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Overview

• Background and instrument

• Research questions:

– How does the technical design affect instrument 
navigation by the interviewers?

– How does interview navigation affect interview 
length?

• Some observations & next steps
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Ghana Socioeconomic Panel Survey

 Sponsored by Economic Growth Center (EGC) at Yale University and carried 
out by the Institute for Statistical, Social and Economic Research (ISSER) at the 
University of Ghana.

 The plan is to revisit these households at 3-4 year intervals for 20 years. First 
wave was completed on paper between October 2009 and February 2010. 

 Second wave was collaborated with Survey Research Center (SRC) at 
University of Michigan and conducted on Computer-Assisted Personal 
Interviewing (CAPI) between March-December 2014. 

 334 enumeration areas country-wide. Sample size of 5009 households, with 
approximately 18,000 individuals. Also sample size of 500 split-off households 
were tracked and interviewed between January-June 2015.

 Interviews are NOT digital recorded for quality monitor purpose
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Challenges from Paper to CAI

• Transition from complex grid designs on paper 
to a computer assisted interview (CAI) 
instrument.

• Need to have total flexibility to jump in/out 
from different sections of the instrument 
(depending on the availability of the knowledge 
respondents.)

• Need to track real-time status of interviewing 
progress on multiple respondents/sections 
within the same instrument.
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Household Roster is completed
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Master Dashboard 
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Benefits of this design

• Interviewers have a high-level of autonomy 
with respect to interview navigation.

• Interviewers are able to switch respondents 
easily.

• Interviewers are able to jump to any section 
of questionnaire quickly. 

• Development of a questionnaire dashboard 
to show the status of all the questionnaire 
sections and all the respondents within the 
household. 10
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Questions for the design…

• How does instrument design affect instrument 
navigation?
– Instrument parallel blocks

• How does interview navigation affect 
interview length?
– Order of interview initiation

– Movements between blocks

By using keystroke data (Paradata)
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The ADT File as Paradata
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Notes on most common block moves: 

1. Edge Weight >= 500

2. Movement within sections dominates

3. Some exceptions (Rosters and Personal to Household) 13
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Notes on most common block moves: 

1. Tendency to move laterally or within the same questionnaire content

2. Optional sections introduce multiple, common paths 14
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Notes on most common block moves: 

1. Tendency to work down the columns

2. Non-Resident Relatives and Household Consumption introduce multiple common paths 15
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Instrument Parallel Blocks

• We should have some instructions about the 
optimal interviewing paths for the desired 
navigation for the instrument parallel blocks

• The parallel blocks programming needs to match 
with the optimal navigation design 

• The interviewer training needs to emphasize the 
design and avoid “jumping around too much”

• How does interview navigation affect interview 
length?
– Order of interview initiation
– Movements between blocks

16



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

Consent
Household 

Roster

Personal 
Sections

Household 
Sections

Consent 
under 26

Plot Roster

Enterprise
Roster

Up to 8 
Sections 

Per Person

Up to 14 
Sections

Parallel Block 
Instrument

Enterprise 
Sections

Up to 4 
Sections Per 
Enterprise

Up to 8 
Sections 
Per Plot

Agriculture 
Sections

Instrument types: 
(1) Personal + Household
(2) Personal + Household + Plot
(3) Personal + Household + Enterprise 
(4) Personal + Household + Plot + Enterprise

17



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

Consent
Household 

Roster

Personal 
Sections

Household 
Sections

Consent 
under 26

Plot Roster

Enterprise
Roster

Up to 8 
Sections 

Per Person

Up to 14 
Sections

Parallel Block 
Instrument

Enterprise 
Sections

Up to 4 
Sections Per 
Enterprise

Up to 8 
Sections 
Per Plot

Agriculture 
Sections

Instrument types: 
(1) Personal + Household
(2) Personal + Household + Plot
(3) Personal + Household + Enterprise 
(4) Personal + Household + Plot + Enterprise

18



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

Consent
Household 

Roster

Personal 
Sections

Household 
Sections

Consent 
under 26

Plot Roster

Enterprise
Roster

Up to 8 
Sections 

Per Person

Up to 14 
Sections

Parallel Block 
Instrument

Enterprise 
Sections

Up to 4 
Sections Per 
Enterprise

Up to 8 
Sections 
Per Plot

Agriculture 
Sections

Instrument types: 
(1) Personal + Household
(2) Personal + Household + Plot
(3) Personal + Household + Enterprise 
(4) Personal + Household + Plot + Enterprise

19



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

20

Consent
Household 

Roster

Personal 
Sections

Household 
Sections

Consent 
under 26

Plot Roster

Enterprise
Roster

Up to 8 
Sections 

Per Person

Up to 14 
Sections

Parallel Block 
Instrument

Enterprise 
Sections

Up to 4 
Sections Per 
Enterprise

Up to 8 
Sections 
Per Plot

Agriculture 
Sections

Instrument types: 
(1) Personal + Household
(2) Personal + Household + Plot
(3) Personal + Household + Enterprise 
(4) Personal + Household + Plot + Enterprise



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

N = 4223 interviews

• Type 1)  Personal + Household

• Type 2)  Personal + Household + Plot

• Type 3)  Personal + Household + 
Enterprise

• Type 4)  Personal + Household + Plot + 
Enterprise

Interview Length

• Adjusted mean 290 (+/- 156) minutes

• Ranged from ~30 minutes to 22 hours

• Type 4 longer than all others (P<0.05)

• Type 1 shorter than all others (P<0.05)

• Type 2 & 3 not different
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Order of Section Entry

• Split sample into two groups:

• Completed rosters first

• Others

• T-test comparison of IW 
length

• Rosters-first group showed 
significantly lower interview 
lengths

• Ave Roster First:  257.3

• Ave Others: 280.3

• P < .0001
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Number of Block Moves 
Per Block

• On a per household basis

• Average 52 blocks per household

• Average Block Moves per Block 
is 1.21 (Number of moves 
between blocks  divided by total 
number of blocks available for 
that case)

• Min = 1, Max = 2.82 (for all 
types)

Differences by Interview 
Type

• Less movement in Type 2 (Plot 
only, P<.05) 

• Type 3 (Enterprise only) more 
movement than Type 1/2 (P < 
0.05), trending toward more than 
Type 4
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Some Observations

• Movement between blocks are with a cost

• Interview length increases with increasing 
movement between blocks

• Some movements are explainable with the 
instrument design but others are unsure ---
why
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Next Steps

• More research questions:
– How are the block movement data associated 

with  interviewer data? 

– How are the block movement data associated 
with Household size and total plot number?

• Have a debriefing to ask those “why” 
questions 

• Apply all the lessons we learned in this wave 
to next wave instrument design

26



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

Acknowledgements

• Contributors from Yale University and Institute 
for Statistical, Social and Economic Research 
(ISSER) at the University of Ghana

• University of Michigan

– Project staff: Beth-Ellen Pennell, Gina-Qian
Cheung, Yu-Chieh (Jay) Lin, Lisa Wood, Joel 
Devonshire, Jennie Williams, Xuetao (Brant) Zhang

– Analysis funding: U-M Survey Research Operations

27



© 2015 by the Regents of the University of Michigan

Thank you for your 

attention!

Gina-Qian Cheung, Jennie Williams, Kyle S. Kwaiser, Yu-chieh (Jay) Lin, 

University of Michigan Survey Research Operations, Survey Research Center




