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of the Imtntct (CARI) on the 2013 
Income and •»"''"w"""""' Pa.rtidpation Histoi-y Calendar 
Rates and Measures 

L Executive 

The use of Computer Audio Recorded Interviewing (CARI) as a tool thr monitoring 
interviewers has been shown to be feasible through Census tests. 

CARI on data quality unclear. test of 

Wave 3 of respondents selected the 2011 panel of the SIPP-EIIC test and 
2 interviews respondents selected for 2012 CARI test. AH respondents 

2013 were asked the consent question, and those that agreed were 

SIPP-EHC in low-income areas frJr a subset of states. such, all 
measures and comparisons are unweighted and should not to make inforences 
introducing surveys of tLS. household population. The 2013 

L 

2. 

third wave data collection 
rate from 73, percent 

3. 

4. 

5. There were substantial 

fiot1sel1old, a.:nd. "''"'""'"' 

following major findings: 

31.61 percent to 

to CARL 

·'··""V"'''··'"''··'""'u interviewers "-'V''··"·'-''"''"'"' 

and a larger ~·.•v•··"-'·' 

'''"'-'""'<,\.""'~' with cooperation. 

their 

percent, 

cooperation rates were with 

1 



interviewer ranging 0.434 to 0.487. 'I'his means the 

alone may explain over forty percent of the variation in CARI cooperation. This may 

be to in interviewer workloads (Le. some may have 

to consent or differences 

There are significant difforences in consent propensity by 

· respondent, household, geographic, characteristics. Persons not 

m U.S. of Hispanic ethnicity are less likely to consent to 
recorded persons living outside of cities are more to 

persons living cities. Households in 

poorly or evidence of 

likely to provide consent to recorded; 

poor such as pest problerns or 

were more likely to consent be recorded. 

"'" . ..,..,,.,,,.,.,,"'"' to assess 

traditional SIPP 

SIPP-EHC test ~vere 

2 

has capability to 

the potential costs. 

event 



HI. 

201 l test consisted of a sample of approximately 4,000 addresses across twenty states, 
while 2012 CARI test consisted of a of approximately 1,300 across 
ten states. 

The 20 CARI test aHowed for portions of the respondent's interview to be recorded 
upon their The CARI question was asked each time the interviewer 

instrument, and with a new 
to l)e ,.,,,,.,,.. . ..,.,,"'" 

was automatically interview proceeded as nonnal. without 
if the respondent not provide consent interviews, the respondent 

if respondent had already answered the consent 
question earlier in the off the recording 

changed their rnind 
UV.O.\VV!,.H left 

The test was """ .. '""-""'·" 
resooitK!e~ms from the 2011 test 

The 
2013 SIPP-EHC test The 2013 test 

3 

2 instrument 
the 2012 test 

consisted of 

at 

have an impact on 
a"''·"'"'uu1u n;:siJ<orn;e rate 68.85 ·~.,,,,.,"''"'. 

the 

CARI application was 



TahleJ provides an of the design of 

the 20U-2013 panels. 

Table 1. Overview of the SIPP-EHC Tests, 2011-2013 

Households selected 
2011 test 

Households selected 
for the 2012 test 

Notation: l= A = no11h1terview e]jgjbJe hh .M= movers, 
Tc::c:tdepbone interviews, PV=personal Self0=seltinterviews, 
and Proxy:::.::: 

l+P 
fUl Rate""··: .............................................. x 100 

l+P+A+M 

A 
N oninterview HH Rat:e = l + p +A +Ai x 100 

HH 

Person 
Person 

Z Nonint:erview 1?.ate "'" ....................... _ .......... _ .................................................. : ................. x 100 
Eligible Persons Age 15 + 

Person 
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Unless all comparisons are using difl:erence of proportions 
assuming unequal variances, at the 90 percent confidence level. Since aH 

respondents in 2013 test were asked the consent question, there is no direct 
comparison for which aH contbunding factors as panel, wave, and year of data 
collection are controlled. However, tests of difforences between the 2013 quality 
indicators and indicators·from 12 2 CARI test may stiH informative. 

'~'"''"'"' is being conducted to infer to a population beyond the low-
,.u"'"""'v areas included in each of and significant differences be 
the result of the VV, . .U.V•»HM 

A. comparison of data quality measures Wave 3 of the 2013 test and 2012 
test shows the impact to interviews of households that had previously 
conducted two waves of data without CARL Tests of the in quality 
measures between Wave 2 CARI test show the impact of 
continuing CARI through a wave of data collection. Both of these comparisons 
control for panel but not \Vave or year coHection. A third comparison of quality 

2 3~~ ~ 

measures ··~,_".""'"" 

the 2013 measures 

·cooperation measures are calculated at 
to if 

•'>a•c'V~,.~T'C>r! as not VV'·'"'"·.u 

cooperation rates are defined 
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Person Asked 

' Nuniher of persons who were asked 
the consent question and agreed to 
he recorded the entire interuiew 

persons x mo 
asked consent 

Full CAR! HH 

Number of HH where all 
respondents agreed to he recorded 

for the entire interview 
·····1riirnJ;e1:·of'"f:Yira:~Jiea·-- ........................ x 100 

consent question 

Full CARI HH Rate= 

Number of HH where all 
respondents did not agree to he 

recorded the entire interview 
- ........ , ....... - ..................... ~., ........ ,_,,,.... ................ c ... , .. .,.., ..... ~-~ ..... , ......... ~··· X JOO 

Person Cooperation Rate '"" 

Number of persons who agreed 
to be recorded for the 

entire interview 
-N~l- f... l d x 100 um .Jer o · comp .etc an . proxy 

interviews 

Partial CARI HH 

Number of HH where some 
respondents agreed to be 

recorded for 

lfff 

Rate= 

Nwnber H fl respondents who 
to be recorded the 

__ ..........,.entire interview 
Numf}er of H l:! respondents x 100 

asked consent 

to 

""'"If',..."'"''""''" agreed or not agree to 
cooperation rates 

(2008) 

""""'·,,.·"·'"'""';, .. ,, although some 
rates between interviewers 

the consent propensity modeling). 

be attributable to 
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regions and 
privacy concerns. 

that are likely to consent to being recorded 
(2007) found concerns Jed to 

record linkage consent rates by socioeconomic status, gender, health status, and 

to 

ethnicity. Persons with privacy concerns about record linkage may also have concerns 
about their being recorded CARI, and thus these demographic factors will 
be for inclusion in the models. 

Logistic regression modeling at the person household levels is used to explore 
whether person, household, and interviewer characteristics can explain variation in CARI 
consent propensity. The models are not weighted. Sirkis (20 I t<Jur1.d that education 

than a school. diplorna or GED), having a regular earning checking 

having an interview in a language other than 
in propensity models for the 2012 test 

statistical the general form Equation 1. 

Where Pi is the consent propensity of the and 
is vector 

either or 

"'''"''"'''"''·· household, 

rnodels only include 
are excluded 

were not "'"''''·'""""'·' 
rnissing values, and colinearity among 
choosing an model. 

were 

one to cmnment on the strength association 
consent controlling other covariates in 

The odds ratios are percent confidence 
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A 

Table 1 contains basic counts and measures for each of the SIPP-EHC tests and for 

13 test overall and by wave. One 2013 CARI SIPP test is the 

from botl1 the I 2 CARI SIPP 
the 2012 SIPP EHC test. 

Table l. 20l2m2iH3 SIPP-EHC Interviews and No11i11terviews by Year, Test, and Wave 

164 234 

30 2 28 189 30 

780 l 14 666 79 720 

382 58 324 0 248 

interviews 1 4,684 5,380 

603 !28 475 193 389 

383 

15 and older 1,IOO 

Table 2: Data Quality Indicators(%) 

17.55 22.55 21.67 22.79 

Refusal Rate 15.57 8.78 15.24 13.\)6 15.85 

Rate 13.90 23.61 29.21 25.78 30.26 

Personal Visit Rate 76.39 70.79 74.22 69.74 

9.37 12.7 I 1.64 B.02 
-·-··~-~--.. -••••·--~--~·~-H~·-·-·•-••m--~--~ 

Person Rate 36.75 34.37 34.82 34.24 

t The 2012 SIPP-EHC results are not Hmitt~d to the states in which the 2012 CARJ test was conducted, and thus 
differ from results in Sirkis 13 ). 
2 The 2012 SIPP-EHC are not limited to the states in which the 2012 CARI test was and thus 
differ from results in Sirkis (2013). 
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"'"''"""''''·'V·''" of data indicators from the 2012 test and Wave 2 of the 2013 test 
control for difforences or year. Wave 2 of the 13 test of 
respondents only seen the SIPP-EHC the component, 
respondents in the 2012 test had been through two waves of data collection without 
CARL There are no significant differences in response, personal visit, and person 
proxy rates between 2 of the 13 test and the 2012 test. The 
noninterview eligible rate, and person type Z rate are significantly higher Wave 2 of 

3 test cornpared the 2012 test: 

Comparisons of 2 and Wave 3 control for year whether the was collected 

2 or later, though cornparisons confimnded differences across ""~···~ .... ,. 
noninterview eligible household Z rate were 

not significantly different across waves. 

of the 2013 

measures 

waves. 
Wave3 
noninterview 

higher for Wave 2. 
3. 

9 

visit rate were 
telephone rate were 

CA.RI test 

2 

13 test 
later waves typically higher 

3 

2012 CARI test to 
rate from 31.61 

2013 test suggest 



B. 

that the introduction of CARI to respondents have already participated in the 

without CARI component may have a detrimental impact on data qual.ity. 

In 2013 CARI test, approximately 70 percent interviewers were 

experienced, and experienced interviewers conducted over 75 percent of cases. This is an 

from 2012 test, where than 40 percent of interviewers were 
experienced. 2013, a household response rate of 

than response rate from inexperienced 

··~ .. "·'N'"'"" proxy rate experienced interviewers of 
percent is higher than the person rate 

interviewers of 31. 92 percent. person Type Z noninterview household 

noninterview eligible and household refosal rate do not significantly differ by 

3 ""'-'·'·"""""' household respondent, person cooperation rates frorn 
3 tests at the '""""-"'UU and interviewer "'"'1" 1"'''"'"" .• ,,. 

All cooperation rates are unweighted. 

Table 3. CARl Cooperation Rates for Hie 2012 and 2013 CARI SU'P EHC Tests 

Comparisons that ,..,,.,,,,..,,_,,,."',.'"'" 

asked the consent 

in 2013 

hold 

con1pared with uieasures 

experienced 

~~·~-"-'"rates from 2012 to 2013 were not significant (household 
Overall, 

interviewers continued to cooperation rates 

cooperation rates the 2013 test 

The household person 
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Wave when compared to the Wave 2 measures. 

, "''"'u"''·'"'"" of interviewer experience level. 

Table 4, CARI Cooperation rates for the 2!H3 CARl SIPP EHC Test by Wave 

19.55 31.06* 

35.29 4520* 33.90 46.79* 33.80 

*The Wave 3 measure is significantly difforcnt from the Wave 2 mcasure,.with 

5 
number of 

households 
small percentage 

cooperation rneasures for the 12 and 2013 
consent question within the household. As in 

all members agreed or refused to be recorded in 2013. 

households partial CARI cooperation. 

All Households 40.61 3U7 

6.62 

47.69* 
<O.IO. 

in most 

was a 

56.35 66.70 

unweighted analysis of variance was proportion of the variation 
to individual 
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some interviewers may have workload disproportionately concentrated within 
respondents with privacy concerns, and thus have lower cooperation rates because 
of assignments. Logistic modeling of CARI consent is used at both the 
person and household level to determine certain kinds of respondents are m.ore 
or less likely to consent to being recorded. 

The the 
respondent characteristics 
surveys, race, sex, and education. 
considered including a recoded Metropolitan Statistical 
characteristics such as 

6. Predictors include 
record linkage consent 

are also geographic predictors 
(MSA) status. Interviewer 

inclusion model. 

ner·ce11t confidence 
Table 7. 

Born in the U.S. Born in the U.S. vs Not Born in the lLS 

vs I-iispanic 
l.306 

Recoded MSA Status MSA outside or Non MSA vs. inMSA 

vs No DisahHity 
Status 

DK/Ref to Disability 
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Interviewer Experience Inexperienced vs Experienced 
2,032 

Regional Office 

New York vs Atlanta 

Philadelphia vs Atlanta 

vs Atlanta 

Denver vs Atlanta 

Los Angeles vs Atlanta 

is consistent with 
of persons Hispanic Origin 

2007). Persons 

4,307 

with who were born 

of the odds for persons not m 

odds of 

odds of persons 

of consenting 

consenting in .Atlanta. 

""'"'"''" for CARI are 

The 

to describe characteristics associated with 

or 
to gather whether there was a ..,.,, .. ,,"', .. D'""'"""' 

((fangs); well 

transportation (Bus 

13 

v"'''""""'·~~ for 

or 

stop or access to public 



Table 8. in Household 

Tenure 

H.ousing Unit Conditions 
3 

4 

2 

backward elimination procedure nearly aH of effects, with being the 
only effect eliminated, forward and stepwise regression yielded same results. 
Odds effects in the final household model are given in table 

T\vo-Person vs Single Person 

Household Size T'hree-Person vs Single Person 

Four or more Persons vs 

Yards versus Not 

Bus 

Recoded MSA Status MSA outside city or Non MSA vs. City in MSA 

lnterview Outcome Complete Interview vs Sufficient Partial 

Interviewer Experience 

New York vs Atlanta 
1.356 

Denver vs Atlanta 

Los vs Atlanta 
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HousehoJds with one or more poor housing conditions were more likely to consent to the 
use of CARL suggests that respondents vvho candidly about household 
conditions such as plumbing, holes in the floor and cracks in the walls were not 
bothered by the introduction of Ifouseholds that had complete interviews were 
also more likely to consent to CARL Households with four or more persons lower 
odds of consenting than single-person households. Positive neighborhood characteristics 
such as the of well-tended yards and no neighborhood of gangs, 
prostitutes, or arc associated with odds of consenting, although 
measurernent of these neighborhood attributes is subject to interviewer observation. 

person consent models over to the household 

with the···~····''°''··· consent 
to consent than those living in a 

is not 
odds ratio for Chicago 

under Chicago 

'°''"'"'·°"'°' consent suggests 
consent propensity is explained 

a:re sorn.e impacts implen1entation of 

technology on response quality " ... "''"'''·"v' frorn the tests 
conducted low-income areas. 

undergone two waves of data 

15 



rates between the 2012 CARI test the next wave data collection for this panel in 
20 I 3 were not significantly different. 

The CARI cooperation rates households, persons, and persons asked the CARI 
question in 20 lJ showed a significant decrease from the same measures in 20 Some 
of this is attributable to more of the interviewing staff having work.ed one or 
more SIPP-EHC thus being Experienced interviewers continued 
to CARl rates than inexperienced interviewers. There are 

effects of over forty percent associated with CARI cooperation, which rnay 
attributable to difforen.ces in how are administering procedures or 

attributable to differences in interviewer workloads (i.e. low-level geography). 
significance neighborhood characteristics such as presence of crime well-tended 
yards the propensity modeling supports the notio11 that par.i of interviewer effect 

be attributable to characteristics of the neighborhoods in which hiterviewers' 
lS COJ:lCe',rllJ'aHXI 

consent 

consent and Chicago 
-·.-.~,,, .. _ variables 

consent propensity including 

and disability status. Several. 
one or more poor housing ""'HU«HH.h.1 

interview outcome were associated the household re~;ncma.ents 

2013 
hH•.uv•·" of cases to a CARI 

CARI Ultimately, 
a result, there is no 

and household consent propensity 

of 

SIPP· evaluation 
or a control group that was not to 

consent question was asked of all .,."'"'"'n•v1'"",. 

an confounding factors. 

LY,.,.L'""' from tower 

differences 
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workloads (including the geography of the workloads) as well as differences 

are administering 

VU. Further Research 

This evaluation fit general linear models of interviewer effects and of logistic regression 

models of consent propensity Further research should address whether mixed 

models are able to estimate interviewer effects while also controlling frn· the covariates 

logistic models. 

Further research is needed to directly measure effect of CARI while controlling for 

which some reE>P0'11(1ents are 

treatment group and asked CARI consent 

of on response rates and quality measures. 

VHL 

Y. J. (2007). Record linkage and 
), 18. 
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