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CHAPTER 1 — AN INTRODUCTION TO DUST

Disability and Use of Time (DUST) 2009 is a supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
(PSID), a longitudinal study of a representative sample of U.S. individuals and the families in
which they reside. Since 1968, the PSID has collected data on family composition changes,
housing and food expenditures, marriage and fertility histories, employment, income, time
spent in housework, health, consumption, wealth, and more. See the PSID Main Interview User
Manual at http://psidonline.isr.umich.edu/data/Documentation/UserGuide2009.pdf for
additional details on the PSID.

DUST, which was supported by a program project grant from the National Institute on Aging
(P01 AG029409; Project 4), had two specific goals: 1) to assess the feasibility of including time
diaries for adults on a larger scale in the PSID and 2) to produce a rich and nationally-focused
data archive to support innovative research on disability, time use, and wellbeing for older
married couples.


http://psidonline.isr.umich.edu/data/Documentation/UserGuide2009.pdf

Chapter 2 — Overview of the DUST INSTRUMENT

The DUST computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) instrument was designed as a 30-40-
minute time diary, which was paired during the first of two interviews with a 15-20 minute
supplemental questionnaire. The following sections were included in the first interview.
Section numbers designated with * were also included in the second interview.*

1) Global Wellbeing — This section asks about satisfaction with different parts of life (e.g. life as
a whole as well as health, memory, work, and marriage). These questions draw upon research
carried out at ISR in the 1970s (see, e.g., Campbell et al. 1976; Andrews & Whithey 1976). These
items are asked first so that the more specific subjective wellbeing questions asked later in the
questionnaire will not influence answers to these global questions.

2) Impairments and Limitations — This section collects information on the severity of
impairments and limitations of respondents. Impairment items ask whether the respondent
has experienced common physical, mental, and sensory impairments in the last 7 days, and if
so, how often they limited the respondent’s daily activities. The items were developed to
measure “impairments in body functions or structures” in the World Health Organization’s
(WHO) revision of the International Classification of Functioning, Disability, and Health (ICF;
WHO, 2002). Additional limitation items are modeled closely after the American Community
Survey’s disability series, which identifies the population with disability through six items:
hearing, vision, and mobility limitations, memory/mental functioning, and difficulty with
personal care activities and household activities (Weathers, 2005).

3) Assistive Devices — DUST includes several questions about ways in which older adults
accommodate health and functioning difficulties. In this section, respondents are asked about
the use of common assistive devices in the last 7 days. The items were adapted from previously
tested items in the 2005 Pilot Study of Technology and Aging (Freedman, Agree, and Cornman
2005).

4) Medications - Taking medications is another type of strategy that can help people
accommodate health and functioning difficulties. DUST therefore asks about whether
medications were taken for particular conditions in the last 7 days.

5) Behavior Change — Adults may also avoid activities as a way of accommodating health and
functional decline. In this section respondents are asked whether in the last 7 days they have
avoided activities—either some or all of the time—because of their health and functioning.

6) Cognitive Functioning — Because memory can affect respondents’ ability to carry out daily
activities and the quality of responses about what they did yesterday and last week, DUST asks

! Box and Arrow questionnaires for the first and second interviews are available in “Dust09 Pilot BA
Interviewl.pdf” and “Dust09 Pilot BA Interview2.pdf,” respectively.
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respondents to offer a self-rating of their cognitive ability. The items are drawn from the Health
and Retirement Study.

7) Marital Quality — Because couples’ wellbeing can depend in part on the quality of marriage,
DUST includes a subset of questions drawn from a standardized marital quality instrument
measuring both strain and support (Whalen and Lachman 2000). The subset was drawn based
on analysis of the MIDUS2 data that showed the items retain acceptable internal validity. The
guestions ask respondents to rate how they feel about different aspects of their marriage, with
answer categories: a lot, some, a little, or not at all.

8*) Yesterday Time Diary —The diary covers a 24 hour period, starting with 4:00 am on the
previous day and continuing until 4:00 am on the day of the interview. The basic diary
structure is modeled after the American Time Use Study, carried out by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (www.bls.gov/tus/; with several innovations described below). Respondents were
asked to report what they were doing and how long it took. For some activities there were
additional follow-up questions such as for whom they did the activity, who was doing the
activity with them, who else was there but not doing the activity with them, and where they
were/how they got there. At the end of each activity DUST also included a question about how
the respondent felt during that activity (mostly unpleasant, mostly pleasant, or neither). This
last question allows one to capture wellbeing throughout the previous day.

9*) Detailed Wellbeing — After the diary was completed, the computer randomly selected (up
to) three times of day and more detailed questions were asked about how the respondent felt
during each of these activities. These questions provide what DUST refers to as “detailed"
subjective wellbeing on the previous day. These items were modeled after the Day
Reconstruction Method (Kahneman et al., 2004) and Princeton Affect and Time Study
(described in Krueger, 2007).

10*) Care Giving — This series of questions asks directly about care provided yesterday to an
adult living in the household. Based on focus group discussions, these new items were
developed to ask about both ‘hands-on’ care and ‘stand-by’ care. The items are designed to
complement the information available from the time diaries.

11*) How Typical Was Yesterday — DUST collected detailed information about only two days,
but those days may not be a good indicator of the kinds of things the respondent usually does.
For instance, if the previous day was a holiday, the diary may not pick up the person’s usual
routine. Further, weekdays may be very different from weekends. DUST therefore asked if
respondents had a usual routine during the week and on weekends, and whether yesterday
was a typical day.

12) Household Care and Division of Labor — As couples age and health or functioning changes, it
sometimes becomes necessary to change how the household is managed and who takes care of
specific chores. This section asked on how many of the last 7 days did the respondent carry out
common household chores. For some chores we asked who they did it for and whether they did
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the chore because of their spouse’s health. Activities were selected based on analysis of the
American Time Use Study (Waidmann and Freedman 2007).

13) Participation — How often adults participate in activities outside the home, like going out for
enjoyment, may be linked to their health and functioning. These activities may not happen
often enough to be captured in a one-day time diary. In this section, DUST asked on how many
of the last 7 days the respondent participated in a number of activities. Activities were selected
based on analysis of the American Time Use Study (Waidmann and Freedman 2007).

14) Closing — In the closing section, DUST asked respondents to once again report how satisfied
they were with their life as a whole. By comparing these responses to ones earlier in the
interview, one can determine how the answer to this question changes once respondents have
answered detailed questions about their lives and how they spent their time yesterday.



CHAPTER 3 — DUST FILE STRUCTURE

DUST data are organized into four files: a Flat Respondent File with the supplemental
guestionnaire data; an Activity File containing the time diary and experienced wellbeing data; a
Household File with basic information on household members of DUST couples; and an
Interviewer Observation File.

FLAT RESPONDENT FILE — DUST09_FLAT (N=755)

The data files have been restructured from the original interview so that all information from
the first and second interview (except the time diaries and interviewer observations) has been
stored in one “flat” file. The unit of analysis in this file is the individual respondent. Minimal
information about each diary is stored on the flat file, designated with TD1 and TD2 in the
variable names. Unique individuals are identified using the id variables DF1PAIR and DF1IHDWF.

ACTIVITY FILE - DUST09_ACT (N=36,898)

The Activity File includes information on all activities in both time diary 1 and 2. The unit of
analysis in this file is an activity. The variable DAITDNUM indicates whether the record came
from diary 1 or 2 (i.e., TD1 or TD2). The variable DAIACTNO numbers the activities within each
individual diary. Activities that were randomly selected for more in-depth questions about
wellbeing are indicated with the variable DATWDWAB.

HOUSEHOLD FILE — DUST09_HH (N=952)

The Household File identifies all household members living with DUST couples. The file includes
relationship to DUST Head and Wife and age of each household member, along with a
household roster number (DH1AQSN). The latter, when used in combination with DH1PAIR,
links to variables in the Flat File and Activity File (which identify for whom and with whom
(either actively or passively) an activity was carried out). Household members who appear in
the Household File, including respondents to DUST, may also be linked to their individual PSID
records. (See Chapter 11 for information on how to link the Household File to other DUST and
other PSID files.)

INTERVIEWER OBSERVATION FILE — DUST09_OBS (N=1,506)

An Interviewer Observation File is provided at the diary level. The file may be linked using
DO1PAIR, DO1IHDWEF to the Flat File (using DF1PAIR, DFIHDWF). The variable DOITDNUM
indicates whether the record came from diary 1 or 2.



CHAPTER 4 - THE DUST SAMPLE

DUST sampled couples in the PSID in which both spouses were at least age 50 as of December
31, 2008 and at least one spouse was age 60 or older at that time. Because the vast majority of
married men and women ages 60 and older have spouses that are age 50 and older, the sample
essentially represents married people ages 60 and older and their spouses. Each spouse was
interviewed twice by telephone (using a computer-assisted telephone instrument), with
husbands and wives interviewed separately about the same randomly selected weekday and
week-end day.

As described below, DUST included three sampling steps: 1) couple selection within strata; 2)
systematic assignment of interview days to couples so that time diaries represent both
weekdays and weekend days; and 3) joint selection across couples of three random times of the
day for additional questions. Construction of weights for DUST is described in Chapter 9.

COUPLE SELECTION

Prioritizing and identification of sample

In 2009 the PSID prioritized interviewing of married couples in which both spouses were ages
48 and older as of calendar year 2007. All married couples in which both spouses were born in
1958 or earlier (i.e., aged 50 and older as of January 1%, 2009) were identified and included in a
master file for sampling. Non-married, cohabitating couples were excluded from the sample.

Although included in the master file, couples in which both spouses were aged 50-59 were not
eligible to be sampled because at least one member of the couple had to be age 60 or older.

Stratification by core PSID 2009 limitation status

To ensure that the sample represented a range of disability and care experiences, respondents
who were eligible for sampling were categorized into cells based on both the husband’s and
wife’s limitation status in 2009 and the husband’s year of birth. Limitation was defined as
having at least one of the following items answered as “A lot” or “somewhat” in 2009. How
much does this (condition/problem) limit [your/his/her] normal daily activities? - A lot,
somewhat, just a little, or not at all?

H7A. A Stroke

H7B. A Heart Attack

H7C. Coronary Heart Disease, Angina, or Congestive Heart Failure
H7D. High Blood Pressure or Hypertension

H7E. Asthma

H7F. Chronic Lung Disease such as Bronchitis or Emphysema
H7G. Diabetes or High Blood Sugar

H7H. Arthritis or Rheumatism

H71. Permanent Loss of Memory or Loss of Mental Ability

H7J. A Learning Disorder
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H7K. Cancer or a Malignant Tumor
H7L. Any Emotional, Nervous, or Psychiatric Problem
H7M.Other Serious, Chronic Condition

For sampling purposes, 12 original age-limitation strata were collapsed into 8 cells (couples
with Husbands age 50-59 were combined with those age 60-69).
5. Husband’s age: 50-69; Husband: Limitation; Wife: No limitation
. Husband’s age: 50-69; Husband: No Limitation; Wife: Limitation
. Husband’s age: 50-69; Husband: No limitation; Wife: No Limitation
. Husband’s age: 50-69; Husband: Limitation; Wife: Limitation
. Husband’s age: 70+; Husband: Limitation; Wife: No limitation
10. Husband’s age: 70+; Husband: No Limitation; Wife: Limitation
11. Husband’s age: 70+; Husband: No limitation; Wife: No Limitation
12. Husband’s age: 70+; Husband: Limitation; Wife: Limitation

6
7
8
9

Within strata, observations were sorted by wife’s age group (50-59, 60-69, and 70+ based on
year of birth) and systematic sampling was used to ensure a distribution across wives’ age
groups that matched the distribution in the overall PSID sample.

The sample was drawn in two batches during the 2009 PSID field period: in June 2009 and in
Aug 2009. At the time of the second draw, approximately 95% of cases identified as likely to be
DUST eligible had completed their PSID interview. Sampling fractions for batch 2 were adjusted
and additional batch 1 cases were drawn so that the overall sampling fractions were equal in
batch 1 and 2 by strata.

Sample sizes and response rates

Table 4.1 shows the number of eligible, sampled, and responding couples per strata. Overall,
832 couples were identified as eligible; 557 were sampled, and 14 of these were found to be
ineligible. Of the 543 eligible couples who were sampled, at least one diary was completed with
394 couples (73%). The final number of diaries completed was 1506.

SYSTEMATIC ASSIGNMENT OF INTERVIEW DAYS TO YIELD WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND DIARIES
As described below, four interview days were systematically assigned to each sampled couple.
One primary and one backup day yielded a weekday diary (interview days Tuesday-Saturday,
which yield information about reference days Monday-Friday). A second pair of
primary/backup days yielded a weekend day diary (interview days Sunday or Monday, which
yield diaries about Saturday or Sunday). The random backup was used if an interview could
never be scheduled on the primary day.

To systematically assign interview days, all possible combinations of days were listed (see
Appendix A) and a random start value between 1 and 80 was drawn. Note the listing also varied
by whether the weekend day or weekday was first. Sampled couples were then systematically
assigned a sequential number (incrementing by 1 each time until reaching 80, then restarting at
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1). The number (1-80) was preloaded into the DUST computer assisted interview application
and was then used to identify allowable interview days.

Table 4.1 Eligible, Sampled, and Responding Couples in DUST

Presumed | Sampled, | Sampled,
Eligible Found to | Found to Effective | Atleast1
for be not be Not Sampling | diary Response
Sampling | eligible | eligible Sampled | Rate completed® | Rate®*
H 50-69
H Limited 85 2 70 13 84% 52 74%
W Limited | 80 1 68 11 87% 52 76%
Neither 315 4 110 201 35% 67 61%
Both 43 0 43 0 100% 33 77%
H 70+
H Limited 57 1 56 0 100% 40 71%
W Limited | 56 3 53 0 100% 41 77%
Neither 130 0 80 50 62% 58 73%
Both 66 3 63 0 100% 51 81%
Total 832° 14° 543 275 — 394 73%

%359 couples completed 4 diaries; 33 couples completed < 4 because one spouse had a permanent condition; 2
couples completed < 4 because they refused a second interview or the fieldwork period ended.

bNon-response occurred at one of three stages. Couples who refused at the time of the core PSID interview (n=17),
completed the core using a Spanish questionnaire (n=20), or had a proxy complete the core PSID interview (n=4)
were not contacted (altogether 8% of 543). In addition, 96 cases refused to participate at the time of screen or
could not be contacted (18% of 543). An additional 12 cases did not complete at least one diary after making an
appointment (2% of 543).

“We assumed all non-contacted couples were eligible and therefore calculated the response rate as (IW + Partial
IW) / Sampled, found to be eligible = 394/543 = 73%.

Includes 3 couples who were initially identified as eligible and sampled but then determined to not meet the age
criteria.

After providing consent to participate in the study, the interviewer attempted to schedule
both husband and wife for interviews on the selected day (e.g., Wed), but provided flexibility to
the respondent in choosing a specific date (e.g., June 24, July 1, July 8) and time of day. This
approach minimized recall bias because the diary was always about yesterday and preserved
the distribution of time diaries across weekdays and weekend days.

Note that assignment for batch 2 began where the numbering in batch 1 left off. The expected
and actual numbers of interviews were distributed as follows (Table 4.2) across days:
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Table 4.2 Expected and Actual Interviews by Day of the Week
Interview | Diary
Day Day Expected Actual
N % N %
SuU SA 376 25% 337 22%
M SU 376 25% 418 28%
T M 151 10% 152 10%
w T 151 10% 147 10%
R W 151 10% 167 11%
F R 151 10% 149 10%
SA F 151 10% 136 9%
1506* | 100% | 1506 100%

*Total number of diaries does not sum to 1506 because of rounding.

For the vast majority of couples with both spouses completing one or two interviews (N=361
couples), diaries were administered to husbands and wives on the same date (351/361 first
diaries and 351/360 second diaries; for one couple, one spouse completed both diaries while
the other spouse completed only a first diary). Pooling over first and second diaries, 702 out of
721 attempts with couples yielded same-date interviews.?

RANDOM SELECTION OF ACTIVITIES TO ASSESS (JOINT) DETAILED WELLBEING

One of the aims of the study was to understand the experienced wellbeing of married couples
and how it varies with the functional status of the husband and wife. DUST therefore collected
more detailed information on wellbeing for a subset of activities.

In previous studies with the individual as the unit of analysis, one of two approaches has been
undertaken. One approach is to draw a sample of activities from the list of activities in the
previous day, in order to ensure that the length of the activity does not influence the chances of
being selected. A second approach is to divide the day into 15-minute intervals and select
random intervals from the non-sleeping portion of the day. The second approach is equivalent
to sampling activities with probabilities proportional to their length.

In DUST, an explicit aim was to ask both spouses about the same times of day. We therefore
selected three times of day between 8 AM and 8 PM and preloaded this information into the

2 For the 19 attempts with couples that were on different dates, all but 3 were done on the same day of the week,
and the average time between interviews was 17.5 days (3 diaries were 1-2 days apart, 10 were 7 days apart, 3
were 3 weeks apart, and 3 diaries were more than 3 weeks apart).
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interview. We chose this block of time to minimize the chances that one or both spouses would
be asleep. In order to ensure an even distribution across the day, we further subdivided the day
into three 4-hour windows: 8 AM to 11:59 AM, 12 PM to 3:59 PM, and 4 PM to 7:59 PM.

For each window of time, the couple was assigned a random primary time and random backup
time. The activity that crossed the primary time was selected. If the respondent was asleep,
couldn’t remember or refused to give an activity for that time, or if the activity had been
previously selected for a prior window, the backup time was considered instead. This approach
maximized the chances of asking spouses about the same time of day.

Random minutes were generated within time windows according to the following formulae
shown in Table 4.3, where uniform() indicates a uniform random number between 0 and 1:

Table 4.3 Calculation of Random Times of Day

Primary 8:00 am-11:59 am r1=480+240*uniform()
Primary 12:00 pm-3:59 pm r2=720+240*uniform()
Primary 4:00 pm-7:59 pm r3=960+240*uniform()
Backup 8:00 am-11:59 am r4=480+240*uniform()
Backup 12:00 pm-3:59 pm r5=720+240*uniform()
Backup 4:00 pm-7:59 pm r6=960+240*uniform()

These selected times were then converted into military (24 hour) time.

This approach yields a sample of episodes that are length-biased. Among all eligible activities
between 8 am and 8 pm, the average (final, unweighted) activity length was 45 minutes
whereas the mean duration for activities selected for detailed wellbeing questions was 97
minutes. The length bias can be corrected analytically (by controlling for the original, unedited
duration if appropriate) or by using the detailed wellbeing sample weights provided on the
activity level file. See Chapter 9 for details
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CHAPTER 5 — DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

OVERVIEW

DUST collected time diary and supplemental information from couples in the PSID in which at
least one spouse was age 60 or older and both were age 50 or older. Both spouses were
interviewed by telephone twice - on one random weekday and one random weekend day.
Appointments were set so that whenever possible spouses were interviewed on the same date
so that diaries captured the same 24-hour period. The data collection period was approximately
five months, from July 2009 through November 2009.

DATA COLLECTION STAFF AND TRAINING

A total of 24 interviewers and 3 team leaders from the Survey Research Center at the Institute
for Social Research were trained for DUST. Training was conducted in Ann Arbor, Ml on June
21-23, 2009. Interviewer training included demonstrations, practice exercises and certification
round-robin interviews. All members of the data collection team were experienced
interviewers, with prior experience as interviewers for the main PSID study.

INTERVIEWING MODE
Interviews were conducted over the telephone using a CATI application developed specifically
for DUST. See Chapter 6, The DUST Time Diary, for more details on the diary application.

CONTACTING RESPONDENTS
Between July and November 2009, each spouse in a married couple was interviewed twice over
the telephone about two randomly selected days, one weekday and one weekend day. Prior to
contacting a respondent by telephone, interviewers mailed a pre-notification letter providing
information about the study. Initial contact was made with either the husband or the wife
during the coverscreen interview. The coverscreen interview consisted of 6 steps:
1. Introduce the study to the respondents, answer questions, and explain what is involved
in participation.
2. Confirm that the couple is still eligible (married, age-eligible, and living together).
3. Obtain oral consent (explain study is voluntary, risks/benefits, including what will be
done with information collected)
4. Confirm and update the household listing information.
Schedule appointments for Interview 1 and Interview 2 for both the husband and wife.
6. Confirm appointments with both spouses.

v

Both members of the couple had to be eligible and willing to schedule TD1 (first time diary) and
TD2 (second time diary) interviews. In order to implement the same-day diary design, the
couple was called and, after providing consent to participate in the study, the interviewer
attempted to schedule both husband and wife for interviews on the selected day of the week
(e.g. Wednesday). Interviewers were encouraged to schedule at the earliest possible date that
matched the assigned day of the week and that met the respondents’ scheduling needs (e.g.
respondent offered June 24, July 1, etc.)

15



Respondents whose spouses were unable to participate because of a permanent physical or
cognitive impairment were included in DUST and permitted to schedule two rather than four
interviews. These cases are indicated in the flat file with DFISPSPM=1.

RESPONDENT PAYMENTS

Respondents received a financial incentive of S50 in appreciation of their time and effort for
participating in the study (5100 for the couple). The coverscreen and at least one diary had to
be completed for a respondent to receive the incentive. Incentives were provided by check and
were mailed to respondents approximately 2-3 weeks after the interview was completed.

REFUSAL CONVERSION

Couples who initially refused to participate were sent letters that were tailored when possible
to address their concerns. Of the 123 couples sent letters, 34 participated for a refusal
conversation rate of 28%.

QUALITY CONTROL
Quality control procedures consisted of three components: Certification, Verification, and
Evaluation.

Certification

After training was completed, team leaders conducted a one-on-one certification test with
interviewers. Using a scripted interview, team leaders evaluated interviewers on both general
interviewing techniques (including question reading, feedback, and probing) and study-specific
aspects of the interview (such as familiarity with content of the interview, use of question-
specific clarifications, and use of study materials).

Verification

The first two completed interviews for each interviewer were flagged for follow-up phone calls
by supervisors who conducted brief verification interviews. Thereafter, flagging continued
throughout the field period, selecting across all interviewers approximately 2-3% of interviews
(n=75) for verification.

Evaluation

DUST used software that provided digital recordings of the interviews (DRI) for quality
evaluation purposes. A portion of the first interview was recorded if the respondent provided
consent to do so. A total of 717 cases were recorded and a small percentage of those cases
were selected (per interviewer) to be evaluated by the quality control team on both study-
specific and GIT protocols. Altogether, 69 interviews involving all 24 interviewers were
evaluated. Interviewers were counseled and retrained as needed by their team leaders based
on the findings of these evaluations.
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CHAPTER 6 — THE DUST TIME DIARY

DUST CATI DEVELOPMENT

A CATI application was developed to collect multiple, same-day diaries for older couples in the
PSID. The diary asked about all the activities occurring on the previous day, beginning at 4 am
and continuing until 4 am the morning of the interview. The design of the data collection
instrument was based on extensive pilot testing and a two year long developmental process
(see Figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1. Time Line for DUST Developmental Activities

#1 #2 #3 CATI #H4 CATI #5
Focus Cognitive Mock development Pretest | develop/ Pretest Il
groups testing interviews / testing testing

- 55:

Summer Fall Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter  Spring
2007 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2009

Focus groups

Focus groups with 19 couples ages 50 and older were facilitated by a trained moderator during
the summer of 2007. Participants were asked to fill out portions of simple paper and pencil
diary that described the previous morning. Focus group analyses were based on notes from the
videotapes and a file created from diary entries. (For details see Freedman 2008a).

Cognitive testing

Cognitive testing took place during the fall of 2007, with 14 couples ages 50 and older following
guidelines provided in Alcser and Conrad (2007). Couples were randomly assigned start times
(8:00 am, 12:00 pm, 4:00 pm) and asked about four consecutive activities. Responses were
recorded verbatim and then interviewers were directed to indicate one of 30 categories for the
activity. The sequence of follow-up questions (related to where they were, who the activity
was for, who participated with them, who else was there, and how they felt) was then
determined according to the category selection. More detailed subjective wellbeing measures
were also assessed for each reported time. (For details see Freedman 2008b).

Mock interviews

Following the cognitive testing, the number of categories (hereafter, “pre-codes”) was reduced
to 9 and inter-rater reliability was assessed during a set of mock interviews held in February and
March 2008. Four interviewers were instructed to complete 4 “full day” diaries (consisting of
22 activities per interview) with actors playing the part of respondents. The actors read from
scripted descriptions of daily activities so that different interviewers should have produced
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identical time diaries. Activities were purposefully selected from actual responses provided
during the cognitive testing phase with an aim of representing all codes. Kappa reliability
statistics were calculated for pairs of interviewers and then averaged (average kappa = 90.5).
After analyzing discrepant codes and revising training materials, a second session was held with
4 additional interviewers and Kappa reliability statistics were again recalculated (average kappa
=90.7).

Pretest

Finally, a pretest was conducted during fall of 2008 with 28 couples who had participated in the
developmental phases. The purpose of the pretest was to conduct one set of same day
interviews with couples using the CATI (Blaise) application and paper coversheets. (See
Freedman 2008c for details.)

A second, smaller pretest was carried out during spring 2009 with 7 couples who participated in
the PSID core pretest. The second pretest was carried out to test a Blaise coverscreen
application developed to govern the scheduling process and to gain some experience with the
time needed to schedule and complete two sets of same-day interviews.

THE DUST TIME DIARY

The instrument was designed as a 30-40-minute diary, which was paired during the first of two
interviews with a 15-20 minute supplemental questionnaire. Hence up to 4 diaries could be
completed per couple. The diary asked about all the activities occurring on the previous day,
beginning at 4 am and continuing until 4 am the morning of the interview.

The CATI instrument development started with the American Time Use Study approach, but
several enhancements were implemented, described in more detail below.

A diary introduction (and text referred to as needed during the interview) was developed as
follows:

Next, we'd like to find out how you spent your day yesterday, [YESTERDAY].
I'm going to ask you what you were doing starting at 4:00am. Then I'll ask a few more questions
about the activity, like:

e how long it took;

e where you were;

e who was doing the activity with you, and;
e who else was there.

We'll repeat this series of questions until we reach the end of the day.

If you were traveling, we'll treat that as a separate activity. So, for instance, driving to the
doctor would be separate from being at a doctor's appointment, and then driving home would
also be a separate activity. If you were doing more than one activity for the time | ask you
about, that's fine. You can tell me more than one activity for a given time.
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Sometimes people want to know how much detail we are looking for. If you tell me you worked
from 9 to 5, | may ask you to break that down for me, for example, into having meetings from 9
to 11, answering e-mails for an hour until 12, having lunch until 1, and so on. Or, if you tell me
you cleaned the house all morning, | may ask for more detail, for example, you straightened up
from 9 to 9:30, folded laundry for half an hour, made the beds at 10:00, and so on. On the other
hand, you don't need to tell me about changing the tv channel or walking from room to room in
your house. So, somewhere in between. And if an activity is too personal, there's no need to
mention it.

Ok? Let's begin.

Controlling reporting of sequential (‘run on’) activities and attention to detail

To minimize extremes in reporting of detail (too much, too little), interviews were trained to
use the following probes: “Let’s break that down” for someone reporting very long chunks of
time (> 4 hours) and “To do what?” (e.g., went in the kitchen, to do what?) for excessively fine-
grained reports.

Identifying sequential main vs. secondary activities

In DUST an attempt is made to distinguish sequential activities from simultaneous activities. If
more than one activity is mentioned for a particular time, respondents are asked: Just to be
clear, were you doing [both / all] of these activities at [START TIME]? If the respondent says yes,
he or she is asked: If you had to choose, which of these would you say was the main activity?
The interviewer is given the option of reading the definition: By main activity, we mean the one
that you were focused on most. If the respondent says, no that he/she was not doing both
activities at [START TIME] the interviewer re-asks, “Yesterday, [YESTERDAY], at [START TIME],
what were you doing?” and corrects lines as necessary. One disadvantage of this approach is
that it takes additional time to take the respondent through this series of questions and correct
it. We therefore also trained interviewers to use the probe “let’s break that down” if the
respondent was clearly reporting sequential activities, as evidenced by use of words like “then”
(e.g., | made breakfast and then | sat down and ate it.)

Assessment of duration

DUST assesses the duration (and all remaining follow-up items) for the main activity.
Respondents may either report an end time (e.g. 11:00 am) or a duration (e.g. 1 hour). In both
cases the interviewer confirms with the respondent. “So you (were) [ACTIVITY] from about
[START TIME] to [END TIME], is that correct?” This approach allows the respondent to make
corrections and adjust their end time if necessary before the next diary entry is made. These
checks help maintain a structured, but conversational tone to the interview.

Follow-ups tailored to pre-coded activities

After recording main and secondary activities and recording/confirming the duration of the
main activity, interviewers selected one of nine categories best matching the main activity (see
Figure 6.2). These “precodes” were not designed to be analytic; there was post-coding of all
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main and secondary activities. Rather, precodes routed the respondent to the appropriate
follow-up questions.

A report of sleeping (1) as the first or last activity of the day received follow-up questions
related to the quality of that night’s sleep. This provides information on the duration and
quality of sleep the night before the diary day and the night before the interview. Quality of
sleep is assessed with three follow-up items:

e Did it take you more than half an hour to fall asleep?

e Did you wake up during the night, that is, between the time you fell asleep and [END
TIME reported for sleeping episode]?

e |If yes, did you have trouble falling back to sleep?

Note that all respondents were also asked to rate the quality of sleep the night before: Would
you say it was Excellent, Very good, Good, Fair, or Poor?

Figure 6.2 DUST CATI Screen Showing Main Activity Precode Choices

Forms  Ancwer  Time Diary Progrese  TectingMote  Help  Shaw Wakch Window
Main Activity:
sleeping
+ If necessary: This will just take me a moment to log
1. Sleeping, napping, trying to sleep, 7. Household chores [ helping others, 8. Providing care to others,
waking up includes: includes:
2. Washing, dressing !/ undressing, Preparing food, drink, meals Washing o1 grooming semeone else
grooming {includes "getting ready") Kitchen and food cleanup Getting someone else ready
Shopping and running an errand Feeding someone else
3. Travel to f from place to Putting away shopping, groceries Taking care of someone else’s
pick up | drop off person Doing laundry health needs
Cleaning the house Looking after someone
4. All other travel to / from place Outdoor chores, include care of cars Playing with / reading to child
Home repairs / improvements Arranging someone else’s
5. Working for pay, work-related activities, Paying bills / Financial / legal affairs health care
volunteering Arranging for services Accompa