection effort, we will soon discover that we have made
errors of judgnent on scientific priorities, that sonme of our innovations have been
unsuccessful, and that we have inadvertently onitted key neasures and nade errors
of logic. W accept responsibility for such errors and om ssions. However, we ask
that users of the data tenper their frustration with the limtations of the data
with an appreciation of what can be done with them

I.B. BRIEF DESCRI PTI ON AND OVERVI EW

The National Survey of Famlies and Househol ds includes interviews with a
probability sanple of 13,017 respondents. The sanple includes a main cross-section
sanpl e of 9,643 househol ds plus a double sanpling of blacks, Puerto Ricans,

Mexi can Americans, single-parent famlies and famlies with stepchildren
cohabiting couples and recently married persons. One adult per househol d was
randomy selected as the primary respondent. Several portions of the main
interview were self-admnistered to facilitate the collection of sensitive
information and to ease the flow of the interview The average interview | asted
one hour and forty minutes. 1In addition, a shorter self-adninistered
guestionnaire was given to the spouse or cohabiting partner of the primary
respondent.



The design is cross-sectional, with several retrospective sequences. A

consi derabl e anount of life-history information was collected, including the
respondent's family living arrangenents in chil dhood, the experience of |eaving
the parental hone, marital and cohabitation experience, as well as education
fertility, and enpl oyment histories. The cross-sectional design pernits the
detail ed description of past and current |iving arrangenents and ot her
characteristics and experiences, and the analysis of the consequences of earlier
patterns on current states, marital and parenting rel ationships, kin contact, and
econom ¢ and psychol ogi cal wel | -bei ng.

A longitudinal followup of the sanple is planned, although it is not yet funded.

The five-year followup will permt anal yses of the effects of experience,
characteristics, and attitudes nmeasured in the initial survey on subsequent life
course transitions. Specific plans for the followup will be nade over the next
few years. It is hoped that respondents of all ages can be followed to pernmit

anal yses of life events including |eaving the parental hone, nmarriage, first and
subsequent births, marital disruption, and retirement. W are eager to receive
suggestions for the followup fromusers of the data.

This study has been undertaken explicitly to provide a data resource for the
research community at large, and has been designed in |light of advice froma |arge
nunber of consultants and correspondents. To this end (1) the substantive coverage
has been kept broad to permt the holistic analysis of famly experience from an
array of theoretical perspectives; and (2) the release of a public data tape has
been given high priority, to be achieved as quickly as possible after the

conpl etion of field work.

1. H STORY OF THE STUDY

In recognition of the inportance of an inproved understandi ng of both the
structure and functioning of American famlies, the Center for Popul ati on Research
of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Devel oprnent issued a Request
for Proposals to achieve "reconmendati ons regarding the content and strategy of a
| arge scale data collection effort on the causes and consequences of changi ng

fam |y and househol d structure" (RFP No. N CHD DBS-83-8).

In June of 1983, we responded to this RFP with a proposal to design a nationa
study that would pernmit research on many aspects of fam |y experience as both
determ nants and consequences of other famly and |ife course events. The
research team (Larry Bunpass, Janmes Sweet, Maurice MacDonal d, Sara MLanahan
Annenette Sorensen, and Elizabeth Thomson) represented various perspectives
including fam |y sociol ogy, social denography, social psychology, and famly
econoni cs.

W obtai ned the contract, and on January 13, 1984 held our first neeting with
consultants to initiate discussion of the study design. |In addition to the

W sconsin project staff, this neeting was attended by nine consultants
representing an array of perspectives in famly sociol ogy, social denography, and
fam ly econonics as well as staff fromthe Center for Popul ati on Research. |[|ssues
of substantive coverage, relative priorities, and sanpl e design were discussed in
detail during this two-day neeting. The consultants were: Frank Furstenberg,
Greer Litton Fox, Jennifer Gerner, Joan Huber, Karen NMason, Frank Mtt, Harriet
Presser, Arland Thornton, and Judith Seltzer. W also received about two dozen
letters fromother researchers offering advice and recommendati ons on the survey.



The W sconsin research team began a series of weekly neetings, nornally |asting
about half a day. Each week one or nmore nenbers of the group was assigned
responsibility for developing a prelimnary draft of questions on a particular
topic. We reviewed the literature and conpil ed past survey experience within each
substantive area. The group often considered the pros and cons of replicating
guestions fromearlier surveys versus creating new ones. Revisions were

di stributed and reviewed by the group until a consensus was reached. By the end
of May, we had a draft of a survey instrunent that included question sequences for
nost substantive areas we hoped to cover

On May 31, we held the second two-day neeting with consultants to critically
review our work to this point. Participants included Andrew Cherlin, Frank

Fur st enberg, Karen Mason, Robert M chael, Judith Seltzer, Arland Thornton, and
Richard Udry. 1In July, Seltzer joined the Wsconsin Sociology faculty and becane
a nenber of the research teamand a participant in our weekly neetings.

The weekly neetings, and the revision process, continued through Cctober. During
the sumer of 1984, smmll-scale pretests of various sections of the draft

i nterview were conducted by the Wsconsin Survey Research Laboratory. These
pretests provided valuable field experience with the question sequences, including
nore reliable timng estinates. As is often the case, this pretest experience
made it clear that we needed to further streamine the interview and elininate
many | ower priority questions.

On Novenber 1, there was a final neeting with the panel consultants, who spent two
days reviewi ng the revised survey instrument and naki ng reconmendati ons on
sanpling issues. Present at this nmeeting were: Andrew Cherlin, Frank Furstenberg,
Robert M chael, Arland Thornton, Frank Mtt, and Koray Tanfer

In total, eighteen nonths were spent in the devel opnent of a basic design for the
survey and possi bl e question sequences. A report sunmmari zi ng these
reconmendati ons was subnmitted to NICHD in Septenber 1985. In June of 1985,
Bunpass and Sweet submitted a grant proposal to the National Institute of Child
Heal th and Human Devel opnent for the inplenentation of this research design. A
three-year, $4.8 nmillion grant was awarded to undertake the cross-section survey,
which was to be the first round of a longitudinal design. This grant began on
January 1, 1986.

After receiving notification of the approval of this grant, we began preparations
for the survey in late 1985. In Decenber 1985, follow ng established conpetitive
bi ddi ng procedures of the University, we issued a "Request for Proposals" from
survey research organizations to do the field work. In April 1986, we sel ected
the Institute for Survey Research at Tenple University fromthe six proposals
submtted. ISR assigned WlliamAquilino and Allan Walters to direct the fielding
of the survey.

In May, Vaughn Call joined the research teamas a Project Associate. Wth key
personnel in place and the selection of the survey contractor, we began revising
i nterview schedul es and questionnaires for pretesting. Bunpass, Sweet, and Cal
nmet with | SR staff several tines in June and July to review the sanpling plan for
the survey and to resolve issues on the interview schedul e and questionnaires.
From t hese di scussions, we devel oped and prepared for field-testing a main

i nterview schedul e, a suppl enental respondent questionnaire, questionnaires for

t he spouse or partner of the respondent and, in certain situations for the
householder. In July, ISR conducted the first pretest of the interview schedul e.



Three additional rounds of pretests occurred in Cctober, Novenber, and Decenber
each resulting in refinenment of the survey instrunents and procedures. After each
pretest, Bunpass, Sweet, and Call and the ISR staff participated in a debriefing
session with all of the interviewers. By the final pretest, the conplex interview
schedul e fl owed snoot hly, and appeared to be about the right length. |In January
of 1987, ISR conpleted a pretest of the Spanish | anguage version of the interview
schedul e and questionnaires.

On February 23, 1987, the field work conmenced with a training conference for
field supervisors. During the first three weeks in March, el even interviewer
training sessions were held in major cities across the United States (Atl anta,
Boston, Chicago, Detroit, Houston, Los Angel es, New York, Philadel phia, San

Franci sco, and St. Louis). About 530 potential interviewers attended the training
sessions. Each of these three-day training sessions included discussions of
standard | SR intervi ewi ng procedures, instruction on the intent of question
sequences, and intensive practice with the interview schedul e using nock interview
situations. This sinulated interview ng was essential because of the many conpl ex
skip patterns in the interview. Either Bunpass, Sweet, or Call participated in
each of these training sessions.

After the training sessions, coordinators began assigning work to interviewers,
and the first interview was conpleted during the last week in March. The work
proceeded quickly in nbst sanple areas. Approxinmately 1,800 interviews were
conpleted in both April and May. A review of the progress at the end of My

identified a nunber of areas that needed additional interviewers. |In the latter
part of June, training sessions were held in St. Louis, Los Angeles, and New York
to train additional interviewers. |In the fall, additional training sessions were

hel d i n Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia, and St. Louis. On February
29, 1988 interviewers were asked to returned all unfinished work to ISR Staff at
| SR determ ned which areas required further work and assi gned about 100
interviewers to contact addresses that had not yet been conpleted. An additiona
interviewer training session was held in St. Louis on March 25, with 40 nore
interviewers receiving training. Field work ended on May 2, 1988.



Nunmber of Interviews Conpleted by Month

MONTH NUVBER OF
| NTERVI EVG
March 1987 322
April 1767
May 1846
June 1421
July 1515
August 1246
Sept enber 1067
Cct ober 1035
Novenber 967
Decenber 468
January 1988 404
February 449
Mar ch 116
Apri | 354
May 40
TOTAL 13017

Shortly after the initiation of the interview process in March 1987, | SR began
coding and data entry. By June, a full-scale coding and data entry operation for
the main interviews was under way. Shortly thereafter, coding and data entry for
t he various sel f-adm nistered questionnaires began. The processed data were sent
to Wsconsin in batches; the file was reformatted, the various pieces nerged, sone
vari abl es recoded, and additional consistency checks perforned.

I11. GOALS AND PHI LOSCPHY OF THE NSFH

[11.A  CENTER FOR PCOPULATI ON RESEARCH REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

The phil osophy underlying the original RFP for the design of the famly survey
was:

a. That a data set covering a broad range of famly
i ssues shoul d be devel oped;

b. that the content of the survey be guided by
scientific priorities;

c. that the data set should be a resource for the
research community at |arge; and

d. that a cross-section survey, including appropriate
retrospective questions, should be the i mrediate
goal, but that it should be planned as the
first round of a |ongitudinal design.

We devel oped the survey with these objectives in mnind.
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I11.B. LIMTATIONS OF AVAI LABLE DATA

The original RFP, and this project, grew out of the experience of the research
community with the linmtations of available data on fanily structure, famly
process, and fanmily relationships. Mich of the research that has been done in the
past shared sone or all of the follow ng characteristics.

1. The mmjor national data sources had been collected for some other purpose
(e.g., the Panel Study of |nconme Dynam cs, the National Longitudinal Surveys of
Labor Market Experience, the Survey of |Incone and Program Participation (SIPP),
and the Current Popul ation Survey (CPS)). |In developing these data sets decisions
on what to include and how to ask particul ar questions were often nade on the
basis of criteria other than naxi m zi ng understanding of famly structure and
process. A great deal of very inportant research has been based on these data,

but we found that we were very rapidly pressing against their limtations.

A particularly inmportant exanple is the narriage and fertility histories collected
periodically in the June Current Popul ation Survey. Because of the very |arge
sanpl e size, these are probably the only data that will pernit the detailed

anal ysis of marriage transitions. The purpose of the Current Popul ati on Survey,
however, is to produce enploynent and unenpl oynent statistics that are conparabl e
fromnonth to nonth. The supplenents to the CPS, including the June supplenent on
marriage and fertility histories nmust neet stringent criteria designed to ensure
that the enploynent statistics are not adversely affected. Consequently, there is
alimt on the nunber and types of questions that can be included. Thus, little
beyond the dates of marriages and births has been included in these CPS

suppl enent s.

2. Many of the avail able data sources are based on sanples that did not represent
the total United States population. |In many cases these are sanples of

conveni ence that do not represent any definable population. |n other cases they
are probability sanples of one city or state.

3. Further, nost of the previous surveys focus on one specific fanmly issue such
as kin contact, fertility, or child support. This facilitates a detailed
understandi ng of the particular topic, but the larger famlial context is ignored.

4, Simlarly the data were often collected to speak to the concerns of one
academ c discipline or sub-discipline, often fromone particular theoretica
perspective. Such data pernit the testing of specific hypotheses deriving from
one theoretical perspective, but usually do not permt the evaluation of conpeting
hypot heses from ot her theoretical perspectives.

5. In many cases the sanple size has not been |l arge enough to pernmit detail ed
anal ysis of variation in famly process and structure anong subpopul ati ons. Many
of the nost inmportant scientific questions, as well as all of the inportant policy
guestions, require conparisons ampng socially significant subpopul ati ons.

6. Finally, we were often forced to use cross-sectional data to address questions
that are inherently dynanic, w thout being able to assess selection bias, or
determ ne causal ordering.
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I11.C  OBJECTI VES OF THE NSFH

In designing the National Survey of Fanilies and Households, it was clear that we
needed:

1. A survey focusing al nost exclusively on fanmly issues.

2. A survey that covered a broad range of famly structure, process, and
relationships, so that each could be examned in relation to the others.

3. Anational probability sanple so that it would be possible to generalize to
the United States popul ation.

4. A sufficiently large sanple to permt subgroup conparisons and reliable
statistical estimation.

5. A survey that spoke to issues inportant to a nunber of disciplines and
subdi sci plines, and to persons working froma variety of theoretical perspectives.

6. A survey that would permt not only the testing of conpeting hypot heses
concerning a variety of aspects of the American famly, but also the description
of the current state of the famly.

7. A survey that woul d address many of the npbst inportant cross-sectiona
descriptive and anal ytic questions; which would provide respective reports of
respondents' prior experience in both famly and other |ife domains; and which
could formthe base |line for a |ongitudinal study of the determ nants and
consequences of fanmily transitions and experience.

[11.D. OTHER CONSI DERATI ONS | N THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SURVEY
I11.D. 1. Description

We hold the view, shared by npbst social denopgraphers, that careful, systematic
descriptive research is a key part of the scientific process. |n fact, we view
such research as a precondition of analytical research or hypot hesis-testing.
There are inportant areas of famly sociol ogy, denobgraphy, and econonics where few
of the descriptive facts are known. One goal of the NSFH is to docunent the
nature and variability of Anerican famly life.

I11.D.2. Sone Further Considerations in Deciding Wiat to Include

There were a nunber of topics that we felt were inportant and should be covered in
a conprehensive survey of famly structure, process, and relationships, but which
we ultimately concluded were either not anmenable to survey research of this sort
or were beyond our collective ability to devise suitable questions. Two

exanpl es are parenting practices of respondents with infants and toddl ers, and the
process by which coupl es pool and segregate their respective incones.

Further, other desirable neasures mght be feasible in another survey, but would
require nore tine than was available (e.g., nore detailed job, mgration, or
i ncone histories) or mght conprom se the renminder of the data (e.g., nore
detail ed questioning on sexual behavior). Throughout the process of devel oprment
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of the survey, we had to be concerned about the trade-off between interview |length
and response rates.

I11.D.3. NMbnitoring Social Change: Replication versus |nnovation

One of the inportant reasons for spending a | arge anount of nobney and effort in
studying Anerican famlies is because of the rapid and profound changes that have
been occurring. 1In order to be able to directly and convi ncingly neasure change,
it is essential to replicate neasures that had been nade in previous nationa
surveys.

However, there are often reasons for not directly replicating neasures that were
used in earlier surveys, such as changes in relevant theory, inprovenents in
neasurenent, a need for nore detail ed nmeasurenent, or changes in social relevance.
Further, different interview contexts (ordering and nature of surrounding
guestions) can often conprom se the conparability of even identical itens.

W were repeatedly forced to westle with the conpeting goals of replication and
innovation. Generally we tried to replicate previously-used questions when doi ng
so appeared to give us adequate information. Quite often, however, we opted to
use this survey as an opportunity for innovation in neasurenent.

I11.D.4. Length of Interview

The NSFH i ntervi ew and sel f-adm ni stered questionnaires are very long. The main

i nterview schedule is 161 pages long, including 671 questions, many of which have
several parts; in addition, the self-adm nistered questionnaire (for the primary
respondent) is 64 pages long. However, many sections of the interview (and nost
portions of the self-adnm nistered questionnaire) are asked of only a snmall portion
of the total sanple (e.g., those with children under age 19 |iving el sewhere;
those with adult children in the household; those with a household nenber with a
disability, etc.).

We decided early in the process of devel oping the survey that we should try to
have an interview with a nean length of no nore than an hour and a half. W
recogni zed that there would be consi derable variance around that average | ength,
with especially long interviews for persons with conplex narriage histories and/or
conplex famly histories while growing up, and/or |arge and conpl ex current

househol d structure. |n developing the interview, we nade an effort to keep the
nmean length to 90 m nutes, and also to avoid having nany interviews that would
| ast over two hours. |In nany instances we dropped or shortened proposed question

sequences, either because they would raise the nean interview | ength or because
they would tend to be asked of persons who would be likely to have | onger than
average interviews. One inportant function of the pretests was to obtain
realistic timng estimates for various sections of the interview

Any of the topics covered in the survey could have been dealt with in greater
detail. In many, if not nobst, cases we devel oped additional questions that were
not included, in order to keep within the 90 mnute tine limt. W nmade an effort
to base these tough decisions on what we saw as the scientific priority. Cdearly
anot her group of social scientists, with different perspectives on the fanily and
different research interests, would have nmade sonewhat different choices.



13

Distribution of Interviews by Length

Percent of Al Interviews
<40 m nutes 0.5
40- 49 0.9
50-59 2.4
60- 69 7.7
70-79 12.9
80- 89 12. 4
90- 99 17.6
100- 109 12. 3
110-119 7.0
120-129 8.9
130- 139 4.7
140- 149 2.5
150- 159 2.9
160- 169 1.5
170-179 0.7
180 ni nutes and | onger 2.7
unknown 2.4
Tot al 100.0

I11.D.5. Life H story Fornmat

We explored the possibility of collecting retrospective infornation on nmarri age,
fertility, work, schooling, residential |ocation and household situation while
growing up in a "life-history" format. This is a procedure where the interviewer
and the respondent fill out a large formwhich has tinme (ages or years) in the
colums and various states or life donains in the rows. They identify when
particular transitions such as a narriage, a nove, the birth of a child, or a job
change occurred, and mark it on the form The formis a help to the respondent in
renenberi ng exactly when things happened - e.g., "Johnny was born in January 1966,
and | went back to work just after his first birthday, so it nust have been in
March of 1967."

We decided not to use this nethod for several reasons, despite the fact that it
woul d probably have obtai ned somewhat nore accurate dates, and have increased the
nunber of spells (of work, schooling, etc.) reported, especially those of short
dur ati on.

The reasons for this conclusion are:

1. It takes nore interview tine than the approach that we have adopted. Persons
who have used it in other surveys agree that this is true. It also requires a
great deal of interviewer training.

2. Because our sanple ranges in age from18 to the m d-90s and beyond, the form
requi red woul d be very large and cunbersone. Surveys that have successfully used
this procedure have usually involved sanples with very narrow age ranges.

3. In many of our retrospective sequences, we want to ask follow up questions
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about the circunmstances surrounding an event. Exanples of this are the marriage
hi story where we ask a sequence of questions regarding the circunstances during
the first year of marriage, and the fertility history, where we ask whether the
birth was wanted at all and whether it occurred too soon. It is very difficult to
build this kind of detailed followup into a life-history format.

4. The necessary |level of tenporal precision varies fromone type of event to
another. So, too, does the precision with which respondents can reasonably be
expected to report. Month and year of narital events and births is essential. On
the ot her hand, the ages (in years) between which a respondent lived with a step-
parent as a child is quite adequate. The life-history format quickly becones
unwieldy if the level of tine detail varies over tinme or across |ife donains.

5. For sone of the experiences we collected retrospectively, such as fertility and
marital histories, there is a great deal of accunul ated survey experience. W
felt that it was inportant to build on this experience to get the best possible
information on fam |y and househol d transitions.

6. Sone of our advisors urged us to gather retrospective incone and/or wage rate
data. W decided not to attenpt this because we did not think that it could be
done reliably, especially without gathering detailed job histories.
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I'V. THE SAMPLE AND RELATED | SSUES
IV.A.  UNIT OF OBSERVATI ON

I ndi vidual s, rather than famlies or households, are the units of observation
The definition of a household or a famly very quickly becones problematic as

di vi sions and reconbi nati ons occur over tinme. This is as true for retrospective
as it is for prospective data. Wth individuals as the unit of observation, on
the ot her hand, we can cleanly describe the famly and household history of the
reference individual (and those of his/her partner or spouse), their current

ci rcunstances, relationships and attitudes, and follow prospectively their
subsequent experience. W are able to describe the circunstances of househol ds,
famlies, marriages, and of adults and children in these units in the United
States as observed at survey date, but always fromthe perspective of the
reference individual

V. B. POPULATI ON COVERAGE

The target popul ati on consisted of persons age 19 and ol der, living in househol ds,
and able to be interviewed in either English or Spanish.

IV.B.1 Population Age 19 and Q der

Persons age 18 and younger were generally ineligible to be interviewed. There
were two exceptions to this principle.

1. Currently married persons under age 19 were eligible
respondents.

2. I n househol ds which had no nenber age 19 or ol der,
persons age 18 were eligible respondents (in the main
sanmpl e, but not in the oversanple).

These exceptions made it possible to represent all nmarried couples, and
essentially all households. Only 31, or 0.1 percent of all respondents were age
18 or younger; 25 of themwere narried persons.

We had originally intended to define the target popul ation as age 18 and ol der
We changed to age 19 in order to mnimze the nunber of high school student sons
and daughters selected as prinmary respondents. This was particularly inportant

since we expected to be interview ng throughout the cal endar year. |n Septenber
nost 18 year ol ds would be out of high school, but as we nove further from
Septenber, a larger and larger portion would still be in high school. W felt

that it would be better to use 19 as the lower age limt.
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I V.B.2. Household Popul ati on

In large part because of logistic and cost considerations, we did not attenpt to
sanpl e persons living in institutions or other group quarters.

Very young adults and the very old are disproportionately under-represented in
sanpl es that include only nenbers of households. The elderly non-househol d

popul ation tends to be living in nursing hones, and tends to be very ill. It
woul d be difficult, if not inpossible, to interview a significant portion of this
popul ation. A considerable fraction of young adults live in college dorns and in
mlitary barracks. Since both dorns and barracks are geographically concentrat ed,
a separate sanpling schene woul d have been necessary if these |living quarters were
included in the sanple. This would have been quite expensive. |In addition, it is
often difficult to obtain the cooperation of persons responsible for dorms and
mlitary barracks in order to obtain access to their residents.

IV.B.3 Dorm and Barrack Residents

Because of our plans to follow our sanmple |longitudinally, and because young adults
have a high probability of naking life cycle transitions that we would be likely
to want to study longitudinally, we felt that it was crucial to attenpt to get as
representative as possible a sanple of young adults.

Most people living in dorns or mlitary barracks have a household fromwhich they
have cone. Thus, we included as nenbers of a household all persons who were
"currently away at college" or "currently away in the Arned Forces" and "who |ive
in a dorm sorority or fraternity house" or "in mlitary housing or on a ship."
If they were age 19 or older, they were eligible to be selected as the primary
respondent. |f such a person was selected as the prinmary respondent, the
interviewer was instructed to obtain the person's address and tel ephone nunber

An attenpt would be nade to interview themat their current |ocation, or by

t el ephone, or at sone point when they returned to the sanpl e address.

A special version of the primary respondent interview schedul e was devel oped for
use when the sel ected respondent was away fromhone living in a dormor nilitary
barracks. This special formassuned that the respondent had no children, and that
there were no other nenbers of their "househol d." The preferred procedures were
either to interview the person at some tine during the field period when they
returned hone or to transfer the case to an interviewer in the vicinity of the
dorm or barrack residence.

Based on the estinated preval ence in the population, we had anticipated that this
formnight be used for something over 100 cases. |In fact, it was used with only
17 cases. W do not yet know whether this reflects the fact that the coverage of
this population is very poor, or that we were successful in interviewing themin
t he parental household or in other nore conventional ways.
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IV.B. 4. English and Spani sh- Speaki ng Popul ati on: Spani sh
Transl ation of the Interview Materials

Qur target population was also linted by | anguage. W wanted to be able to
obtain an interview with any sel ected respondent who spoke either English or
Spani sh. No attenpt was nade to obtain interviews with persons not speaking
either Spanish or English. A total of 198 respondents were not intervi ewed

because of their inability to be interviewed in English or Spanish

Al'l questionnaires were translated into Spanish. Bilingual interviewers were
hired to work in areas where we believed that there was a significant
concentration of Spanish-speaking persons. The initial translation was nmade by a
person who was fluent in Spanish, and famliar with Puerto Ri can | anguage usage.
This translation was pretested anbng Puerto Ricans in New York, and al so revi ened
by persons fanmiliar with Mexican Anerican usage. After revision, an additiona
round of pretests was conpleted in a Puerto Rican area of New York and in a

Mexi can Anmerican area of Los Angel es.

A total of 259 interviews (2.0 percent of the total) were conducted in Spanish.

IV.C. SAMPLE SI ZE
The determi nation of sanmple size involves both statistical and cost
considerations. The larger the sanple, the nore precise are the statistica
estimates derived fromit, and the nore the study costs. In the first neeting of
t he panel of consultants a sense energed that a cross-section sanple of at |east
10, 000 respondents woul d be necessary. W proceeded to nake a series of estinates
fromthe Current Popul ation Survey, the 1980 decenni al census, and ot her sources
of how many cases of strategic groups would be likely to occur in a sanple of
10, 000 cases.
IV.D. OVERSAMPLES
For many purposes the nunbers seened sufficient. However, there were sone
substantively inmportant subgroups for which this sanple size would be inadequate.
It appeared essential to oversanple sone strategic popul ati on groups.
The highest priority groups for oversanpling were:
mnorities - blacks, Mexican Anericans, and Puerto Ri cans
one-parent famlies

famlies with step-children (or with children
with neither parent in the househol d)

cohabitors
recently married persons
IV.D.1. One-parent and reconstituted famlies:

From both scientific and policy perspectives, understandi ng how one-parent
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famlies and famlies with step-children function is very inportant. Although
hal f of all of today's children can expect to |ive sone of their childhood in a
one-parent famly, such famlies are relatively rare in a cross-section of the
popul ation. An oversanpling of such famlies is essential for the study of
parent-child relationships and the famly correlates of well-being. It is
essential to be able to nake contrasts anong one-parent fanmlies, famlies with
two natural parents, and two categories of fanilies with step-children - those in
which the only children present are those brought to the nmarriage by one or both
of the partners, and those which have a child of either of the partners along with
children fromthe present marriage. It is also inportant for |ongitudinal study
of remarriage patterns.

In the absence of over-sanpling, we estinmated that there would be only about 420
female family heads with children under age 18 in the sanple of 10,000 cases
(about 140 with children under 6, 160 with youngest child aged 6-11, and 120 with
youngest child aged 12-17). There would be about 100 father-child famlies, half
of themwi th teen-aged children, and about 250 famlies including step-children
Al t hough their nunbers are few, we al so decided to double-sanple famlies with
children who have neither parent in the household. It is inportant to |earn as
nmuch as we can about the situation of these children.

IV.D. 2. Cohabitors

One of the nost inportant famly changes in recent decades is the increase in
cohabitation. A better understanding of cohabitation is essential to
under st andi ng contenporary narriage and fanmly life. Al though cohabitation has
becone very commopn anpbng young unnarried persons in the United States, the nunber
of cohabitors in a cross-section sanple of 10,000 woul d be about 400.

IV.D.3. Mnority fanilies

About one-tenth of Anerican househol ds have bl ack househol ders and three percent
have Mexican Anerican householders. |If mnority househol ds were not over-sanpl ed,
there woul d be about 1200 bl ack and 300 Mexican Anerican persons in the sanple.
This sanple would be too snall to pernmit much conpari son anong bl acks, whites, and
Mexi can Anmericans, within a given fanmily type or within a given fanmly life cycle
stage. For exanple, there would have been only about 100 black and 20 Mexican
Anerican fenmale famly heads; and only 110 bl ack and 75 Mexican Anerican nmarried
couple famlies with preschool -age children. W would expect to have fewer than
100 Puerto Ri can respondents.

We concluded that in order to have enough cases for detailed conparisons anpbng
whites, blacks and Mexi can Americans, or to examine variability within these

popul ations, they would have to be oversanpled by at |least a factor of four. Even
with a fourfold oversanpling, the nunber of Mexican Anerican and Puerto Rican
cases would be quite snmall. W considered the possibility of reducing the size of
the cross-section sanple to about 6000 cases and quadrupl e-sanpling bl acks and
Mexi can Americans. W concluded that this was not wise. The 6000 non-mnority
cases would yield too few cases for many |ife cycle stages to achieve the primary
goal s of the study. The objective of describing Arerican fanilies at |arge should
be given the highest priority and not conpronised. Black, Mexican Anerican, and
Puerto Ri can househol ds were doubl e sanpl ed.

Because we feel that nore than a double sanpling of major racial and ethnic
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mnorities is desirable, we have tried to interest foundations or other agencies
in funding a suppl enmentary survey of blacks, Mexican Anericans, and Puerto Ri cans
during 1988 or 1989. W have not, as yet, been able to raise sufficient funds
for this supplenentary survey.

IV.D.4. Recently nmarried persons:

We decided to oversanple recently nmarried persons in order to have a | arger nunber
of cases of groups exposed to the risk of inportant famly transitions in the
proposed five-year |ongitudinal study. Recently married persons have high rates
of fertility, marital disruption, and other life cycle transitions.

IV.E. THE SAMPLE

The main sanple for the National Survey of Fanilies and Households is a national
mul ti-stage area probability sanple containing about 17,000 housing units drawn
from 100 sanpling areas in the contermnous United States. The oversanple,
descri bed above, was acconplished by doubling the nunber of househol ds sel ect ed
within the 100 sanpling areas. The sanpling plan was devel oped by Robert Santos,
sanpling statistician at the Institute for Survey Research, Tenple University.
The sanple description that follows is an overview of the procedures utilized in
drawi ng the sanple for our survey. A nore technical description of the sanpling
franme is found in the sanpling report prepared by Robert Santos of the Institute
for Survey Research.

W utilized ISRs 100 Primary Sanpling Unit (PSU National Sanpling Frame that is
based on 1985 popul ati on projections. The PSU s were established by subdividi ng
all counties into two groups: self-representing areas (Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas or Standard Consolidated Areas with two nillion popul ation or
nore) and the rest of the country. These 18 self-representing areas conprise 36
percent of the nation's population. The larger of the self-representing areas
were divided into two or nore PSU s; a total of 37 PSU s were self-representing
ar eas.

The PSU s for the rest of the country were selected from (1) SMSAs or counties
with at |east 150,000 popul ations, and (2) conbi nati ons of adjacent counties
havi ng a popul ati on of 150,000 or nore popul ation. These areas were divided into
32 strata, on the basis of region and netropolitan status, and one or nore of the
followi ng variabl es: degree of urbanization, rate of econom c growh, racial
conposition, and proportion of the population of hispanic origin. Fromeach
stratum two areas were selected with probabilities proportional to popul ation

si ze.

Bl ock groups or enuneration districts were selected fromeach PSU as secondary
el ection units. The nunber selected fromeach PSU depended on its popul ation
size, with an average of 17 per PSU. Wthin each of these 1,700 secondary
selection units, listing areas were created. Listing areas contained 45 or nore
househol ds. One listing area was sel ected fromeach secondary sel ection unit.
Approximately 20 housing units were selected fromeach LA. These procedures
resulted in an equal probability sanple of 1,700 listing areas for the nationa
sanpling frane.

A"lister" was sent to each of the 1,700 areas to |list all addresses within the LA
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boundaries. Fromthe lists of housing units in each listing area, about 20
addresses were selected for inclusion in the sanple. Half of the selected
addresses within each listing area were randomy assigned to the nmain sanple and
half to the oversanple.

Interviewers were sent to the preselected clusters in the listing area. From
detail ed sketches of the listing area made by the lister, interviewers verified
the accuracy of the address listings in the area, and then contacted each address
within the specified cluster of housing units. Using the predesignated screening
form (main sanple or oversanple) that included a random sel ection table, the
interviewer obtained a listing of all household nenbers and determ ned the
respondent.

V. DATA COLLECTI ON
V. A, | NTRODUCTORY LETTER
An introductory letter was sent to each sanple address. The |etter provided
potential respondents with information about the survey and al erted the househol d
that an interviewer would visit their home. The interviewer visited the home and
conpl eted a household screening form Interviewers were instructed to conduct the
screening interview with a know edgeabl e adult nenber of the househol d.
V. B. THE SCREEN NG | NTERVI EW

The screening interview was different in the nain sanple and the oversanple.
V.B.1 Main Sanple Screening
Hal f of the addresses were in the nmain sanple. The screening forns for the main
sanpl e were printed on white paper. In the main sanple the purpose of the
screener was to randomly sel ect a respondent from anong the adult nenbers of the
househol d.
The screening interview began by asking who |lives here now

"Tell me the first nanme of everyone who lives here now,

starting with yourself. |Include everyone who stays here
hal f the tine or nore."
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This was foll owed by questions to ascertain whet her any househol d nenbers were
away at school or in the arnmed forces; and if so, whether any lived in dorms or
barracks (the latter were regarded as household nenbers, eligible to be
respondents).

The age and nmarital status of each househol d nenber was ascertai ned, and al
nmenbers who were eligible for selection as the respondent were listed in a
prescribed order (fromyoungest to oldest, with those with the sane age |isted

al phabetically by first nane). The respondent to be interviewed was then randonly
sel ected fromanong the eligible adults by neans of a pre-printed (Kish) selection
t abl e.

V.B. 2. COversanpl e Screening

The oversanple screening formwas printed on yellow paper. |In the oversanple, the
screener had the additional function of determ ning whether the househol d was
eligible for the oversanple. It also began with a listing of the nenbers of the
househol d.

"Tell me the first nanme of everyone who lives here
now, starting with yourself. |Include everyone who
stays here half the tine or nore, but do not
i ncl ude anyone who is away at college or away in
the mlitary."

Each person's age and marital status was ascertai ned.

Then a series of four questions was asked, where appropriate, to deternine
eligibility for the oversanpl e:

"Which of the follow ng groups best describes you:
bl ack, Puerto Rican, Mexican Anerican, white or
something el se?" [Note that the criterion is the
race/ethnicity of the screening informant.]

| F ANY CHI LDREN AGE 18 OR YOUNGER
"This question is about (LIST NAMES OF ALL CHI LDREN
AGE 18 OR YOUNGER). Do any of these children have a
parent who does not live in this household, or who is
no | onger |iving?"

"Did anyone living here now get married since
January 1, 19827?"

| F ANY MEMBERS OF HOUSEHOLD ARE AGE 19 OR OLDER AND
NOT CURRENTLY MARRI ED.

"Nowadays, many couples |ive together w thout being
married. |Is that true of anyone who lives in this
househol d?"

If the household net any of the oversanple selection criteria, the household was
eligible, and an adult nenber of the household was randomy selected as the
primary respondent by the sanme procedures as in the main sanple.

Note that the randomly selected adult respondent is not necessarily a person who
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has any of the characteristics that resulted in the househol d being selected in

the oversanple. For exanple, the respondent nmay be a white person married to a

Mexi can American "informant,"” or may be a non-cohabiting person in a nulti-adult
househol d i ncluding a cohabiting couple. This procedure is necessary because we
sel ected on several criteria which are not nutually excl usive.

Note that the eligibility for selection as the respondent is slightly different in
the two sanples. 1In the oversanple, nenbers of the household living away from
honme in dorns or nmilitary barracks were not eligible for selection as the
respondent; neither were persons age 18 living in households with no one age 19
and ol der.

A copy of each of the screening forms is included as an appendi x.

Respondent sel ection was determ ned as of the tine of the conpletion of the

screening interview. |If the selected respondent noved after the conpletion of the
screener and before the interviewer returned to conplete the interview, an attenpt
was made to interview himher at the new address. |In such a situation, the

guestions in the interview (e.g., questions concerning children in the household
or the respondent's children living el sewhere) were asked with respect to the
househol d situation at the tine of the actual interview An address once
determ ned to be vacant was not revisited, and was given "vacant" as a fina
result code.

V.C. THE | NTERVI EW

Ideally, at the tinme of initial contact the interviewer began the nmain interview

and asked the spouse or partner, if any, to conplete a questionnaire. |If the
primary respondent was not available at that tinme, an appointnment was nmade to
conduct the interview |If only the interviewwth the prinmary respondent was

conpl eted, the spouse/partner or tertiary questionnaire (where appropriate) was

| eft, and arrangenents were made to pick it up at a specified tine. The

spouse/ partner or tertiary questionnaire was not to be admnistered, or left to be
filled out, unless the interviewwith the primary respondent was conpl et ed.
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V.D. "FINAL RESULT CODES:" SCREEN NG AND | NTERVI EW RESPONSE RATES
The sanpl e consisted of 33,869 addresses - 16,941 in the main sanple and 16,928 in

the oversanple. The following is a distribution of these sanpl e addresses hy
"final result."”

Mai n Over - Tot al
Sampl e sanpl e
Successful screen
Conpl eted interview 9643 3374 13017
R away for duration of study 33 5 38
Dornf barrack (no interview 2 - 2
No eligible R 57 9950 10007
Too ill to interview 256 46 302
Wong R intervi ened 69 23 92
R noved (unable to interview 103 66 169
R sel ected, not intervi ewed 104 49 153
Ref used interview 2752 779 3531
Language barri er 148 50 198
Subt ot al 13167 14342 27509
Unsuccessful screen
Ref used screeni ng 1587 733 2320
No one found at hone 134 88 222
No final result 61 51 112
Locked building (no access) 57 53 110
Subt ot al 1839 925 2764
O her
Not a housing unit 517 439 956
Vacant 1411 1208 2619
Qutside listing area 7 14 21
Subt ot al 1935 1661 3596

Tot al 16941 16928 33869
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The screening response rate can be defined as:

Successful screens

Successful screens + Unsuccessful screens

Mai n Over - Tot al
Sampl e Sanpl e
The screening response rates were: . 877 . 939 . 909

The interview response rate can be defined as:

Conpl eted interviews

Successful screens - No eligible respondent

Mai n Over - Tot al
Sampl e Sanpl e
The interview response rates were: . 735 . 768 . 743
A later paper will exami ne response rates in greater detail.

V. E. SELF- ADM NI STERED QUESTI ONNAI RES
V.E.1 Self-adm nistered Portions of the Main |Interview

Portions of the interview were conducted by having the respondent fill out
sections of a self-admnistered questionnaire. This was done for four reasons:

First, having the nore sensitive portions of the interview self-adnnistered

ensures greater privacy, and should help to inprove data quality. |In a household
interviewit is not possible to ensure that only the respondent and the
interviewer will be present (or within hearing range) during the interview There

are sonme questions, such as those on conflict between spouses or the respondent's
perceived |ikelihood of separation or divorce, that require privacy to naxinize
data quality (and to permit the interview to continue).

Second, sone question sequences, such as the series on sex-role and famly
attitudes or the semantic differential on role performance, can be done nore
efficiently in self-adm nistered format. W have tined this series using both an
interviewer and self-adnministration; it goes at |east twice as quickly when self-
adni ni st er ed.

Third, it may be easier for sone respondents to answer questions involving the use
of multi-point scales if they can actually |ook at the scale.

Fourth, in a long interview, m xing self-adm nistered and intervi ewer-adnini stered
sections help to break up the nmonotony of the interview and i nprove respondent
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norale. It also provides a wel cone break for the interviewer.

The sel f-adm ni stered questionnaire is divided into 13 sections. Three of these
are conpleted by all respondents, and the remaining ten are conpleted only when
they are relevant - e.g., if the respondent was married, or had an adult child
living in the household, or was cohabiting. The average nunber of parts conpl eted
by a respondent was 4.5. The following table |ists the subject of each SE

defines the population for which it each is relevant, and gives the proportion of
respondents who conpl et ed each.

Per cent
SE# Topi ¢ Appl i cabl e Popul ati on of sanple
SE-1 Househol d t asks Al'l respondents
(except 17 cases
living in dorns/
bar racks) 99.9
SE- 2 Wl | -being, role
perfornmance, health
soci al support, social
partici pation Al'l respondents 100.0
SE- 3 Feel i ngs and pl ans Respondents living
regarding living in in parental househol d
parental househol d 5.6
SE- 4 Experi ence of Respondent s experi enci ng
marital separation marital separation in
past 10 years 19. 2
SE-5 Feel i ngs about Unmarri ed, non-
nmarriage and cohabi ting respondents,
cohabitation age 35 younger 19.9
SE- 6 Coupl e rel ati onshi p; Cohabi ti ng
feelings about respondent s
marriage and 5.4
cohabitation
SE-7 Coupl e relationship Married respondents 52.9
SE- 8 Consi der ati ons Fenal es age <40;
af fecti ng deci sion Mal es wi th spouse/ partner
to have a child age <40 or age <45 and
no spouse/ partner 56.0
SE-9 Parenting and st ep- Respondents with child
parenting or step-child under age
5 and none age 5-18 in
househol d 11. 4

SE- 10 Parenting and st ep- Respondents with child
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parenting or step-child age 5-18
i n househol d 33.8

SE- 11 How havi ng adul t Respondents with child

child in househol d or step-child age 19+

wor ks out i n househol d 7.7
SE-12 Quality of relation- Respondents with |iving

ship with children and children or step-

st ep-children chil dren 75.6

SE- 13 Rel ati onship with
parents and si blings;
attitudes/ opinions Al'l respondents 100.0

The first of these self-adninistered segnments occurs very early in the interview
The interviewer reads an introductory statenent that defines the task as she hands
the questionnaire to the respondent:

"Thi s bookl et contains sonme forns that you can fil

out on your own at different tines during the interview
You won't do all the forns, just those appropriate for
you. The first form on Page 1, asks about who in your
househol d normal |y spends tinme doing vari ous househol d
tasks. If no tinme is spent doing the task, wite

in zero.

Tell ne when you are finished with this page."

In training interviewers, we asked themto watch to see if the respondent was
having any difficulty with the task. |In instances where the respondent was not
sufficiently literate or for other reasons was not able to fill out the
guestionnaire on his/her own, interviewers were instructed to conplete the
guestionnaire verbally or to provide assistance when requested.

Note that the directions to conplete the self-admnistered sections are built
directly into the routine adm nistration of the interview. For exanple while
interviewing a currently narried respondent, the interviewer (follow ng the skip
instructions in the interview) cones to question 187. She reads the "question:"

187. "Please turn to page 35 in your booklet. Here are sone
guestions about your marriage. Tell ne when you are
fini shed"

The sel f-adm ni stered questionnaire booklet was printed so that every other
section was on contrasting white and yell ow paper. This hel ped the respondent
realize that he/she had conpleted the task and it hel ped the interviewer
unobtrusively nonitor that the respondent was in the right place. There was al so
the instruction, "PLEASE TELL THE | NTERVI EAER YOU ARE FI NI SHED, " at the end of
each part.

One maj or challenge in devel oping the self-adm ni stered questionnaires was to
avoid conmplex skip patterns. W used the follow ng strategies:
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1. We tried to design the individual sections of the
sel f-adm ni stered questionnaire so that all questions
within the section would be answered by all respondents
who received it.

2. Wien that was inpossible, we tried to put questions that
many respondents would skip at the end of the section,
so that if the skip was nmissed, the respondent would be
answering irrelevant questions, but no one would m ss
guestions that they should be answering because of a m ssed
ski p.

3. Wien skips were necessary, we tried to avoid skips within a
page. Most skips noved the respondent to the next page.
This seenmed to minimze msdirection.

4. \When skips within a page were necessary, we used a system of
arrows and boxes. Arrows went from where an answer was
circled to a box containing the questions to which the
respondent giving a particular answer should go next. This
appears to have worked quite well.

V. E 2. Spouse/ Part ner Questionnaire

Even though marriages and rel ationships involve two separate individuals, nmany
studies of marriage and famly |ife gather information fromonly one of the
partners, or obtain infornation on the other partner by proxy fromthe one who is
i ntervi ewed.

Early in the process we decided that it was essential to collect information
directly fromeach partner. Financial considerations precluded conducting
separate personal interviews with both of the spouses (or partners), so we

devel oped a sel f-adm ni stered questionnaire to be filled out by the primary
respondent's spouse or cohabiting partner. The spouse questionnaire is 45 pages
long; in the pretests it took an average of about 30 minutes to conplete.

Whenever possible, the questionnaire was given to the spouse or partner at the
begi nning of the main interview, to be conpleted in another room Wen this was
not possible, the questionnaire (and an envel ope in which the conpl eted
guestionnaire was to be placed and sealed) was |left for the spouse/partner to
conplete later. The interviewer arranged a tinme to return to the household to

pi ck up the conpl eted questionnaire. Under certain circunstances, the supervisor
could authorize an interviewer to conplete the questionnaire by tel ephone.

Al'l questions asked of the spouse/partner were replicates of questions in the main
interview. However, many of the questions had to be sinplified and adapted to a
sel f-adm ni stered format.

Cbviously, it was not possible to collect as nuch information fromthe

spouse/ partner as was collected fromthe primary respondent in the nmain interview.
The follow ng di scussion sumarizes sone of the considerations involved in

determ ning the content of the spouse/partner questionnaires.

There are two primary reasons for collecting information fromthe partner of
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primary respondents who are married or cohabiting. First, it is essential to
obtain informati on about the partner's experiences, characteristics, behaviors,
and attitudes in order to describe or explain famly organi zati on and out cones.
Such information is usually nore accurate when obtained directly fromthe

spouse/ partner. For exanple, to describe and explain the quality of marital or
cohabiting rel ationshi ps, we nmust know the feelings of each partner; to estimte
the effects of honpgany on marital outcones, we nust have information about both
partners' cultural, econonic and social backgrounds and current characteristics.
For the attitudinal neasures, "proxy" reports by the prinmary respondent about
her/his partner will contain | arge anmobunts of random (due to guessing) and
nonrandom (due to social desirability or normative biases) errors. It is
essential for data quality to obtain responses directly fromthe partner. For
nore objective characteristics, the primary respondent nmay be able to provide
reasonably accurate proxy reports. btaining the information directly fromthe
partner nay inprove data quality only slightly, but will save tinme in the primary
respondent's interview. |In between these two extrenes are a nunber of variabl es
for which a proxy report would have internedi ate | evel s of neasurenent error. For
exanpl e, when the prinmary respondent's step-children do not |live in the household,
we may Wi sh to ask the children's natural parent (i.e., the primary respondent's
spouse) about her/his relationship with them Al though the prinmary respondent
(step-parent) will certainly have sone information about the relationship, it may
be inconplete or her/his reports nmay be biased by the quality of the step-
parent/step-child rel ati onship.

A second reason for having secondary respondents is to obtain duplicate reports
where both partners' responses are likely to contain systematic biases. For
exanple, marital conflict may be under-reported. However, the tendency to under-
report such behaviors should be distributed across individuals rather than

coupl es; obtaining two reports increases the likelihood that the behavior will be
reported by one or the other partner. Simlarly, reports of one's own househol d
work might tend to be upwardly biased, while estimates of partner's household work
m ght nore often be downwardly biased.

Many of the advantages and di sadvant ages of obtaining the spouse/partner

i nformati on by sel f-adm nistered questionnaire, rather than by personal interview,
were nmentioned earlier in the discussion of the self-adn nistered portions of the
mai n interview.

Advant ages:

--1t is less expensive to do it by self-admnistered
guestionnaire than with an interviewer

--The self-adm nistered questionnaire is shorter and will take
less tinme than a face-to-face interview, thus increasing
the likelihood that the spouse/partner will agree to

participate in the survey.

--1f there is a separate room avail able, the questionnaire can
be conpleted during the prinary respondent’'s interview, thus
reduci ng the household's conmitnent of tinme to the survey,
and i ncreasing the "couple" response rate.

--1f necessary, the self-admnistered questionnaire could
be conpleted at a different tinme than the primary
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interview, and retrieved later by the interviewer. This
reduced schedul i ng probl ens and probably increased the
spouse/ part ner response rate.

--Sensitive information, such as questions on the quality of
the marital relationship, can often be collected nore
adequately in self-admnistered format than in a verba
i nterview

Di sadvant ages:

--1t is quite likely that the response rate is sonewhat | ower
using a sel f-admini stered questionnaire than a persona
interview, since the interviewer can do nore in a persona
interview to persuade a reluctant respondent to participate.

--1f the spouse questionnaire is not conpleted at the sane
time as the primary interview, there is a higher
i kelihood of contam nation of the spouse/partner's
responses. |If the primary interview is discussed by
spouses/ partners before the sel f-adm ni stered instrunent
is conpleted, or if it is likely that the primary
respondent will find out about her/his partner's
responses, those responses could be biased.

--Conpl ex skip patterns are not feasible in a self-
admi ni stered questionnaire.

--Question wordi ng and response options often had to be
simplified in the self-admnistered version, often
precludi ng exact replication of materials in the main
i nterview

V.E. 3. Partner Questionnaire

A separate questionnaire formwas devel oped for the cohabiting partner of the main
respondent. W found that generic wording covering both spouses and partners was
often quite awkward. In addition, there were sone questions that were appropriate
for only one or the other group of respondents.

In nost instances, the only difference was the replacenent of the phrase "husband
or wife" with "partner."” |In other instances a reference to "your narriage" was
changed to "your relationship." There are, however, two significant differences
bet ween t he questi onnaires.
In the husband or wife questionnaire, questions 50 - 68 deal with nmarriage and
cohabitation prior to marriage. This section was replaced in the partner
guestionnaire with the foll ow ng:

A. Dates of birth for all children

B. Tinmes narried

C. (if previously married) How prior nmarriage ended
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D. Information on current cohabitation relationship
1. Date cohabitation started
2. Marriage plans

In nost parts of the main interview cohabiting respondents were treated exactly
like married persons. This is the case in all of the series of questions on
parenting. In other sections, they were treated |like persons living with non-
relatives. This is the case in the questions asking about incone, assets, and
debt, where they were asked only about their own econonic situation, and not about
the situation of their partner or other household nenbers. To conplete the
econom c picture, a section on the partner's econom c situation was included in
the partner's self-adm nistered questionnaire.

V.E.4 "Tertiary Respondent"” Questionnaire

One goal of the NSFH is to gather infornation about households, as well as about
the fam ly and househol d experience of individuals. In nost cases the adult
respondent was the househol der or spouse of the householder. It seens reasonabl e
in these situations to expect that the respondent can provide reasonably reliable
reports on such things as the inconme of all househol d nenbers.

However, in some cases the respondent is an adult son or daughter or relative of
t he househol der, or someone who is not related to the househol der. These three
types of situations in conmbination represent about 8 percent of all respondents.
In these cases, it did not seemreasonable to ask for proxy reports fromthe
respondent (on the incones, etc.) of other nmenbers of the househol d.

We devel oped a 29-page "tertiary respondent” questionnaire which was filled out by
t he househol der in situations where the primary respondent was the adult son or
daughter or other relative of the householder. |In situations where the respondent
is a non-relative of the househol der, we did not ask the househol der to conplete a
guestionnaire because this is such a diverse population that it was not possible
to devel op an appropriate questionnaire that would provide useful information
About one percent of all respondents were non-rel atives of the househol der

There is another, nore substantive, reason for asking the householder to conplete
a questionnaire when the primary respondent is an adult son or daughter or other
relative of the householder. Although only a small proportion of all adults are
living in the parental household or in the household of a relative at any given
time (5.7 percent and 1.4 percent respectively), a large portion of the popul ation
is in such a situation at some point during their lives. It seens inportant to
understand how this sort of living arrangenent is structured and how it functions,
fromthe perspectives of both the individual sharing soneone el se's household and
fromthe householder. To this end we have tried to assess the perceived quality
of the relationship, the econom ¢ exchanges involved, and sources of both problens
and satisfactions in such living arrangenents.

V. E. 5. Response Rates for Secondary and Tertiary Respondents
The proportion of the total sanple (main sanple and oversanpl e conbi ned) which was

currently married or cohabiting and thus eligible for a narried secondary
respondent questionnaire was 57.3 percent (52.1 percent married and 5.2 percent
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cohabiting). The response rate for the married secondary respondent questionnaire
was 83.2 percent, and for the cohabiting secondary respondent questionnaire was
76.5 percent. Seven percent of the respondents were sons or daughters or other
relatives of the householder and thus eligible for a tertiary respondent
guestionnaire. The tertiary respondent response rate was 77.6 percent.

V. E. M SCELLANEQUS DATA COLLECTI ON | SSUES
V.F. 1. Respondent Paynent

When the study was originally designed and budgeted, no incentive paynent to
respondents was planned. During the course of the field period, we becane
convinced by the interviewers and coordi nators that respondent cooperation would
be facilitated by offering primary respondents a nodest paynent. A respondent
paynment of $10 was instituted on July 29, 1987 (about hal fway through the
interviewing). No paynment was offered to secondary or tertiary respondents.

As a part of the refusal conversion, coordinators could authorize interviewers to
of fer a paynent of $15 to respondents who had previously refused the interview
Interviewers were also given an incentive paynent of $10 for converting a refusal

V.F.2 Conpensation of Interviewers

Interviewers were paid on a piece-rate basis. A fee schedul e was established
which paid a certain amobunt for each conpleted interview, each secondary and
tertiary respondent questionnaire retrieved, and for each screening interview
conpleted with the determination that there was no eligible respondent. At the
end of the field period when renmaining unfini shed addresses were nore

geogr aphi cal |y di spersed (about March 1, 1988), the paynment system was changed and
interviewers were paid on an hourly basis.

To encourage hi gher productivity, interviewers who conpleted nore than 40
interviews (and certain other final results) received nbodest bonus paynents, over
and above the standard per interview paynent.

V.F.3 Refusal Conversion

When interviewers encountered refusals to participate in the study, an attenpt was
made to reassign the housing unit to a different interviewer in the hope that a

different person with a different approach m ght be nore successful. |If it was
not possible to reassign the case, the original interviewer returned after a
period of about two weeks and attenpted to convert the refusal. 1In either

i nstance, the coordi nator sent a refusal conversion letter to the household

expl aining the study's inportance, enphasizing confidentiality, and asking for
reconsi deration of the decision not to participate. Sonetines a tel ephone cal
was al so nade by the coordinator in an attenpt to convert the refusal. At |east
two attenpts were nmade to convert all refusals.

V.F. 4. Continuation of the Field Period into 1988.

Oiginally the field period was scheduled to | ast about nine nonths, from Apri
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t hrough Decenber of 1987. This field period was assuned when the interview forns
were printed. For a variety of reasons, it was not possible to conplete the
interviewing in 1987. The final interview was not done until early in May of
1988. The length of the field period, and especially its extension into 1988,
caused sone difficulty with the reference year for the incone questions. As is
conventional in sanple surveys, we used the previous cal endar year (1986) as the
reference period. By the end of 1987, this was a long tine in the past. However,
rat her than abruptly changing the reference period to 1987 at the begi nning of
1988, we continued to refer to 1986 throughout the study. W have no way of
knowi ng whet her respondents reported 1986 incone, 1987 incone, or sonme conbination
of the two.

V.F.5. The School Year

Because of the length of the field period, it was necessary to adapt the referent
of questions involving school attendance and rel ated school issues to the phase of
the school year. W began interviewing in the spring, when nost children were in
school. The field period continued through the summer, when the referent becane
"last spring." This adaptation was built into the wording of the question. The
field period continued into the fall of the next school year. At the beginning of
the sumer and again at the beginning of the school year in the fall, nenbps were
sent to interviewers renmnding themto adapt the questions appropriately.

V. F. 6. Random sel ection of a child

A major part of the interviewis devoted to various aspects of parenting,
including the relationship between parents and chil dren, the behavior and
activities of children, and parenting practices of the respondent. Questions are
asked, for exanple, regarding the respondent's mnor children living in the
househol d, step-children living in the household, adult sons and daughters in the
househol d, and children and spouse/partner's children living el sewhere. In order
to precisely specify the referent of such question sequences, we adopted the
procedure of selecting a specific child. Rather than using a random sel ection
table each tinme, we used the procedure of listing the first nanmes of each of the
children neeting a particular set of criteria, and then selecting the child whose
first nane cane first al phabetically. Interviewers (and respondents in the self-
admi ni st ered spouse/ partner questionnaires) seened to be able to nmake the
selection quickly and reliably. W are unable to cone up with any reason why this
procedure mght introduce an inportant bias.

V. F. 7. Nunber of Interviewers

A total of 814 persons were trained to interview on the NSFH, of whom 646 were
femal es and 168 nml es; 85 of the interviewers receiving training were black and 93
were bilingual - i.e., able to interview in both Spanish and English. An attenpt
was nmade to assign black interviewers to work in predomnantly black listing areas
and to assign bilingual interviewers to listing areas where Spani sh-speaki ng
respondents were likely to be encountered.

A total of 663 interviewers conpleted at | east one interview. The follow ng table
shows the distribution of interviewers by nunber of interviews conpl et ed.
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Nunber of Nunber of
Conpl et ed I nterviewers
I ntervi ews
1 127
2 41
3-5 77
6-9 72
10- 14 69
15-19 49
20- 29 79
30- 39 44
40- 49 38
50-74 37
75-99 18
100+ 12
663

VI. DATA PREPARATI ON AND PROCESSI NG
VI.A  CHECK-IN

I nterviewers received conputer printouts that specified the households to be
contacted in each listing area assigned to them They kept a record of their
conpleted interviews on this form and sent all conpleted interview and
guestionnaires to | SR as soon they were conpl et ed.

As interviews and questionnaires arrived at ISR, they were recorded on a form and
the respondent's nane, address, interview dates, and result codes were entered
into a conputerized data nanagenent file. During this check-in process, each

i nterview was assigned an | D nunber.

VI .B. VERI FI CATI ON

Aletter was sent to every respondent in order to verify that the interview was
conducted properly with the proper respondent. The verification letter contained
a short questionnaire that the respondent was asked to return. The questionnaire
asked if the respondent was interviewed in a face-to-face interview It also
asked for answers to a few key questions that could be conpared to the answers
given in the interview (including date of birth, marital status, nunber of
children borne or fathered). |If the validation |letter was not returned in a
reasonable tine, a second identical letter was sent. For interviewers who had a
low return rate, or whose work's validity was questioned for any reason, telephone
val i dati ons were conducted. This process hel ped nminimze the incidence of
fabricated interviews and other interviewer cheating.

VI.C. ED TING

Once the interview had been checked in and the verification process initiated,
each page of the interview schedul e and the questionnaires was exam ned for data
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i nconsi st enci es, skipped questions, blank pages, and comments requiring
clarification or special coding. Editors either resolved the onissions and

di screpanci es or requested clarification fromthe interviewer. During the editing
process the quality of the interviewers' work was assessed and field supervisors
were notified if a particular interviewer was having difficulty. The work of the
editors was al so checked to ensure a conplete and accurate editing of the

i nterviews and questionnaires.

VI.D. M SSI NG | NFORVATI ON AND ERROR MEMOS

If the interviewer did not get answers to sone of the key questions or sequences,
they were sent a missing infornmati on nmeno, and asked to recontact the respondent
to get the missing information. |n addition to getting missing information, this
procedure alerts the interviewer to problens and errors that they have nade.

Al so, they may tend to be |l ess careless if they know that they nay be asked to go
back to get mssing infornation. Interviewers were sent "error nenos" regardi ng
m stakes that they nmade in adninistering the questionnaire, even when no retrieval
of mssing infornmati on was required.

VI.E.  CODl NG

The edited interview and questionnaire booklets were then assigned to coders who
coded the "other - specify" open-ended questions and the coding strip on the self-
admi ni stered questionnaires. Responses to open-ended questions that did not
appear in the coding manual were copied verbatimon a special card or sheet.

These cards were forwarded to Wsconsin where final coding decisions were nade.
Cccupations were coded to 1980 census categori es.

VI . F. DATA ENTRY

Once the coding was conplete, the edited and coded interviews were forwarded to
data entry. Al data fromthe nmain interview were entered using the Direct Data
Entry facility of the CASES program This programutilized the skip patterns in
the interview and nunerous programmed checks to ensure that the data entry process

properly captured all data. Interviewer errors in followi ng skip instructions and
invalid codes were easily identified and, where possible, corrected with this
program In addition, a separate data cl eaning program checked for nunerous

potential data inconsistencies. These |ogic checks flagged errors that were
resol ved either by checking other information in the interview or by contacting
t he respondent.

The sel f-adm ni stered questionnaires were entered directly fromthe respondents
answers or the coded edit strips on the questionnaire into a conputer file. Aside
fromediting checks, the questionnaire data were entered exactly as the respondent
filled out the questionnaire. Very few |logic checks were perforned, although al
fields were checked to be sure values were in the appropriate range. Each of the
forns was processed i ndependently. No attenpt was nade to assess consistency (or
to "correct" inconsistencies) anong the interviewer portion of the main interview,
the self-adm nistered portion of the main interview, the secondary respondent
(spouse/ partner) questionnaire, or the tertiary respondent questionnaire. Both
the questionnaire data and main interview data were entered twi ce and data entry
consi stency checks perforned.
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Once data entry errors and | ogical inconsistencies were corrected, the "cl eaned"
data were shipped to Wsconsin in batches of about 1000 cases. At Wsconsin, the
data files were reformatted into a public user data file for analysis and
distribution to other researchers.

VI1. LONG TUDI NAL DESI GN: PREPARI NG FOR THE FI VE- YEAR FOLLOW UP
It is hoped that there will be a foll owup survey about five years after the
initial interview Some or all of the initial sanple will be reinterviewed to

det erm ne what changes have occurred in their lives since the first interview, and
how t hese changes are related to prior characteristics and experiences as
nmeasured in the initial interview

Respondents were told that we may recontact themin about five years. The
following informati on was collected to help in locating them

1. respondent's full nane

2 address and tel ephone nunber at tinme of interview
3 date of birth (Q 485)

4. nane of enployer (Q 543)
5

nanes of all schools fromwhich received post-secondary
degrees (Q 522)

6. nanes, addresses, and tel ephone nunbers of three relatives who, five years
fromnow, "would know where you have noved" (Q 669)

7. spouse/partner's full nane (for wonmen, "nmiden nane") (Q 670)
8. for female respondents ("nmmi den nanme") (Q 671)
9. date of birth of spouse/partner (Q 1 of spouse/partner questionnaire)

10. notes for finding respondent's residence (nade by person doing
LA listing)

We have funds to send an annual mailing to all respondents, in order to maintain a
current address for as many respondents as possible. By doing this annually we
can take advantage of the Postal Service's address correction procedures. In the
first year, we are sending a thank you letter. During the second year we plan to
send respondents a "report"” on the study, as well as ask themto confirm or
correct their addresses by returning postcards.
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VII1. OUTLINE OF THE CONTENT OF THE
NATI ONAL SURVEY OF FAM LI ES AND HOUSEHOLDS

I NTERVI EW W TH PRI MARY RESPONDENT

Househol d Conposition

A. Househol d conposition

Househol d conposition - age, sex, marital status
R s relationship to househol d nenbers

Part-time househol d nenbers

Rel atives and non-relatives living in househol d-
duration and reason

"Househol der "

o RwbE

B. Children living in household
1. Adopted/foster children
2. Relationship of Rs children to R s spouse/ partner
3. Non-biological children Iiving in househol d

C. Disabled or Chronic Illness
1. Care and assistance gi ven househol d nenbers
2. Care and assistance given relatives |iving el sewhere

R s Househol d History

A. Chil dhood househol d history
1. Periods Rlived with parents, step-parents, or
ot her peopl e
2. Periods Rs lived with grandparents or other relatives
3. Periods R s grandparents lived with R

B. Step-, half-, and full sibs

C. Honel eavi ng experi ence

D. Periods when R s parents lived with R
Marri age and Cohabitation History

A. Marriage History
1. Tinmes married
2. Dates married
3. Wien and how narri age ended

B. Cohabitation History (Currently or Previously Married)
1. Prior to first marriage
2. Prior to second marriage
3. Prior to current or nost recent narriage
4. Since (last) marriage ended



C. Cohabitation History (Never Married)
1. Total nunber of tines
2. First time cohabited (start, stop)
3. Current cohabitation

D. Dating activities of not currently married
1. Dating behavi or
2. Marriage plans
3. Cohabitation plans
4. Marriage plans

Soci al background of R s first spouse
A. Previous marriages and children

B. Education, socioecononi c background, religion,
and intact famly

C. Marital separations during first marriage
Married R, living apart from spouse for reasons other than narita
A. Reasons
B. Frequency of contact
C. Expected duration
Fertility Hi story and Expectations

A. Birth history
1. Adopted children
2. Biological children
3. Death dates of children

B. Fertility intentions
1. Unwanted births
2. Sterilization
3. Intentions for future births

Quality of relationships with Children

A. Children age 5 -18 (ALL)
1. Behavior problens
2. Difficulty (or ease) in raising

B. Children age 0 - 18 (Sel ect One Focal Child)
1. R s educational expectations for child
2. Separations fromchild
3. Rs and spouse/partner's difficulty
dealing with child

C. Focal child aged 0 - 4
1. Difficulty (or ease) in raising
2. Preschool / nursery attendance

conflict
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R s description of child s behavi or

Frequency of spanking

Time spent caring for child

Fami |y rul es regarding bedtine and tel evision
Read to child

Leaving child al one

® N O W

D. Focal child age 5 - 11
1. R s description of child' s behavior
2. School perfornance
3. Famly rules regarding bedtine, television,
chores, all owance
4. Leaving child al one

E. Focal child age 12 - 18

R s description of child s behavi or
Honmewor k and school performance

Fam |y rul es regarding bedtine, television,
chores, allowance, earned nobney

Leaving child al one

Child' s enpl oynent

Areas of open disagreenents with child
Dat i ng

Vehi cl e ownershi p and expenses

®NOOTRAE whE

F. Children with only one parent in househol d

(Sel ect One Focal Child)

1. Information on absent parent regarding

resi dence, marital status, other children
Child' s contact with other parent
R s contacts with child's other parent
Conflict over child
Legal agreenents regarding residence, visits,
child support, alinony
Child support paynents

o okon

G Stepchild and partner's child (Select One Focal Child)
1. Residence of absent parent of spouse's/partner's child
2. Child' s contact with other parent
3. Child support paynents

H. Children with no biological parent in household
(Sel ect One Focal Child)
1. Residence of child s absent parents
2. Child s contact with parents
3. Child support paynents

|. Biological children under age 19 who |ive el sewhere
(Sel ect One Focal Child)

When last lived with R

Current residence

I nformati on on other parent regarding

resi dence, marital status, other children

R s contact with child

Conflict over child

ok whpE



6.

7.

Legal agreenents regarding residence, visits,
child support, alinony
Child support paynents

J. Spouse's/partner's biological children under
age 19 who live el sewhere
(Sel ect One Focal Child)

PR

When last lived with R

Current residence

Spouse' s/ partner's contact with child
Child support paynents

K. Children or step-children age 19 or ol der in househol d
OR children or step-children of any age away from hone
attendi ng col |l ege
(Sel ect one focal child)

NogkwnE

L. Al
who

1
2.
3.

School attendance

Fi nanci al aid

R s contribution toward school i ng expenses
Child' s living arrangenents

Child's enpl oynent and ear ni ngs

Child's payments to R for roomor board

R s paynents of child' s expenses

bi ol ogi cal and stepchildren over age 19
are not away at school, but who live el sewhere

Children's age, nmarital status, own children
Current residence
R s contact with children

Soci al and Econoni c Characteristics

A. Social background

aRwWNE

Race

Rel i gi ous preference and activity
Recent residential novenent

Parent's occupation and education
Fanm |y's receipt of public assistance
during R s youth

B. Secondary and postsecondary educational history

1
2.
3.

H gh school or GED dipl oma
Post secondary enrol |l ment history
Degrees and Certificates

C. Mlitary Service

D. Enpl oynent

NogkwnE

Enmpl oynent history

Current occupation, hours, earnings
Current second job

Current work schedul e

Travel to work and away from hone
Chil dcare arrangenents while at work
Work experience in 1986
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8. Cccupation at age 50

| ncone
1. Earnings of all household nenbers age 14 or ol der
2. O her sources of incone for househol d nenbers
3. Interest and i nvestnent incone
4. Public assistance incone

Economic relationships with other relatives living in
t he househol d

1. Regul ar paynents to R

2. R s paynents for relative

3. Relatives gifts or loans to R

4, Rs gifts or loans to relative

R living in household of parent or relative
1. Regular paynents to relative
2. Relative's paynment of R s expenses
3. Relatives gifts or loans to R
4, Rs gifts or loans to relative

First hone purchase
1. When purchased and price
2. Financial help with honme purchase

| nt er househol d econom ¢ transfers
1. Inheritances
2. Gfts or loans to R
3. Rs gifts or loans to others

Assets and Debts
1. Assets: types, value, owed
2. Debts: types, anopunt



SE-1

SE-2

A

SELF- ADM NI STERED QUESTI ONNAI RE: PRI MARY RESPONDENT

Househol d Tasks (all respondents)

Hours per week that the respondent, the respondent's
spouse, and others in the househol d spend doi ng
9 different types of househol d tasks.

(all respondents)

A

B

Happi ness (d obal)
Depression scale (12 itemns)

Eval uati on of roles
Housewor k

Pai d job

Par ent

Husband or wi fe

PoONE

Health (d obal)
Al cohol or drug probl ens

Physical or mental limtations
1. Type of limtation
2. Duration of limtations

Aut onobi | e use

Sources of hel p outside househol d
1. Energency at night
2. Cash loan
3. Depression

Social activities

People R socializes with

Social activities at church

Bar or tavern use

Organi zed group recreational activities

PR

Participation in organizations (15 types)

I
1. Child care

2. Transportation

3. Hone or car repairs
4. Housewor k

5. Enptional support

Hel p provided to and received fromeach adult child
1. Listens to problens
2. Provides news

p provided to and received from peopl e outsi de househol d
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3. Househol d t asks
4. Financi al assistance
5. Conpani onshi p

SE-3 Respondent living in parental househol d

SE-4

SE-5

A. How living there works out (d obal)
B. Anpbunt Paid to parents
1. Room or board
2. O her paynents
C. Future residence plans
D. Areas of disagreenent with parents (10 areas)
E. Perceived alteration of life if R noved
Di vorce and separation experience

(only if Rwas divorced or separated after January 1, 1977)

A. Who wanted marriage to end?

B. Current relationship with forner spouse (d obal)
C. Sources of enptional support during separation
(8 sources)
D. Spouse's inconme |evel prior to separation
E. Verbal and physical argunments prior to separation
F. Resunption of dating
G R s and spouse's involvenents with others prior to divorce
H. Contact with forner spouse

Percei ved changes in life due to divorce (9 areas)

Non-marri ed, non-cohabiting respondents age 35 and younger
A. Perceived changes inlife if Rnmarried (9 areas)
Marital timng considerations (5 itens)

Marriage considerations (12 itens)

Sexual frequency

m o O W

Attitudes for and agai nst cohabitation (13 itens)
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F.

Attitudes toward
1. Marriage
2. Pre-marital chil dbearing
3. Cohabitation
4. Sexual relations

SE-6 Cohabitation Relationships (Cohabiting R

A

B

I & m m U

r

O 2 £

SE-7 Marri

Marri age pl ans
Quality of relationship (d obal)

Fairness in role allocation
Househol d chores
Wor ki ng for pay
Spendi ng noney
Chi l dcare

PoONE

Time spent together (d obal)
Sexual frequency
Areas of disagreenent with partner (7 areas)
Copi ng with di sagreenent
Physi cal argunents
Perceived changes in life if separated (6 areas)
1. For R
2. For partner
Probability of separation
Attitudes for and against cohabitation (13 itens)
Perceived changes inlife if Rnmarried (9 areas)
Marital tim ng considerations (5 itens)
Marriage considerations (12 itens)
Attitudes toward
1. Marriage
2. Pre-marital chil dbearing
ed Couple Relationships (Married R)
Quality of relationship (d obal)

Type of marriage cerenony

Fairness in role allocation
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SE-8

Househol d chores
Wor ki ng for pay
Spendi ng noney
Chi |l dcare

PONE

Time spent together (d obal)
Sexual frequency
Areas of disagreenent with partner (7 areas)

Copi ng with di sagreenent

I & m m U

Physi cal argunents

Perceived changes in life if separated (6 areas)
1. For R
2. For husband/wife

J. Probability of separation

Fertility considerations

(only if Ris female age 39 or younger, a single nale
age 44 or younger, or a married mal e whose wife/partner
is age 39 or younger)

Thi ngs t hat peopl e consi der when thinking about having
a child or another child. (16 itemns)

SE-9 Parenting

(only if all children are under age 5)

A. Time spent with children
1. On outings
2. Playing together
3. Reading to child

B. Discipline

1. Praise
2. Spank
3. Cuddl e
4. Yel

C. Rs desires for child' s behavior (12 itens)

D. Step-parenting (8 itemns)

SE-10 Parenting

(only if one or nore children age 5-18)
A. Meals with children

B. Tine spent with children
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SE-11

SE-12

SE-13

1. Leisure activities

2. Playing together

3. Private tal ks

4. Hel ping with homewor k

C. Discipline

1. Praise

2. Help set rules
3. Spank

4. Cuddl e

5. Yel

D. R s involvenment in youth groups

E. R s desires for child's behavior (12 itemns)

F. Step-parenting (8 itens)
R has adult son or daughter living in househol d
A. How child living here works out (d obal)
B. Meals with child
C. Tine spent with child
1. Leisure activities
2. Playing together
3. Private tal ks
D. Perceived alteration of life if child noved
E. Areas of disagreenent with parents (10 areas)
F. Frequency of enjoyable or difficult times with child
G R s perception of child's future residence pl ans
H. Coping with di sagreenent

Physi cal argunents

Rel ati onship with Children
(only if R or spouse/partner has |iving children)
Quality of relationship with each child (d obal)

Parents, Relatives, and CGeneral Attitudes
(all respondents)

A. Information about nother
1. Current age or age at death
2. Health
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3.
4.

Quality of relationship with

Current reside

nce

5. Contact w th nother

I nformati on about father
Current age or age at death

I nformati on about step-parent

SORwnE

SORwhE

Heal t h

Quality of relationship with

Marital status
Current reside
Contact with f

nce
at her

Current age or age at death

Heal t h

Quality of relationship with

Marital status

Current residence

Contact with step-parent

Brot hers and si ster

1
2.
3.

Nunber

Quality of relationship

S

Quality of relationship with

and sisters

| n- Laws

1
2.
3.

Quality of relationship
Quality of relationship

Wi
Wi

Quality of relationship w

husband/wi fe/partner's sib

Attitudes
Mot her s who wor k

PR
NEO

COoNoOGOAEWNE

Fertility
Enmpl oynent
Sex roles

Ki nshi p hel p
Marri age
Cohabi tation
Religiosity
Sel f - est eem
Nonmarital sex
Extra-marita
Parenti ng

affairs

t
t
t
S

h
h
h
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not her (d obal)

father (d obal)

step-parent (d obal)

spouses of brothers
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t he spouses of



SELF- ADM NI STERED QUESTI ONNAI RE:  HUSBAND OR W FE
OF PRI MARY RESPONDENT

Birth date
Ages lived with natural or step-parents

| nformati on about not her

Current age or age at death

Heal t h

Quality of relationship with nother (d obal)
Current residence

Contact wi th not her

aRwWNE

| nf ormati on about fat her

Current age or age at death

Heal t h

Quality of relationship with father (d obal)
Marital status

Current residence

Contact with father

SoRwhE

Brot hers and sisters
1. Nunber
2. Residential proximty
3. Cont act
4. Quality of relationship
5. Quality of relationship with spouses of brothers and sisters

I n- Laws
1. Quality of relationship t
2. Quality of relationship t
3. Quality of relationship wt
husband/ wi fe/ partner's sibs

h parents-in-Iaw
h spouse's sibs
h the spouses of

Wi
Wi

Marriages and Births
1. Tinmes married
2. (if previously married) How prior marriage ended
3. Dates of birth of children born prior to current narriage.

Characteristics at marri age
1. Level of education
2. Empl oynent
3. Religion

Cohabi tation
1. Prior to first marriage
2. Between first and second narri age
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J. Current narriage
1. Date of Marriage
2. Quality of relationship (d obal)
3. Type of marriage cerenony
4. Fairness in role allocation
a. Househol d chores
b. Working for pay
c. Spendi ng nobney
d. Childcare

5. Tinme spent together (d obal)

6. Sexual frequency

7. Areas of disagreenent with partner (7 areas)

8. Coping with disagreenent

9. Physical argunents

10. Perceived changes in life if separated (6 areas)

a. For R
b. For husband/ wi fe
11. Probability of separation

K. Fertility intentions
L. Fertility considerations

M Rel ationships with children
1. Quality of relationship with each child (d obal)
2. Enjoyable or difficult times with children
3. Meals with children
4. Tine spent with children
a. Leisure activities
b. Pl aying together
c. Private tal ks
d. Hel ping with honework
5. Discipline

a. Praise

b. Child hel ps set rules
c. Spank

d. Cuddle

e. Yel

6. R s desires for children's behavior (12 itens)
7. Step-parenting (8 itens)

N. Information on absent parent of child currently in
househol d (Sel ect focal child)
1. Marital status, other children
2. Child' s contact with other parent
3. Conflict over child
4. Child support

O Information on child age 18 or younger who does not
live in household. (Select focal child)
1. Rs contact with child
2. Rs influence in child s life
3. Rs child support paynents
4. Information on absent parent regarding marita
status, other children



50
5. Conflict with other parent over child

P. Adult Child Living in household (Select focal child)
1. How child living at hone works out (d obal)
2. Tinme spent with child
a. Leisure activities
b. Pl aying together
c. Private tal ks
Perceived alteration of life if child noved
Areas of disagreenent with parents (10 areas)
Enjoyable or difficult tines
Copi ng with di sagreenent

oG w

Q Divorce and separation (if R was divorced or separated
after January 1, 1977)
1. Current relationship with former spouse (d obal)
2. Contact with fornmer spouse
3. Verbal and physical argunents prior to separation

R Information about R
Happi ness (d obal)
Health (d obal)
Al cohol or drug probl ens
Physical or nental limtations
1. Type of limtation
2. Duration of limtations
Aut onobi | e use
Hi ghest | evel of education conpleted by parents
Rel i gi ous preference and attendance
Race

PR

ONo O

S. Mlitary, education, and occupation

1. Mlitary experience

2. R s highest |level of education

3. Degrees

4. Postsecondary education history (since 1970)
5. Full and Part-tinme work history (since 1970)
6. Wirk experience in 1986

7. Current occupation, hours, earnings

8. Current second job

9. Current work schedul e

10. Childcare arrangenents while at work

T. Househol d Tasks
1. Hours per week that the respondent, the
respondent's spouse, and others in the household
spend doing 9 different types of househol d tasks.

U I ncone
1. Wages, sal ary, comm ssions
2. Sel f-enploynent incone

V. Cccupation at age 50

W Attitudes



el
NEO

CONoOGOAEWNE

Mot hers who wo
Fertility

Empl oynent

Sex rol es

Ki nshi p hel p
Marri age
Cohabi t ati on
Religiosity
Sel f - est eem
Nonnarital sex
Extra-marit al
Parenti ng

rk

affairs
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SELF- ADM NI STERED QUESTI ONNAI RE: CCHABI TI NG PARTNER
OF PRI MARY RESPONDENT

The cohabiting partner of the primary respondent conpletes a questionnaire, nost
of which is identical to that conpleted by spouses, except for minor changes in
wor di ng.

In the husband or wife questionnaire, questions 50 - 68 deal with nmarriage and
cohabitation prior to marriage. This section was replaced in the partner
guestionnaire with the foll ow ng:

A. Dates of birth for all children

B. Tines nmarried

C. (if previously married) How prior marriage ended
D.

Information on current cohabitation relationship
1. Date cohabitation started
2. Marriage plans

In the main questionnaire nmarried respondents were asked the incone, assets,

and debt, of thenselves and their spouses. Questions on these topics were not
included in the spouse questionnaire. Cohabiting primary respondents were asked
only about their own econom c situation, and not about the situation of their
partner or other household nenbers. To conplete the economic picture, a section
on the partner's econonmic situation was included in the partner's self-
admi ni stered questionnaire.



SELF- ADM NI STERED QUESTI ONNAI RE ADM NI STERED TO HOUSEHOLDER
WHEN PRI MARY RESPONDENT |'S SON OR DAUGHTER OR
OTHER RELATI VE OF HOUSEHOLDER

Tertiary Questionnaire

The content of the tertiary questionnaire is as foll ows:

A. Householder's relationship with adult child Iiving in househol d
1. How child living at hone works out (d obal)
2. Tinme spent with child
a. Leisure activities
b. Pl aying together
c. Private tal ks
Perceived alteration of life if child noved
Areas of disagreenent with parents (10 areas)
Enj oyable or difficult tines with child
Househol der's perception of child's future residence pl ans
Copi ng with di sagreenent
Physi cal argunents
Col | ege Expenses
a. Financial aid
b. Share paid by househol der

©CONO GO AW

B. Householder's relationship with other adult relative
living with househol der
How rel ative living here works out (d obal)
Perceived alteration of life if relative noved
Difficulty dealing with relative
Wy is relative living here?
Househol der's perception of relative's future
resi dence pl ans
Copi ng with di sagreenent
Rel ative's health
Anmpunt pai d to househol der
a. Room or board
b. O her paynents
9. Expenses paid by househol der
10. G fts and | oans
a. From househol der
b. To househol der

XN GRwNE

C. Househol d Tasks
1. Hours per week that the househol der, the
househol der's spouse, and others in the
househol d spend doing 9 different types of
househol d t asks.
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Marital History
Quality of relationship (d obal)
Areas of disagreenent with spouse (6 areas)

Rel ationship with children

1. Quality of relationship with each child (d obal)

Al cohol or drug probl ens

I nformati on about househol der and spouse
Health (d obal)

Rel i gi ous preference and attendance
MIlitary experience

Hi ghest | evel of education

Work experience in 1986

Current occupation, hours, earnings
Current second job

NogkwnE

Househol d | ncone
1. Enploynent income of all household nenbers
2. O her sources of incone for househol d nenbers
3. Interest and i nvestnent incone

Assets and Debts
1. Assets: types, value, owed
2. Debts: types, anopunt

Attitudes
1. Sex roles
2. Kinship help
3. Marriage
4. Cohabitation
5. Religiosity
6. Self-esteem
7. Nonnmarital sex
8. Extra-marital affairs
9. Parenting
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Qver sanpl e Screener

I NSTI TUTE FCR SURVEY
RESEARCH

#540- 381- 01
1987

| NTERVI EVER | D#:
REASSI GNED | NTERVI EVEER: | D#:
COCRDI NATOR

NATI ONAL SURVEY OF FAM LI ES & HOUSEHOLDS: CALL REPCRT FORM

Tel ephone ( ) -

RECORD CORRECT ADDRESS ABOVE

CALL # DATE TI ME RESULT *WRI TE DESCRI PTI ON FOR RESULT CCDES
CCDE 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 9, 10, 11, 14
AM
1 PM
AM
2 PM
AM
3 PM
AM
4 PM
AM
5 PM
AM
6 PM
AM
7 PM
AM
8 PM

*2.
*3.

*6.
*7.

Conpl eted interview

Appoi nt mrent nade
Respondent not at hone
No one hore for screening
Vacant

Ref used screeni ng
Respondent refused intervi

CCDES FOR RESULT CF CALL

*8. Language barrier
*9, HU outside Listing Area boundaries
*10. Not a housing unit
*11. Respondent away for duration of study
12. (DO NOT USE)
13. No eligible respondent in househol d
ew *14. C her




SCREENI NG FCrRM

1. Tell me the name of everyone who lives here now, starting with
yoursel f. Include everyone who stays here half the tine or nore, but
do not include anyone who is away at college or away in the mlitary.
(PRCBE:) Is there anyone el se who stays here at least half the tine?
(PRINT NAMVES IN COLUW 1 OF HH ROSTER CPPCHI TE)

2.  (FOR EACH PERSON ON ROSTER, ASK:) How ol d (were you/was PERSON) on
(your/his/her) last birthday? (RECORD AGE IN COLUW 2)

3. (FOR EACH PERSON ACGE 14 OR OLDER, ASK:) (Are you/is PERSON) currently
nmarried, separated due to narital problens, divorced, wi dowed, or never
marri ed? (RECCRD IN COLUW 3)

4.  Wich of the followi ng groups best describes you:
1. bl ack, 3. Mexi can Aneri can,

2. Puerto R can, 4, white, or somrething el se?

(I'F NO CH LDREN AGE 18 R UNDER IN HH, SKIP TO Q 6)

5. This question is about ( CH LDREN ACGE 18 OR YOUNNGER ). (Does CH LD/Do any
of these children) have a parent who does not live in this household, or
who is no longer living?

1 Yes 2 No

6. D d anyone living here now get married since January 1, 19827

1 Yes 2 No

CHECKPA NT A: TH S HOUSEHOLD CONTAINS: (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
A BLACK, PUERTO R CAN CR MEXI CAN

AVERI CAN | NFCRVANT (Q 4) ON THE ROSTER, O RCLE THE

NAVES OF ALL PERSONS ACE
A CH LD WTH AN ABSENT PARENT 19 AND OVER AND ALL CUR-
(Q5) RENTLY MARR ED CF ANY AGE.

THEN SKI P TO | NSTRUCTI ON
BOX AT TCP OF PACGE 4

PERSON MARRI ED SI NCE JAN. 1, 1982
(Q6)

NONE O THE ABOVE (GO TO I NSTRUCTI ONS ABOVE Q 7)

(I'F THERE ARE HH MEMBERS ACE 19 OR OVER WHO ARE NOT CURRENTLY MARRI ED, ASK
Q7. OTHERWSE, TERM NATE; USE RESULT CCDE 13)

7. Nowadays, many couples live together without being nmarried. |Is that
true of anyone who lives in this househol d?

1 Yes 2 No ( TERM NATE;
USE RESULT OCDE 13)

ON THE ROSTER, O RCLE THE NAMES
G- ALL PERSONS ACGE 19 AND OVER,

AND ALL CURRENTLY MARR ED OF ANY
ACGE. THEN SKIP TO I NSTRUCTI ON

BOX AT TCP OF PACGE 4




SCREENI NG RGSTER

CODERS: | ]

# 1IN H

COLUW 1 COLUWN COLUW 3
2
Marital Status
(PRINT) : : ,
Married Separated Divorced Wdowed Never
First Name Age Married
(1) 1 2 3 4 5
(1 NFCRIVANT)
(2) 1 2 3 4 5
(3) 1 2 3 4 5
(4) 1 2 3 4 5
(5) 1 2 3 4 5
(6) 1 2 3 4 5
(7) 1 2 3 4 5
(8) 1 2 3 4 5
(9) 1 2 3 4 5
(10) 1 2 3 4 5
(112) 1 2 3 4 5
(12) 1 2 3 4 5
(13) 1 2 3 4 5
(14) 1 2 3 4 5




Mai n Sanpl e Screener

I NSTI TUTE FCR SURVEY
RESEARCH

#540- 381- 01
1987

| NTERVI EVER | D#:
REASSI GNED | NTERVI EVEER: | D#:
COCRDI NATOR

NATI ONAL SURVEY OF FAM LI ES & HOUSEHOLDS: CALL REPCRT FORM

Tel ephone ( ) -

RECORD CORRECT ADDRESS ABOVE

CALL # DATE TI ME RESULT *WRI TE DESCRI PTI ON FOR RESULT CCDES
CCDE 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 9, 10, 11, 14
AM
1 PM
AM
2 PM
AM
3 PM
AM
4 PM
AM
5 PM
AM
6 PM
AM
7 PM
AM
8 PM

*2.
*3.

*6.
*7.

Conpl eted interview

Appoi nt mrent nade
Respondent not at hone
No one home for screening
Vacant

Ref used screeni ng
Respondent refused intervi

CCDES FOR RESULT CF CALL

*8. Language barrier
*9, HU outside Listing Area boundaries
*10. Not a housing unit
*11. Respondent away for duration of study
12. (DO NOT USE)
13. No eligible respondent in househol d
ew *14. C her




SCREENI NG FCrRM

1. Tell me the name of everyone who lives here now, starting with yourself.
I ncl ude everyone who stays here half the tine or nore.
(PRCBE:) Is there anyone el se who stays here at least half the tine or nore?
(PRINT NAVES N COLUW 1 OF SCREEN NG RCSTER, CPPCSI TE)

2. How many menbers of this househol d, (1'F NONE,
if any, are currently away at col |l ege? SKIP TO Q 3)

2a. Tell ne the first nanes of those who live in a dorm sorority or fraternity
house. (ADD NAMES TO ROSTER, AND CI RCLE CCDE 1 I N COLUW 1)

2b. Wio, if anyone, is away at college and not living in a dorm sorority or
fraternity house? (CROSS QUT THESE NAMES | F LI STED ON THE RCSTER)

3. How many menbers of this househol d, (1 F NONE,
if any, are currently away in the Armed Forces? SKIP TO Q 4)

3a. Tell ne the first nanes of those who live in mlitary housing, or on a
ship. (ADD NAMES TO ROSTER, AND O RCLE CCDE 2 | N COLUW 2)

3b. Wio, if anyone, is away in the Arned Forces and not livinginmlitary
housi ng, or on a ship? (CRCSS QUT THESE NAMES | F LI STED ON THE RCSTER)

(ASK Q 4 FOR EACH PERSON LI STED ON THE SCREEN NG ROSTER)

4. Howold (were you/was PERSON) on (your/his/her) last birthday?
(RECCORD AGE I N COLUW 3)

5.  (FOR EACH PERSON ACGE 14 OR OLDER, ASK:) (Are you/is PERSON) currently
nmarried, separated due to narital problens, divorced, w dowed, or never
married? (O RCLE CODE IN COLUW 4)

CHECKPA NT_ A @ HON NMANY PERSONS ON THE ROSTER ARE ACGE 19 OR OVER, OR CGURRENTLY
MARRI ED OF ANY AGE? ( X THE BOX AND O RCLE THESE NAMES ON RCSTER )

NONE ONE  (CONDUCT PRI MARY | NTER-
VIEWWTH TH S PERSON
RECCRD NAME ON PACE 4)

(G0 TO CHECK-
PQNT B) TW  (SKIP TO I NSTRUCTI ON

BOX ON PACE 4)

CHECKPA NT B @ HON MANY PERSONS
ACE 18 ARE LI STED ON THE ROSTER?
(X THE BOX AND O RCLE THESE NAMES
ON THE ROSTER)

NONE ( TERM NATE; USE RESULT
OCDE 13)

ONE  (CONDUCT PR MARY
INTER-M EWWTH TH S

PERSON)

TWD CR MORE (SKI P TO
| NSTRUCTI ON BOX
ON PAGE 4)




CODERS: | ]

SCREEN NG ROSTER # IN HH
‘oo | caL. 2 L. 3 L. 4
PERSON Marital Status
lives in:
(PRUNT) MI Nar Sep Dv wd
First Name Dor m housi ng Age
(1) 1 2 3 4
(1 NFCRVANT)
(2) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(3) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(4) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(5) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(6) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(7 1 2 1 2 3 4
(8) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(9) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(10) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(11) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(12) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(13) 1 2 1 2 3 4
(14) 1 2 1 2 3 4

NOTE: DO NOI' TRANSFER THE NAMES O DCRM CR M LI TARY HOUSI NG
RESI DENTS TO PAGE 1 O~ QUESTI ONNAI RE.




I NSTRUCTI ON BOX

(A

(B)

IN THE SUMVARY BOX: STARTING WTH THE YOUNGEST, LIST THE AGES AND FI RST
NAMES O ALL PERSONS G RCLED ON THE SCREENI NG RGSTER | F TWD OR MCRE
PERSONS HAVE THE SAME AGE, LI ST NAMES ALPHABETI CALLY.

IN THE SELECTION TABLE : I N CCLUW 1, O RCLE THE NUMBER CF ELI @ BLES
IN THE SUMWARY BOX. |IN COLUW 2, G RCLE THE NUMBER TO THE RIGHT CF |
T

L
T.

(O INTHE SELECTION TABLE : THE NUMBER CIRCLED IN COLUW 2 |S THE LINE # OF
THE ONLY PERSON SELECTED TO BE THE PR NMARY RESPONDENT. NO SUBSTI TUTI ONS
ARE ALLONED.
(D INTHE SUWARY BOX: O RCLE THE PRI MARY RESPONDENT S LINE #, THEN PRI NT THE
NAME ON PR VARY RESPONDENT S LI NE BELOW
SUMVARY BOX SELECTI ON TABLE
LINE | FI RST NAMES CF ELI G BLE ACE COLUW 1 COLUWN 2
# HH MEMBERS, BY AGE
1 | F NUMBER CF THEN | NTERVI EW
ELI G BLES LI STED PERSON LI STED I'N
I N SUWARY BOX | S SUM BOX LI NE #:
2 TWD
3 THREE
4 FOUR
5 FI VE
6 SI X R MORE
PRI MARY RESPONDENT | S: (RECCRD PHONE # ON PACE 1)
(BE) IF PRIVARY RESPONDENT | S CURRENTLY MARRI ED, PR NT SPQUSE S NAME AS
SECONDARY RESPONDENT BELON G VE  SECONDARY RESPONDENT SAQ  TO H M HER AT
THE TI ME G- THE PRI MARY | NTERVI EW
(F) THE TERTI ARY RESPONDENT, |F ANY, WLL BE SELECTED DUR NG THE PRI NARY
I NTERVI EW  AFTER SELECTI ON, PRI NT NAME BELOW
SECONDARY RESPONDENT | S: ( SPOUSE PARTNER CF PR MARY R
TERTI ARY RESPONDENT | S ( SELECTED DURI NG PRI NARY

| NTERVI EWY
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