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PREFACE

In its 1985 report Immigration Statistics: A Story of Neglect, the National Research
Council concluded that the current immigration information system could -never
produce reliable, accurate, and timely statistics that permit rational decisionmaking
about immigration policy. Mere patching of ongoing data collection systems would
not solve the problem. The Council recommended that Congress make “profound
and basic” changes, including the funding and implementation of a dedicated new
data collection effort focusing on new immigrants over a five-year period, in order to
“develop information for policy guidance on the adjustment experience of families
and individuals to the labor market, use of educational and health facilities, reliance
on social programs, mobility experience, and income history.”

This recommendation was never acted upon. And today, Congress, state, and local
policymakers still have no reliable answers to basic questions about the costs and
benefits of immigration for state and local governments, for the economy as a whole,
and for the nature and speed of integration of new immigrants into U.S. society.

A lack of confidence about feasibility and concerns about the costs of a dedicated
survey of new immigrants are two of the many reasons why such an effort has not
been undertaken. Can a representative sample of immigrants be drawn? How many
groups of immigrants need to be included? What unique obstacles would such a sur-
vey encounter? Can we afford it? To address these questions, the RAND Center for
Research on Immigration Policy undertook a pilot survey of Salvadoran and Filipino
immigrants in Los Angeles, the results of which are presented in this report.

We conclude that conducting a national survey of immigrants is feasible, although
expensive, and can provide reliable answers to critical immigration policy questions,
including the issue of undocumented immigration. Surely such an effort would pre-
sent unique challenges in personnel recruitment, multilingual questionnaire devel-
opment, and field monitoring. But at every level, the public debate on immigration
does need the new data that a specially designed national survey can provide.

The project was funded by the Ford Foundation and by the Center for Research on
Immigration Policy. The latter, created in February 1988, first focused on assessing
the implementation and effects of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986.
It then began to study the larger, continuing questions of integration of immigrants
into the economic, social, and political life of the receiving country and to assess the
demands immigrants are placing on its institutions, including schools, post-
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iv  Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

secondary educational institutions, and local governments. The center also has ex-
amined the link between immigration and key foreign and international policy issues
associated with a potential North American economic integration and with the fun-
damental changes brought about by European integration and the liberalization and
restructuring in Eastcrn Europe and the former Soviet Union.

The center also disseminates and exchanges information concerning immigration
and immigrant policies. Researchers interested in receiving publications or in at-
tending working groups and conferences should address inquiries to:

Georges Vernez

Director, Center for Research on Immigration Policy
RAND

1700 Main Street

P.0.Box 2138

Santa Monica, CA 90407
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Immigration to the United States poses major challenges to society—and it is clearly
a force on the rise. As the nation debates how immigrants affect society and the
economy and how best to absorb them, participants at every level need more infor-
mation about immigrants and how they affect the national life. Current data sources
simply do not provide the range and kinds of information they need.

Researchers and policymakers cannot rely on case studies, convenience-sarmple sur-
veys, and indirect estimates. They need entirely new data. To provide the statistical
confidence necessary for important policy decisions, the new data must come from a
large number of immigrants. To shed light on the diverse populations now entering
the United States, the data must be drawn from several different ethnic and regional
groups. And to describe the complex, long-term process of immigrant adaptation—
which almost certainly involves major changes in social-service needs and economic
contributions—the data should cover several points over time. Only data like these
can finally provide reliable guidance for policy that covers the flow of immigrants,
the nature and needs of immigrants themselves, and their effects on society.

The most .ffective way of collecting such data would be a new national survey of
immigrants. However, some have argued that a large-scale survey of immigrants—
particularly one aimed at describing changes over time—may not be feasible. It is
likely to be difficult and expensive and raises many challenges in design and imple-
mentation: for example, identifying immigrant households, overcoming language
barriers, 2nd getting adequate response rates.

To see whether such problems can, in fact, be overcome, we undertook a pilot study:
the Los Angeles Community Survey (LACS) of Salvadorans and Filipinos, conducted
in 1991. This report describes in detail the nature and results of that survey. This
summary focuses more on the implications and recommendations for future
surveys.

A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE LACS

Our pilct effort faced many of the same challenges, albeit on a smaller scale, that a
national survey would confront: deciding which immigrant populations to survey,
recruiting and training bilingual staff, identifying neighborhoors where populations
of interest are concentrated, deveioping and testing culturally appropriate survey
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xiv  Surveving Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

instruments that can answer questions of concern, identifying individuals who qual-
ify for the sample, locating the qualified respondents again for a seconu interview,
attempting to collect potentially sensitive information, and dealing with issues that
arise in conducting the suzvey in several different immigrant communities at the
same time.

We chose to survey Salvadorans and Filipinos for several reasons. First, they repre-
sent the two continents from which most immigranis now come to the United States.
Second, these populations are expected to grow, «nd they include recent arrivals as
well as long-time residents. Third, they have not been extensively studied.

In developing the specific content of the survey, we focused on ascertaining and
documenting the following: immigration status (e.g., undocumented, temporary
protective status, IRCA legalized, legal resident), employment experiences, public
and social service needs and use, tax contributions, family composition, language
ability and use, and educational expectations and achievements. '

The pilot survey had two phases: (1) a neighborhood screening to identify eligible
respondents, and (2) the main interview with these eligible respondents. Eligible
households for the pilot study were identified using a short screening questionnaire
in five Los Angeles County neighborhoods that had high concentrations of Sal-
vadorans and Filipinos, according to ‘ata from the 1980 Census.! The sample was
designed to yield at least 600 randomly selected Filipinos and Salvadorans (a total of
300 from each group). About 6,300 households were screened during a five-week
period from May to June 1991 to identify eligible respondents (adults age 18 to 64
who were born in El Salvador or the Philippines); 1,161 eligible respondents were
identified. If a household contained more than one eligible respondent, one was
randomly selected and asked to participate in a one-hour, in-home interview admin-
istered by a bilingual interviewer several months after the initial screening.

Both the screener and the main interview questionnaires were translated into Span-
ish and Tagalog.2 They included a broad range of questions about the respondent
and his/her family and their experiences living and working in the Duited States.
The main questionnaire asked about the respondent’s.schooling and work history,
migration history and status, family size and composition, the family’s use of health
care and public services, and the family’s housing and expenses. Several items in the
survey were highly sensitive, including questions about the respondent’s legal
(immigration) status, family income, and taxes. The designated respondent also
served as a proxy for other family members, since he/she was asked to provide fairly
detailed information about the entire family.

Over a five-week survey period from August to September 1991, a team of 35
bilingual interviewers completed i.terviews with 655 respondents, including 382 Sal-
vadorans and 273 Filipincs. With respect to the pilot survey costs, the total cost per

IThe relevant information from the 1990 Census was not available when we selected our santple.

2Tagalog is the principal dialect of Pilipino, the national language of the Philippines and the main
languayre of Filipinos in Los Angeles.
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Summary xv

complete case, counting the screening and main interview phase, was roughly $545
per interview (total data collection costs divided by the number of completed main
interviews). This includes data collection and processing costs, as well as field man-
agement and pretesting costs. It does not include the costs of analyzing the data.

ENCOURAGING RESULTS

There are certainly real differences in size, duration, and cost between the pilot study
and a national survey. Nevertheless, the LACS demonstrated that a survey designed
specifically to provide useful data on immigrant families and their adaptation pro-
cesses is feasible. The LACS illustrated that feasibility in various ways. For example:

* It obtained useful information from eleven-year-old census data for targeting
high-concentration sample areas.

* Itsuccessfully recruited and trained bilingual survey staff.

* Itenlisted the cooperation of Filipino and Salvadoran respondents at acceptable
rates. (The refusal rates were 5 percent for the falvadoran and 8 percent for the
Filipino sample, rates comparable to those for personal interviews in urban
settings.)

* Itelicited responses to sensitive questions, including immigration status, that are
critical for developing and assessing policy.

As the report demonstrates, the data collected were reasonably complete and reliable
and could be used to address four questions central to the policy debate: How do
groups of immigrants differ from one another on the dimensions of focus in the sur-
vey? How does immigration status affect use of public and social services? How does
immigration status affect tax filings and withdrawal of payroll taxes? How does pol-
icy affect immigration status? The reader is referred to Chapter Five of this report for
a discussion of how the information collected can be used to answer key public pol-
icy questions.

Other aspects of the survey and its outcomes have implications for the design and
implementation of future surveys, including a national survey of immigrants.
LESSONS THAT MAY GUIDE A NATIONAL SURVEY OF IMMIGRANTS
Besides showing that immigrant surveys can provide critical policy-relevant data, the
LACS suggests important lessons about survey design and procedures.

Problems Specific to Immigrant Surveys

We learned a great deal from the pilot study about the similarities and differences in
conducting surveys of the general population and surveys of immigrants. All com-
plex personal interview studies that require large, primarily new, interviewing staffs
face similar challenges. The most common problems are the following:

14
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¢ Finding enough qualified interviewer applicants, particularly if special skills/
characteristics, such as bilingualism, are riceded.

¢ Finding local residents who are willing to work as interviewers in high-crime
inner cities.

¢ Keeping interviewers motivated to complete their assignments.

¢ Mounting effective co nmunity outreach activities to solicit support for the sur-
vey from community leaders and local residents.

¢ Designing effective training programs for complicated questionnaires and com-
plex field procedures.

¢ Hiring a sufficient number of experienced supervisors.

e Implementing appropriate quality control checks, especially for new staff,
throughout the fieldwork to gauge interviewer performance and data quality.

Despite the similarities, immigrant surveys have unique aspects that make the data
. collection management tasks (recruitment, training, supervision, and quality con-
trol) considerably more complicated and time-consuming to implement success-
fully. Many of these aspects are related to cultural and linguistic differences.

Recommendations for Survey Procedures

The pilot survey revealed several critical research issues that must be addressed to
ensure the success of future surveys of immigrant populations.

1. Identifying a sample of immigrants. There is a serious potential pitfall in the
sampling process that must be avoided to ensure the success of sampling proce-
dures. It is crucial to list and screen all addresses in target areas, especially many
hidden apartment units that may not be easily visible from the street and are likely to
house one or more immigrant families. The failure to properly list addresses for
immigrant samples can lead to a serious undercount of immigrants, especially those
who are undocumented.

To minimize these listing problems, future surveys should

¢ Use a team of bilingual field interviewers, who are comfortable working in the
target areas, to complete both the listing activities and the actual screening and
interviewing.

e Validate a random percentage of each lister’s work to ensure the accuracy of the
listings before the actual fieldwork begins.

e Provide adequate training for interviewers on field listing so that they can iden-
tify potential listing problems when they are in the field.

2. Developing and testing questionnaires suitable for administration with different
immigrant groups. The des’gn and testing of effective instruments in several lan-
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guages is time-consuming and requires close coliaboration between the design team,
the translators, and outside consultants.

* The designers should consider translatability of measures during the early stages
of instruiment design, so that the English and non-English questionnaires are
developed in parallel.

¢ The survey should hire highly skilled translators who are familiar with the study
population(s) and the spoken language they use, and have some familiarity with
survey research, to work closely with the survey team during the design and test-
ing process and during the preparation of the final version of all survey materials.

¢ All survey instruments should be pretested extensively in all languages with
respondents from the target groups, using multiple pretesting methods, as ap-
propriate.

* Biiingual interviewers who are representative of the immigrant populations that
will be included in the study should conduct the testing of translated instru-
ments.

* Bilingual members of the survey design team should attend some of the pretest
interviews to observe the interviewer-respondent interactions as the translated
instruments are being tested in the field.

A random percentage of test interviews should be observed by a bilingual field
supervisor (this step could be ince-porated into field validation) to monitor respon-
dent reaction to the translated i:i<iruments. It would also be useful to collect sys-
tematic data from interviewers about their perceptions of how well the translated in-
struments really worked. Results from boih these steps would improve researchers’
understanding of whether the translated instruments meet the design objective.

3. Recruiting and retaining a high-quality bilingual field staff. Without a highly
skilled and committed bilingual field interviewing staff, surveys of immigrant popu-
lations whose first language is not English cannot be successfully implemented. The
LACS staff’'s performance exceeded our expectations and is largely responsible for
the survey’s success. Our ability to successfully recruit and retain a large bilingual
staff throughout the field period rested on four key ele.nents:

* We identified a qualified pool of bilingual inte- viewers from the same immigrant
groups that were included in the study.

*  We conducted extensive training sessions on the background and purpose of the
study, aggressively so' ited feedback from interviewers about their concerns,
and gave them an oppo. wnity to ask questions until they were comfortable with
the project and their role as interviewers.

* The interviewers saw themselves as members of the research team and were
dedicated to making the project a success. They were convinced that the survey
might have a future positive effect on the Salvadoran and Filipino communities.
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+ Interviewers were convinced that RAND's confidentiality assurances were real
and that they were not putting the respondents at risk.

To give added assurance to potential interviewers and respondents about the
researchers’ commitment to data safeguarding, we strongly recommend that future
studies apply for a Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) confidential-
ity certificate that will guarantee that individual data will be prote ied from
subpoena. Although we did not have such a certificate for the pilot study (we did not
receive approval in time for the pilot), past RAND survey experiences suggest that it
is an especially effective device in persuading interviewers and respondents about
researchers’ ability to protect the privacy of survey data.

4, Obtaining high survey participation and retention rates. The ultimate success of
future surveys obviously dep: ads on obtaining high response rates and retention
rates among immigrants. Besides some of the measures already discussed, we think
that future efforts to maximize response rates should include the following addi-
tional components:

e Appropriate respondent incentive payments.

* Innovative procedures for gaining access to locked/security buildings when
apartment managers refuse to allow interviewers to enter.

¢ Tracking highly mobile immigrant groups.

5. Desigi.ang effective field management procedures. Managing field operations for
a large-scale immigrant survey, especially one that includes multiple language
groups, poses several unique challenges for the survey management team because of
(1) the need for bilingual field supervisors (as weli as interviewers); (2) the need to
recruit and train a large field staff, typically inexperienced interviewers for whom
English is their second language; and (3) the need to screen large samples of house-
holds to identify eligible respondents.

In planning future immigrant surveys, we recommend that the following elements be
included in the field management plans:

*  Recruit enough bilingual supervisors and validators so that the supervisory staff
is sufficiently large to monitor the quality of interviewers’ work.

¢ Use a mixed-mode approach to randomly and quickly validate a percentage of
each interviewer’s work and provide feedback to interviewers.

¢ Edit and code incorning completed cases on an ongoing basis to pinpoint inter-
viewer errors as sc.on as possible.

¢ Conduct in-home observations for a random percentage of all interviewers’ work
to judge interviewer performance.

¢ Organize activities so that supervisors can maintain frequent personal contact
(e.g., weekly meetings) with interviewers throughout the survey period.
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* Provide ongoing opportunities for the entire staff to meet in groups to share
information about their experiences and concerns.

Effective field management of immigrant surveys requires supervisors to establish a
good working relationship with the bilingual interviewers, one in which they are
comfortable talking about their experiences—both negative and positive. The
supervisors must be perceived as sensitive and responsive to the cultural differences
and concerns of the interviewers. Good communication channels between the
supervisory staff and the field interviewers are, therefore, essential to the successful
implementation of any future surveys of immigrants.

THE GAME IS WORTH THE CANDLE

A new study of the type we propose would require a great deal of time, mov&y, and
expertise. Major investments are required in the personnel, advanced planning, and
surveillance needed to conduct a survey in immigrant neighborhoods. Bilingual
interviewers and immigrant respycndents require considerable time to complete in-
terview tasks with which other populations may already be familiar. Addressing ethi-
cal concerns about privacy and confidentiality may require more time than is often
taken in the course of current survey research efforts, and so may allowing for cul-
turally appropriate behavior. As a resu’: of these factors, LACS interviewers spent
close to four hours per completed case to locate respondents and conduct a one-
hour interview. This does not include the time for interviewer training or field
supervision.

A rough cost estimate based on our experience in Los Angeles suggests that prepar-
ing and conducting the initial interview for a survey of 9,000 immigrants in nine sites
across the country would cost about $6 million. However, survey costs would surely
be low compared to the potential costs that immigration may impose, or even to the
costs of programs intended to address immigration issues.

For policymakers seeking to understand the effects of immigration on society, even
the most extensive survey is no panacea. The issues are so complex, and
the concerns and relationships so varied, that no single effort can resolve them all.
But at every level, the public debate does need new data. Understanding the social
effects of immigration policy means understanding how immigrants adapt to life in
the United States. Only a large, specially designed survey can provide this under-
standing.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

Immigration to the United States already poses major challenges to society—and it is
clearly a force on the rise. As the nation debates how immigrants affect society and
the economy and how best to absorb them, participants at every level need more
information about immigrants and their effects on the national life. Is immigration a
positive force? Whom does it benefit? Who bears its costs? How much of the result-
ing stress can local communities absorb? What public policies, if any, can help the
nation’s newest residents become successful members of the larger community?

Current data sources simply do not provide the information needed to answer such
questions. Researchers and policymakers cannot rely on case studies, convenience-
sampie surveys, and indirect estimates. They need entirely new data. To provide the
statistical confidence necessary for important policy decisions, the new data must
come from a large number of immigrants. To shed light on the diverse populations
now entering the United States, the data must be drawn from several different ethnic
and regional groups. And to describe the complex, long-term process of immigrant
adaptation—which almost certainly involves major changes in social-service needs
and economic contributions—the :1ata should cover several points over time. Only
data like these can finally provide reliable guidance for an immigration policy that
covers both the flow of immigrants and the nature and needs of immigrants them-
selves.

WHY WE NEED A NEW NATIONAL SURVEY OF IMMIGRANTS

The most effective way of collecting such data is a new national survey of immi-
grants. However, some have argued that a large-scale survey of immigrants—par-
ticularly one aimed at describing changes over time—may not be feasible. It is likely
to be difficult and expensive and raises many challenges for design and implementa-
tion, for example, identifying immigrant households, overcoming language barriers,
and getting adequate response rates. To see whether such problems can, in fact, be
overcome, we undertook a pilot study: the Los Angeles Community Survey (LACS),
~ of Salvadorans and Filipinos, conducted in 1991.
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PURPOSES AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The purposes of this report are threefold: (1) to address key methodological issues in
conducting a large-scale immigrant survey by describing the design, implementa-
tion, and field results of the LACS; (2) to demonstrate that such a survey can supply
data needed to guide immigration and immigrant policy; and (3) to point out lessons
learned from the LACS that can inform design and implementation of a national
survey. To these ends, the report is structured as follows:

In Chapter Two, we discuss the issues facing policymakers and the reasons why a
new data-collection effort is imperative to address those issues.

Chapter Three describes the LACS and how we approached design and implementa-
tion challenges for a large-scale immigrant survey: For example, what are the unique
survey design and operational issues that must be considered in planning immigrant
surveys? Can a large, bilingual field interviewing staff be successfully recruited,
trained, and supervised? How much effort is involved in selecting an area probability
sample of different immigrant groups?

Chapter Four reports on the experiences and field results of the survey and how they
answer other questions critical for considering the feasibility of a national immigrant
survey: What kinds of household screening procedures work? What kinds of partici-
pation and response rates can be expected from immigrants? Can complete and
reliable data be collected from immigrants, especially sensitive information about
their legal status and tracking data for possible follow-ups over time?

In Chapter Five, we describe survey esults in the context of policy questions that the
data allow policymakers to exylore. This exercise demonstrates how important it is
to distinguish among immigrant groups in formulating immigrant policies, since
different groups have different needs and present different policy challenges.

Chapter Six summarizes both our methodological and substantive conclusions and
discusses what we have learned that can provide guidance for a future national im-
migrant survey.




Chapter Two

POLICY CONTEXT AND DATA NEEDS FOR ASSESSING
THE EFFECTS OF IMMIGRATION

Although the United States has an explicit immigration policy, it has rarely explicitly
addressed issues of immigrant policy, such as housing, language, educational, and
other assistance programs designed to help immigrants become full, participating
members of the community., For example, recent changes in immigration laws,
including the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 and the 1990 im-
migration quota changes, have focused on changing or modifying the flow of people
into the United States. As a nation, however, we are increasingly ambivalent about
the nature and level of direct assistance that these immigrants should receive to facil-
itate their adjustment to life in the United States.

Other countries (e.g., Canada, Israel, and France) with high immigration rates have
explicit policies and programs to help immigrants adjust to life in their new countries
(U.S. GAQ, 1992). But few data are currently available to answer the many questions
relevant for assessing whether the United States should develop explicit immigrant
policies, much less what such policies would be. In this chapter we discuss the policy
issues briefly, what questions must be answered, and why current data sources are
unequal to the task.

THE CHALLENGES FOR POLICY
Expanding Immigration Flows

Immigration has reemerged as a major challenge for U.S. social policy. During the
past decade, changes in immigration law expanded the number of government-
sanctioned immigrants allowed to enter and stay in the United States (Rolph, 1992).
In addition, undocumented immigration appears to have continued unabated, de-
spite laws against hiring undocumented workers (Woodrow and Passel, 1990; Crane
et al., 1990). These flows will probably expand through the rest of this decade
(Vernez, 1992). And despite the current recession, the United States continues to be
an attractive destination; immigrants motivated by family unification or political and
ethnic violence are seldom discouraged by U.S. economic conditions.

Recent immigration is already having substantial effects on the nation’s demo-
graphic makeup (Vernez, 1992). Between 1980 and 1990, the number of foreign-born
residents in the United States increased by 8.7 million. For some areas the impact
has been proportionately greater. In Los Angeles, San Francisco, Dallas, Houston,
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and Miami, foreign-born residents now make up between a fifth and a third of the
total population. And numbers alone understate the impact; recent flows have
brought the most diverse group of immigrants since the early 1900s—many of them
with relatively low levels of education—sharply increasing the challenge to schools
and other agencies that must communicate in dozens of languages and with differing
levels of sophistication (Portes and Rumbaut, 1990; McDonnell and Hill, 1992).

Growing Public Impact

The present wave of immigrants poses challenges at every level of government.
Given the growing proportions of Latinos and Asians in the U.S. population, for
example, and given increasir -eeional economic integration (e.g., the North
American Free Trade Agreenic juld national policymakers negotiate new
agreements on regional labor markets and immigration flows? At the state and local
levels, resource and equity concerns are more immediate. On one hand, high con-
cent.ations of immigrants—who work for relatively low wages and who compete for
jobs and public benefits—stress local jurisdictions and the social fabric of the com-
munity (Vernez, 1992). On the other hand, they may fill low-wage and difficult jobs
that few natives want. Immigrants’ concentration in urban centers and their rela-
tively high fertility rates add to concerns over the future of American cities, especially
because it is the federal government that controls immigrant flow—not the localities
most sharply affected.

In the resulting policy debates, immigration elicits intensely emotional responses.
Especially in times of recession, tensions surrounding the issue have resulted in
hostility and occasional violence or civic unrest (Vernez, 1993). The nation has
sometimes even effectively closed its doors to newcomers. On the other hand, in
nation created and re-created by waves of immigrants, there is a strong belief that
newcomers’ talents, energy, and hopes for a better life reinforce the American dream,
actually enriching our economy and culture.

Facing difficult questions in this highly charged context, policymakers are handi-
capped because so little is actually known about today’s immigrants and their costs
and contributions to American society. The United States does not collect the infor-
mation needed to guide immigration policy, or even to measure its consequences
(Vernez and McCarthy, 1990). Policymakers will need to make fundamental deci-
sions: How many immigrants can the nation productively absorb? What types of
immigrants should be encouraged? Should the government help immigrants adjust
to life in the United States? If so, which ones and how? In making these decisions,
policymakers need some basic information about the impacts of immigration and
answers to questions such as the following:

¢ To what extent and how fast do immigrants become culturally and economically
integrated into mainstream America?

*+ How do immigrants move into better-paying, more stable jobs? What factors—
vocational training, formal education, learning English, personal contacts, or
changing immigration status—should policies emphasize?
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» How do immigrants invest in education and other skills? Do they help meet criti-
cal labor shortages (another key goal of current policy)?

» Do immigrants create jobs for others or displace native workers?

« Do immigrants use public support to get on their feet initially or do they become
dependent upon it?

* How do kinship networks operate in family reunification—a major goal of U.S.
policy—and what does this imply about future demand for immigration?

e What fiscal burden does immigration create and how is it shared among levels o1
governments, immigrants, and ohers?

* How do the number and composition of immigrants and economic conditions
affect the answers to the questions outlined above?

THE NEED FGR BETTER DATA

Unfortunately, the data now collected cannot adequately answer these basic ques-
tions. Four major substantive and methodological limitations plague studies of im-
migrants to the United States.

First, studies using data sets of national scope {e.g., decennial census, Current Popu-
lation Survey, Survey of Income and Program Participation) generally have not
focused on immigrant policy issues. Thus, they provide limited information about
the characteristics, behavior, and needs of immigrants because they do not ade-
quately identify this population. Often, the numbers of immigrants covered are too
small for useful analyses.

Second, with the exceptions of some local convenience-sample surveys, surveys typi-
cally have not distinguished legal from undocumented immigrants, nor have they
collected data on immigrant status among legal residents. Restrictions on the use of
some public services by some immigrants (e.g., the undocumented, amnestied im-
migrants) may affect their expectations, needs, and use of a broad array of services,
including health, education, welfare, legal, and social services. By contrast, in Cali-
fornia, immigrant women are eligible for prenatal care regardless of their legal status,
yet many of them may not use this service. Because programs extending prenarn!
care to the undocumented ultimately save local and state governments health-care
dollars, it is vital to encourage their use. But without data that distinguish docu-
mented from undocumented immigrants, policymakers cannot tell whether public
programs are having their intended effects.

Third, studies typically have not collected data (longitudinal or retrospective) that
permit examination of changes over time, especially changes that have occurred
from one generation to the next. Questions about how immigrants affect society are
intrinsically dynamic. They need data on three types of changes: cohort effects
(differences between waves of immigrants entering the United States at different
periods), individual changes (changes over time experienced by each immigrant),
and generational changes (differences between immigrants and their offspring). The
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few existing efforts that sample enough immigrants to be useful are either one-time
surveys (which obviously cannot describe change over time) or conducted so infre-

quently that important changes are essentially ignored and causal relationships can-
not be identified.

Fourth, most national data sets that have been major sources of information about
immigrants (e.g., decennial census) have not used appropriate translations of the
survey instrument for respondents with limited English skills. Many national surveys
rely upon in-field translations of the English questionnaire and, hence, may yield
data of uncertain quality on groups for whom English is not their first language. Or-
the-spot translations by interviewers or household members are inadequate for
assuring comparability of data across language groups—or even within them. The
absence of translated survey instruments may also resuit in samples that under-
represent those who do not speak English.

To see the combined effect of these shortcomings in design and procedure, consider
the major data sources that immigration analyses are now forced to rely on:

The decennial census, which provides the data most- commonly used to describe
immigrants, identifies immigrants by country of birth,! but it provides no informa-
tion about legal immigration status. The census also provides only a snapshot of the
population every ten years, rather than the connected series of data over time that is
needed to understand the dynamic process by which immigrants adapt. Although
census data provide a limited capacity to compare foreign-born groups by the num-
ber of years they have lived in the United States, they do not allow researchers to
examine the individual and family dynamics that are critical for answering such basic
questions as how immigrants move into better jobs. Finally, the census does not
cover immigrants who have returned to their home countries. Data about such
individuals can indicate which support services are effective and which are not. They

can also help develop a consensus about whether and when interventions are
needed.

The Current Population Survey (CPS) has been used to estimate immigrants’ labor
force participation and family income. But because so few immigrants are included
in each survey, analysts must combine information for several different years. This,
combined with some of the flaws noted for census data, makes CPS data largely
inadequate for understanding the adaptation process.

National sample survey efforts, such as the General Social Surveys, the National
Longitudinal Surveys of Labor Market Participation, the National Longitudinal Sur-
vey of Youth, and High School and Beyond, often collect data on useful topics, but
they rarely include enough immigrants for meaningful analysis. The Survey of
Income and Program Participation, the Survey of Income and Education, and the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics also suffer from inadequate numbers of immi-
grants in their samples.

IThis approach misclassifies citizens born abroad.
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Existing data sets cannot guide immigratior: policy. Although their collection efforts
could conceivably be changed to provide more useful data on immigrants, an
entirely new survey—designed specifically to give policymakers the information they
need—would be more effective. Such an effort is clearly the best way to obtain data
on large samples of immigrants at several points in time. [t would also be a very
effective way of addressing the problems of language and immigrant-specific data
present in most current surveys.

Such a survey, especially on the national level, presents real methodological chal-
lenges. In the next two chapters we shall discuss these challenges.




Chapter Three
PILOT SURVEY DEVELOPMENT, PROCEDURES, AND STAFFING

OVERVIEW

Our pilot effort faced many of the same challenges that a national survey would con-
front, though on a smaller scale: deciding which immigrant pepulations to survey,
recruiting and training bilingual staff, identifying neighborhoods where populations
of interest are concentrated, developing and testing culturally appropriate survey
instruments that can answer questions of concern, identifying individuals who qual-
ify for the sample (which we accomplished using a short, separately administered
screener), locating the same respondents again for a second interview, attempting to
collect potentially sensitive information, and dealing with issues that arise in con-
ducting the survey in several different immigrant communities at the same time.

We chose to survey Salvadorans and Filipinos for several reasons: (1) they represent
the two continents from which most immigrants now come to the United States;
(2) these populations are expected to grow, and they include recent arrivals as well as
long-time residents; and (3) they have not been extensively studied. In developing
the specific content of the survey, we focused on ascertaining and documenting the
following: "

* Immigration status (e.g., undocumented, temporary protected status, [RCA legal-
ized, legal resident) and immigration history.

* Employment experiences, wages, and skills both before and after migration to
the United States.

* Service needs and use for a broad range of public services, including health care,
mental health, education, welfare, legal, and social services.

e  Taxcontributions.

* Family composition and economic trensfers among non-coresident family mem-
bers (including those in the home country).

" e Use and ability level of English and of the home-country language (Spanish or
Tagalog).

*  Educational expectations and achievements of the immigrants themselves and
their children.
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The pilot survey had two phases: (1) a neighborhood screening to identify eligible
respondents and (2) the main interview with these respondents. (The screener
questionnaire, the main interview questionnaire, and the show cards for the latter
are reproduced in Appendices A, B, and C, respectively.) Although, conceptually, the
main questionnaire could have been administered immediately following the admin-
istration of the screener, the separation of these two efforts had several advantages
for our pilot survey:

¢ Coming back several months later gave us the opportunity to address and gain
insight into issues associated with fielding a follow-up survey.

¢ We could separate the training for the two parts of the survey, each of which, as
noted below, entailed considerable effort. Our own and the interviewers’ experi-
ences during the screening phase gave us all a much better idea of what to expect
during the main interview phase and to design training for that phase accord-
ingly.

*  We were able to adjust our sampling plans regarding which cases to pursue for
the main interview to the number of potentially eligible cases that were screened.

Eligible households for the pilot study were identified using a short screening ques-
tionnaire in five Los Angeles County neighborhoods that had high concentrations of
Salvadorans and Filipinos, according to data from the 1980 Census.! The sample was
designed to yield at least 600 randomly selected Filipinos and Salvadorans (a total of
300 from each group). About 6,300 households were screened during a five-week
period from May to June 1991 to identify eligible respondents (adults age 18 to 64
who were born in El Salvador or the Philippines); 1,161 eligible respondents were
identified. If a household contained more than one eligible respondent, one was
randomly selected (using the last-birthday method)? and asked to participate in a
one-hour, in-home interview administered by a bilingual interviewer several months
after the initial screening.

Like the screener, the questionnaire for the main interview was translated into Span-
ish and Tagalog.? It included a broad range of questions about the respondent and
his/her family and their experiences living and working in the United States. The
main questionnaire asked about the respondent’s schooling and work history, mi-
gration history and status, family size and composition, the family’s use of health
care and public services, and the family’s housing and expenses. Several items in the
survey were highly sensitive, including questions about the respondent’s legal
(immigration) status, family income, and taxes. The designated respondent also

I'The relevant information from the 1990 Census was not available when we selected our sample.

2Recently, many researchers have used birthday selection methods to randomly select respondents within
sampling units (Lavarkas, 1987; Oldenick, Sorenson, Tuchfarber, and Bishop, 1985; O'Rourke and Blair,
1983; Salmon and Nichols, 1983). These methods either ask for the person within the samipling unit whose
birthday was most recent or ask for the person who will have the next birthday. Because these birthday
selection methods are nonintrusive, not tile-consuming, and easy for interviewers to use, they are one of
the most frequently used methods for random respondent selection.

3Tagalog is the principal dialect of Pilipino, the national language of the Philippines and the main
language of Filipinos in Los Angeles.
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served as a proxy for other family members since he/she was asked to provide fairly
detailed information about the entire family.

Over a five-week survey period from August to September 1991, a team of 35 bi-

lingual interviewers completed interviews with 655 respondents, including 382 Sal-
vadorans and 273 Filipinos.

In this chapter we describe the procedures that we used during the pilot survey to (1)
develop and translate the survey instruments, (2) sample eligible Filipino and
Salvadoran immigrants in Los Angelzs County, and (3) recruit, train, and supervise a
bilingual interviewing staff.

DESIGNING, TRANSLATING, AND TESTING THE QUESTIONNAIRES

For each of the subject areas listed above, we reviewed existing questionnaires (e.g.,
for the decennial census, CPS, other surveys of immigrants) for ideas about specific
question wording that might elicit the necessary information. We then translated
both the screener and the main interview (as well as all field materials) into Spanish
and tagalog and pretested the translated instruments as well as the English versions.

This process required considerable work and attention to fine nuances in language to
translate and pretest the questionnaires and culturally appropriate instruments (and
associated field materials), in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Tagalog) and
on the same approximate schedule. Following usual research practice, we used the
double translation technique (also called “back translation”). In this process, Trans-
lator A translates the original English version of the survey into the language of the
target group. Then, Translator B translates the instrument back into English. The
two English versions are compared to identify inconsistencies. If differences are
found, the researcher overseeing the activity consults with both translators to reach a
consensus about the best alternative, given the research objectives and characteris-
tics of the study population (expected educational level, possible regional variations
in language use).

To ensure that the pilot survey instruments were properly translated and that inter-
viewers would be comfortable using them, we included a core group of the best
interviewers for both language groups in the questionnaire translation and pretesting
processes. We started with the traditional one-on-one pretest interviews with friends
and acquaintances of the interviewers. In addition, we conducted several interviews
with randomly selected respondents not known to the interviewers. After these pro-
cedures, we conducted group debriefing sessions with the interviewers and project
staff and completed a question-by-question review of the translations. We worked in
small groups to pinpoint areas where there was agreement about a translation prob-
lem, and then we retranslated questions as needed through a “group consensus
development” approach. These efforts, while time-consuming, proved to be quite
successful. After pretesting and refining the translations, we (and the interviewers)
were reasonably confident about their quality.

We found that the Spanish translation and testing work were much more m-nage-
able than the Tagalog translation. There were two main reasons. First, ~ of our
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field supervisors and one of the principal investigators were bilingual in Spanish and
English, and the former is a skilied translator. The bilingual field supervisor was also
available to help with last-minute questionnaire changes and to translate the large
volume of field materials into Spanish (letters, brochures, flyers, thank-you cards,
change-of-address cards, question-and-answer sheets, show cards for the question-
naire, etc.), which minimized our reliance on an outside translator.

Second, the Spanish questionnaire was translated by someone who had successfully
translated previous RAND surveys, so we had some shared understanding of what

was expected with regard to degree of formality/informality and desired reading level
for the target population.

“th respect to the Tagalog translation, no one on the survey team other than the
inwerviewers could read or speak Tagalog, which meant that we had to rely exclu-
sively on outside translators and use interviewers to help validate the accuracy of the
translation. We were unable to find a professional Tagalog translator with survey
experience who also met our other work requirements.* After investigating several
translation options, we opted for an agency to do the Tagalog translation.

As a test case, we asked the agency to translate the short screener interview into
Tagalog before we made a final decision about using it for the longer, more complex,
main questionnaire. This screening strategy paid off because the original screener
translation was unusable: The interviewing staff described it as “literary” and
“biblical” in style, not merely too formal. Fortunately, our staff included a Tagalog-
speaking clerk, who was able to translate the screener to the satisfaction of the inter-
viewers.

In retrospect, the overall questionnaire design process could have been improved if
(1) more time had been allocated to pretesting and revising both the screener and
main interview questionnaires in all three languages, including testing of individual
items as well as the overall instrument in one-on-one interviews and in focus groups;
and (2) translatability of questions was considered as measures were being devel-
oped, rather than after the design was completed in English. In most cases this can
be accomplished if the research staff includes individuals familiar with the language
and culture of the target populations from the beginning of the questionnaire design.

DRAWING A REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF IMMIGRANTS
Issues in Drawing a Sample of Immigrants

Immigrants represent only a small share of the total population, and a sampling
frame identifying them is not available.® Assembling a sample by randomly selecting
households (especially nationwide), screening them to identify immigrants, and then

4The other requirements were access to a word processor that was compatible with RAND's system, to
minimize the production typing work and costs, and ability to provide quick turnaround, e.g., 10 days for
the questionnaire for the main interview.

5In the United States we do not have good information (e.g., population registers) to use as a sampling
frame.
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administering the main questionnaire only to immigrants would be extremely
expensive. Targeting areas of immigrant concentration focuses resources and in-
creases survey efficiency.

Any survey of immigrants requires a basic decision: should we sample from all
foreign-born residents or only from certain immigrant communities? Focusing on a
few carefully chosen groups permits larger subsamples from each country of origin—
and allows for useful comparisons. But which groups to survey? Several factors must
be considered. Survey designers might choose one group whose migration was
motivated primarily by economic forces and another composed largely of political
refugees, and compare the two. Language group may also influence the choice. For
example, because we conducted the LACS in Spanish, we could have interviewed
people from a number of different countries in Latin America. Our Tagalog ques-
tionnaire, in contrast, was usable only with Filipino immigrants. A new immigrant
survey should probably include a Spanish-language sample and several Asian-
language groups. One of the criteria we used to select study populations was the
likelihood of additional large-scale immigration to the Los Angeles region. The Sal-
vadoran and Filipino populations met this criterion.

Ideally one would like to have a representative sample of all members of the selected
immigrant communities. Without a good sampling frame, however, our two alterna-
tives were to do our own listing of addresses in the target area or to conduct a
random-digit dialing of phone numbers in the target area. A telephone survey did
not seem appropriate for interviewing immigrants both because of the likelihood
that many immigrants might not have telephones (and hence could not be included
in the sample) and because we felt person-to-person intervizws and the use of show
cards would greatly enhance the interviewers’ ability to develop rapport with/the
respondents and to solicit answers to potentially sensitive questions. Given our
conclusion that the best way to develop a sampling frame for drawing a representa-
tive sample of Filipinos and Salvadorans was to do our own listing of addresses, it
would have been prohibitively expensive to try to draw a true random sample of all
Filipinos and Salvadorans in Los Angeles.

How We Drew the LACS Sample of Immigrants

We originally planned to have a mix of purposively and randomly selected block
groups within areas that have high densities of Filipinos and Salvadorans. However,
for reasons described below, we ended up not interviewing households in the ran-
domly selected areas. We did attempt to interview all households in the purposely
selected areas, and hence our sample is representative of those areas.b

We used a three-stage sampling approach. First, we drew a purposive sample of cen-
sus tracts based on their population densities in 19807 of Filipinos and non-Mexican

5The representativeness of our sample for Filipino and Salvadoran population in Los Angeles County is
discussed in the next chapter.

7We relied on the 1980 Census tract data because the 1990 Census data were not available at the time and
no other comparable sampling frame existed.
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Hispanics (presumed to contain a significant proportion of Salvadorans). Second,
we used a mixed purposive and random strategy within the high-density tracts, list-
ing all living quarters in those areas. Third, we screened all listed residences in the
target neighborhoods to identify eligible households. To be eligible a household had
to contain at least one adult (age 18-64) who was born in El Salvador or the Philip-
pines and who usually lived in the household. If there was more than one eligible
adult in the household, one was randomly selected (using the last-birthday method)
to be the primary respondent. For each community, we targeted 300 interviews.

Census tracts were initially identified from a sample of “high-density” non-Mexican
Hispanic or Filipino zip codes in Los Angeles County. The zip codes were identified
through community informants and other knowledgeables such as Salvadoran-
oriented service agencies and Filipino newspapers. According to the 1980 Census,
this “general target area,” which is made up of 757 block groups,® contained 34 per-
cent of all Filipinos and 33 percent of all non-Mexican Hispanics living in Los Angeles
County. In 1980, the general target area contained an average of 25 Filinino house-
holds per thousand and about 80 non-Mexican Hispanic households per thousand.
The Filipinos thus imposed the more severe constraint on the sample design. Within
the general target area, there were two tracts in which the Filipino eligibility was
estimated to be about 110 households per thousand.

We could not afford to list the entire target area to draw the sample, nor could we
afford to send interviewers to random spots all over the target area. Because the
distribution of both Filipinos and Salvadorans within this target area is very uneven,
we would have faced a big risk of drawing a sample with an unacceptably low eligibil-
ity rate had we sampled tracts and blocks purely at random. Our initial plan was to
use a “mixed” sample of 25 block groups, with some groups from the higher-density
Salvadoran and Filipino block groups and others from randomly selected block
groups in the general target area. This would permit us to achieve our targets for the
number of interviews with the smallest field sample possible. To implement this
plan, we selected a sample of block groups consisting of three strata:

o The three highest-density Filipino block groips,

e The two highest-density non-Mexican Hispanic block groups, and

« Twenty other block groups, selected at random from the remaining 752 block
groups.

We expected these 25 block groups to contain 9,000 households, including 316 con-
taining at least one adult born in the Philippines and 705 containing foreign-born
“Other Hispanics.”

We had several methodological and cost concerns about our sampling procedures,
given the uncertainties surrounding the applicability of the 1980 Census data to 1991.

8A biack group is a group of census blocks, usually about eight, although it is not uncommon to see as few
as four and as many as sixteen. Groups of block groups make up census tracts; typically a census tract will
contain from three to five block groups.
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First, we had serious reservations about whether the eleven-year-old data would
provide reasonable estimates of the number and location of Salvadorans and Fil-
ipinos. A second consideration was the high expected cost of the screening activities,
given the large number of households to be screened to find enough eligible respon-
dents. In addition to the overall costs of the screening operation, we were also con-
cerned that costs for the Filipine sample in particular might be prohibitively high,
since the expected eligibility rate for the overall target area was much lower than the
Salvadoran sample, based on 1980 Census data (25 Filipino households per thou-
sand, compared with 80 “non-Mexican Hispanic” households per thousand).

We were also concerned about possible difficulties in finding enough Salvadorans in
the census tracts designated as “non-Mexican” or “Other” Hispanic. The census data
did not provide precise counts for Salvadorans, but only aggregate counts of “Other
Hispanics,” who we presumed were primarily Salvadorans, because of our earlier
neighborhood contacts and visits. As a backup, we also collected follow-up informa-
tion for other Central Americans; in case we ran short of Salvadorans, we could still
say something about Central American immigrants in this area. Finally, we realized
that if the actual screener eligibility rates fell below our planning estimates, it would
increase our screening costs considerably. For all these reasons, we decided to
release thé screening sample in small batches, starting with block groups within the
five high-density tracts, in order to closely monitor planned versus actual eligibility
rates, as well as screener costs.

However, when the field staff carried out a listing procedure that involved recording
the addresses for all residences within the 25 selected block groups, it discovered
many more residential addresses than expected—16,000 instead of 9,000 housing
units—suggesting that there had been considerable new construction and popula-
tion growth in these areas since the 1980 Census. To save costs, we decided to drop
the 20 randomly selected low-density tracts from the sample, leaving an effective
neighborhood screening sample of three high-density Salvadoran tracts and two
high-density Filipino tracts with about 9,000 addresses. Observations during the
listing confirmed that the high-density neighborhoods contained large proportions
of Salvadorans and Filipinos. As the next chapter will describe, we eventually
screened 6,300 of the 9,000 addresses in the five target neighborhoods.

RECRUITING, TRAINING, AND SUPERVISING A LARGE BILINGUAL
INTERVIEWING STAFF

We were especially concerned about three key survey management issues. First,
would it be difficult to recruit a large number of highly qualified bilingual interview-
ers (since normally it is extremely difficult to recruit nonwhite interviewers, espe-
cially males)? Second, would hiring and interviewer attrition be serious problems
because the fieldwork was concentrated in many high-crime areas in Los Angeles
County? Third, would our primarily English-speaking and female field supervisory
staff encounter problems recruiting, training, and supervising a large bilingual field
staff of both genders?
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Below we discuss our overall approaches to interviewer recruitment, training, and
supervision and the results of our pilot procedures.

Recruitment Procedures and Results

We were successful in recruiting a large, highly educated, and bilingual interviewing
staff of both men and women. To aliow for expected interviewer attrition, we initially
sought to hire 20-25 bilingual interviewers for each sample group (Salvadoran and
Filipino), with the expectation that about 75-80 percent of them would successfully
complete training while the others would either self-select out or be terminated for
performance problems. We wanted a primarily Latino and Filipino interviewing staff
(with an even gender mix if possible), on the assumption that they would best be able
to gain the trust of and establish rapport with immigrant families.

To identify applicants we posted job notices with a variety of organizations such as
Filipino-American and Latino student groups at area colleges. We also contacted two
temporary staff agencies that had recruited interviewers for RAND in the past. Stu-
dents were surprisingly uninterested, perhaps because of the 20-hour-per-week
minimum work requirement. By far the greatest response came from applicants who
had seen advertisements placed by the temporary agencies in local newspapers. The
agencies conducted the initial screening of applicants for basic skills, did routine
checks on their past employers and their legal immigration status, and verified
whether they had a valid driver’s license, which was required for the job.

RAND staff then scheduled groups of ten to twelve applicants for group interviews,
which gave us an opportunity to observe the personal interactions as well as to talk
with the individual applicants. Applicants’ language skills were evaluated by the
Spanish-speaking RAND supervisor and a Filipina hired to work as both an inter-
viewer and back translator. These evaluators, who were familiar with Central Ameri-
can and Filipino culture, were also able to evaluate whether candidates’ inter-
personal and communication skills were generally appropriate for our tasks.

The group interview sessions gave us a preview of the kinds of concerns survey
respondents might have. The Latino applicants expressed concern about the pur-
pose of the study, how we could guarantee confidentiality, and how the survey data
would be used. The Filipino applicants were less concerned about these issues, and
they tended to react positively that a study was focusing on their community. Many
applicants predicted that respondents might be suspicious and unwilling to divulge
sensitive information, especially immigration status. It was clear that training would
need to include a question-and-answer session with the assistance of the research
staff to assure the interviewers of our intentions, so that they in turn could persuade
respondents to participate.

Altogether, 80 applicants (40 Spanish speaking and 40 Tagalog speaking) were
screened in English, of whom 35 (44 percent) were eventually hired and served as
interviewers: 21 of the Spanish speakers and 14 of the Tagalog speakers. Of the 35
interviewers, 60 percent had completed four years of college, one-third had some
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college experience, and the rest had completed high school. Table 3.1 presents data
on the gender, employment status, nationality, and education of the interviewers.

Although we were comfortable with the overall quality of the applicants selected and
their fluency in Spanish or Tagalog, we had some other concerns. First, the English-
speaking skill level of more than half those hired was below that which we would
generally require for general population surveys. We were concerned that this situa-

. tion might create communication problems for the training and supervisory staff,
most of whom were not bilingual.

Second, of the 35 interviewers hired, only eight (22 percent) were women. Very few
women applied for the interviewing job; many who inquired about the position indi-
cated they felt the areas where they would be working were unsafe. The fact that we
did not offer to provide escorts or suggest that interviewers could work in pairs may
also have discouraged many women from applying for the job. We were very con-
cerned about the implications of a predominately male interviewing staff, knowing
that many female respondents might hesitate to open their doors to unknown men,
and knowing that most survey organizations usually find it quite difficult to recruit
and retain male interviewers, especially members of minority groups.

Third, only a few of those hired had survey interviewing experience (about 20 per-
cent). Many had some door-to-door experience working with the public and some
had done academic research of some sort in their home countries, but few had the
level of relevant interviewing expeience we would normally want. Of the 35, only

Table 3.1
Characteristics of the interviewers Hired for the
Los Angeles Community Survey
Salvadoran Filipino Total

Total interviewers 21 14 35
Gender

Male 17 10 27

Female 4 4 8
Employment status

Full-time or part-time at other job 12 12 24

In school . 0 3

Not working or in school 6 2 8
Nationality

Bomin U.S. 8 3 1

Born in Philippines 0 11 11

Born in El Salvador 3 0 3

Born in Mexico, other Central
American or other Spanish-

speaking country 10 0 10
Education level
High school only 1 i 2
Some college 10 2 12
College degree 10 11 21
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one (a Salvadoran woman) had extensive personal interviewing experience (with the
U.S. Census Bureau). This meant that we had a large group of bilingual interviewers
with little or no professional interviewing experience, for whom English was their
second language, and who were somewhat apprehensive at the start about their
ability to convince Salvadoran and Filipino residents to divulge sensitive information
about themselves in a survey.

Overall, these concerns proved to be less problematic than we feared, but they did
have a noticeable impact on the content and structure of our interviewer-training
programs ana the level of field supervision required. For the most part, the inter-
viewers’ overall performance far exceeded our expectations, and their outstanding
. efforts in the field were largely responsible for the success of the pilot.

Interviewer attrition was not a serious problem, but the dropout rate was higher with
the Salvadoran-sample interviewers, who were working in much more difficult
neighborhoods. Of the 21 Salvadoran-sample interviewers who were hired, seven
quit voluntarily and one was let go, for an overall attrition rate of 33 percent over a
period of two to three months. - Most of this attrition occurred early: two quit at the
end of screener training, three left after one week in the field, and the remaining two
left later in the survey period. Only two of the fourteen Filipino interviewers quit
during the field period, for an attrition rate of 14 percent during the same two to
three months. In most cases, the interviewers who quit cited time conflicts with their
other commitments (work or school) as the reason.

Interviewer Training

We faced several challenges in designing an effective interviewer-training program
for the bilingual interviewers. We had a large group of bilingual interviewers and a
small, primarily English-speaking training staff. The lead trainers were not bilingual,
and most of the training was designated to be conducted in English. At least half of
the interviewers were more comfortable reading and speaking in their native lan-
guage. We had a large and complex screening operation and a long, complicated
main interview, so considerable training on general interviewing techniques, as well
as on project-specific requirements, was needed to perform the fieldwork accurately.
We also had to allot time for interviewers to break into language-specific groups to
review and practice the translated instruments. We allocated some training time to
discuss different approaches for contacting respondents and gaining their coopera-
tion. Additionally, most of the interviewers had other job commitments, limiting
their availability to evenings and weekends. Because many interviewers were work-
ing full-time jobs, we found that their capacity to absorb several hours of new mate-
rial night after night was somewhat lower than we had hoped.

Initially we planned to conduct a five-day training program (approximately 32 hours
of training) covering both the screener and main interview. However, we opted to
separate the interviewer training (and fieldwork) into two phases—screener training
and main interview training—making it much more manageable. First, we trained
on the screener and allowed interviewers to complete the entire screening operation
in about five weeks. Then, after interviewers had successfully completed thc
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screener and after a break of 2-3 weeks, while the questionnaire for the main inter-
view was finalized,® we trained the interviewers on the longer, more complex main
questionnaire. Altogether, we found it took us 48 hours to train interviewers on both
the screener and main interview.

Training for the Screener. The 24 hours of screener training included four four-hour
classroom sessions, three one-hour paid homewo:k assignments, a couple of open-
book quizzes, and a debriefing/retraining session after one week in the field. Most
training was conducted with the entire group of 35, but we did break into smaller
language-specific groups for extensive role-playing and practice sessions and to
review the translated questionnaire and associated materials.

The first session began with an in-depth discussion with the principal investigators
about the purpose and background of the study. This reassured the previously
somewhat skeptical interviewing staff, who had concerns about how a RAND study
could affect their communities. It set a very positive tone for the rest of training and
no doubt contributed to the remarkably high level of commitment we saw in most of
the interviewers throughout the field period. It was also essential to the success of
the fieldwork, in that interviewers could confidently and sincerely persuade respon-
dents to participate.

The screener training also included a session on general interviewing skills. Even
though some of these skills would not be used until the main interview several
months later, it gave us an opportunity to understand better the interviewers’ abili-
ties and to reinforce the relevant skills during the main interview training. We also
had a lengthy session on refusals and other potential respondent problems, led by a
field director with considerable experience working with diverse cultural groups.

The screening protocols and procedures were presented verbally, with extensive use
of easy-to-read overhead slides and at a relatively slow pace, to make it easier to fol-
low. The materials were also provided in written form in the interviewer's manuals
so the interviewers could review them on their own as well.

When we discussed the translated materials during training, we were fortunate with
the Spanish-speaking group because our bilingual supervisor could facilitate group
discussions of the translations. The Tagalog-speaking interviewers were at a clear
disadvantage because we did not have a Tagalog-speaking supervisor or consuitant
qualified to lead these discussions. We relied, instead, on the English-speaking su-
pervisor and field director, who attempted to carry out review sessions with the Fil-
ipino interviewers. While we encouraged discussion in Tagalog, most Filipinos, out
of politeness and respect for the supervisor, spoke mostly English during the training.

Training for the Main Interview. Training for the main interview consisted of five
four-hour classroom sessions plus several hours of paid home study, for a total
training time of around 24 hours per interviewer. Copies of the English version of the

950ome of the interviewers helped field test the questionnaire for the main interview during this “break.”
Maost of the othe1 interviewers welcomed this break as a chance to catch up on other things (such as their
full-time jobs).
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questionnaire were mailed in advance to the interviewers, with instructions to read
it, review the general interviewing skills manual, and then coniduct an interview with
someone they knew, so that they arrived at training familiar with the survey content.

Overall, the interviewers surprised us by learning our complicated questionnaire very

quickly. They seemed to approach the main interviewing job far more confidently
because they had been largely successful in their screener activities. (The response
rates for the screener are discussed in the next chapter.) We used the same basic
approach to training that was used during the screener: a slow-paced briefing style
with overhead slides that emphasized key concepts, special definitions, major skip
patterns, expected respondent questions, etc., and lots of time for role-playing and
practice exercises. We also administered two quizzes during training to help us
gauge how well interviewers understood critical concepts.

Field Supervisory Procedures and Experiences

Supervisory Procedures. The 21 interviewers for the Salvadoran sample were su-
pervised by a field supervisor who was familiar with Central American culture, had
prior experience supervising interviewers, was bilingual, and was herself Mexican.
The 14 Filipino sample interviewers were supervised by a field supervisor who had
personal interviewing experience but did not know Tagalog and had no spe/cial
knowledge of Filipino culture. Tofill this language gap, we hired a Filipino survey
clerk to assist with minor translations, answer respondent telephone inquiries, help
us to develop a good rapport with the interviewers, and serve as an informal resource
person on cultural issues.

The supervisors spent considerable time in the field observing the screening opera-
tion and giving the interviewers feedback on how to complete the work in an orga-
nized and efficient manner. The supervisors met the interviewers in the field during
the first week of screening. They observed each interviewer as he/she completed
several screening interviews and associated paperwork. Not surprisingly, the inter-
viewers in both language groups needed considerable assistance during the early
stages of the screener because most had no previous experience doing professional
interviewing and handling many paperwork tasks.

During the screener and main interview phases, interviewers received assignments
that we estimated would take them one to two weeks to complete. Interviewers were
free to work on their own schedules within certain guidelines: They could not begin
before 3:30 p.m. or later than 9:00 p.m. during the week, and they had io work either
on Saturday or Sunday each week. We asked interviewers to work a minimum of 20
hours per week, but the actual time worked turned out to range from 12 to 36 hours
per week. They called in weekly to report their progress in terms of numbers of
completed cases, refusals, cases in progress, etc. Every ten days to two weeks they
either came into the office or were met in the field by their supervisors to turn in
completed work and to receive additional assignments.}?

101deally, interviewers would have reported to their supervisors in the office in person on a weekly basis.
However, most of the interviewers lived long distances from RAND, as well as from their field assignments,
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There were real drawbacks to having the interviewers visit the central office biweekly
rather than weekly. Receiving completed cases every ten days to two weeks caused
delays in notifying interviewers of their errors and in validating their work as quickly
as possible. More frequent personal contact with interviewers would have helped
improve the overall effort, but would also have reduced the time they had available to
conduct interviews. In retrospect, some combination of frequent mail-ins, in-person
visits, and supervisor site visits would have been optimal to ensure that survey
editing and validation were conducted on an ongoing basis with continual feedback
to interviewers.

Validation Procedures and Results. Following standard survey practice, a random
sample of each interviewer's work was validated by RAND supervisors during both
the screener and main interview phases. Our overall strategy for maintaining quality
control over interviewers’ work included four core components: (1) intense on-site
observation of interviewers’ work, especially during the larger screening operation;
(2) reinterviewing a sample of respondents by telephone (or in person) to validate
interviewers’ work by reasking key questions from the survey; (3) validating a sample
of screener cases coded as “ineligible” to confirm the accuracy of the information
supplied by interviewers; and (4) randomly reassigning at least 20-25 percent of each
interviewer's completed eligible screeners to another interviewer as a further valida-
tion measure to ensure that the data were valid.

Only one minor validation problem turned up during the screener phase, which was
not completely unexpected. We found that one Salvadoran-sample interviewer had
falsified about twenty screeners with various ineligible disposition codes (cases
coded as business, vacancies, etc.).

During the main interview phase, 20 percent of each interviewer's completed inter-
views were validated by telephone. No validation problems turned up on the
Salvadoran sample, but there were serious problems involving three of the Filipino
interviewers. During the main interview’s third week of fielding, we discovered that
three Filipino interviewers had falsified cases. We attempted to validate 100 percent
of their work by telephone or in person, and successfully reached 75 percent of the
respondents. One interviewer clearly falsified all his data, while the other two falsi-
fied approximately one-fourth of their cases.!! These three interviewers denied
having falsified cases but were clearly upset by our discovery.!?

While it is true that most Filipino interviewers were successful in gaining respondent
cooperation on balance, the Filipino interviewers, by conventional survey standards,
did not perform up to the level anticipated and did not demonstrate (to the full satis-

50 a trip to RAND for a meeting usually required at least 1-2 hours commuting time each way for the
typical interviewer, who was also working another full-time or part-time job.

HAdditionally, the same three Filipino interviewers who falsified data, plus a fourth Filipino interviewer,
kept about 50 grocery certificates that were intended as respondent payments (discussed in Chapter
Four), even when the interviews took place. Two of the four admitted to keeping the certificates and
repaid us for them, but the other two denied taking them.

12Fgwler (1988) points out that validation problems such as those encountered during our pilot seem to
occur most often with newly hired interviewers. However, organizations with experienced professional
staff also routinely check a sample of their work to guard against possible “faked data.”
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faction of their supervisor) that their work was up to par with the Salvadoran-sample
interviewers. The English-speaking supervisor who observed their work in the field
generally gave them much lower performance ratings for basic interviewing skills,
interpersonal skills, probing, proper recording of answers, completing assignments
on time, and following administrative procedures. Compared with the Salvadoran
interviewers, fewer Filipinos received an “excellent” or “good” performance rating,
and five of the fourteen received a “below average” rating (see Table 3.2).

It is important to note, however, that our assessments of the Filipino interviewers
were based on how well they performed in English. If we had had the added knowl-
edge of how well they performed in Tagalog, it might have influenced (positively or
negatively) our overall assessments. But since most of the actual Filipino interviews
were conducted in English (about 60 percent), we felt that our performance assess-

ments were a reasonably accurate measure of how well the Filipinos did as inter-
viewers.

Table 3.2

Supervisor Ratings of Interviewer Performance

Rating Salvadoran Filipino
Excellent 10% 7%
Good 47% 29%
Average 33% 29%
Below average 10% 35%
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Chapter Four
LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE PILOT SURVEY

By and large, the experiences and field resuits of the LACS provide support for the
feasibility of a national immigrant survey. This section describes how the household-
screening procedures and participation in the main interview went and how com-
plete and reliable the answers appeared to be.

HOW WELL DID THE HOUSEHOLD SCREENING PROCEDURES WORK?

To assess the success of the screener procedures, we examined field results through
several measures. First, we monitored the household enumeration (listing) process
closely to determine whether any unique problems emerged at this stage of the
fieldwork. Second, we examined the screener response rates and compared the
experiences of the Salvadoran and Filipino samples. Besides screener participation
rates, we also reviewed other indicators of the respondents’ willingness to partici-
pate, including whether or not they provided family members’ names, phone num-
bers, and other information to permit us to randomly select and interview one eligi-
ble adult in each eligible household.

Overall the screener worked quite well, but there were several unexpected resulits, as
described below.

The Field Listing Process

As noted in the previous chapter, we grossly underestimated the number of residen-
tial addresses in the target census block groups and, therefore, underestimated the
potential cost of the screening operation, given the low eligibility rates, about 19
percent (see below). There was a dramatic increase in the overall number of resi-
dences since the 1980 Census, as well as in the number of eligible foreign-born
Filipinos and Salvadorans in the selected areas. Nonetheless, the listing of 16,000
addresses in the target census block groups in Los Angeles County was a fairly inex-
pensive component of the pilot field operations. It took about 30 person-days (not
counting supervisory time) to complete this work.

We subsequently discovered, however, that the field lister had made many errors in
the address listing, many of which had to be corrected by the interviewers during the
screening phase. The listing problems were concentrated primarily in the densely
populated Salvadoran census tracts, which had a large number of apartment build-
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ings with many hidden housing units (e.g., units above garages/businesses that were
not always visible from the street).

We attribute this listing problem to the fact that the field lister, who was not bi-
lingual, did not adequately investigate apartment buildings in high-crime areas. He
therefore missed a number of housing units, which sometimes contained eligible
immigrants. Additionally, some listings were more than six months old by the time
the screening process began, and in several cases entire buildings had been torn
down and even replaced with new ones. '

Screener Response Rates

Table 4.1 describes the response rates and reasons for nonresponse in each com-
munity. The sample for screening purposes consisted of 6,333 listed addresses,
clustered in two high-density Salvadoran census block groups with 4,155 units and
three high-density Filipino block groups with 2,178 units. Subsequently, 374 ad-
dresses were found to be ineligible because the units were vacant or nonresidences
(e.g., businesses). An additional 245 addresses were also deleted from the sample be-
cause interviewers found that no such address existed {e.g., the apartment building

Table 4.1

Final Disposition of the Screener Sample

Salvadoran Filipino
Block Groups Block Groups Total Cases
Listed/issued cases 4,155 2,178 6,333
Nonresidences
Vacancy 254 75 329
Not a residence 30 15 45
No such address 213 32 ‘ 245
Total 497 122 619
Residences
Completes 1,928 1,415 3,343
Breakoffs 35 38 73
Refusals 281 161 442
Language barrier 131 11 142
Illness/senility 19 4 23
Inaccessible 588 82 670
Maximum calls 178 75 253
Field period ended 431 204 635
Other 67 66 133
Total 3,658 2,056 5,714
Response rates 52.7% 68.8% 58.5%
(1,928/3,658) (1,415/2,056) (3,343/5,714)
Refusal/breakoff rates 8.62% 9.7% 9.0%
(316/3,658) (199/2,056) (515/5,714)
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had been demolished). Of the remaining 5,714 presumably residential households,
screeners were completed for 3,343, for an overall response rate of 59 percent.!
About one-third of the successfully screened households contained an eligible

respondent. There was a total of 1,161 eligible households, including 637 Salvado-
rans and 524 rilipinos.

Response rates to the screener differ considerably for the two communities, averag-
ing 53 percent for the Salvadoran block groups and 69 percent for the Filipino block
groups. The major factor ¢ ontributing to the lower Salvadoran response rate was the
large percentage of units i.: inaccessible apartment buildings. About 16 percent of
the Salvadoran sample, compared with only 4 percent of the Filipino sample, could
not be screened because interviewers could not gain access to locked or security
buildings.? Refusal rates were relatively low—around 9 percent—for each commu-

nity.

Overall, a small percentage of the sample could not be successfully screened due to
language barriers (e.g., non-English-speaking Asian immigrants such as Koreans or
Vietnamese). Most of the language problems were concentrated in the Salvadoran
tracts, which were more likely to include immigrant groups that did not speak
English or Spanish. Nearly 4 percent of the residence. n the Salvadoran neighbor-
hoods received a final status code of “language barrier,” whereas less than 1 percent
of the residences in the Filipino neighborhoods fell into this category.

We terminated the screening operations after roughly five weeks, when the pool of
eligible cases was close to 1,200, or approximately twice as many households as
desired for the main interview. We used the 2:1 ratio as a conservative hedge against
the likelihood that these households would not participz.e in the main interview.

About 16 percent of the sample (close to 900 cases) received a final status of
“maximum calls” or “field period ended” because we did not have the time or
resources to allow interviewers to track down the more-difficult-to-locate respon-
dents. Interviewers were generally instructed to make no more than four attempts
(scheduled on different days of the week and at different times of the day) to inter-
view respondents. Interviewers could, of course, make more callbacks than this if
they happened to be in the area for their other assignments. For the most part, the
Filipino screener sample, which was much smaller than the Salvadoran screener
sample, received more contacts, which accounts in part for the higher response rates
for the Filipino sample. The interviewer time per completed screener household

1By completed screener, we mean that an adult in the household finished the screener and provided the
interviewer with the information needed to determine household eligibility. The screener could be
completed by any adult household member. No incentive payments were offered for participating in the
screener. However, eligible households were told that they would receive a $5.00 grocery certificate for
participating in the one-hour :ain interview.

2Interviewers were generally successful at gaining access to security apartment buildings. However, there
were a few very large apartment buildings in the Salvadoran tracts where the manager refused to allow the
interviewers in. Refusals from three apartment managers accounted for close to 600 addresses that could
not be successfully screened in the Salvadoran neighborhoods.
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averaged about 40 minutes per case? for both the Filipino and Salvadoran samples,
which was close to the original planning estimates.

The response rates to the LACS screener are roughly comparable to those commonly
obtained on personal interviewing surveys in inner cities, and in Los Angeles in par-
ticular, and are consistent with the fact that response rates are generally good
among Hispanic populations.> Our low refusal rates and credible response rates to
the LACS screener were particularly impressive considering that we did not make
special efforts to attempt to convert first refusals to responses or to do extensive
follow-up of difficult-to-reach respondents.b Furthermore, we did not even attempt
to contact over 10 percent of the listed cases because the field period ended.”

We attribute the overall high level of respondent cooperation during the screener to
several key factors. First, the screener was very brief and easy to administer: on
average it took about five minutes to administer, and any adult household member
could complete it. Since the interview was short, most respondents were willing to
complete the screener right away rather than schedule appointments for a later time.

Second, the bilingual interviewers were effective in persuading reluctant respon-
dents to complete the short screener—even if it had to be done on the front steps
rather than in the home. Conducting the screener in the language preferred by the
respondent was also an important factor in soliciting a favorable response from
immigrant houscholds.

Third, our interviewers were comfortable working in the immigrant neighborhoods,
even those that were clearly high-crime areas, and they were persistent in their
efforts to locate and interview sample members. There was only one reported case
where a Salvadoran interviewer did not attempt to contact residents in a sampled
unit out of concern for his safety. (He was warned by neighbors that a gang had
moved into the vacant unit and shoul . be avoided.) This experience was particularly
impressive because survey organizations have found it increasi- jly difficult to find

3This figure includes actual interviewing time, plus travel time, callbacks, and time spent on administra-
tive tasks (e.g., filling out productivity reports, weekly meetings, etc.). It does not include interviewer time
for training or time for field supervision.

4Response rates to personal interview surveys in Los Angeles tend to run somewhere between 60 and 70
percent, depending on the intensity of follow-up with difficult-to-reach respondents (personal communi-
cation with Eve Fielder, director of the UCLA Institute for Survey Research, which conducts many house-
hold surveys in the Los Angeles area). Fowler (1988) indicates that “academic survey organizations are
usually able to achieve response rates in the 75 percentage range” for general population surveys. He
points out, however, that response rates are usually lower in central cities than they are in rural or sub-
urban areas, primarily because of difficulties locating respondents and access problems in inner cities.

5Marin and VanOss Marin (1991) indicate that response rates among Mexican-Americans and other
Hispanic groups nationwide tend to be somewhat higher than those ohtained on general population
surveys. Refusal rates among Hispanics are typically quite low (consistently under 10 percent), according
to Marin and VanOss Marin’s review of past research with Hispanic populations. Indeed, UCLA’s experi-
ence has been that Mexican-Americans tend to be at the higher end of the response rate continuum com-
pared with non-Hispanic white populations. It appears that non-Mexican “Other Hispanic” populations
also cooperate at levels comparable to the Mexican-American population in the Southwest.

6Nationally, response rates have been declining, particularly in urban areas. This appears primarily to be
a function of increasing refusal rates (Steeh, 1981).

71f we exclude such cases from the denominator, the response rates would be 60 percent and 76 percent
for the Salvadoran and Filipino block groups, respectively, and 66 percent overall.
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interviewers who are comfortable working in high-crime central cities where visits at
night are required.®

Fourth, the clustering of the sample and the interviewers in a few target neighbor-
hoods facilitated our efforts to persuade families to participate in the survey. Be-
cause groups of interviewers were screening many units in designated census blocks
and leaving brightly colored information flyers (see Appendix D) about the survey
throughout neighborhoods and apartment buildings, local residents who were ini-
tially reluctant to participate (e.g., they may have refused to open their door when
the first contact was made) soon learned that they had not been singled out and that
many of their neighbors had already spoken to the interviewers. The information
flyers, which were left in respondents’ mailboxes or on their doorsteps when they
were not home, proved to be an effective way of introducing the study to local
residents.

Other Indicators of Respondent Cooperation During Screening

In addition to determining household eligibility, interviewers also attempted during
the screener to complete the random selection of respondents (within eligible fami-
lies) at the same time. Interviewers were extremely successful in completing short
household rosters at the time of the screener (that is, asking for family members’ first
names or initials, gender, age, and country of origin) and were able to complete the
respondent selection process in practically all cases.

Further evidence of the cooperation received from most Filipino and Salvadoran
residents during the screening interview is the large percentage of respondents in
both groups who provided the name and phone number for the randomly selected
respondent. Of the eligible households, 99 percent provided full (or partizl} names
and 84 percent gave phone numbers so that interviewers could contact the selected
respondent at a later date.

PARTICIPATION IN THE MAIN INTERVIEW

We entered the main interview phase of the pilot with six basic methodological
concerns:

* Would respondents who were cooperative during the screener participate in a
one-hour in-home interview that included some questions on sensitive topics?

* Could we interview the selected respondent?

8For example, at the May 1992 Field Directors’ Conference in St. Petersburg, Florida, a panel of survey
researchers from the major academic and government survey organizations in the United States discussed
the special problems of inner-city interviewing. Much of that discussion focused on two key issues: (1)
the extensive community outreach and publicity efforts that are commonly needed to solicit a high level of
community and individual cooperation (and to facilitate vecruitment of minority staff); and (2) the strate-
gies used to recruit and retain minority staff to help minimize recruitment problems and high staff
turnover (such as offering higher salaries and benefits, bonuses, special training on safety issues, paid
escorts or helpers in high-crime areas, use of community informants and resource persons to survey
neighborhoods and assess their safety levels prior to interviewing, and so forth}.
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*  Would nonresponse be selective? That is, how representative would our sample
be of the targeted populations?

*  How much effort would it take to locate and interview the selected respondents?

¢ How important would incentive payments be in encouraging survey participa-
tion? In particular, would a $5.00 grocery certificate be an effective incentive
payment?

* Would a large fraction of selected respondents move before we recontacted
them, since there was an average lag of nine weeks between the screener and
main interview?

Belcw we discuss what we learned about each of these survey issues during the pilot.

Response Rates for the Main Interview

Over a five-week period, a field staff of 35 interviewers atternpted to interview the 637
Salvadoran and 524 Filipino respondents identified as eligible during the screening
phase. As shown in Table 4.2, we exceeded our completion target of 300 for the
Salvadoran sample but fell slightly short of our goal for the Filipino sample, for rea-
sons we shall outline below. '

Of the 637 eligible Salvadoran cases in the main interview sample, we obtained
completed interviews from 382 respondents, for an overall response rate of 60 per-
cent. Refusal rates were remarkably low, averaging only 5 percent for the Salvadoran
sample. Most of the nonresponse for the Salvadoran sample was due to three fac-
tors: the fairly large number of respondents/families who moved (11 percent), the

Table 4.2

Disposition of the Main Interview Sample

Salvadoran Cases Filipino Cases Total Cases
N Percent N . Percent N Percent

Cases identified as eligible from the

screening interview 637 100.0 524 100.0 1.161 100.0
Completes 382 60.0 273 52.1 655 56.4
Refusal/breakoff 32 5.0 42 8.0 74 6.4
Moved? 71 11.1 12 2.3 83 7.1
Vacancy 4 0.6 0 0.0 4 0.3
Inaccessible/illness/language barrier/

unavailable for other reasons 8 1.3 13 25 21 1.8
Maximum calls 67 10.5 13 2.5 80 6.9
Field period ended 66 10.4 73 13.9 139 12.0
Interviewer error/validation problemsb 7 1.1 98 18.7 105 9.0

3The “moved” category includes selected respondents who moved as well as entire households that
moved.

PThe “interviewer error/validation problems” category includes cases where (1) the wrong respondent
was interviewed, (2) interviewers falsified data, and (3) other intzrviewer errors occurred, such as the
wrong person being selected as the respondent in the screener.
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fact that some respondents were not contacted at all before the field period ended
(10 percent), and the limited n. - mber of callbacks (usually no more than four) that
interviewers made to 11 percent of the sample who potentially could have been
interviewed had the field period been extended and the number of calibacks
increased. We ended the field period in five weeks, and 133 Salvadoran-sample cases
received a final status code of “maximum calls” or “field period ended,” bypassing an
extensive follow-up. Furthermore, we did not attempt to track respondents (71
cases) who had moved. With more time and resources for the field data collection,
we think that the overall response rates for both the Salvadoran and Filipino samples
could have been increased by at least 10 percentage points.

In the Filipino sample, we completed interviews with 273 out of 524 eligible cases, for
an overall response rate of 56 percent. As with the screener, refusal rates were quite
low, averaging about 8 percent. Unlike the Salvadoran sample, high mobility rates
were not a problem, since only 2 percent of the Filipino respondents/families had
moved since the screener was completed.

Two major factors account for the low response rates in the Filipino sample. One
was the short field period (14 percent of the eligible respondents were never con-
tacted), and the other was the serious interviewer “curbstoning” (cheating) problem
that was identified late in the field period and discussed in Chapter Three: during
routine validation checks, field supervisors discovered that thiee of the sixteen
Filipino interviewers had falsified part of the data for a sample of their completed
cases. Unfortunately, these three interviewers were among the highest producers on
the interviewing team, accounting for nearly one-third of the Filipino sample. The
usual survey practice under such circumstances is to reassign problem validation
cases to another interviewer to compiete, but we did not do this during the pilot
because of budget and schedule constraints.’

Did We Interview the Randomly Selected Respondent?

As seen in Table 4.3, the majority of the households that completed the main inter-
view contained more than one eligible respondent. Nonetheless, with few excep-
tions, interviewers succeeded in interviewing the adult who had been randomly
selected during the screening interview.

Interviewers had been apprehensive about their ability to convince respondents of
the need to interview the selected respondent, rather than any adult in the house-
hold. These concerns stemmed in large part from interviewers' fears that in male-
headed Salvadoran and Filipino households they would encounter problems from
husbands if the wives were selected for the interview. During the first week of inter-
viewing, there were several instances where interviewers encountered some resis-

9%When we exclude from the denominator the cases that were not contacted (“field period ended"”) and
those with validation problems, response rates are 67.7 percent for the Salvadoran sample, 77.3 percent
for the Filipinos, and 71.4 percent overall.

48




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

30 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

Table 4.3
Number of Eligible Respondents per Household Identified
in Screener Interview

Number of Eligible

Respondents in Household  Salvadorans Filipinos
1 25% 11%
2 39 35
3 20 24
4 10 14
5 4 10
6 1 3
7 1 1
8 0 1
9 0 1
Total 100 100
N 382 273

tance from respondents, but most interviewers were quite successful in interviewing
the designated respondent. We encountered only nine cases in which the inter-
viewer clearly interviewed someone other than the designated respondent.!?

How Representative Is Our Sample of the Targeted Populations?

We used data from the 1990 Census to assess how our sample compares to the Sal-
vadoran and Filipino immigrant populations enumerated for Los Angeles County.
The key characteristics compared include gender, age, marital status, education, and
length of time in the United States.

Table 4.4 indicates that our respondents are generally similar with regard to gender,
distribution by age, and length of time in the United States to the general Salvadoran
and Filipino immigrant population residing in Los Angeles County in 1990. Our
sampled respondents were somewhat more likely to be married than the overall
immigrant population of Los Angeles County.1! Another exception is that our Fil-
ipino respondents were somewhat more likely not to have completed high school
than the Los Angeles County Filipino immigrant population in general. However, the
education level of our Salvadoran respondents is similar to that of the overall
Salvadoran immigrant community in Los Angeles County.

By and large, we conclude that a representative sample of the general immigrant
population of a large area can be drawn by concentrating on high-density immigrant
areas. However, to assure representativeness, a full survey ought also to randomly
sample areas of lower immigrant density, as we had originally planned.

10These cases are not included in the count of completed cases.

N Ag noted earlier, this “bias” may have resulted from our female respondents’ reluctance to be inter-
viewed without another family member present. In future surveys, adequate representation of female
interviewers is needed to minimize this potential bias.
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Table 4.4

Comparison of Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Survey Samples and Salvadoran and
Filipino Immigrant Communities of Los Angeles County

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants
Survey L.A. Survey L.A.
Characteristics Sample County Sample County
Gender
Females 55% 51% 54% 56%
Age
18-29 47 42 19 23
30-44 42 42 39 38
Marital status
Married 62 48 75 62
Education
No high school : 79 71 30 12
High school graduate 17 15 2 i3
Bachelor’s degree or more 1 2 50 47
Time in United States
Entered within last 10 years 74 81 44 49

SOURCES: RAND and 1990 Census.

How Much Effort Did It Take to Locate and Interview Selected
Respondents?

To assess the level of effort required to survey immigrants, we analyzed indicators of
the four main components of the field procedures: interviewer productivity rates
(time per completed interview), length of the interview, number of visits required to
complete the interview, and contact procedures (use of advance phone calls to
arrange appointments versus unannounced home visits). Our resulis are tabulated
in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Effort Required to Complete Interviews

Average total interviewer time per case 3.8 hours
[nterview time range 25-125 minutes
Interview time
<45 minutes 20%
45-60 minutes 60%
>60 minutes 20%
Interview attempts
1 50%
2 23%
3 14%
4 7%
S or more 6%
-
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Interviewers spent close to four hours per completed case to locate respondents and
conduct the main interview with them (275 interviewer days divided by 655 com-
pleted main interviews = 3.4 hours per completed case).!? This does not include time
for interviewer training or field supervision. Sixty percent of the completed
interviews took between 45 and 60 minutes, which was the target interview length; 20
percent took over one hour to complete, while 20 percent took less than 45 minutes.
Half of the completed interviews were attained on the first attempt and 23 percent on
the second attempt. Interviewers were given the option of calling respondents in
advance to try to schedule appointments (over 80 percent of respondents provided
telephone numbers at the time of the screener). Most interviewers, however, pre-
ferred to make their contacts in person, rather than rely on telephone calls. They
were concerned that advance phone calls might. trigger a higher refusal rate, so we

decided to go with inierviewers’ judgment that unannounced home visits were
preferable.

Is a $5.00 Grocery Certificate an Effective Incentive Payment?

Many survey researchers find it useful to offer an appropriate incentive payment—
monetary award, gift certificate, prizes, services—to encourage respondents to par-
ticipate in studies (Berry and Kanouse, 1987). This is especially true when the re-
search calls for a significant investment of the respondent’s time and effort (e.g., a
long interview, performance of arduous physical tasks, disclosing sensitive informa-
tion). In fact, Marin and VanOss Marin (1991) argue that providing some type of in-
centive payment “is not only useful but appropriate for low-income groups and mi-
norities.” They assert that '

The usual demands of a research interview are often more burdensome for minority
group members. Because of their generally low socioeconomic status, many minority
individuals may work more hours than nonminority persons, work two jobs, or have
more difficult home situations (more children to care for, fewer economic resources,
fewer labor-saving devices). These circumstances make it a greater burden on the
average for a minority individual to spend 15 minutes answering a questionnaire than
for a nonminority respondent. The limited educational attainment aiso more com-
mon to some minority group members often places an additional burden when the
individuals are asked to complete questionnaires or respond to complicated scales.

Thus, the conventional survey wisdom is that to maximize participation, surveys of
ethnic and minority groups should include an appropriate incentive payment to
provide at least partial compensation to participants.

Selecting the actual amount and form of compensation (cash versus noncash pay-
ment) is a difficult decision that must take into account the amount of burden on the
respondent, as well as the expected preferences and needs of the target population.
As Marin and VanOss Marin (1991) note, the amount (and type) of compensation
offered should not exceed what is appropriate given the study requirements, so that

12gxtrapolating from this estimate, we expect that interviewing in low-immigrant-density areas would
require from 5 to 6 hours per completed interview.
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it does not appear that the individual is being bribed into participating in the
research.

After carefully weighing the issues raiscd above, and recommendations from staff at
the UCLA Institute for Survey Research, we opted for a $5.00 grocery certificate.
Given the level of payments that academic research organizations normally provide,
we felt that this level of payment was appropriate for a survey that took about one
hour to complete. With respect to the issue of cash versus noncash, we chose a gift
certificate in lieu of cash primarily because most interviewers preferred not to carry
cash. The Salvadoran-sample interviewers in particular were extremely uncomfort-
able carrying cash into high-crime neighborhoods. Because they were working in
densely populated, low-income areas, they believed they would be easy robbery tar-
gets if word spread throughout the community that they were carrying cash, even if
they carried only small amounts at a time,

Grocery certificates turned out to be administratively more difficult and time-
consuming to manage than we bad anticipated, but we found that most respondents
responded quite favorably to this form of payment. There were many administrative
details involved in offering grocery certificates that put a fair amount of burden on
the field supervisory staff. The staff had to figure out which stores were convenient
to the different interviewing areas, periodically purchase gift certificates in batches
from each store chain serving the target areas (because it was difficult to predict the
exact number and type of certificates needed, given varying response rate trends),
issue them to the appropriate interviewers, and account for them as they assigned
and reassigned cases throughout the field period. Since we could not be sure where
we would actually complete interviews, we had to buy and supply interviewers with
more certificates than would be used. These administrative problems with gift cer-
tificates probably would have been even greater if the sample had been more geo-
graphically dispersed.

In exploring the feasibility of a grocery certificate during interviewer training, we dis-
covered that there were some differences between the Salvadoran and Filipino
interviewers in their perceptions of the appropriateness of offering any type of re-
spondent payment. Many of the Filipino-sample interviewers thought that the idea
of paying people a nominal amount to participate would be offensive and seem like
charity to some of the respondents, especially middle-class participants. A few
thought that an incentive payment was not needed to gain respondent cooperation.
The Salvadoran-sample interviewers did not share this perspective. They thought
that offering a respondent payment would elicit favorable responses from the pre-
dominately low-income Salvadoran residents and that the incentive was an impor-
tant factor in their ability to encuurage respondents to participate.

We discussed these issues at length with interviewers at the end of the project to find
out how respondents actually reacted to the payment offers. While the overall reac-
tion to the gift certificates was quite positive, we found that interviewers used differ-
ent strategies for presenting them. Both sets of interviewers were uncomfortable
mentioning the incentive payment early on, as had been recommended during our
training session. Instead, the Salvadoran-sample interviewers generally waited a




34 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

while until they had established a positive rapport with the respondent before men-
tioning the gift certificate. They felt it was far more effective to first explain why the
survey was important to the Salvadoran community and then offer the payment at a
later point in the interview as a “thank you” gesture {or the respondent’s participa-
tion.

The Filipino-sample interviewers, who were initially quite concerned about offering
respondent payments, used a totally different tactic for presenting gift certificates.
Usually they did not mention the certificate at all until after the interview was over,
and then they stressed that it was merely a small token of appreciation. With few
exceptions, most Filipino respondents did not appear to be offended and readily

accepted the gift certificates as a polite “thank you” gift rather than as a payment for
services.

Although most interviewers and respondents accepted the concept of a respondent
payment, we found that a few of the Filipino respondents and interviewers had
problems with this procedure. A small number of Filipino respondents declined the
payments, reportedly because they either were offended or felt they did not need the
gift certificate. As discussed in Chapter Three, we also discovered during our random
validation checks that four interviewers did not offer the certificates to their respon-
dents. Two of the four admitted to keeping the certificates and repaid us for them,
but the other two denied taking them.

Respondent Mobility Between the Screening and Main Interview:
Implications for Tracking Respondents in a Longitudinal Survey

The median length of time between the screening interview and the main interview
was nine weeks.!3 As noted above, only 2 percent of respondents in the Filipino
sample moved during the period between the interviews, but the mobility rate was 11
percent among the Salvadorans—a high rate for such a short period of time. The
mobility rate for the Salvadoran sample is roughly comparable to the experiences of
Marin and VanOss Marin (1991) in San Francisco, who found that it was possible to
recontact 87 percent of Hispanics interviewed 30 days after the initial interview.
However, that study reports that some researchers have experienced attrition rates as
high as 45 percent among highly mobile urban Hispanics who are recontacted one
year after the initial survey.!4

As noted above, 84 percent of respondents to the screener gave phone numbers so
that interviewers could contact the selected respondent at a later date. To test
respondents’ general willingness to provide tracking information for possible longi-
tudinal followups, we also asked the screener respondent to give us the name,
address, and/or phone number of at least one friend or relative just in case they
moved before we returned (in a month or two) to complete the main interview.

13For 10 percent of the completed cases, less than 7 weeks elapsed between the screener and the main
interview, while for another 10 percent this figure exceeded 11.5 weeks.

YEor an in-depth dis. ussion of approaches for maintaining contact with Hispanic survey participants in a
longitudinal study, sec Marin and VanOss Marin (1991).
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Twenty-eight percent of the screener respondents provided this additional tracking
information at the time of the brief screener interview (although we do not know the
completeness and -ei‘«bility of this tracking information since we did not attempt to
track pilot families who moved). These questions were asked early in the screener
interview, before the interviewer had an opportunity to establish much of a rapport
with the respondent. We think that the response rates for these questions would
have been considerably gieater had they been included at the end of the main inter-
view, when greater rapport and trust had been established with the respondent.

As a further tracking strategy, we also left a change-of-address card with each
screener respondent and asked him/her to return it to RAND if he/she moved. This
strategy was not effective. Although about 80 respondents moved between the time
of the screener and the main interview (a lag of about 7-11 weeks for most respon-
dents), only four of them returned an address update card.

COMPLETENESS AND RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES

To gauge the completeness and reliability of responses, we considered several possi-
ble indicators:

* The language that most Salvadorans and Filipinos prefeired to speak, on the pre-
sumption that, if the respondent did not speak and understand English well,
more reliable data would probably be collected if the interview was conducted in
the person’s native language.

*  Whether the interview was conducted in complete privacy or whether other per-
sons were present who might have influenced the respondent’s answers to the
survey questions.

» The levels of item nonresponse, especially missing data on sensitive topics, such
as immigration status, income, tax payments, and use of public services.

We also asked the interviewers to complete an “interviewer remarks” section at the
end of each questionnaire to give us information about their perception of the
respondent’s overall reaction to the survey and his or her understanding of the ques-
tions. In addition, we debriefed interviewers at the end of the survey to get their per-
ceptions of whether they thought respondents provided honest answers.

Language Used

Salvadoran respondents preferred to conduct the interview in Spanish, while the typ-
ical Filipino respondent opted to speak English. Allof the Salvadoran interviews
were completed in Spanish, while only 40 percent of the Filipino interviews were
conducted in Tagalog. Anecdotal information we received from the field suggests
that Filipino interviewers found it effective to use Tagalog to initially establish rap-
port with respondents but that once the interview began, the average respondent (as
well as the interviewer) was generally more comfortable speaking in English. These
experiences suggest that it is important to give ine respondents the option of inter-
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view language, but it is also important, and often mandatory, that interviewers be
bilingual.

These differences in language of interview correspond to respondents’ answers to
questions in the main interview about how well they could read, write, speak, and
understand English at the time of the survey. In general, Filipino immigrants, both
males and females, report being well versed in the English language across all
dimensions. This is not surprising given the high level of education and types of
occupations that Filipinos had before immigrating (see Chapter Five). Furthermore,
English was the “official” language of instruction in the Philippines until the 1980s.

Among Salvadorans, men generally are more likely than women to report that they
use the English language with a high degree of facility. Yet, just over haif the men
indicate that they understand English well (and only 25 percent report writing En-
glish well). The comparable figures for Salvadoran women are only 35 percent and
10 percent, respectively.

These results confirm the importance of not relying on English in interviewing
Salvadoran immigrants, especiaily female respondents. On the other hand, English
might have sufficed for the Filipino sample, given the nearly universal level of English
competence among our respondents and their apparent preference (and that of the
interviewers as well) for conducting “formal” business in English.

Privacy of Interviews

Feirly often, other family members were present at the time the interview was con-
ducted, which may have influenced how respondents answered some sensitive sur-
vey questions. In 54 percent of the cases, others were present. In about 42 percent of
these cases a spouse was present, 36 percent of the time there were children present,
and in another 25 percent of the cases some other adult was present. There were no
marked differer:ces between Salvadorans and Filipinos. For both groups, others were
more likely to be present if the respondent was female (58 p=rcent of females had
others present versus 50 percent of males). In comparisen to other Los Angeles—
based surveys conducted by RAND, the LACS was more likely to conduct interviews
with spouses present. On a recent child-immunization survey that RAND conducted
in Los Angeles County with about 800 Latino low-income residents, we found that
spouses were present in only 16 percent of the interviews, compared with 42 percent
for the LACS. One probable reason is that many Salvadoran and Filipino women
were reluctant to be interviewed by male interviewers unless their spouses (or other
relatives) were present.

Item Response/Nonresponse

As another indicator of the quality of the data collected in the LACS, we examine how
often respondents did notanswer the survey questions. Generally speaking, the level
of item nonresponse (e.g., don’t know, refused, no answer) is comparable to what is
found on general population surveys. The rates are generally quite low, averaging
under 5 percent for most items. Response rates were surprisingly high for the ques-
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tion about immigration status. There were a few questions, however, with higher-
than-average item nonresponse: family income (which also generates a high rate of
missing data on general pepulation surveys) and amount of federal income taxes
paid. Below we discuss response rates for these three items.

Immigration Status. Surprisingly, all respondents answered what we thought was
the single most sensitive question—their current immigration status. In our pilot
survey, we asked respondents to look at a card containing various immigration status
options, including “without papers” (see Appendix C). Respondents were asked to
tell the interviewer the number of the category ou the card that best described their
status. We purposely put this question near the end of the questionnaire so that it
would be asked after the interviewer had had considerable time to establish rapport
with the respondent.

These procedures seem to have worked. Furthermore, a number of respondents
indicated that they entered the country illegally, and a considerable number ac-
knowledged being undocumented immigrants at the time of the survey. Among our
Salvadoran respondents, 89 percent indicated that they entered the United States
without legal documentation. However, only 5 percent of the Filipinos in our sample
indicated that they entered the United States as undocumented immigrants. Only 11
percent of Salvadorans said they entered as sahctioned immigrants (i.e., with a visa
or as a resident). In contrast, our Filipino respondents primarily entered the United
States on immigrant visas (70 percent). Another 21 percent entered the country on
other types of visas.

Family Income. Respondents were first asked for their best estimate of total income
from all sources for their family. Over 50 percent of respondents did not report an
answer to this question.!> Those who did not answer this question were then shown
a card that listed 10 categories of income (see question G12 in Appendix B). As
expected, over 70 percent of the respondents who did not provide an exact answer to
the firstincome question did report an income category in response to question G12.
In all, around 15 percent of respondents did not provide any income information (11
percent responded “don’t know,” and 4 percent refused). This nonresponse rate is
generally comparable to that of other surveys inquiring about income. 6

Salvadorans are less likely to report a family income than Filipinos are (80 percent
compared with 86 percent), and, not surprisingly, the reported family incomes are
much lower for the former than for the latter. This difference is consistent with the
fact that Filipinos receive higher wages than Selvadorans and that they live in larger
households that contain more workers on average.!”

15A1though the questionnaire allowed interviewers to distinguish nonresponses to this question into
refusals or “don’t knows,"” very few interviewers did so.

181n communications with survey directors at survey organizations throughout the country, we have
found that the item nonresponse rate for nonsensitive questions is commonly in the 2-5 percent range,
whereas comparable nonresponse rates for sensitive questions tends to be much higher, e.g., 8-11 percent
for sexual behavior questions and 10-15 percent (or higher) for income questions. Income is generally
considered by most respondents to be the single most sensitive question in household surveys.

17Filipino households contained an average of three persons who worked at least 15 hours per week, while
Salvadorans had two "workers” per household, on average.
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Tax Contributions. Perhaps no issue regarding immigrants has received more atten-
tion from the popular press and the general public than the question of whether
immigrants contribute to the public coffers to pay for the publicly provided services
that they use. Accordingly, we tried to collect information about the extent of tax
contributions that these two immigrant communities make in Los Angeles. How-
ever, respondents had considerable difficulty answering these questions.

We asked respondents “Did you (or your husband/wife) file a federal income tax
form for last year—that is, 1990?” (question G13). All but five respondents answered
this question; 504 respondents answered affirmatively. Of those, however, only 200
were able to answer the next question {G14) about the amount of taxes paid; 277
reported that they did not know, and 24 refused to answer the question. We asked
for the respondent’s best guess of the federal income tax paid the previous year, but
did not allow those unable to do so to then report a category, as we had with the
income question.

For both Salvadorans and Filipinos, the percentage responding that they had filed a
tax return generally increased with the permanency of their immigration status.
These tax questions were among the most difficult for respondents to answer in our
pilot study. We did not seek to verify the responses to these questions by looking at
pay stubs or examining tax returns, but such procedures undoubtedly would im-
prove reliability and validity in future studies.

Interviewer Perceptions of Data Quality

During our formal debriefing, interviewers reported that they believed respondents
to have been extremely honest in their answers to questions about immigration
status, with many freely admitting that they were undocumented immigrants at
some time during their migration history. Some interviewers indicated that newly
arrived immigrants were the most fearful about divulging answers to these questions,
but they were generally cooperative and truthful in providing this information.

The interviewers also commented that most respondents were friendly and coopera-
tive and tried to answer all questions to the best of their ability. However, many
respondents had difficulty responding to some of the questions that asked about the
entire household (e.g., family’s income, expenses, use of public services). The
respondents were generally comfortable providing answers about their own personal
experiences but seemed to be a less reliable source of information about the entire
family. Some questions, such as those inquiring into family members’ use of public
services and medical care, were especially difficult for respondents to answer be-
cause they often did not know the specific details of the type of service used or
whether it was public or private, or the exact kind of insurance policies family mem-
bers had. So a survey of immigrants may need to interview all members of the
household regarding these issues if the aim is to develop reliable family-level esti-
mates.

Interviewers also pointed out that respondents, after hearing the lists of possible
services read to them in the health and public services portion of the survey, fre-
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quently requested more information about them. The field staff were uncomfortable
that they did not have any type of handout with further information about public
programs that might offer services to immigrant families. Survey staff should be able
to provide information-to respondents after the interview about available services
and contacts as an additional benefit of participating in the survey.

After completing each survey, interviewers coded their impressions of the respon-
dent’s attitude toward the survey and how well he or she understood and responded
to the questions. Our analysis of the interviewers’ remarks shows that

Sixty percent of the interviewers thought the respondents were very friendly and
interested in the survey, whereas the rest were cooperative but not particularly
interested. None of the respondents were perceived by interviewers as being
“hostile.”

In the opinion of interviewers, 70 percent of respondents had a “good” under-
standing of the questions; only 3 percent were rated as “poor.”

Eighty-five percent of the respondents did not appear to have any significant
problems answering the survey questions (e.g., no questions were confusing or
angered the respondent). The remaining 15 percent mentioned problems with
several “sensitive” items in the survey. The most frequently mentioned sensitive
and personal questions were income, taxes, and expenses.

For roughly 10 percent of the completed cases, interviewers indicated that they
themselves found certain questions in the survey confusing or problematic (e.g.,
confusing skips, questions that were difficult to understand. etc.).
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Chapter Five
CAN THE DATA COLLECTED INFORM POLICY?

The previous chapter examined the feasibility of implementing a representative sur-
vey of immigrants and of collecting reliable information about their behavior. We
demonstrated that data presumed difficult to obtain—on immigration status, use of
public services, and payment of taxes—can be collected reliasly. The purpose of this
chapter is to illustrate how data such as those we have collected can be used to in-
form important policy questions. In interpreting our results, the reader should keep
in mind that they are only indicative and partial answers to the policy questions
examined here. Our survey was a pilot: it is not representative of all immigrants, nor
did we seek to address fully any one policy question.

Below we describe the information collected in the pilot study to suggest its useful-
ness in addressing four questions that are central to the current policy debate on
immigration:

» How do groups of immigrants differ from one another?
* How does immigration status affect use of public services?
* Howdoes immigration status affect payment of taxes?

* Howdoes policy affect immigrant status?

IMMIGRANTS ARE NOT ALL THE SAME

In the current public and policy discourse, immigrants are often treated as an undif-
ferentiated group with similar socioecc omic characteristics. At best, distinctions
are made between undocumented immigrants and all other immigrants. Occasion-
ally, distinctions are made between Hispanics and Asians. But rarely does the public
and policy discourse recognize the extreme variations in socioeconomic characteris-
tics between immigrants from different countries of origin, and even between immi-
grants from the same country of origin. Nevertheless, differences in socioeconomic
characteristics between immigrants are important for public policy, for two reasons:
(1) they determine the aggregate and distributional effects—both positive and nega-
tive—immigrants have on neighborhoods, localities, states, and the country as a
whole, and (2) they can be affected significantly by policy, i.e., the congressionally
established rules of eligibility for legal immigration can be changed, thus changing
the nature of entering groups.
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Our sample of Salvadoran and Filipino immigrants provides a powerful illustration of
how immigrants can differ significantly from one another in socio-demographic
characteristics, immigration status at entry and reasons for entry, role in the labor
market, and demand for public services.

Socio-Demographic Characteristics

The most significant difference between the two groups of immigrants is in their level
of schooling and their mastery of English. As shown in Table 5.1, nearly one in two
Salvadorans has six years or less of schooling, almost none have even one year of
college, and a majority do not understand or read English well. By contrast, more
than two out of three Filipino immigrants have some college, and nearly all under-
stand and read English well. As we will see later, most Filipinos had acquired their
education and learned English before entering the United States.

Salvadoran immigrants are also younger than their Filipino counterparts. This dif-
ference is explained in part by the fact that immigration from El Salvador to the
United States began more recently than immigration from the Philippines, our ally
during World War 1I. One out of three Salvadorans has been in the country for ten
years or more, compared to two out of three Filipino immigrants (Table 5.1). In both
groups of immigrants, females outnumber males (55 versus 45 percent) and married

Table 5.1

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Filipino
Characteristics Immigrants Immigrants
Education

Six years or less (%) 44 14

Some college (%) 3 70

Median years of schooling 7 15
Language (%)

Understand English well 42 97

Read English well 33 95
Age (%)

18-29 47 19

50-64 6 28
Gender (%)

Female 55 54
Marital status (%)

Married 62 75

Spouse absent 3 15

Never married 28 19

. Time in the United States
Ten years or more (%) 26 56
Median years 7 12
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immigrants outnumber singles at least two to one.! In nearly all cases, spouses are
residing in the United States with their partners, regardless of immigraticn status.
There are no differences in this pattern between Salvadoran and Filipino immigrants.

Immigration Status at Entry

Nearly all Salvadoran immigrants in our sample (30 percent) initially entered as un-
documented immigrants. The pattern is reversed for Filipino immigrants: only one
out of twenty entered the country illegally, and three out of four entered as legal
permanent immigrants (Table 5.2).

While the forms of entry differ between the two immigrant subgroups, their predom-
inant reasons for coming to the United States do not. Both sought enhanced eco-
nomic opportunities. Family reunification is the second most frequent reason for
Filipino immigrants, but it is a reason for only one out of ten Salvadoran immigrants.
The second most frequent reason for Salvadoran immigrants is fear for personal
safety. That reason was given by one out of four immigrants.

Wages and Roles in the Labor Market

_ecause of their higher levels of education and English proficiency, Filipino immi-
grants command higher wages than Salvadoran immigrants do—twice as high for
males and even more than that for females (Table 5.3). The familyincome of Filipino
families is more than four times higher than the income of Salvadoran families, be-
cause Filipino households are larger (see Table 4.3) and contain more workers.

_ Table 5.2
Status at Entry: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Filipino

At Entry Immigrants Immigrants
Immigration status

Undocumented : 89% 5%

Permanent resident 4 72

Other? 7 22
Reasons for entry

Family reunification 12 45

Enhanced opportunities 57 51

Safety reasons 26 - 1

Other 5 3

ancludes various types of temporary visas, including student and tourist visas.

1As noted in the previous chapter, our respondents were more likely to be married than the general
Salvadoran and Filipino immigrant population residing in Los Angeles County (62 versus 48 percent and
75 versus 62 percent, respectively).
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Table 5.3
Labor Market Characteristics: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Filipino
Labor Market Characteristics Immigrants Immigrants
Weekly wages (median $)
Male 238 500
Female 175 400
Income ($)
Median family income 11,484 47,323
Percent employed
Male 80 85
Female 69 78
Occupations (%)
Male
Managerial/ professional/technical support 5 21
Administrative support 1 24
Precision product/craft 46 13
Assemblers/laborers 27 20
Private household service 0 0
Female
Managerial/ professional/technical support 5 31
Administrative support 1 32
Precision product/craft 12 7
Assemblers/laborers 12 7
Private household service 42 1

Differences in human capital are also reflected in differences in labor force partici-
pation and in occupational structure. Filipino immigrants are slightly more likely to
be employed than Salvadoran immigrants. The differences are larger among females
than among males.-

With regard to occupational structure, the two subgroups of immigrants display re-
verse images. Whereas nearly one out of two male Filipino immigrants and over
three in five female Filipino immigrants work in managerial, professional, technical,
or administrative support occupations, only 6 percent of both male and female Sal-
vadoran immigrants are found in these occupations. Salvadoran males are primarily
craftsmen, assemblers, and laborers. Salvadoran women—two out of five—are dis-
proportionately employed in private household services.

Satisfaction With Life in the United States

In spite of their large differences in education, income, and experience of life in the
United States, the two subgroups of immigrants agree on one thing: they are over-
whelmingly satisfied with life in the United States (Table 5.4). And Salvadoran immi-
grants were no more likely to feel overwhelmed by the day-to-day difficulties they
may encour:er. However, the stresses of life do take a greater toll on Salvadoran
immigrants than on their higher-income Filipino counterparts. Salvadorans are
somewhat more likely to report they “felt nervous and stressed” very to fairly often in
the 30 days preceding the interview (24 versus 15 percent).
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Table 5.4

Attitudes Towards Life in the United States: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Filipino
Attitudes Immigrants Immigrants
Respondent “completely” to “fairly” satisfied with
life in the United States now 89% 93%
Respondent felt difficulties were piling up so high
he/she could not overcome them “very” or
“fairly” often in the past thirty days 16 12
Respondent felt nervous and stressed “very” or
“fairly” often in the past thirty days 24 15

USE OF PUBLIC SERVICES AND IMMIGRATION STATUS

Little systematic information is available about how immigrants of varying status
make use of the broad range of public and other services available to them. Such in-
formation is needed not only for planning purposes at all levels of government but to
address reliably the question of the costs immigrants may impose on local and state
governments. This question is particularly salient for undocumented immigrants.

We asked our survey respondents whether they or anyone in their family had used a
broad array of public and private services at least once over the past twelve months.
The services included fell into four categories: income transfer and nutrition pro-
grams, health services, special purpose services (e.g., libraries and public transport),
and education. Below, we examine how immigration status within each immigrant
group affects service use. Overall, our pilot results suggest that the use of public ser-
vices is generally not affected by immigration status, including undocumented
status. The results suggest, and our multivariate analyses confirm,? that the main
factors affecting the use of transfer programs and health services are income and
number of children, most particularly children age five or under. In addition, the use
of special services is affected by factors influencing the need for the service in the
first place, such as number of children, English proficiency, or desire to change im-
migration status.

Transfer Programs

The relatively high income of Filipino immigrants renders them ineligible for in-
come-tested programs such as AFDC, g- aeral relief, and food stamps. In contrast,
one in ten Salvadoran immigrant families received AFDC at least once in the past
year, one in five received food stamps, and one in three benefited from the Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) program, a special supplemental food program that
provides food, vitamins, counseling, and health care referrals to pregnant women

2g¢e Appendix E for the resuits of our multivariate analyses.
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and to children under the age of five (Table 5.5). In addition to income, the number

~of children under the age of five is a major determinant of use of the WIC program.

There are some variations in the use of transfer programs by immigration status, but
these are consistent with differentials in income between the various subgroups of
immigrants. Although undocumented immigrants are not eligible for AFDC and
food stamps, they benefited indirectly from these programs through either their eli-
gible citizen children or their eligible relatives. Indeed, there is growing evidence
that immigrant families contain members with different immigration status, ranging
from undocumented to temporary, permanent, and naturalized citizens.3

Both subgroups of immigrants seem to benefit equally from unemployment com-
pensation. But Salvadoran immigrants are twice as likely as Filipino immigrants to
receive worker's compensation, possibly a reflection of their differential occupational
structure. Unemployment and worker’s compensation are workplace related, and
their use seems to be independent of immigration status or income.

Health Services

Just as Salvadoran immigrants are more likely than Filipino immigrants to use in-
come support programs, they also are more likely—nearly three times more likely—
to rely on public hospitals and on county and free clinics for their health care needs
(Table 5.6). The corollary is that they are less likely to use private doctors or clinics
and three times less likely to be enrclled in a health maintenance organization
(HMO). Finally, and consistent with their lower incomes, they are also three times
less likely to have seen a private dentist at least once in the year preceding the inter-

Table 5.5

Use of Transfer Programs by Immigration Status: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants

Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent
Transfer Programs mented  TPS? Visa Resident  All Resident Citizen All
AFDC 14% 10% 13% 6% 9% 2% 1% 1%
Food stamps 22 17 18 14 17 4 1
WIC 33 28 34 20 26 6 0
Unemployment
compensation 8 8 8 10 9 13 8 10
Worker's
compensation 4 6 0 8 6 3 3 3

Average annual
income (dollars) 10,250 10,800 11,250 13,000 11,485 37,630 50,000 47,325

3TPS means Temporary Protective Status.

3For instance, see Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment Systems (CASAS), A Survey of Newly Legal-
ized Persons in Callfornia, San Diego, 1989.
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Table 5.6

Use of Health Services by Immigration Status: Salvadoran and Filipino Irnmigrants

Salvadoran immigrants Filipino Immigrants

Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent
Health Services mented TPS? Visa Resident  All Resident Citizen All
Public hospital 30% 24% 29% 21% 25% 10% 10% 10%
County, free, or family
clinics 52 50 53 35 45 16 10 12
Prenatal clinics 17 20 16 14 16 6 4 4
Private doctor or clinic 31 48 39 51 45 52 62 58
HMO 8 13 8 21 15 38 .51 47
Private dentist 7 25 18 28 22 61 75 69
Immunization 42 48 53 43 45 28 18 23
Average annual
income (dollars) 10,250 10,800 11,250 13,000 37,630 50,000

3TPS means Temporary Protective Status.

view. Their equally low use of public dentists suggests that Salvadoran immigrants
may be deferring their dental care.

The pattern of use of public versus private health services appears to be unrelated to
immigration status. Undocumented immigrants are as likely, if not more likely, to
use public hospitals or county and free clinics than their counterparts with tempo-
rary or permanent visas. Whatever differences are observable are generally consis-
tent with differences in income.

Undocumented immigrants, however, are less likely than their counterparts with
legal status to use private doctors and clinics as well as HMOs and private dentists.
One potential reason for this pattern may be found in the pattern of government ver-
sus private insurance coverage. Table 5.7 shows that health insurance coverage in
general and private health insurance in particular are associated with income. It also

suggests that undocumented immigrants are much less likely to be covered by pri-
vate insurance or an HMO.

Our multivariate analyses suggest that other factors also affect the pattern of public
health service use and government health insurance coverage noted above. Higher
public service use and likelihood of government coverage are associated with the
number of children below age 5 and the presence of aduits age 65 or over. Females

are also more likely to use public hospitals and to be covered by government health
insurance.

Other Services

Because a greater proportion of Salvadorans have had to seek adjustments to their
previously undocumented or temporary status, they were more likely to have used
legal services than their Filipino counterparts (Table 5.8). On the other hand, the use
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Table 5.7

Health Insurance Coverage by Immigration Status: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants
Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent

Insurance Coverage mented TPS® Visa Resident  All Resident Citizen All
Any health insurance 39% 40% 37% 44% 41% 87% 90% 88%
Government program 35 28 32 22 28 26 26 26
Private insurance 3 7 11 15 10 56 58 57
HMO 7 10 3 18 12 40 53 49
Payer v

Employer/union® 6 10 11 19 14 77 83 81

Privately purchased 0 0 3 2 2 7 5
Average annual
income (dollars) 10,250 10,800 11,250 13,000 37,630 50,000

ATPS means Temporary Protective Status.
bpaid by either respondent or respondent’s spouse.

Table 5.8

Use of Selected Services by Immigration Status: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants
Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent
Service mented TPS? Visa Residenit  All Resident  Citizen All
Legal services 14% = 24% 34% 11% 17% 4% 1% 2%
Public transport 70 61 66 60 63 25 28 26
Recreation 52 46 37 58 52 62 71 66
Libraries 21 22 32 32 28 47 71 62

3TPS means Temporary Protective Status.

of public transportation seemed to be independent of immigration status. Salvado-

rans were much more likely to have used public transportation than Filipino immi-
grants were.

Libraries and public parks are the only two services that Filipino family members had
used more frequently than Salvadoran immigrant family members. The number of
children age 6~17 rather than immigration status seemed to be a major determinant

of use of these two services. In addition, greater English proficiency and attendance
in U.S. schools led to greater use of public libraries.

In our survey, we also asked about use of a number of support services in addition to
those discussed above: VD programs, rape crisis services, protective services for
children, women'’s shelters, programs to pay uiilities or rent, senior citizen centers,
and counseling. Utilization of these services was extremely low by both subgroups of
immigrants—typically less than ! percent of respondent families.
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Educa}tion

Education is the single costliest service provided to natives and immigrants alike.
Table 5.9 provides a one-point-in-time glance at the number of children in school at
the time of our survey in 1991. It also shows the extent to which adult immigrants of
different immigration status used English as a second language (ESL) classes, and
educational and vocational training services since they entered the country.

Salvadoran immigrants had slightly fewer children in schools at the time of the sur-
vey than Filipino immigrants, possibly because they are typically younger. Among
Salvadorans, the number of children in school per family with children of school age
varied little regardless of immigration status: i.e., families of undocumented immi-
grants had the same average number of children in school, 1.6 per family, as perma-
nent legal immigrants. But because undocumented immigrants were more likely to
be single than permanent immigrants (27 versus 17 percent), the number of children
in schoo! per undocumented respondent was lower than for permanent residents.

In interpreting these figures, the reader should keep in mind that the various sub-
groups differentiated here by country of origin and immigration status are at differ-
ent stages in their lives and in the time they have spent in the United States. Large
disparities among immigrants at one point in time may not be maintained through
their lives.

The extent to which children attend public or private schools appears to depend both
on income and on immigration status. The children of Salvadoran immigrants

Table 5.9

Use of Education by Immigration Status: Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants
Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent
Education mented TPS* Visa Resident Ail  Resident Citizen All
Children
Number of children in school 1.57 1.68 1.37 1.58 1.57 1.68 1.89 1.83
per family with children in
school
Number of children in school 024 047 029 0.59 0.45 0.41 0.86 0.69
per respondentb
School attended
Public 100% 100%  100% 93% 95% 45% 76% 78%
Private or parochial 0 0 0 7 5 15 24 22
Adults
Ever attended school in U.S. 21%  20% 16% 36% 26% 12% 32% 24%
Adult education classes 12 13 13 19 15 0 4 3
Secondary schools 8 6 3 12 8 5 6 5
Some cullege or more 1 — - 3 1 7 22 16
Rver attended vocational training 7 6 1A 13 10 21 34 28
Ever attended ESL classes 45 57 55 82 64 6 9 8
ATPS means Temporary Protective Status.
bincludes all respondents regardiess of marital status or whether or not they have children,
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attended public schocls exclusively. The only exception is for a small percentage of
children (7 percent) of Salvadoran permanent immigrants. In contrast, from one out
of six to one out of four school-age children of Filipino immigrants attended private
or parochial schools.

By and large, school attendance in the United States by adult immigrants is relatively
low. Salvadoran permanent iramigrants and Filipino naturalized citizens had the
highest incidence of school attendar:ce; one out of three reported having attended
some school in the United States. Attendance in school by all other adult immigrants
in our study did not exceed one out of five. Undocumented adult immigrants were
as likely as persons of other immigration status to have attended school.

Salvadoran immigrants who attended schools in the United States did so for different
purposes than Filipino immigrants. The majority of Salvadorans attended adult edu-
cation classes or secondary schoois. In contrast, Filipino immigrants who attended
schools in the United States primarily went to college, reflecting their higher educa-
tion levels and English proficiency at entry.

Just as Filipino immigrants were more likely to have attended college in the United
States, they were lso more likely to have received vocational training. One in three
naturalized citizens and one in five permanent immigrants did so. Reflecting their
lower levels of education-and English proficiency, Salvadoran immigrants were much
less likely to have received vocational training in the United States, regardless of
immigration status. However, permanent residents as well as immigrants on tempo-
rary visas were twice as likely to have received vocational training than their undoc-
umented counterparts and the holders of Temporary Protective Status.

For those who attended vocational training, the type of training sought did not differ
significantly between Salvadoran and Filipino immigrants. Nearly two out of three
got training for one of the following three activities: secretarial/business, computer/
electronics, and medical assistant/nursing. '

Finally, the differentials in English proficicncy at entry between the two subgroups of
immigrants are dramatically reflected in their attendance of ESL classes. Nearly half
of the undocumented Salvadoran immigrants at one time attended ESL classes,
whereas more than four out of five permanent Salvadoran immigrants had done so
by the time of their interview. In contrast, less than one in ten Filipino immigrants
attended ESL classes.

TAX FILINGS AND PAYMENTS AND IMMIGRATION STATUS

To fully assess the net public costs or benefits of international immigration, detailed
and comprehensive information is needed on the incidence of tax payments by im-
migrants, in addition to comprehensive information on their use of public services.
A full account of tax contributions requires obtaining information on payments by
immigrants for all forms of taxes, including income, excise, sales, property, and busi-
ness taxes. For the purpose of our pilot survey, we focused on obtaining information
on income tax payments. We aiso sought information on expenditure patterns and
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mortgage and rental payments, which would form the basis for computing sales and

property tax payments. As noted earlier, we were generally successful in obtaining
such data from most respondents.

Table 5.10 shows the incidence of tax filings and payroll tax deductions for Salvado-
ran and Filipino immigrants, by immigration status. It suggests that federal income
tax filing is highly dependent on immigration status. Less than 40 percent of undoc-
umented immigrants reported filing federal tax returns in the year before the inter-
view (1990). Permanent legal immigrants reported the highest incidence of federal
income tax filings, 85 percent or more. Salvadoran permanent immigrants were
somewhat less likely than their Filipino counterparts to have filed tax returns. Tem-
porary immigrants’ filings of federal tax returns fell in between those two extremes.

We also asked about actual amounts of income taxes paid. As noted earlier, many
respondents were unable to provide this information—not because they did not
want to (only 5 percent of Filipino respondents and 3 percent of Salvadoran respon-
dents refused to answer the question), but because they did not know from memory.
Future surveys will need to ask to see copies of tax returns in order to obtain this
information more comprehensively. ' ‘

Failure to file a federal tax return generally translates into nonpayment of income
taxes. As shown on Table 5.10, the proportion of all respondents who filed a federal
tax return or had federal taxes deducted from their paychecks is similar to the pro-
portion of all respondents who filed federal tax returns. This suggests that those who
have taxes deducted from their paychecks also file tax returns.

Table 5.10

Federal Tax Filings and Payroll Deductions by Immigration Status:
Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants

Salvadoran Immigrants Filipino Immigrants
Tax Filings and Payroll Undocu- Temporary Permanent Permanent
Deductions mented TPS? Visa Resident  All Resident Citizen  All
Filed federal taxes? 38% 54% 63% 84% 64% 91% 95% 93%
Filed federal tax or
reported payrol! tax
deductions 38 55 63 84 64 92 96 94
Payroll deductions®
Any 50 52 53 72 60 97 96 97
Federal taxes 46 51 37 72 57 94 96 95
State taxes 50 49 40 72 57 94 96 95
Social Security 46 51 44 70 57 91 91 91
Health insurance 9 6 12 25 15 47 62 52
Average annual
inrome (dollars) 10,250 10,800 11,250 13,000 11,567 37,630 50,000 42,083

4TPS means Temporary Protective Status.
bpercent of all respondents.
Cpercent of respondents who worked the week preceding the interview.
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POLICY AFFECTS IMMIGRATION STATUS

As noted above, nearly all our Salvadoran respondents had entered the country with-
out inspections, i.e., illegally. But by the time they were interviewed, on the average
7.6 years later, only one out of four remained undocumented (Figure 5.1). All others
had been legalized as a result of two recent federal policy initiatives: two out of three
were amnestied under the Immigration and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA). The others
had applied and were approved for Temporary Protective Status: included in the
Immigration Act of 1990, this new category allows undocumented immigrants (and
asylum seekers whose applications have been denied) from a designated country to
remain in the United States temporarily until conditions in that country improve.
Holders of this status are protected from deportation and are authorized to work in
the United States.

Few of the Filipinos had entered the country illegally and, as expected, even fewer
remained in this status at time of interview. But a significant proportion, one out of
four, reported entering the country on a visitor or other temporary visa. Overstaying
the duration of a temporary visa is another significant reans of “illegal” entry into
the United States. By the time they were interviewed, on the average 12.5 years later,
nearly all those who had entered on a temporary visa had been adjusted to perma-
nent immigrant status by qualifying through either the family reunification or em-
ployment-based categories.
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Figure 5.1—Changes in Immigration Status for Salvadoran and Filipino Immigrants
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Another change of immigration status is drawing growing policy attention: the ex-
tent to which permanent immigrants avail themselves of their rights to become natu-
ralized citizens of the United States. For many, this gesture is viewed as one measure
¢! an immigrant’s integration into the nation’s socio-political culture. Qur Filipino
respondents shed some light on this issue. Nearly two out of three had become
naturalized citizens of the United States by the time of our interview, on the average
about 12.4 years after their entry into the country. Eighty-five percent of the remain-
ing immigrants said they intended eventually to become citizens.

Generally, our Salvadoran immigrants had not been in the country long enough to be
eligible for naturalization. But half indicated that they intended to become citizens,
with another 25 percent indicating they “did not know.” This pattern held regardless
of immigration status.

CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have illustrated that data collected from immigrants about their
immigration status, socio-demographic characteristics, labor market behavior, use of
public services, and tax payments can be used to address critical policy questions
and inform the public debate on immigration and immigrant policies. Although the
data await empirical confirmation from a larger sample of immigrants from more
countries of origin, we have reached several tentative conclusions that have impor-
tant potential policy implications. The first coriclusion is that the relative success of
immigrants in the labor market and their demand for a broad range of public
income-transfer, nutritional, health, and special-purpose programs depend in large
measure on their education and English proficiency when they enter this country.
The policy implication is that immigration’s effects on the economy and on demand
for public services are shaped in the first place by the criteria used to determine eli-
gibility for immigration into the United States.

A second conclusion is that U.S. laws offer many alternative avenues for undocu-
mented immigrants to become legal permanent immigrants—whether they have
entered without inspection or with a temporary vica that they have overstayed. Ac-
cess to these avenues may actually encourage illegal immigration, since they offer the
opportunity for undocumented immigrants to jump ahead of the queue of people
seeking entry as resident immigrants. This suggests that undocumented and legal
immigration are not independent flows, and that a desire to decrease the size of one
may require decreasing (or increasing) the size of the other. Finally, and to the extent
that the legal status of “undocumented” is a temporary status soon to be adjusted to
permanent legal immigrant, what is the purpose of denying these people access to
such basic services as education and preventive health care, as some legislative pro-
posals are now contemplating? Today's undocumented worker may be tomorrow’s
permanent resident.

A third conclusion is that the use of public services has less to do with people’s im-
migration status and more to do with relative income, family size, and other factors
that determine their needs. At one level this is not surprising, since our public ser-
vice delivery system at ail levels of government has a predominant redistributive
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function. Even undocumented immigrants indirectly benefit, through eligible chil-
dren or relatives, from income-transfer and other programs for which they them-
selves are not directly eligible.

Finally, and in contrast to the above, the filing of federal tax returns and the inci-
dence of payroll tax deductions appear to be very much related to immigration sta-
tus. We found that undocumented immigrants were the least likely to file returns or
to have their taxes deducted from payroll; permanent legal immigrants were the
most likely to file tax returns, with temporary immigrants falling in between these
two groups. The implications of the previous and this last conclusion are threefold.
One is that the net public costs of immigrants depend very much on their socio-
demographic characteristics at entry. The second is that the costs of providing pub-
lic services will vary among immigrants, just as they vary among natives. Finally,
there appears to be a cost in the form of lost public revenues associated with undoc-
umented and temporary statuses.




Chapter Six

BENEFITS AND FEASIBILITY OF A NATIONAL IMMIGRANT SURVEY:
' LESSONS FROM THE LACS

There are a number of lessons to be learned from the experience of designing and
fielding the LACS and analyzing the resulting data. In this chapter we summarize the
evidence that such a survey can provide the data needed to answer critical immigrant
policy questions, and we present the lessons learned that can be of use to those who
would plan and conduct a national immigrant survey.

THE KINDS OF POLICY QUESTIONS SURVEY DATA CAN ANSWER

The results of the LACS clearly indicate that such surveys can give policymakers the
kinds of data they need to develop immigration and immigrant policy. The large
differences between the Salvadoran and Filipino communities in the LACS indicate
that “immigrants” are not a homogeneous lot; they are, rather, composed of diverse
groups. The substantial differences among them on many dimensions must be con-
sidered in policymaking because policies could affect groups differently and could
thus have unforeseen (and possibly undesirable) political, social, and economic
effects.

To illustrate these points, we return to some of the basic questions raised in Chapter
Two and see how the LACS results can address them for the groups we studied.

Assimilation of Immigrants
We begin with questions related to social and economic integration:

* Are immigrants becoming culturally and economically integrated into main-
stream America?

* How do immigrants move into better-paying, more stable jobs? What factors
should policies emphasize: vocational training, formal education, learning En-
glish, personal contacts, or changing immigration status?

On these dimensions, Salvadorans and Filipinos have very different experiences and
(related) characteristics. The average Filipino has a family income more than four
times higher than the average Salvadoran. Filipino workers had higher weekly wages
(in 1991 dollars) on their first jobs (despite the fact that Filipino: have, on average,
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been in the United States longer) and higher weekly earnings on their most recent
jobs.

What accounts for these differences—or, put in terms of the questions, what should
policies emphasize? The greatest differences between the two groups are in educa-
tion and mastery of English. Tilipinos not only enter the country with more educa-
tion, but once they are here they are as likely as Salvadorans to get some further
formal education, and they are nearly three t.mes as likely to obtain vocational
training. Almost al! Filipiros in the sample can understand, speak, read, and write
English well, whereas the majority of Salvadorans do not have good English skills.
Salvadoran women are especially unlikely to know English well: only a third report
that they understand English well, and only 10 percent report that they can write it
well.

These disparities in education and English proficiency translate into very different
occupational structures: more than half the Filipinos work in managerial, profes-
sional, technical, or administrative support jobs, compared to less than 10 percent of
Salvadorans. The latter are primarily craftsmen, assemblers, and leborers.

The “Costs” of Immigration

Among the most highly charged immigrant issues is whether immigrants “pay their
way” or are a net drain on society. Two of the policy questions are related to these
issues:

e Do immigrants use public support strictly to get on their feet, or do they become
dependent on it? '

e What fiscal burden does immigration create?

Before policymakers can address the first question and its policy implications, they
need to know what kinds of public services immigrant groups use. Nearly all Sal-
vadoran respondents with school-age children had those children in public schools.
In contrast, a fourth of Filipinos with school-age children sent them to private or
parochial schools. In general, Salvadoran immigrants made much greater use of
public services, including income-transfer and nutritional programs and health ser-
vices. Indeed, the only services that Filipino immigrants used more heavily were
libraries and public parks. We were also able to obtain information on service use by
immigration status, including “undocumented.” Our data suggest that use of public
services has less to do with people’s immigration status and more to do with relative
income, family size, and other factors that determine needs.

Use of public services by immigrants raises concern in some quarters about the eco-
nomic burden immigrants create—especially given uncertainty about how much
they contribute in taxes. The LACS results indicate that surveys can collect data on
this issue. Tax filing depended very much on immigration status. Only two in five
undocumented immigrants reported filing federal taxes in the year preceding the
interview, compared to more than half of immigrants on temporary status and more
than 80 percent of permanent residents. (These figures were similar for both
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groups.) Payroll tax deductions are similarly dependent on immigration status.
Among undocumented respondents who worked the week preceding the interview,
50 percent had their federal and state taxes deducted, compared with 72 percent of
Salvadoran permanent residents and 97 percent of Filipino permanent residents.

Pglicies and Immigrant Status

A final question is how policy affects immigrant status. Many in the sample who
were permanent residents had originally entered on a visitour or other temporary visa.
Overstaying the duration of such a temporary visa is another significant means of
“illegal” entry into the United States. By the time of the survey, nearly all who had
entered using such visas had become permanent residents, qualifying through either
the family reunification or employment-based categories.

The dynamic pattern of adjustments from undocumented or temporary visa to per-
manent immigration status raises a critical issue that has not been addressed in the
debate over ways to discourage undocumented immigration: how much does in-
creasing legislated options available for these adjustments actually encourage further
illegal immigration? For many, these options may just be a means for would-be
permanent immigrants to jump ahead of the queue.

This question needs further empirical analysis, with a more representative sample of
immigrants. If these options do have that effect, there are two important policy im-
plications. First, undocumented and legal permanent immigration are not indepen-
dent flows, and reducing one may require reducing the other. Second, the
distinction between undocumented and permanent immigrant is an important legal
construct. But it may have questionable validity from a social perspective—most
notably in the case of denying access to education and preventiv2 health care. There
seems little purpose in denying access to a person who, although undocumented
today, will be eligible tomorrow.

LESSONS THAT MAY GUIDE A NATIONAL SURVEY OF IMMIGRANTS

Besides showing that immigrant surveys can provide critical policy-relevant data, the
LACS also provides strong evidence that a national survey is feasible. It suggests im-
portant lessons about survey design and procedures and about the types of data that
can and should be collected.

Assessment of Pilot Survey Procedures

The survey procedures developed for the Los Angeles Community Survey of Salvado-
ran and Filipino immigrants were largely successful, and they provide encouraging
evidence for the feasibility of conducting future longitudinal surveys of immigrants.

* Once a residential address or eligible immigrant family was convacted, the re-
sponse rates were quite good-—around 65 percent of those with whom we made
some contact for the screener and 70 percent for the main interview. These are
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somewhat better than we expected, considering that schedule and cost con-
straints prevented us from implementing additional procedures that probably
would have boosted the participation rates by at least ten percentage points
(such as increasing the number of callbacks, attempting refusal conversions,
tracking people who moved, etc.).

e Most of the nonresponse was due to locating problems (locked or security
buildings, or people who could not be reached within four callbacks) rather than
refusals to participate. Refusal rates were quite low (about 9 percent).

e Immigrant families were remarkably cooperative and willing, in most cases, to
divulge sensitive information about themseives, including their immigration sta-
tus and information that would permit follow-up in a longitudinal survey.
Among Salvadorans, 90 percent indicated entering the country without proper
documentation. Furthermore, over 80 percent of the Salvadoran and Filipino re-
spondents interviewed provided their names and telephone numbers to permit
possible survey follow-ups.

¢ We were successful in recruiting, training, and retaining a large, highly educated
bilingual interviewing staff (about 35 interviewers) throughout the bulk of the 10-
week field period. With a few exceptions, we were pleased with the overall qual-
ity of the interviewers’ work.

— The interviewers were highly motivated and committed to the rese.rch;
— They were comfortable working ir: high-crime areas;

— They were effective in persuading most respondents to participate at both
the screener and main interview phase;

— By standard survey measures, most performed their interviewing job quite
well. Their productivity rates were generally high, refusal rates were low,
and missing data problems were minimal.

With respect to the pilot survey costs, the total cost per complete case, counting the
screening and main interview phase, was roughly $545 per interview (total data col-
lection costs divided by the number of completed main interviews). This includes
data collection and processing costs, as well as field management and pretesting
costs. As expected, this cost is somewhat greater than the estimated $400 to $500
cost per completed interview reported for a one-hour interview in English in survevs

of the general population.! These figures, however, do not include costs of survey
design.

We learned a great deal from the pilot study about the similaritic. and differences in
conducting general population surveys and immigrant surveys. On balance, the
similarities far outweigh the differences (when one compares studies of similar scope
and complexity that are conducted in inner cities). All complex personal-interview

I personal communications with survey professionals of other research institutions conducting large-scale
longitudinal surveys.
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studies that require large, primarily new, interviewing staffs face similar challenges.
The most common problems are the following:

e Finding enough qualified interviewer applicants, particularly if special skills/
characteristics, such as bilingualism, are needed.

 Finding local residents who are willing to work in high-crime inner cities.
» Keeping interviewers motivated to complete their assignments.

* Mounting effective community outreach activities to solicit support for the sur-
vey from community leaders and local residents.

o Designing effective training programs for complicated questionnaires and com-
plex field procedures.

¢ Hiring a sufficient number of experienced supervisors.

+ Implementing appropriate quality control checks, especially for new staff,
throughout the fieldwork to gauge interviewer performance and data quality.?

Despite the similarities, we found in the course of conducting the pilot survey that
there were some unique aspects of an immigrant survey that make the data collec-
tion management tasks (recruitment, training, supervision, and quality control)
considerably more complicated and time-consuming to implement successfully.
The management issues and problems at each stage of the survey process, starting
with instrument design and pretesting, were especially difficult and challengmg for
the senior staff and for the junior members of the team.

We think that the optimal approach to recruiting, training, and supervising a large
multicultural interviewing team is to use a multicultural (and experienced) supervi-
sory team to carry out these activities. However, we found it especially difficult to
locate suitable Filipino staff. Although it was fairly easy for us to find a Spanish-
speaking supervisor with survey research experience, it was virtuaily impossible to
find a comparable Tagalog-speaking supervisor. Throughout the pilot the project
team was far more confident about our ability to supervise and maintain appropriate
quality control over the Spanish-speaking interviewers because we had the bilingual
supervisor as a member of the core survey team. The fact that we did not have a
Filipino supervisor (or experienced Filipino interviewer) on the management team
was a major drawback in our ability to confidently supervise the Tagalog-speaking
interviewers and gauge how well they were really performing in the field (when they
interviewed in Tagalog). It would have been preferable to increase the overall level of
interviewer supervision (and validation), using experienced bilingual staff, particu-
larly during the early stages of the fieldwork, to collect more systematic data about
interviewers’ performance and to give more direct feedback to the staff on how to
improve their basic interviewing skills.

2For an excellent discussion of current standards and practical procedures for designing and implement-
ing surveys, sre Fowler (1988).
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The management problems mentioned above are particularly severe when dealing
with multiple cultural groups within a single survey. In our case, the requirement for
both Spanish-speaking and Tagalog-speaking interviewers increased the manage-
ment problems by a significant factor.

Recommendations for Survey Procedures

In some ways, the piiot results provide conservative indicators of the likely success of
future immigrant surveys. Budget and time constraints prevented us from imple-
menting many field procedures that probably would have improved the overall
response rates and the data quality. The pilot results, however, lead us to conclude
that future surveys of immigrants, including longitudinal surveys, can be successfully
designed and implemented. Below we discuss several critical research issues that
must be addressed to ensure the success of future surveys of immigrant populations.

1. ldentifying a probability sample of immigrants. While the pilot demonstrated
that it is possible to draw a representative sample of immigrants using census data
on where immigrants are concentrated, there is a serious potential pitfall in the pro-
cess that must be avoided to ensure the success of the sampling procedures. It is
crucial to list and screen all addresses in target areas, especially many hidden apart-
ment units that may not be easily visible from the street and are likely to house one
or more immigrant families. We found that the field lister for the pilot (who was not
bilingual) failed to properly list a substantial proportion of the apartments in the
high-density Salvadoran census tracts. We suspect that this occurred in part because
the field lister was not entirely comfortable working in many of the high-crime areas
and that he failed to fully investigate hidden units because of legitimate concerns
about his personal safety and language barriers. Interviewers found that the
“hidden” apartment units missed by the original lister often contained undocu-
mented immigranis. This means that failure to properly list addresses for immigrant
samples can lead to an undercount of immigrants, and especially those who are un-
documented.

To minimize these listing problems on future surveys, we have three recommenda-
tions:

¢ Use a team of bilingual field interviewers who are comfortable working in the
areas to complete both the listing activities and the actual screening and inter-
viewing.

* Validate a random percentage of each lister's work to ensure the accuracy of the
listings before the actual fieldwork begins.

* Provide adequate training for interviewers on field listing so that they can iden-
tify potential listing problems when they are in the field and bring them to the
attention of the field supervisor.

2. Developing and testing questionnaires suitable for administration with different
immigrant groups. A major lesson learned from the pilot is that the design and
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testing of effective instruments in several languages (in our case, English, Spanish,
and Tagalog) is time-consuming and requires close collaboration between the design
team, the translators, and outside consultants and informants.

To design effective translated instruments for different language groups, we suggest
that the following elements be included in the survey design process:

¢ The designers should consider translatability of measures during the early stages
of instrument design, so that the English and non-English questionnaires are
developed in parallel.

e All survey instruments should be pretested extensively in all languages with re-
spondents from the target groups.

* Iterative pretests should be conducteq on individual questions or sections of the
questionnaire that have never been used with the study population or are par-
ticularly problematic.

¢ Multiple pretesting methods should be used as appropriate, including focus
groups and one-on-one pretests.

e There should be as many pretests as are necessary to ensure that all problematic
questions have been corrected.

+ Bilingual interviewers who are representative of the immigrant populations that

will be included in the study should conduct the testing of translated instru-
ments.

 Bilingual members of the survey design team should attend some of the pretest
interviews, to observe the interviewer-respondent interactions as the translated
instruments are being tested in the field.

» Highly skilled translators with a proven track record, familiarity with the study
population(s) and the spoken language they use, and acquaintance with survey
research should be hired to work closely with the survey team during the design

and testing process and during the preparation of the final version of all survey
materials.

As a further test of how well the final instruments actually work in the field, we also
recommend that a random percentage of main interviews be observed by a bilingual
field supervisor (this step could be incorporated into field validation) to monitor re-
spondent reaction to the translated instruments. It would also be useful to collect
systematic data from interviewers about their perceptions of how well the translated
instruments really worked. Results from both these steps would improve re-
searchers’ understanding of whether the translated instruments meet the design ob-
jective.

3. Recruiting and retaining a high-quality bilingual field staff. Without a highly
skilled and committed bilingual field interviewing staff, surveys of imrnigrant popu-
lations whose first language is not English cannot be successfully implemented. The
pilot interviewers’ effectiveness in interacting with immigrants and reassuring them
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about the confidentiality of the survey and the importance of their participation was
a critical factor in the success of the field operations. Our ability to successfully re-
cruit and retain a large bilingual staff throughout the field perind (a five-week
screener plus a five-week main interview phase) rested on four key elements:

* Weidentified a qualified pool of bilingual interviewers from the same immigrant
groups that were included in the study.

* We conducted extensive training sessions on the background and purpose of the
study, aggressively solicited feedback from interviewers about their concerns,
and gave them an opportunity to ask questions until they were comfortable with
the project and their role as interviewers.

» The interviewers saw themselves as members of the research team and were
dedicated to making the project a success: they were convinced that the survey
might have a future positive effect on the Salvadoran and Filipino communities.

* Interviewers were convinced that RAND’s confidentiality assurances were real
and that they were not putting the respondents at risk.

Interviewer concerns about RAND's promises of confidentiality and our willingness
to deliver on those promises were a major topic during training. They needed assur-
ances about confidentiality issues before they were willing to approach respondents.
To give added confidence to potential interviewers and respondents about the re-
searchers’ commitment to data safeguarding, we strongly recommend that future
studies apply for a Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS confidential-
ity certificate that will guarantee that individual data will be protected from sub-
poena. We did not have such a confidentiality certificate for the pilot study, but past
RAND survey experiences suggest that it is an especially effective device for persuad-
ing interviewers and respondents that the privacy of survey data will be securely pro-
tected.?

Successful recruitment of bilingual interviewers requires several other components.
One critical item is the selection of competitive pay rates {(and incentive payments)
that will permit the survey staff to attract and retain high-quality field interviewers.
While we were successful during the pilot using a pay rate of $7.50 per hour (plus a
modest $2.00 bonus per completed case for the main interviews) in attracting high-
quality field interviewers, most survey organizations have found it necessary to offer
substantially higher pay rates (in the $8-$10 per hour range), often coupled with
large incentive payments (e.g., high per-case bonuses for completed interviews) in
order to recruit (and retain) interviewers who are willing to work in high-crime areas.
After 10 weeks of working in difficult areas, there were signs that the LACS interview-
ers were beginning to burn out on the job. We suspect that substantially more at-
tractive incentives would have been necessary had the field period been much
longer.

3To protect the contidentiality of our respondents, we did not keep permanent records of information that
would allow any of them to be identified.
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The second critical component for effective interviewer recruitment and retention is
to assure their safety in the field. This can be done by providing escorts or survey as-
sistants, or by allowing interviewers to work in teams if they prefer. We were fortu-
nate during the pilot that the overwhelming majority of our interviewers (who were
primarily male) were comfortable working in high-crime areas in Los Angeles
County, and such precautions were not necessary. It is unusual to have so many
male interviewers in a general survey, and even more surprising to find so many in-
terviewers willing to work under less than optimal field conditions. We were also
fortunate that our pilot sample was highly ciustered, so many interviewers were fre-
quently working in the same general area. They felt considerable comfort in knowing
that their colleagues were often close by. If the fieldwork is less clustered or if female
interviewers are required, interviewers are more likely to have legitimate safety con-
cerns, which may affect their willingness to work by themselves or to persist with the
work for long periods.

Another interviewer safety concern may arise regarding respondent payments. Our
interviewers were extremely uncomfortable carrying cash, so we opted for grocery
certificates.

4. Obtaining high survey participation and retention rates. The ultimate success of
future surveys obviously depends on obtaining high response rates and retention
rates among immigrants. Besides some of the measures already discussed, we think
that future efforts to maximize Tesponse rates should include the following addi-
tional components:

* Appropriate incentive payments. We found that a $5.00 grocery certificate (in lieu
of cash) was an effective, but administratively burdensome, incentive payment;
future studies might want to test whether larger incentive payments, say $10.00,
would help to boost response rates.

*  Innovative procedures for gaining access to locked/security buildings when apart-
ment managers refuse to allow interviewers to enter (e.g., special letters and
phone calls from senior project staff or community leaders to solicit coopera-
tion). Apartment building gatekeepers appear to be a major problem in survey-
ing immigrants in some densely populated areas.

*  Tracking highly mobile immigrant groups. We found that 11 percent of the Sal-
vadoran sample had moved within a period of 4-6 weeks, but most respondents
were willing to provide at least partial tracking information during the screener
to facilitate future longitudinal follow-ups, though postcards provided for this
purpose in our pilot were rarely sent by the respondents who did move.

5. Designing effective field management procedures. Managing field operations for
a lérge-scale immigrant survey, especially one that includes multiple language
groups, poses several unique challenges for the survey management team because of
(1) the need for bilingual field supervisors (as well as interviewers), (2) the need to re-
cruit and train a large field staff of typically inexperienced interviewers for whom
English is their second language, and (3) the need to screen large samples of house-
holds to identify eligible respondents.
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In planning future immigrant surveys. we recommend that the following elements be

included in the field management plans:

¢ Recruit bilingual supervisors and validators so that the supervisory staff is suffi-

ciently large to monitor the quality of interviewers’ work.

e Use a mixed mode approach to randomly validate a percentage of each inter-
viewer's work? (e.g., in-person and telephone validation), do so quickly, and give
dgirect ongoing feedback to interviewers on the results of the validation.

to pinpoint inter-

« Edit an~ code incoming completed cases on an ongoing basis
terviewers on the

viewer errors as soon as possible and give direct feedback to in
results of the editing.
percentage of ali interviewers’ work

« Conductin-home observations for arandom
dent reaction to the translated in-

to judge their performance as well as respon
strument.

o Organize activities SO that supervisors can maintain frequent personal contact
(e.g., weekly meetings) with interviewers throughout the survey period.

+ Provide ongoing opportunities for the entire staff to meet in groups to share in-
formation about their experiences and concerns.

Effective field management of immigrant surveys requires supervisors to establish a
good working relationship with the bilingual interviewers, one in which they are
comfortable talking about their experiences—both negative and positive. The su-
pervisors must be perceived as sensitive and responsive to the cultural differences
and concerns of the interviewers. Good communication channels between the su-
pervisory staff and the field interviewers are, therefore, essential to the successful

implementation of any future surveys of immigrants.

The Need for Longitudinal and Family-Member Data

The LACS collected data on a number of different topics and found that immigrants
are generally able and willing to report information about themselves, including such
sensitive topics such as their immigration status. Collection of this information was
undoubtedly facilitated by the assurances of confidentiality and the use of show
cards, which kept the respondents from having to state outright their income or
immigration status. Also, we put these questions near the end of the questionnaire
so that they would come after the interviewer had had soine time to establish a rap-

port with the respondent.
The survey also demonstrated the feasibility of col-

migrants regarding, for example, their work and
when they first arrived in the country,

1. Data on changes over time.
lecting retrospective data from im
earnings before coming to the United States,

— e

4we found that our interviewer
responsible for 14-21 interviewe
desired.

upervisor was

s-to-supervisor ratio was inadequate during the pilot (one s
k as closely as

rs) and that we could not monitor the new interviewers’ wor
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and their immigration status upon entry. For example, all but nine respondents were
willing and able to provide information on what they earned on their first job in the
United States. Such information can be valuable for studying the adjustments of
immigrants and the changes that they experience {see, for example, Greenwell, Da-
Vanzo, and Valdez, 1993). On some dimensions, retrospective data.can provide a
readily available, less-expensive substitute for longitudinal data. The experience of
the LACS suggests that we could probably have collected even more retrospective in-
formation, e.g., date of marriage.

There are a number of topics, however, that are crucial for studying immigrants’ ad-
justments—e.g., attitudes, assistance received from friends and relatives, or service
use—that probably cannot be reported retrospectively. Furthermore, a one-time
cross-sectional survey will cover only those currently in the United States and will
not include those who have returned to the home country. With a longitudinal sur-
vey, those in the country at the baseline interview are sought for reinterview at a later
date. Hence, the original sample may include some who have returned to their home
country by the time of the follow-up interview and whose baseline characteristics
can be analyzed and compared to the characteristics of those who remained in the
United States (although it is not clear whether these individuals can easily be distin-
guished from respondents who cannot be reinterviewed for other reasons, e.g., those
who moved to a different residence within the sample area).

Retrospective and longitudinal data each have their strengths and weaknesses. On
the one hand, the former are less expensive to collect, there is no risk of being unable
to reinterview respondents to collect data on the more recent period, and a long
period of time can be covered. On the other hand, there are questions about respon-
dents’ ability tu report on past events, including some topics that are particularly rel-
evant for studying immigrants’ adjustments to life in the United States, and about
the quality of those reports. ldeally one would use a combination of the two ap-
proaches. Even in a longitudinal study, it is useful to know about respondents’ expe-
riences before the baseline survey.

2. Data on other family members. While respondents to the LACS seemed to have
few problems reporting on their own characteristics and experiences, even for the
past, they found it considerably more difficult to report on other members of their
household. This may be due in part to the fact that immigrants tend to live in larger
households than the native-born do and are generally more likely to live in extended
households. Based on the experience of the LACS, we would recornmend that other
household members be interviewed directly if it is important to collect information
about themn or about their children. For items asking about the entire household, or
other topics where the respondents may not know the precise answer, e.g., house-
hold expenses or amount of taxes paid, it is important to allow for reports in broader
categories. Although we thought it would be more time- consuming, it appears that
information about household composition and the characteristics of various house-
hold members would probably have been collected more easily if we had used a
household roster listing all members of the household, rather than collecting infor-
mation on groups of them (e.g., number of children in a particular age group, num-
ber of workers).
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CONCLUSIONS

There are, of course, real differences in size, duration, and cost between our pilot
study and a national survey. Even so, the LACS demonstrates that a survey designed
specifically to provide useful data on immigrant families and their adaptation pro-
cesses, though challenging and expensive, is indeed feasible.

A new study of the type we propose would require a great deal of time, money, and
expertise. Major investments are required in the personnel, advanced planning, and
surveillance needed to conduct a survey in immigrant neighborhoods. Bilingual in-
terviewers and immigrant respondents require considerable time to complete inter-
view tasks with which other populations may already be familiar. Addressing ethical
concerns about privacy and confidentiality may require more time than is often
taken in the course of current survey research efforts, as may allowing for culturally
appropriate behavior. As a result of these factors, LACS interviewers spent close to
four hours per completed case to locate respondents and conduct a one-hour inter-
view. This does not include the time for interviewer training or field supervision.

A rough cost estimate based on our experience in Los Angeles suggests that prepar-
ing and conducting the initial interview for a survey of 9,000 immigrants in nine sites
across the country would cost about $6 million. (This assumes that the survey would
be conducted in six high-density and three low-density urban areas, focusing on se-
lected groups of immigrants in each location.) Costs for subsequent years would
vary considerably. For a panel survey, they would depend mainly on tracking effort:
how much time would be spent locating respondents who had moved since the last
interview. For a cross-sectional design, screening costs—driven by the difficulty of
identifying each new qualifying household—would be the key variable. In any event,
survey costs would be substantial. But they would surely be low compared to the po-
tential costs that immigration may impose, or even to the costs of programs intended
to address immigration issues.

For policymakers seeking to understand the effects of immigration on society, even
the most extensive survey is no panacea. The issues are so complex, and
the concerns and relationships so varied, that no single effort can resolve them all.
But at every level, the public debate. does need new data. Understanding the eco-
nomic and social effects of immigration policy means understanding how immi-
grants adapt to life in the United States. Only a large, specially designed survey can
provide this understanding. By directly examining the changes and adjustments in
the adaptation process, a new survey can give policymakers the facts they need to
face the challenges of unprecedented immigration.
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INTERVIEWER QUESTION AND ANSWER SHEET FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY SURVEY

SCREENER INTERVIEW

IF THE RESPONDENT ASKS YOU MAY SAY THE FOLLOWING ABOUT:
WHAT IS THE "LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY SURVEY?"

This is a survey of L.os Angeles residents to Jearn more about how families from other countries
adjust to living and working In Los Angeles. We're currently conducting a short five minute personal
interview with a sample of approximately 6000 households located throughout Los Angeles County.
We plan to do another more extensive interview with a sample of 600 tamilies later this summer.

WHO IS DOING THIS STJDY?

The study is being carried out by RAND, which is a private,non-profit public policy research
organization located in Santa Monica, California. RAND conducts research on many differant topics
such as heaith care, education and work training, housing for low income families, and many other
topics of interest to members of the general public.

We are NOT conducting this survey for the immigration and Nationalization Service (INS), OR the
Police, OR any Social Service Agency. This is a scientific research study and we are not part of any
form of law enforcement. Your participation in this survey is voluntary and will not affect any services
your household needs or uses from any local or federal program.

WHO 1S SPONSORING THE STUDY?

This studg is sponsored by a grant from the Ford Foundation. The Ford Foundation was incorporated
in 1936 (by Henry Ford). Its purpose is to advance public well-being by identifying and contributing
to the solution of problems of nationa! and internationai importance. In addition to public policy

research, the foundation also supports programs in the areas of human rights, education and culture,
community service, and foreign affairs.

HOW DO | KNOW YOU'RE NOT FROM THE POLICE OR IMMIGRATION SERVICE?

| am a professional interviewer from RAND and | have an identification card with my picture, a letter
from the RAND researchers who are conducting this study, and a Question and Answer Pamphlet
that describes this study. SHOW RESPONDENT THESE MATERIALS.

It {you like, you can aiso call my sugervisor at RAND--her name is and ask for more
information about this study. HAND CARD WITH SUPERVISOR NAME AND PHONE NUMBER.
There is a supervisor on duty at RAND who can speak to you in English or (Spanish/Tagalog).

WHY WAS MY HOUSEHOLD SELECTED?

Your household was selecled at random. We used information from the 1980 census to select a
random sample of neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles County--including Carson, Long Beach,
Hollywood, Silverlake, Pico-Union, and others areas in LA. In each neighborhood, we're visiting
every household on the block and asking them to complete a short five minute survey. We are
asking a total of about 6,000 famities to take part in this study.

WHAT WILL HOUSEHOLDS BE ASKED TO DO?

All households in your neighborhood will be asked to participate in a short interview. We will ask a
few questions about you and your household, like the language the people here usually speak at
home, how old each person is and where he or she was borp. This interview takes about 5 minutes
and any adult in the household can answer these questions.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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In some cases, you or a member of your household may be invited to participate in another interview
later this summer about your family's experiences livinq and working in Los Angeles. That Interview
will be conducted with families in ?'our neighborhood in about one month. But you dont have to
make a decision about that now--if you're selected to participate in the second Fart of this survey,
we'll schedule an appointment to explain the study in detail and vou can decide later whether or not
you'd like to participate in the second interview.

DO | HAVE TO ANSWER?

Your participation is voluntary, but | hope that you will decide fo {;arﬁcipate in this important research
study. Once you begin the interview, if there is a specific question you don't want to answer, that's
OK. idYou can stop the interview at any time. We need and appreciate any information you do
provide.

WHAT HAPPENS TO THE INFORMATION?

We will combine your answers with answers from everyone else who took pait and report the results
as totals, averages, summaries, and other general statistics for the entire group. This information will
be used for research purposes only. We will keep all information about your identity private. This
means that your name or address will not appear in any reports resulting from this interview.

IF R HAS FURTHER QUESTIONS ABOMUT CONFIDENTIALITY, SAY:

| am sorry that | couldn't answer your questions, but I'd be happy to have my supervisor at RAND,

, talk to you about this.  She can answer any questions or concerns you may have about

our participation. | can have her call you, or--if you prefer--you can call her cofiect at RAND. GIVE
AND CARD WITH SUPERVISOR NAME AND PHONE NUMBER.

WHY SHOULD | PARTICIPATE?

Your responses to this survey may play a role in planning programs and policies that help families--
from other countries--adjust to fiving and working in California.

This is a special opportunity to be part of an important scientific study. Only you can provide the
information that we need. By participating in this survey, you can make a valuable contnbution to a
study that may help plan future programs and services for members of your community.

This is one of a only a few scientific studies examining how people adjust to life in Los Angeles after

they move here from other countries. Because we're surveying a scientifically selected sample of

people to participate, we need to include many different kinds of people--people just like you--in

%rder to have a better understanding of the views and experiences of people who live in Los
ngeles.

IF RESPONDENT WANTS MORE DETAILS ABOUT THE "SECOND INTERVIEW," YOU
MAY SAY THE FOLLOWING ABOUT:

+  WHEN WILL THE INTERVIEW TAKE PLACE?
| don't know the exact time but it will probably take place sometime this summer. I'd like to
find out wh 't days and times are generally good for you so that we can recontact you to
schedule a convenient time to explain the sludy and see if you'd be willing to participate.

« HOW LONG IS THE SECOND INTERVIEW?
| don't know the exact time--but it's probably about 45 minutes. When we recontact you the
interviewer will explain how long the interview will take and exactly what you'll be asked to
do. Then you can decide if you want to participate.
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+  WILL | BE PAID?
if you decide to participate in the second interview, RAND will give you a $5.00 certificate to
use at your local grocery store--to show our appreciation for your participation in this
important research study.

+  WHY ARE YOU INTERESTED IN TALKING WITH PEOPLE FROM EL
SALVADOR, THE PHILIPPINES, AND OTHER CENTRAL AMERICAN
COUNTRIES?

We're inviting about 600 people who were born in one of eight diffarent countries in Asia or

Latin America 1o teli us more about their families' experiences living and working in Los

ﬁr:g?“les e}nd about special concerns and needs that tamilies had trying to adjust to life in
s Angeles.

W= want to collect information that will help us better understand the problems and issues
that families face adjusting to life in Los Angeles after they move here from other ¢ountries.
A large proportion of families who have settled in Los Angeles County come from Asian and
Latin American countries. Therefore the RAND researchers decided that this particular
survey would focus on people who were born in the Philippines, El Salvador, and other
Central American countries. In future work, other groups may be included. We did not have
enough money for this particular study to include ALL families in the survey.

+  WHAT GOOD WILL IT DO?
It will increase our understanding about the special problems and issues that families face
in adjusting to life in California. And it will provide decisionmakers with accurate
information--that is not currently available--about the characteristics of families and the
kinds of problems and experiences that they have when they move to Los Angeles. 1t will

also help identify the special public programs and services that are used and needed by
these families.

+  WHY DO YOU NEED TO SELECT A PARTICULAR PERSON FROM THE
HOUSEHOLD TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SECOND INTERVIEW?

For the purposes of this studEy. we need to interview an aduli between the ages of 18 and
64 who was born in (ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES).

In some cases more than one Adull in a household may be eligible, so we interview the
gerson with the most recent bithday. This ensures that every eligible person in the
ousehold has an equal chance of being selected.

We need to make sure that we represent the views of all people--young and old, men and
women, people who are heads of households and people who are not. By selecling one
person from the household at random we can do this.

WHY CAN'T SOMEONE ELSE ANSWER FOR SELEGCTED RESPONDENT?

We will be asking some questions about how people feel about their OWN personal experiences, so
only they can really answer those questions.

IF R HAS FURTHER QUESTIONS THAT YOU CANNOT ANSWER, SAY:

1 am sorry that | couldn't answer your questions but I'd be happy to have my supervisor at RAND,
_ , talk to you about this. She can answer any q'uestions or concerns you may have
about your participation. | can have her call you, or--if you prefer--you can call her collect at RAND.
GIVE RESPONDENT A CARD WITH THE SUPERVISOR'S NAME AND PHONE NUMBER. BE
SURE TO WRITE YOUR INTERVIEWER NAME AND ID ON THE CARD BEFORE LEAVING.

88




71

Screener Questionnaire

HY3A  AVG  HLNOW

reeie vJel /[ 11/
/0€~-L2 _H_HD

‘Q321T¥NI4 3SYD 3LvC H

/92-52 { L)
Y3HLO /8i-/1
«« ONYOOT
- BOTVOVL
C ceerrerssisirsiciicsesinanes Srraceererasanns Imninm

/2z-12

Q1'% INVN SHIMIIAHIAINI D /0261

P oeeerresnsneinieninian e, HSITON3 /94

V424 Q e sesaversnearanae srraseiessane NMONMNN
‘SHIGWIW HH AG NIHOAS ATIVNSN IDVNONYT '

o

.

0 W~ ®

............................. e NAONSNA
" " SINIdNNHG FHL WOY H
S YNY HOHA Y
'VAOVHYOIIN KiOH4 H
" SYHNGNOH NOH4 Y
ot VIVIKILYNO WO o
g e Ceestereerreeireeareaes HOGYATVS 13 HouA Y
' T YOIH VASOD NOH3 Y
seeeeseenien 321738 WOHA H

/Si-bi

JEL=21

/€2 Q e seesraniens $S3HAAY 1V H HONI ON )

016 E ‘3dAL WHO

‘SNLVLS ALTEIN3 '3

T34V a1 3SVYO

/8~¢ @

16/91/5 "A%Y

68

STIVO VIOl D

san
mm *MIIAHALNI 40 HLDNZT "Q

g e MIIAHLN ON
( LIRum)
g HIHIO
ﬂ ............... A!s& w:x—mv 8§‘—v
g (WHO NI3UO) HSINVIS
P (WHO3 MOTI13A) HSITONI

‘NI G3LONGNOD MIIABIUN!

" T[ISSIOOVNL
ALNNIS/SSINTY
( LUAWA)

£ tereereers e sn43y

‘8

SNLYLS YN 'Y

WHOL ONINIIHOS ATOHISNOH

AIAHNS ALINNWWNOD S313DNYV SO

9€1Z-L0706 ¥ "€IUN] €IUES

BE1Z X900 Cg 1RAS VI 00L I

aNvy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



72 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

'WHO4 240XVIHEIVSNITH FHL 1T TIWOD ‘MIIAHILNI FHL 440 SHVIHBHO S3SNJ3H Y A1 -
"H30704 QHOD3H 3SYO NO QHOO3H ANV INIWINIOJdV Ny JINAIHOS '318VTIVAY LON S LInav 4l +
~133HS HIMSNVY ANV NGALSTNO. 3HL NO SHIMSNY (3LSFOONS ISN 'SNOILSINO SYH H 4l »

SAVIAS ATIVASNH HH FOVADNYT

"HINIZYOS 40 HIAOD
NO 4 W3L1 NI NOILYWHOAN! QHOD3H ¢ 8woy 18 ¥Eads Ajjensn pjoyasnoy inok uj adoad ay) ebenbue) 1eym ew (@) noA pinoY 'y

"S@INUIW G 8%} AJUO [ 1f -- NOA LIM 0 S! 1t §i MOU metalBl) Bt uibeq ol ewil pJ
‘UI0q SEM 8US 10
8Y 813ym pue S) uos:ad Yoea Pio Moy *aluoy ie yeads Ajjensn pjouasnoy siyy ul sjdoad ey 8benbuel 8L o) ‘PIOYBSNOY JNOA UJ BAY OYM
ajdoad ay) 1noqe suonsanb ma; B Bupsmsue Aq Aepo) SN djay 0) NOA ayI| pincm By “AJBIUN|OA £|818jdwoD S) MEIAIBIU| 8L PUE 'SBINujW
G JNOGE 3%E} A|uo [ suonsanb esay) "sajabuy SO Ui 8jlj 0} ISNIPE SBUUNCS 1BYI0 WOJ) SIILE] MOY INOQE ABAIns & Bujlonpuod 81,8Mm
‘6ojebe] es Ae ow oisnb Buny :DOWOVL
sloyedsy ue ‘eseyeid peisn 15?7 O HSINVAS
10 'ysybuz uj
:noA yum yeads | 1eyy se581d NOA pinom moH

.mezwz Q10HISNOH L1NAY NY OL Xv3dS OL XSV (HAL1F1 AHOLONGOHLN!
oz<om<ozo.:o_"_ﬁzwo_oz(mZo:@.mo_cozscmwc_:o:ﬁ_cmhoco_mwmm;.oz‘&Eo:E._. S| alWey Aw ‘ofjoH

MIIABILNI HINTIHOS OL NOLLONGOHLNI

16

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




73

Screener Questionnaire

L 6 €6

L0 Q¥VYO
/55 B 't SaNIddINEd BHL
v2e PRETRI
\pm @ creerreeess YNOVHYOIN
\Qm m sersrerrriaas mégwg
/6v  FOVALXAN'COOLOD | ¥ oo yiywALVND
/8v € HOQYATYS 13
/ey Z e WOI VLS00
Yop PRIk rihuitinit
(4ddy ) 10}
LAY S WOU 'SHA v

agvo

©) ok
/5b LAOVWAEIOOLOD < Qrrererreeriecsiennne o ON

£ SBUO UOUA XSV 'S3A I
£PIED SILY UO PBIS)| Seuunoo ey Jo Aue u) usoq (iuswiede/asnoy) siu Uj o) oy 8jdoed ey} Jo AUE JO NOA B1BAA 'H OL GHYD ONVH 'Y

L3OVA'EID0LOQ < g T "S'0) IHL M NHOA 3HIM
~ SHIHWIN QTOHISNOH TIV--ON
Iop VHIMENY  <om | wooveereeoeeees P sy
(ou0 o))

¢ SBIBIS paljun 8wy BPISING usoq (iuswwpedesssnoy) siu Ut 8A) oum ejdoed eyl jo Aue 10 Nok 8Jep 2

/Ep-2p E SUIENIN GIOHISNOH £818Y oA 81d0ad Auew moy ‘JTESITTOK BUTSIRRT

"W 8Yj JO ISOU BSI8 BIOUMBLLIOS
daejs oym 10 ‘8607100 Jo jcoyas e Aeme Buin) 10 ‘Ainp Alelii 8Aoe UO 818 oysm 8jdoad JUN0S LUOQ °SBIQEG PUE UBIPILD .ﬂ.:ua.-osz

oy} Afensn oym ejdoad aup (e Inoge. Uiy} “(luewiede/ssnoy) siyi U 8Al oysm ojdoad 81} 11e noge suoyisenb ewos eaey | ‘Isij4

/¥ TR WY

/0b-2€ E“ _HE | :Q3.HY1S NIL GHODIH HIMIAUILNI ‘

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



96

74  Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

TEVTVAY A40J 1538

20 / [0 QU
wﬁ.&? 3000 a5 Z e anwey ‘0}
/1369 YOI /29-1s AULINNOD | 709-65 | 3OV | ses [ rereeeeees o /s
- Jeum 3000 g e ‘60
¢ ooy
796-56 IOYo JI  /rs-cs B AHINNOD | res-1s — 39V 70§ | weeeeeener oy /6#
w&uwg 3009 30y Z et L0 .8
/8r=ch YO /s9e-sr AULNNOD | /#b-£d ) 72p | e ompy |77
B w ........................................ N ...... %
b a0 . e
/0r-6¢ oo sec-ce _HD AULNNQD | /3e-5¢ _HD AN ey e v Tl T
Wuwg 3000 20V 2 e oeweg ‘80
Jec-1¢ 80 | soc-62 AHINNOD | /pz-c2 ; sr )y e osn |75
w\uﬁg 3000 20y T e sviey ‘G0
YO ,ze-12 AHLNNOD | s0z-s1 7 S WA opp | /et
w» MO e rrerr s b mo< ........ S J-Emw ..... o
WYO I /pr-er AYLINNOD | sz1-11 Jop b e oon | s
. mumzl ............................... seos | wO( ......... T R mo . -
JeL-9¢ 1810 §| VATRI A — _ _ AHINNOD | /ec-2¢ _ _ _ 70 SRR o |0 gg’v
o AL 4 p s ssnnnesnaosesetectoseremnnneesereneefoticeossreacsesasstcaruenieseferttiertitiiiiiirisestrrrreiii]liieriaaiiiiitiiitiriiiiaieniitiieateniieatereny 1¥3dM)
W«QE& 3000 307 g e sewey 20 S
769-89 OO §| /¢9-9% AHINNOD | sco-p9 se9 b T oppy |/ HH H3HL0
Leym 13000 e owe
¢ gov | &Y 10 NwwuoNI
719-08 1BYO | s6s-as —HD AULNNOD | /¢ o¢ Du s b TR | s
o1 e 0 S0 seinpuoy
PORRIIP SN 10 - wmweip
90 seupdpg WYL €0 U 0pRANS |3
...... =iyl
R i B S B goreuws) 0 o
(BAVN) S| ISV
1] 58p00 Ao AUYSS03N i
AVGOHLHIE
NIDIHO 40 AHINNOD ‘9 1SVINO 3OV '§ X3s ‘¢ ATINO INVN LSHI4 €

‘SH3IANIN IOHISNOH TV HO4 380Hd OL 3HNS 34
*013 "AVLS G3XI4 ¥ HOZ TVLIdSOH IHL NI ‘NOILVOVA NO~ANHYHOINIL AVMY 21d0O3d 3GNTONIOQ -
"SNOLLALILSNI H3HLO HO WV NI 31d03d HO "TOOHOS LY ONIAI ‘ALNG AUVLIIN SAILOY NO AVMY 3HY ORM T1d03d IGNTONI LONOQ +

“INYWHOINI HLIM DNILUYLS 'HRLSOH HH NI TH4 "u10q Sem uosiad 4yoea aieym pue ‘sebe sey) ‘esey oAy
oym aydoad ey} JO BLIBU IS:Y) 8Y) 8L ||8) 8SED]J 018 BAY OUM UBIPIIYD PUE SHNPE JBYIO | INOGE UOHEBULIOJU| BLLES 8i 181 0 0% P) ‘XeN

£U10q 816M NOA 018UM pue 'ab8 INOA 'eweu 1SH) 1ok ew
anb noA pinoo ‘noA YIM LEIS S$38) 15114 “(luewpederasnoy) 1ok ul 8l oy ejdoed ey pue nok Jnoqe suofisenb 210t m8j € 3SB O] peell | ‘¢

E\.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IC




75

Screener Questionnaire

86

20 qQuvo

L6

‘9 3DVd NO WHOd LOVINOO3H LNO 1114 ANV 3UIH %03HD { )
* HIHNIIH LOVINOOIH NVD 3M OS IWVYN LSY1 ONY LSHIH HIH/SIH HOL INVNHOINI MSY «

"H30104 HO03H 3SVYO NO OVE TTvO OL INIL 1S38 GHOO3H “ejedioned o) Bujjwm eq pinom

Ployesnoy JnoA Jj 88s pue Apnis e ureidxe 0} JusLLIUCIdE UE 8INPAYDS UED | 05 NoA Yorai 0} e 153Q 841 N0 puy) o} 8xj p,) ‘Apnis s1y) Jo

ved puooes eu) uj ejedjonred o) palod|as S| PJOYBSNOY JNoA U| BS}8 BUOBLIOS IO NOA ased U[ISNP "LRUOWE BUO INOQR | PBJONPUOD 8q [I|M

mojnelu| 1B “sejabuy so7 uj Buntiom pue Buiaj saousiedxe InoA Inoge meiAlelu| Joutoue uj etediiied o) pexse eq Aewt proyssnoy
JNOA U} 85} BUOBUIOS JO NOA "SBIILNOD JBYIO U UI0G 810M oym ajdced yiwm Bupie) ul paisaseul Ajjejoadse 618, TAVS 'V6'DOLSIA Sl 'G6

/L9

/39

/89

LIV 'EIDOLOD g wrorreresemnees oN
60 HAMGNY <— | e S3A
eWeuBy {eup epu1D)
enbereoy
SBINPUOH
ejewelens) ~— (SHIHLINNOOD NVOIHIAY TVHINID XIS DNIMOTIOL FHL NI NHOS ¥8-681 IOV SHININ HH ANY IFHIM
BIAY BIS0D
ozjjeg ‘HILSOU HO3HO HAMAIAHIUN “yg
‘SIHINNOD F18ID13

*MOT38 SNOLLONHLSNI MOTIOH ‘SaNIddiTIHd 3H1 HO HOGVATYS 13 Nt NHOG HIOWIN HH ON ‘6

{ouo spno}

¢S3NIddITiHd 3HL (E0) HOAVATVS 13 HIHLIA NI NHOE (GNY) Y981 OV IV SHIBNIW TIOHISNOH ANV MOH
"MIIAHALNI NIVW HOS FTRION3 §1 TOHISNOH  SNINYILIA OL HALSOK ¥OIHO HAMIAUALM '8

B0 HUM BANILNOD <= g~ 77 ON
90-€'0 HSY 'HILSOY NI SWVN HILNT <-- | "7t S3A
(eu0 of2u10)

¢UBIPHIYO jewrs pue sejqeq Bujpnioul--INOQe s pie? ; ueAeyY NoA Jeys 816y sey KTEMSA oym 8sie BUOAUE 804 ] '6INS 8q 0} Isnp */

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




00t

76  Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

20 QYD

‘9 39Vd NO WHOA LOVINOOSH L1NO THA ANV 3H3H ¥OFHO ()

"H3A)04 QHOO3Y
ASVO NO 4OV 11v0 OL 3WIL 1538 GHOOIY “ILOW BUO INOGE Uj MOIAIB]U} JOYIOUE U) 612dioEd O} Biqe 89 PINOM (eysseymoA) ) ees pue

Apnis s ugejdxe o} juswiuiodde ue ejnpeyos ueo | 08 {s8uLYNOA) YoBE! O} ALY 1S8q 81 1IN0 PUl 0} 8] P} _ {Mou 818Y (INIANOJESIY
319I9113) S| (Seuley Ise) pue 1siy (SINIANOJSIH 31a19113) aul 1181 NOA pinoy *sejeBuy so7 uj Bupuom pue Bulay seausliedxe sejjrue)
NOA JNoqe SuoHSenb 80Ul JBMSUE O}--YjuOLL 8O inoge ul--mejaIsiul pucoes 2 u) ejedioiued 0} (ANIANOJSIH 318I9113) AL O] || P g}

/TL-0L :19}S0Y U0 ‘ON 8uf ~———— :S3X08 3SIHL NI HI1SOH FHL WOU HIGNNN INIT SNOSHId
H3LNI ANY H3A7104 QHOO3H 3SYD NO H 3 1ID113 40 INYN aHOD3Y

¢(ABPULIG 1UBOBI 1SOW BY} PEY (SHIBWIN HH T1GIDITA 40 STHVN avar) ejdoed esey o youm
8w (|83 noA ued ‘uosied 1yl aU} 0} HiBl | 8INS 8G 0 ‘SELIUNGD 18y1o ur uioq 18m oum ejdosd yum Bup[E) Ul pelsalsiy; Ajepedse 810M VI

*AVS 'SaNIdITIHA IHL HO HOGYATVS 13 NI NHOG HISWIW GIOHISNOH FTMONT INO NVHL JHOW “| |

'8 39Vd NO WHOL LOVINOOIH LNO Tiid ANV JHIH ¥03HO ( )

/69-89 +J8)SOY uo "oN euI ~s—— SIXO0A 3SIHL NI H31SOH JHL WOH- HIGANN 3INiT S.NOSHIY
HALNI ANV H3Q104 QHOD3H 3SYO NO H 31819113 20 IIYN aHOO3H

'HIQTO4 AHOOIY ASYD NO %OVE TI¥D OL 3NIL 138 AH0OIH “LALOW BUO INOTE Uy MaNIBI|

18yloue uj arediciued 0) 8iqe 8q pinom (8US/BUMOA) JI 88S pUE Apmis siy; urejdxe o} Juswujujodde ue 8jNpayos UBd | 05 JeyyYMoK) yores
O} 8LLI 1S6q 8Y1 INO puy 0] 8Y|| P,| ¢Mou 818y (INIANOJSIY INGION3) S| ¢8WERU IS8} pue IS1}) (SLNIANOISIH F1EIo3) e jje) no. pINoY '

'sejobuy so7 w1 Buppiom pue Buial seouspedxe ,SB}fiLie;} JNoA Jnoqe suogsenb eiows Jemsue 0]--LjUOL BUO JNOGE Uj--MBJAIBIL] PUCDBS B U]

e1edjoped 0} ‘(LNIANOJSIY J1BIOI13) BYIA] O} BNl P, "SBLILNOD JBYIO U) U0 B18M oym ejdoad um Bupite) u) perseseiu; Aljejdedse 01,0

AV "SINIdABHA FHL HO HOQYATYS 13 Nt NHOG BIBHIN GTOHISNOH T\ ING 01

*SANIddITHd SHL HO HOQVATYS 13 NI NHOS SHIBNIW HH 504 3DYd SiHL

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Y

Questionnaire

(30vd LX3N €4'0 0L 0P)

"133HE HIMSNY OGNV NOIIS83ND 40 AdOO 3JAV3
‘HINOW 3NO LNOABV NI HIH/WIH 1OVINOO3IH (AVAW/ M
H3IM3IIAHIALNI ONVYH V 1VHL H3IH/NIH ONIN3H ANV H XNVHL

dcreener

noA 0} diysuojieiey suosied

(-ow ‘pusyj ‘181S1S "JUNE “Jaylowpued
“Jayie; “Jeyiow ‘eidwexs 104) ¢nok o) diysuonees suossad Syl S1 feym

eusudels | O] vy

( )
dry NBIS A

sse.poy leeng

18114 sweN 158

NOA O diysuogsiey 8U0sId

(o010 *pusis; ‘181818 ‘JunE ‘JeyiowpueId
“eyiej ‘Jeyiow ‘ojdwexe Jog) ¢noA o} diysuolie|s) suossed HUI 91 leum

euoyde | op0) wory

{ )
a7 amg Ao

sse0y weng

iy swey uv)

noA ol diysuofieiely s.uosied

A.u.a .wco.:_ ;Sa_m.EaucoEoEvcso
‘1syje; "Jeyiow ‘sjdwiexe 104) ¢nok o} diysuoiiejes s,uosied s S 1BYM

suoydeje | 90) ey

di LN A bnw
$ODY lesng
g surmy ey

s gopyy gy ©

('HIGNNN INOHJ ‘SS3HAQV dn xOanon_v%:m NSV) UM 4INo} W ey 0} 8ins @1N0A sucAue--puey) & Jo

‘gI3UN O Jne ue ‘W) eid e ‘sjueled 1noA aq pInoo si
puE 'sSSBIPPE ‘SELIBU BY] BARY | ABW ‘(LjUou B JROGE U]

‘ONIBIB: SO DULI0S

BX@ J0J ¢NOA 8]ED0| O} MOY MOUY PINOM OyM Bidoad 881y} j0 SIeqUINU suoydere}
MBIAIBILE B} OP O] YOBQ BLLIOD HM USUM NOA 1BO0| LUED @M JO POAOLL QABY NOA 8SBO U] ‘21

(K&nunod uwopewy |enued ejqibya Jeyio/seuiddiydsiopeas |3)
AINO S$GIOHISNOH 318IDI13 HO4 WHOH LOVINODIH

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




101

78  Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

£0 a¥vo

/ri-ty _HB : DH_ ‘G3ANT INIL QHOO3Y HIMIIAUIINI @

"HINOW INO 1NOAY NI UNIONOISIH
0319313S) LOVINOOIH TIIM HIMIIALILNI NV LVHL INVIWHO-INI ONINSH GNY QHVO SSIHATY JO JONVHO
3HL ONV 133HS HIMSNY OGNV NOILSIND ONYH 3HL 30 AJOD ¥ IAVIT OL HIBWINIH ‘GIOHISNOH 11913 4i

"diey inoA eeoaidde Ajfess epn *Apnis Juenodw; sy uy Bunedioued 50 nok yuey)

/04 H ' Q3sN43y

suoyds|s . 8p0o) easy
{ )

£48qunu BUOYABIB} 1NOA S) JBUM ‘MBIAIBIUI SIL) OP O} 818U SEM | BINS BYEW O} SJUBM B0 AL BSED LI ISNP )

/6 3

(eu0 eranp)

¢PBYIB8! 8q UBD NOA BIBYM BOUBPISES SIY) 1B Buoyde|s} B 88y} S| 'Y

‘Butdeeypiooes no 1oy suonsenb euy om} %SE 0} paeu ISnl | “meIABILI SIL} JO pUS ey syeul ‘gl

Jo-1 e *3NOAU3AT HO4

o
C

01

,\)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




a0t

79

Screener Questionnaire

'WHOS J30XYIHBIVSNATYH IHL 3131dWOD "MIIAUILNI IHL 340 SHYIHE HO SISN4IH Y 41 +
‘H30704 QHON3H 3SVD NO GHOO3H ANV LNININIOIAY NV 3I1NA3HOS '318VIVAY LON S LINaV i »
+'133HS HIMSNV ONV NOILS3ND. IHL NO SHIMSNV G31SI99DNS 3SN 'SNOILSINO SYH H 41 +

SHVIdS ATTVASN HH IDVAONV]

‘HINIIHO
40 H3A0J NO 4 3Ll NI NOLLYWHOSNI GHOO3Y {BSEO IS8 U Bjusiufelauad ejqey es ewoip| enb ewioep m:vomw v

"SolnulW G BJewo) 0jos--(eddsed e 1S) ‘eisiABRUB ) Jezedwa eIBISIND

"BJi3 U 1§ UCIBIOBU BPUOP A ‘BSEO BIS6 UB 8AIA Bnb BUOSIEd BPED B8P PEPS ] ‘BSED LS BlUSWIEIsLsB

ue|jqey ewolp; anb owoo ‘ojdws:e Jod ‘eSED BISE LB UBAIA BNb SeUOSIad Se) Bp B0I808 SEIUNBAd SEIUEND SBUN 1e)S8juoo e
apnie sou 8nb SOWEIPISING "BLIEJUNIOA BlLBIWIE}SIAWOD SB BISIABJUB B| A sojnuil () uesewo) ojgs sejunbesd sejs3 “sejebuy so7 ue
BPIA 8P S3UOJOIPUCO SB) B uBjdepe 8s ‘sasied S010 8p usueiA 6Nb SeljiLe) SE| OWED BJGOS BISENIUS BUN 0GED B OpUBAB|| BISO GNVY

‘Bojebe es Ae ow oisnb Bunyj :©0TVOVL
iloyedse ue QO  :HSINVYS

s9|6u) ue ‘ajqey e| enb aseyeid owon?

‘HIAW3N oqo.wmeOI
1INAV NV OL 3v3dS OL sV (631137 AHOLONGOHLINI ONV QHVO NOILYOIILN3A! GNVH MOHS) "EOIUON Bl

UBS U8 ugpebseau)
6P 04u8d UN ‘GNvY uQjoeZIUBGIO B) B Ojueseldel A (LSV1 ‘LSHIL) OWE)| B ‘(seyoou seusnqssepse) seusnq) sejp sousng

MIIAHILNI H3IN3IHOS OL NOILONAOHLNI

-




cOT

" il Challenges

80 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Tech-

[0 Quvd
/E§ 80 "'t SINIAAHWH FHL
/26 20 S YNV
/18 90 - YNOVHYOIN .\! C H
70§ - s0 ' SYHNANOH
76 30Vd IXIN'CDOL 09 {4 C VIVAELYND
/8» €o - ' HOQYATYS 13
434 o0 - ** YOIt Y1800
\W' —O .................. Wun—wm
(Kody 12y} 1y &j211)
‘NOUd "S3A v

Qauvd

©) MOHS
/Sy ngl .ﬁw.co.PS Koo Qroreees reeaeiiaeant ' ON

4SO[BNO UF? NSV 'SAA i

Lelefie vise ue uminby
enb sesied soj ep oun ue (ojuswepede 8)S8/ESED E}S8) UB BAlA anb euosied eijo Jeinbiens gpeu o 'poISN QIOBN? 'H OL QYYD ANYH v

'S’ 3HL NI NHOE 3H3IM

g ]
4TV EIDOL 0O SHIAGW3N ATIOHISNOH 1Tv--ON
\‘v * ( Igws P F R I N A, mm>

(ou0 #p240)

LEDIGWBELION
3P sopjun sopeys3 soj anb sjed OIS ue ‘(ojuswepede 8)se/esed Blse) us eaA enb euosiad e1o Jeinbjend gpeu o ‘pelsn 0[0BN? "2

o ¢inbe uaaja
ev-zp DH_ e seuosiad Sejupno “PaTSTTE B0 PUBATIU OO PUSKMIT?
"0jys 040

ue odway (op eled JoAew B[ uswsenp anb se) B 0 ‘(ojuswwepede a)se/esSeD B]S8) UB UBAIA OU A PEDISIBAJUN O B]8NOSE B} B UBA Bnb sey B
O ‘SRl OKNAIBS NS OpuBlORY UEISE 8nb seuosied se) e eAnpu] oN "SBINELO A SOYIU 'SOjInpe -- Inbe usaiA [ETSUEB O[T 100 enb seuossed
S®B| Sepo) us asusly “(olualwelede sjse/esed ejsa) us usala enb seuosiad SB| SBpO} U0 Sepeuope}e) sejunbaid seun obual ‘olewiy ‘1

/18 g id
e Wy
Jov-1¢ DH_ : DH_ GUHVLS BNIL GHOOIH HAMIALILNI @

Q
ERIC




cot

3 20 / 10 QuUVD
) Lleym _ 3090 0k
g 11363 10865 : 5 e
5 2 - 1ol ‘60
S . !
kA 795-55 /¥s~€ _ v b equo | ey
2 O e I . JAs e 0 o I43 AR R
& : ‘80
5 /9b~S¥ AHAINNOD /Th
g Lieum :3000
3] 70b-6¢. Y80 )| sse~ce AYINNGD
[ 2 2 Thsesraes tevesasrsasa P R R T I T P
LIBYUM 30090
Jec-1¢ ‘80 so¢-sz AHLNNOD Joz
VBUM 3000 50
/be-€2 N8Iyl sez-1z AHLNNOD it
‘0
................ e e
. (LI
0 o
............................ . \en.... . 1v3d3y)
) 4 0 grmen
GlEum DH_ 3000 10 AINYWHOIN
/19-09 ooyl ses-as AHINNGO 7£5-9§ I8
op s O S0+ seinpuoy
PR SN 0 - epwaen
80 sewddilyd oUL €0 °**iopealsg |3
207101111 BWRURY 20"+ GOl WSOD ielnw 0 aiquioy
90 v e 40 -1 (GNVN) 537 NSV
1571 $6pog Anunog ‘AHVSS30AN I
AVAHIHIG
MIDIHO 4C AHLNNOD '9 ISVINO 3DV G X3s v ATNO 3WVN LSHI4 ¢

"SHIEW3W QTOHISNOK T1¥ HOL 380Hd OL ZHNS 58 -
"013 °AVLS G3XId V HOd WVLIdSOH THL NI 'NOILYOVA NO--ATHVHOM 3L AVMY 31d03d 3aNTON Oa »
"SNOLLALILSNI HIHLO HO UVr NI 31d03d WO "IOOHOS 1V ONIAT 'ALNG ABY.LITN SALLOYV NO AVMY 3uv OHM 31d03d 3aNT1ONI LONOQ »

) "LNVIRHOIN! HLIM ONILHVLS HIISOH HH M TiId  inbe 8AA enb euosied
BPED 908U 8puop Jebn (e A ‘pepe e ‘eiquiou (e i0ep eupod sy Inbe uel anb SOYIL A SOYNpPE SpWap SO} SOPO} 8P BIS|| BUN 1808BY BIBISHD ‘vJoyy

49198 &puop Jebn| (e A ‘peps ns ‘eiquiou NS Jpap 21pod BN? “POISH: UCD JEZBALS B SOWEA ‘olewld ‘(oluetueuede a1se/eSED BISE)
us.. ma enb seuosied se| ep A paisn ep eo1eoe spw sejunbe.d sejueno Seun 8}190.Y Olise0eU ‘JeBOY NS UB JeiSIABLRUS Bp BY UBIND € JB0BKqRISe BIey ‘£

Q

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

r



CIT

e0 auvo 9 3DVd NO WHOZ LOVINOO3H LNO T4 ONV JHIH¥0THO ( )

« HIHMIH LOVINODIH NvO 3M OS IWVN LSV GNV LSHI HIAH/SIH HOJ LNVWRHOINI MSY «

"H307104 QHOO3H 35VD NO XOVE 1TvO OL 3WIL 138 QH003Y ¢ uptoebiiseau; eise ue Jedionsed usseinb Jeboy ns

ue ueajA enb seuosiad sej |s enbusne enb esed £ eisenous eise seo|dxe epand 8] enb esed paisn uoo BWIBOUNIOD Bied ojuBtLoU)
Jolow j@ s6 {gna? ‘uopebseau) else ep sped epunBes e| ue edpiued anb esed sefoy ns ue euosied eno BunBie e soiweuopoeies
enb 0 ‘peiSN B SOWBL0|308]6S 0] 8Nb Bp OSED UB 'JBQES BIBISING 'SBLW UN BP 0USP SOUBL O SEL §18S eisiaaIiue eisg ‘sepbuy

mw 507 & oula enb epsep opesed ey &) enb o] 8p €2J8OE Bis|ABNUS B0 UB adiopied enb ‘seBoy ns us euosiad B0 eunbie e o ‘pasn

g e sowepid &) enb sjqisod $3 *N'N'F 3 sof enb sesied S0.10 6p 8jUBS LD feIqeY UB SOPESeIeU| SOWBIST AVS ‘V6'D OL S3IA 41 86

=

5

= L3OVA ELDOLOD g it “ON

O

.m /L9 6D HIMSNY <~ | "7 ggp

m — feuo epu0)

m ““wnﬁgou ~&— (SIIHINNOD NVOIHINY VHLINIO XIS DNIMOTIOL FHL NI NHOE ¥9-81 3DV SUIGWIIN HH ANY SUIM

m ejewejens ‘HILSOU MHOTHO HAMIIAUIINI V6

= BIY eSO

g ezjog

m ‘S3IHINNOD 3181913 *MOT38 SNOILONHLSNI MOTI03 'SINIAAIHHAHOAYATVS 13 N1 NHOG HIBWIW HHON A °g

£ z Tttt JHOW HO oML

i@ 3DVJIXAN'BLOOLOD <= | "7t gD

2 /99 60 HLIM SNNILLNOD e g 7050 erereseesene 3NON

=i

m (60 8242}

g

S LSINIddITIHG 3HL (O) HOGYAIVS T3 HIHLIA NI NHOE (GNY) 681 JOV 3V SHIBNTH QIOHISNIOH ANVIVMOH

b=t *MIAIAHILINI NIVIN HOS 819113 S QTOHISNOH 4t 3NINYILIA OL HILSOH NOIHO HIMIAUILN 8

m FOHLIM 3NNILNOD <=

.m° ’s9 9°0-€'0 %SV 'H3LSOH NI INVN HIINT <= |

m (oup o)

A ¢scyanbad soyju so) e A seimELO SE| B 0pusAnpu| - opeuoueL 'ARY OW OU paIsn anb
‘TETSUBH 0T 107 ‘jnbe eaia enb sew Buosied eunbie oseoe Aey? ‘ejpeu & olje 1od opesed ey ou enb ep 0nBas BUBLEBINIUSGE JEISS BiRY 'L

o

=<}

14

i1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




83

Screener Questionnaire

FTT

20 auvo

‘9 30DVd NO WHOL LOVINOOIH 1NO T4 ANV IHIH MO3HD ()

"H30704 QHOOI3H 3SVO NO ¥OvE 1T¥D OL INIL 1S38 aHOO3Y §(Sew
un ep 01udp SOUBW O SBW) ‘BIS|AGNUS B0 U Jedided ipod (ejje/ig/paisn) 1s JenbiioAe A Bjsenaus B)se 8j1e0dxe esed e Bun JeoRY
©Jed (E18/9/poisn) UG 8WLIBDIUNWIOO BIBd OJUSLIOW JOBLW [0 S8 [BND 18GES BIBISIND? ¢,0JUBLLIOW 8)S6 Ud inbe BI1s3? {(IN3ANOJS3H
1a1o13) ep opyilede A a1qwou (e 199p eypod aW? "sejebuy S0 ue opueleqen A opualala Sejousyedxe sns 8.qos segunbBeud spu

€ iepuodsa: ered--Seil Un 8p 0QUBP SOUBWI O SELW--BISIABAUS BPUNBes eun ue sedioiued e (INIANOJS3Y F15O113) B JelAUL BIBISIND "Gl L

) ) - :S3X0@ 3STHL NI HILSOH JHL WOH4 HIBWNN 3NIT SNOSHId
/12-0t B +18150Y Lo "ON BuI HIINI GNV 30104 GHOOIH 3SVD NO H J18IS13 40 INVN aHOOIH

¢BIBWANUABI SBLI SOUE OpYidWNo BY (SHIGN3W HH 71819113 40 STWVN Av3H) seucsied sBISe 8p [Bno Jep

apend aw? ‘apuodsalioo uainb uoo ojqey anb swieinbase eieyq ‘sesied S0110 ue oroeu enb ejuab uoo sejyeyY ue sopesesalu| souelsy ‘Wit

*AVS "S3NIddIliHd 3H1 HO HOGYATVS 13 NI NHOS HISWIN Q10HISHOH J1919113 INC NVHL 340N

‘9 39Vd NO WHOL 10VINOO3H N0 T4 ANV IUIH XO3HO ()

-$3X04 3SIHL NI HILSOH 3HL WO HIBWNN 3NN S.NOSHId

/69-89 _HD :0lSOY U0 ‘ON Buj] % H3LNI ANV H3A104 GHOOTY 3S¥O NO H 31815113 40 IWVN aHOS3Y

RCE ) oF]
QHOO3H 3SVI NO XOVE 11vO OL 3WIL 1S38 GHOO3H ¢,(S8W uN 8p oAusp SouawW o SBw) ‘BisiAenue eJo ua sedioed gipod (ejje/e/peisn)

1s senBusae A elsensue eise 8pedljdxs esed eyo Bun seoey Bied (B(|6/j9/palsn) uod aweaunWod ered ojuswow Jofaw (o S8

iPM J8qES BIBISIND? ¢0lUBIWIOW 81SB UB INbE B)S3? ¢ (INIANOJSIH 318IDI13) 8p opyiede A ai1quiou (@ 109p kppod oy ? -sejebuy so7
us opuefeqen £ opusiaia sejousiiedxe sns 8:qos sejunbesd sew e sepucdsas eied--sow un ©p ouBsp SOUBU O SPIU--BISIABAUS Bpunbas
eun ue sedjofied e (LINIANOJS3H F1€ID1F) B Jeliaul vIB|SIND *sesied Sono ue 9joeu anb ajush Lo Jejqey ue SOpeSeLelu| SOWE]S]

H

'AYS "SINIddINHG 3. HO HOGYATVS T3 N NHOE HIBWAN QIOHISNOH 31AIBIT 3NO 0

‘S3NIddINIHd 3HL HO HOAVATYS 13 NI NHOS SHIEWIN HH HOH 39Vd SiHL
) S

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




OTT

84 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

20 aHvJ QUOS ed B166 LOO BUSH PEIEN 8NV LUOREW) O 00Z8lUe Y

(-010 ‘obuue ‘eueiliey ‘e) ‘ejenqe ‘eiped ‘eipew ns ‘'odwele o
¢euosiad €S8 uod fuel} palsn enb ugtoeis o 0dzejussed |9 9 [gn)

1T
(30Yd 1X3N €1°0 OL 0V) ouojle ) 0otueie) obyoqy Al ﬁ
‘133HS HIMSNV ANV NOLLSIND 40 AdOO 3IAY3I ( )
‘HINOW 3INO LNOBY Ni HIH/NIH LOVINOOIH (AVWAIM, [ei50d wuoy opeisy PPN
HY3IMIIAHIALNI ONVH V LVHL U3H/NIH ONINIH ONV H XNVHL
OMMUNU A 88D
quoN opjjiedy
| =
wuosied 8180 UCO SUS) PEISN ENb LRSI O COZEIUBIRS BUDSIEd 138 UOO BUS( PAISN enb UOPE) O COZelUe Y
(-019 *ofiwie ‘euewiay ‘ej} ‘ejonqe ‘eiped ‘eipews ns ‘ojdwiso _om,w (-o1e ‘ofiwe ‘eueuusy 'ey} ‘ejonge *eiped ‘espew ns ‘odweld Jo,
seuosiad BiSe uod eusyl peisn enb uQIOE|al 0 cozajuased |9 S8 [gn) {BUOSIOd BiS8 UoO susl) Paisn enb LoelBl 0 0dZejuased |9 $8 |PND)
oudjeie] 09{UQI8[el 080 ouapie L oougeiel 08pon
( ) ( )
[8is0d suoy opeisy pepnin misod vuoy opwis3 PN
omunu £ ejen ewnu £ emo
SJQUON opijjedy Q)QuIoN __opyyedy
0 v
g T g au
R P ITITIe "+ SINYN OML
[ SRR ** SNVN 3NO )
0" NOLLYWHQANE 0380434 - INON  INSAID S10VINOD JO HIGWNN HIINT !
reL SHOBHO HIMIALIIN

{'d3EWNN 3NCHd 'SSIHAQY dN 00T 0L H SY) "OlBIW0D Biepsent enb ep a:nbes 9ise peisn uemnb uod

euosied Jainbjens -- obuwe un o ‘ajuaued 0110 0} un o eji eun ‘sojanqe sns ‘seiped sns ‘odwale sod ‘sas UBJIPOY JBUBIIUOIUR/OPRBIUCIUS

0weo upIqes enb seuos:ed ses} 8p OuO)P[B) BP SOIBUINU SOf A ‘SBLOIIBIP SE| ‘SBIGUIOU SO Jeyoiosodosd epend ew? ‘(seww un @p onusp
sjuswepewixaide).eisiAesiue Bl Jeoey Bled SOWEBAIOA CPUBNRD BUBZIEOOLOPEZIED0] SOWwapod ou is 0 opepnw eAey s enb ep oseo Uz 2}

(Aqunoy uvopewy |enued eiqidila Jeyio/seujddyiyd/IopeAES [3)
ATINO SGTOHISNOH 381D HO4 WHOS 1OVINOD3Y
9

Q

=

§
3
H
;
;

E




L

85

Screener Questionnaire

811

£0 aqyvo

/8T b Wv

JBT-TT _ _ : _ _ _ ‘Q30N3 FWIL GHODIH HIMIIAHILNI

‘HINOW INO 1N08V NI HIH/WIH LOVINODIY TUM HIMIIAHILINI NV LVHL Y
ANIW3Y ANV 133HS HIMSNV ONV NOLLSAND ONVH 3HL 40 AJOO V 3AV31 OL HIGWIW3Y :QIOHISNOH mﬁm_wimm_

‘epnfe ns oyonw soweodepeiBe 87 ‘ejsensus sluepodw BlSe U opedoiued Jeqey Jod sepeiB eyonpy

/0t d " @3snday

ouojgle | oougyeie} 06ipeD

{ )
¢,0U0}9|8) ep olBwNU NS
S@ [BnJ ‘BlSiABIUG BISE 0QED B JBA8)| eled Inbe 8Anise enb esieinbese eleinb euioyo 1w enb oseo ug 'y
g s U
P .
(6u0 812410)

£p8isn uoo estedjunwod Jepod ered Blouepisas BISe Ue 0uojg|e} un AeH? v

"OMUDIR 01)S6NU ue

UgoBULIOjUI BISE Jinjoul BJed sew sejunbeid ep Jed un ej1eoey 0}iS8d8U 0|9S “BISIABLUS B1S8 8ANOU0D inby g}

/9-T
so-L e :INOAHIAI HOA

L

LT1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




OcT

86 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

WHOJ 3JOMVIHEVSNIIH JHL 313 1dWOD "MIIAHILNI FHL J40 SHVIHE HO S3ISN4TH H 31 +
H33104 QHOO3Y 3SVO NO QHOOI ONV LNIWLNIOJdV NV 3INAIHOS ‘JHBVIVAV LON §I 11naV 41 »
+ LI3HS HIMSNV ONV NOILS3NO. FHL NO SHIMSNY 03153DDNS 3SN "SNOILSIND SYH H 41 +

SHVIS A1IVNSN HH IDVNONYI

‘Buoueleibed eu ,jouasiog, 6u enuNsbe
"HINIFHOS 40 HIAOD NO 4 WILI NI NOLLYWHOANI 04003 “AByeq SucAul es ywebewb 6uibel eu eyjes Sue BqOue ‘eun 'y

‘oinujw Buew bu oy Buewe eBejel--oAul es O Buny uckebu Buouereibed 6u esidwn-Bew Suoy sieN

.:mcmms mco?_m:oEEszmmEmcmxmcmmcmc_n_:mmmm::faacm_:mm:oﬂ
Buey buny oy eu ueueye) s muebewb Buibe| ue eyes buour Buny '6u pejniey ‘on Bueieyeqey es eijeyeu Buoe} ebw es joxbuny
Buoue) ebw es oAuiu jobesbed Hu uepbewewed es o}l eu mese Suokebu 'twey 0Auiu ueBuninj Bujweu SiBN 'Gooj Buesny eu soqn|

Ae oy eu buouetebed Gue je ‘ojnuiw Suews 6u 6uewe; jebeje) Ae oyl eu Buoueyeibed buy 'sejabuy so07 es oyp Aeynwinwed es
doxbueexexeu eps oueed buny ueweew buedn esueq Bueq) ebe) bueAywed ebw es joybun) unsnsbed 6u emebesesbeu Ae wey

:bojebe o sejbuy;

‘uneu uniweb Buow oisnb Bue eyjes Buouy

H3IBN3IW
Q10HISNOH 11NAV NV OL XV3dS OL XSV (HILLH1 AHOLONAOHLNI ANV QHVD zQ»«o_m_,_.zwo_oz«‘I;Ova.:mcmcm_mc oBEme

Buepueiew bues: es desn-Gedyew peew Buny Buoueibeyy ‘(uoAisynpoiui bu jens e uoAseyidnuep) bue eyiyed)) “eouop eiues
es yisyyesbed ebe} buoAsesiuebio buesi ‘gNyY BBE) AB Ny - 1s e oy uejebued Bue ‘Bisnwiey

M3IAHILNI HINISHOS OL NOILONAOHLNI

cit

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




87

Screener Questionnaire

¢l

-
10 auyo /€8 80 creee SANIdIINHd IHL
\Nﬂ \\J ................ gim
/18 L A VNOVHYOIN
/05 3ovdIX3aN'ED0L0D {5 SYHIONOH
76» ¥O oo YIVWALYNO
s8¢ £ e HOAQYATYS 13
Vi24 20 reeeereienes YOIH V1500
\W ' (wo .................. wudwm
(4ddy jeus Ky er10) .
‘NOH4 'S3A v
® 2
/5P ) e s
¢ wgl CLOOLOD <= Qrrrrrerrecainiiiiinn ON
LOUP UHY MSV 'S3A A
L0} BU BIB'LE] ES BIS|ENBU BU BSUEY
Buew ujje es yeuebueu)d) Ae (Juewpede/feyeq) oyp emexeu Buoe) 6w BS uew OU|S 0 'Bq OABY HOL YYD ONVH ‘Y
AFNG'BIOOLOD < g T S’ 3HL NI NHOS 3HIM
SHITWIN QTOHIASNOH TTV-ON
V444 WHIAMENY  <om | Toorrereressermemmsnnanii i, S3A
(eu0 apu10)
&Sopiun sopejs3 Bu seqe; es yeuebueuid; Ae (jusunsede/Keyeq) oyp espexet Buoe; ebiy es vew ouls 0 ‘eq oAey ‘2
Jev-zr _HD SHIBRIN QIOHISAOH  4oup exeseu Buoey 6w Buk uey ‘oAu yues Bue BUBSEY

.camm_uvafmg_acwa.wmoo_aaacucgu>o.o 0 use
Aehey o sexpuw oAsiues Buognye eseu eBu Bue Bue)q) BuoAuiu Bemny _ooocwm.. :wx Bleq &%Mws%gu aﬁﬂ%
Buoey Bu yeye bue oduju uidis| “(luswpedekeyeq) oyp eigeyeU Buoe) ebuw es oyBuny Buoue) BBW Buoxe LoosAew ‘BUN L

1

G

|

O
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E

l
I



e

318V1IVAY Ad0J 1534

20 / 10 guvo

e T ot : ; P —— ¢ N.ﬂ

........................................

.......................................................

/8181
/97

/63-29

...... w0y 408quq 0 DEK] Ae 8q
o N lo it (BWYN) 15 :ySY
19] 88000 AMUN0D AHYSS30AN I
AVGHLHIS
NIBIHO 0 AHINNOD °§ ISYINO 3DV G X3S ¥ ATNO 3WVN LSHId ¢

. . ; "SHIBNIN GIOHISNOH TIV HO4 380Hd OL 34NS 34 »
013 "'AVLS G3XI3 ¥V HOS TV.LIISOH SHL Nt "NOLLYOVA NO-ATHYHO dWIL AVMY 31d03d 3ANIONLOQ
,mZOE:.sz_me._.OmOJEﬁz_w.EmemOJOOIow.;OzSS>._.Do>m<.:.=zw>:.0<zo ><;<wm<OI3w.EOwA_WODJOZ_hOZOQ.

“ANVINHOANI
HLIM ONLLHVLS HALSOH HH NI T4 "Olip BUfIBYBU BU BjBq BOW IB BpueiBiBw Oued eq) Bu ueebued Bu .ussgw.m__?axa_ac.uocsgw

¢urereBued (jiny 18 Bun) Buok Bue upe es ow Aebiy Oueq yrevul ‘o1 BS 0A8) BinUNsDeW ‘Bu( “(lvewnrede/AsyBq) OUp BIRENEL
Buoe} BBwW BS 18 04 | BS t}BUN) UeOunue;ey Buey Bu owe Bd Buoueibedexew Buetiueley -Asysqey Oucku; es olp uibunum) wu jedep
Gue oujs Buny uiweu veweBw Bred *(vZ0 Ni QILSIT SIHLINNOD) BS Bu)re6 eu 08} BOW Bus desnexew Bu opessIelu) By ubiy Ae jurey -

88 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

€




Screener Questionnaire 89

20 QUvO

"9 IOV NO WHOL LOVLINOOIH LNO T4 ONY SHIHN03HO ( )

# HIHMWH LOVINOOIH NYO IM OS INYN LSV ANV LSHIS HIH/SIH HOLS LNVINHOINI XSV &
‘HIAT04 QHODIH FSYO NO HOVE TIVO O INL 1638 GHOOI x“.._-xx.x.l

Bu Ae Aeyeqey Buok; Bue Buny oy uewe Bw Bueu Je jeieebed es joxBun) Bus oy Seuemjiediew Buedn odBeieBed Buge Gue |
edn gwx usBemelBw BU nﬁo z:nﬁ_:axuc_a ocu_ caEu%E Buoy ojsnB ‘fereeded Bu _oazﬂ SuBmiEN| BS ||BLUNS BU e AB oAuj es o)

uew Bd ouls o mmy Bujieyes Buny ‘uemng Bues| s umebe

KB uo4} eu Buouere)bed Buy ° v 07 ©s eifiBed us ueseURIRY BOW }

es joy0un) BuouereiBed eu pounsns g3 |esexew Bupeeew Ae Aeyeqey Bundu; es O}p BIfIBMBU BU OIS BU JUBH O MBY| 'AYS 'VE'DOLSIA N ‘€6

/L9

/39

/59

LDV EIDOLOG < e oN
BEOHIMSNY < | T o
wweuey (000 epan)
enBeisay
seI0pUOH
wewenns “ab— ,SIAMINNOO NYOIIINY TVHLNIO XIS DNIMOTIOH THL N NHOG 7881 JOV SHIGNIN HH ANY 353M
vy wisoo
ozpoq WALSOU YOIHO HINIAYLUN V6
‘SLLNROO A3 ‘MOT38 SNOLLONHLSNI MOTIOA 'STNIJIIHIHOGVATYS 13 MW NHOG UIBNINHHON 3 8
FOVA XN LD OLOD <= g '+ JHOM HO oML
FNA IXAN'OLDOL OB < | 771 remriere o
SOHLM INNLLNOD <— g rvmeeseeses aNON
(ouQ epxo)
£S3MddI¥Hd FHL (GO HOGYATYS T3 HIHLIA NI NKOA (GNY) $9-61 JOV T SHIININ GIOHISNOH ANYIS MOH
MIALLNI NIVA HO3 T19I913 S GIOHISNOH 4 INIVHALAC OL HALSOH HOIHO HIMAAZIM 8-
F HLM SNLNGO <oe 2 oo oN
SOCONSY HALSOH NI IMYNHALNG <—- | "0 oo saA
(ou0 o10)

saeq ebw su %_zuE
1e 1006ues ebw ey fed - upje BS KIBSBU OW [PU)Y BU O}p eagiun) BuBe) eu oy Bueq) Bueq Bd LooIKBW WeAneyew Buedn </

r

¢cl




(%
QO
0
£
2
<
£
o
‘Q
2
=
£
Q
(¥}
=
g
w3
5]
2
=
o
b
[T
=%
E
©
[
@
QQ
k=
=
3
E
E
5]
o
-
=
o
[
20
E
E
)
£
&
z
3
»
[l
(o2}

A

‘9 39¥Yd NO RHOL LOVINOOIH LNO TS ONV 3N ¥03HD ()

H ozooww&.mm.(o MOVE TWO Ol
LL 1838 QHOO3Y "UBMNG Sﬁwaos es upeBed eu 6uoueieiBed Bu pounsns es jjewns Bupeews A (Bjs/meN| xas.:!!-s

Busu je [eseebed es jox6un) Bue Beuemediew ered odBejeBed Bue oy epxyelEw Buedn Blis/mey)) tebemejsws su s8I0
Bue uewerew Buoy 01snp (suokeBu ojipeu Ae eq (urjeBued) 1S (LNIONOJSIYH T1619NT13) ouBJEY Bu uBBuNUBIEY BOW Buoye ucoien) gyt

118]SOY UO "ON 8U|] ~~—————— :S3X08 ISIHL NI HILSOH JHL WO HIBNNN INI SNOSHIJ
/1L-0L HILN3 ONY B304 QHOO3H 3SVO NO H T19I1T 3O INVN QHOO3Y

Luemeieey Bueereyeu eu jidejpweeurd Aew Bue (SUIBNIIN HH TWOIT3
40 S3INVN av3y) ol Buoe) e6w es ouls Buny upye es Bq ow jqesesew 'or) Bueure) es desnBedpyew 48 oxe su yeApeyew Buedn ‘yii

‘AVS 'SENIddI HHd FHL HO HOAVATYS 13 NI NHOA HIGWIN QIOHISNOH T3 3NO NVHL 3H0N “11

'8 3OVd NO WHOL LOVANOO3H 1NO THA GNY 3HIHNMOaHD ()

:181SOH UO 'ON U] <s—————  :$3X0@ ISTHL M HILSOH FHL NOHS HIBWNN INIT SNOSHId
769-89 HALNI GNY H30104 ABCOIH 35¥D NO H 3181911 JO INVN GHOO3Y

"H30704 QHOO3Y ISYD NO %ove oL w&. 1538 GHOO3Y

"uemnq Bues; efw es umeBeb eu Suouejebed eu pounsns es fewns Bupeew >§w._..___«w§x oy Leweme

Busu je (eieebed es joy6un) Bue Beuemyjediew ered odBejeSed Bue oy epyelew Buedn (ejiS/mexn) u B BU S.oohuu.ﬁs.:dcca

Bue oue Buny uewerew Buoy oisnD (¢ uokebu eq ojupeu Ae (LeeBUEd) |5 (INSONOJSIY IIHONI) Buouerey) Bu UBBuNUEYEY, BUOKE LIOOIABYY)

“AVS 'S3NIddIHA SHL HO HOGYATYS 12 M NHOR HIGHI TIOHIGNOH TYHONE 30 01

*S3NIddIMiHd 3HL HO HOGYATVS 13 NI NHOE SHIEWNAN HH HO4 39Vd SiHL
S




: 0eT Gol

mn.u ({0
ok vs o8} Bu LOATERL

=
«©
g (ed eq @ ‘ueliquey ‘eeqeq Bu pedey
e ‘Al 'ej0] ‘BLLE 'EW ‘EMEQUIYEH) $OA BS 0) Buoe) Bu uokseras Bue ouy
@ {30vd 1X3N £1°0 01 0B)
=3 quodere | fﬁ
o4 . "133HS HIMENY ONY NOLLSIND 40 AdOD JAVA
bt ‘HLNOW NO 1n08Y NI H3H/MH LOVINOO3H (AYWTUM) dz - PerAs
5 HIMIIAHILNI ONVH ¥ LVHL HIHWH ONINIH ONY 8 YNVHL
m usues Bu sApy 8 cxmuny
w

wun uspbum Sy

‘g
ol ¥s e} Bu LoAseeY

oA} vs 0w} Bu LoAseey

(ed eq Je ‘uetiqiey; ‘eeqeq BU priedey (ed eq i ‘uebiqey ‘eeqeq eu ppedey
‘el "gj0f ‘ewe 'eu ‘ermequieH) jokl es oy Buoe) bu uckseies Bue ouy "2 "B} | 'BWIE ‘BUI ‘'BMEQUINBH) ;0 BS O}t Buoe) Bu uodseral Bue ouy

QUOCes | 800 BNy ouodes] apo)) YNy
) B
oy e ks a7 -g Peprks
veyesp Bu sk I® aseny usipesg Bu sAmy  cosuny
un uspalue i upry ) uspbus ] Sy
‘9 v

. SIWVN 33uHL
. ..o SINVNOML
....................... INVYN INO
g rrereeneee NOLLYIHO M (35N434 - GNON NAID SLOVINOD JOHIGWINHRINT ¢
/2L OB .

(HIANNN INOHJ 'SS3HAAY dN HOOTOL H HSV) & uekeutinednpyew

BU yeA) eu oe) Buouss wiey - uebigiey o ‘yeuebewey Bueq: ebw ‘ol o 241 "ejopoiof ‘Buenbew ebw Buok Aoy Buueew ‘emequiey

‘uendbejeew oAey oueed Huny wejeexew Buueew Bu o) Suope) bu ouodate) Hu osewnu e ueyes ‘ueiebued efiw Bue eynsew Bueq od veeew
*(ueamng Buest ebus es) SuoueeiSed es eied uiureu sjegegbed es uendbeew oAey unueu puly e ueyes; bu jediexew Ae oAey Buiexes Buny ‘24

(Anunog usapewy (eaued o(qibiI3 seqio/seuiddijydiiopeaies (3)
ATNO SQTOHISNOH 31819113 HOJ WHOL LOVINOOIH




1%
4
oo
=
2
w
e
Q
w
2
=}
Fe
3]
O
=
o
=}
©
0
4]
2
=
<
i
o
=%
E
b
2
©
c.
o
2
=
[=}
=
g
g
<
&)
-
=
«
=
&
g
E
o
E
>
o
E
=3
%]
o
(2}

€0 QYO
Z s W
/51 b oo "
Jb-11 . ‘Q3GN3 IWIL QHOO3Y HIMIIAHILNI

"HINOW 3NO 1N08Y NI H3H/WIH LOVLNOIIH TIIM HIMIIAHILNI NV LYHL Y
ANIH3YE ONV 133HS BIMSNV GNV NOILSIND ANVH 3HL 40 AJOD V 3AVI1 O HIBWAWIY QIOHISNOH 318193 41

‘Buoin) BuoAu) Bue uiweu
poBninjeuny| ‘o) eu jesee-Bed Guebejeyew es oAuiu yesbed es lewejes

\Q b4 / I .................................... .o oww:&wx

D,

suoydeje 8poQ oY
< )

¢0Awru ouodeie) 6u osewnu Bue
oue ‘Guouelelbed es esed uokebu ojuueu Ae oxe eu veAnexew sieu Ae oy eursido Bue Buiesies Buny Sd!

N ...................... oz
[ e SaA
/6
(ouo 8pu10}
cuebemey Buodey ueew eu o) eu Aeyeq Bue ouods|e} Bueq uoocikeyy vy
“tejn Bu jebuybed Buie es esed uebunuerey bujny Buemeiep
/s Bu Suoueibew Buewe| oy uebueyey oy eu Buouejeibed Bu uesndejey Bue uek; ‘|
-7
/8L @ ‘INOAHIA3 HOA
L

O

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

E

r




Appendix B
MAIN INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

133

93




CeT

94  Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

8E12 L0V06 VD ‘BAUOK Elueg
18BIIS UIBN 0041

aNVvy

:Aq pesedaig

(s Q)

(V)

(S3LNNIN)

i

HY3A Ava HiNOW

/12-94 E \ E\ 1_
/St-b1 DH_

‘a1 ® INVN SHIMIIAHILNE 4

‘MIIAHILNI JO HIDNIY 3

‘Q3Z1MVYNI 3SVO 31va @

‘S7IV0 40 HIEAWNN WL10L D

mz....._......,..,....... MIIAYILNI ON
( 2eum)

....................................... WIHIO

BOWVOVL

" HSINVAS

e b HSITON3

‘NI Q3L0NANOD M3IAHILINI ‘@

STIVO WNNIXYA
" G3AOW 'Y 3M8ION3
............... AONVOVA
318ISSAVOVNI
......................... ALIINIS/SSINTI
{ uum)
PO e HIWEVE JOVNONV

€0 ..o WSN43Y
2O e “ 4405vaHg
I L v e 21314W0D

SNLVLS T¥NI4 Y

/016 E ‘3dAL WHO3

/9-1 138va al

30004Uve

M3IAHILNI NIV

AJAHNS ALINNWWOD SIT3IONY SOT1

LE&/GH/L uDISIABY

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




T

318VIVAV AJOD LS38

LET

D
o
i

[Vp]

[=2]

[+]

[ =]

k]

=

=

(=]

k=

3

g NG UM %O ST 1t mou uiBeq o) exy p,|

2 csuofisenb Aue eaey nokog '3
m ‘ejeaud Ajeinjosge Jdey eq |iim siemsue inok osjy 'suonsenb Aue sjomsue 0} esnjes 10 ejedioied 0} 8SN;8) UBD NOA

= “Asejunion s1 meiaselul iyl Jey} r.0A 8INSSE O} JUBM | ‘18114 *Apris sy inoge sBujy) Juepodus 8wos 1840 06 o} ol P.§

o :uiBeq em er0j8g ‘Q
]

=

"8Ul} JNOA 10} NoA uey) o) e10)s A189016 |00} 1N0K B BSN 0} 8]eol)IueD
46 00°5$ © noA eaif jL,em ‘sledioued noA “Bunisaseiur 1t puyy 11,N0A yulyl 8M puUB SBINUIW G O} 0€ Inoge sexe}
Mmewelui eyl s’ eyl ul buppiom pue Buiay Inoqe suonsend ewos Bupemsue Aq Aepoy sn djey 01 nok exy p.em

"sejebuy 507 Uy Buiay 0} isnfpe (seujunod ueouewy ienuep/iopeajes (3/seuiddiiyg eyl) woly eidoed
Moy 1no puy o) Buiksl esem Bunonpuoo esem Aeains e jnoge Yim ex0ds | *0fie sxeem [RIBASS ‘0

‘Bojebe] es Ae ow ojsnb Buny ‘DOVOVL
éloveds3 us ‘*esenaid parsn Is O ‘HSINVAS
10 ‘ysybuz y)
:noA yim yeads | Jeul 1eje1d nok pinom MOH '@
¢(INIANOJS3aY

F18IOIT3 40 TWN) Yim ¥esds | ueD 'NOILONAOYLNI 40 H3113 ! TNV QYYD NOLLYDISILNIA! ONVH MOHS
"BOIUOW BIUES LI UoNBZIUBDIO YDiBaSe) B 'ONYYH WO W pue st eweu Aw ‘ojjoH "y

NOILONAOHLNI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




CET

I
O dyvo
oct

m, "M3IAYILNI ON3 ONV INJONOJSIYH ¥NVYHL "sapjunco
o ueoieluy |esua) Jaylo Jo ‘ropeafes |3 ‘'sauiddiiyg
L 8y} Ul u0g BI3M oYM 3(d0ad DuImaIAIBlUl AjuO B18p ApNiS
| syl jo sasodind ayr so4  malAIB|uy SIU JO PUB Y S.lBY) “BEY
=]
&}
g
[S]
g
mm.. BEV NSV < 6 " "{AJID3dS) AUINNOD YIHIO HO SN X
£ ) /96-5¢ E 30V
m P g 3HL
m Lo e S UNVNYG <ABDULIQ ISB] JNOA UO NOK B1BM PIO MOH 2y
.m g e - VNDYHVOIN
[\
m. § T " 'SYHNONCH

PVY 01 0D 1
M, v VIVAILVND 2 3IVA3S S Y
5 € HOAVAIVS 13 sht g Iwvn sl Y
X {auQ 819119)
@ Z VOIY V1S00
QO . ONINSY INOHLIM 300D 'H3M3IAHIINI IV
.m. /L€ Lt 321138
= {auQO ajon9)
m (W10q NOA 213m ANUNOS lRYM U Y puNnoiBxdeq INoA pue NOA INoqe ase suonsanb 10 dnosb su1) ey}
S
w GNNOUOMOVE INIANOLSIH v NOILI3S
5
g
E
Y]
g /€€
N /z6-62
2
=3
7
©
<3

Q
ERIC

E




i 97

tionnailre

Ques

Tview

Main Inte

vt

L0 a¥vD
L " "3HOW HO 3937100 40 SHV3AS
91 3937100 4O SHV3A ¥
St 3937100 40 SHVY3A €
|2 © 3937100 40 SHV3A ¢
€L 7 T T 3937700 40 HY3A L
-2 S (039 ”O) 3avHY Hlzl
PR e gy L
O e 30VHO H101
60 e RO PRI 3QVHO HI6
" 3QVHO HI8
............................................... 3QVHO HU
..................... 3QVHO H19
........................................... 30QVHD HLG
PO e e 3QVHO HLY
£O e 3QVHS Que
2O e e s 3aVHO aNZ
JO S e e 3avHO 1St
Q0 e NILUVOHIONIN
/2o=1p 66" "HV3IA HO QYYD V 3131dWOD L.NCIQ
1N8 'S'N NI ONIIOOHIS INOS Q3ANILLY

{au0 8pou2)

N 3y} u1 pajajdwos

i
nok 8684109 10 jOOYDS O JBBA 10 ouEm 1saybiy Yy sHieym 9V

LVOLOD < 2 ©ON
/o¢ GYHSY <- L Tt rg3A
(5u0 3j2112)

¢ SN 3y u 862100 Jo jooyds Jeinbas pualje 1343 NoA pa

SV

/6€-8¢

L4 7 "IHOW HO 39371709 40 SHV3IA §

9 3937700 40 SHV3A ¥
Sl "7 3937100 40 SHV3A £
| AN © 3937700 40 SHY3A 2
€ 7 7T 7T 773937700 40 UV3A 1
2L o 30VHO H12})
[ S © 30QVHO H1t
01 "7 30VdO H101
60 " © 3aVHD H16
80 ' 3AVYO HI8
L0 7 T 7T 3avHD HLL
20 T ’ T 3avyD H19
S0 ' " 30vd9 HIS
v "7 30QVHD HL1y
€0 C 3AvyO aye
20 3AvYO aNe
10 3avyo 1St
00 - NILUVOHIANIN
66 ONITOOHIS TWWNHOS ON
(auQ 81on9)

¢(NIDIHO 4O AHINNOD) Ut paladuioo
noA 363)j02 10 100yds §0 Jeak 10 apesd 1s3ubiy au sy jeum

orl

(44

Q
1C

E




Al

Imperatives and Technical Challenges

icy

Pol

Surveying Immigrant Communities:

98

10 qdvy €

/%% 5 v € 2 l {Bojebe § ysiueds) w $13113) 21pA }
/by S v I 2 1 (Bojebe j ;ysivedg) W $X00Q pue Siadedsmau pesy @
/€5 S v € 2 l usibu3 ui vonessasuod B o Auey  p
K9 S v € 2 i ysnBu3 W UCIBSIAAUDD B puBISIBPUN D
/18 S v € 4 3 usnbul ui siapd Bl q
/0s S 14 € 2 1 usybu3l ul $300q pue siadedsmau pesy e

nv FIN - 3INOS RREIT TIM

1V 1ON v AH3A

/6p
/80
/Lp
/9%
/5F
/by
V414

(our] Yoz Lo JeqUINN 3UQ 31o1D)

&i1B1€ 100 JO "B E *BI0I0S '[I3M "lam oA ABs noA pinom--(MOT38 SINIWILVLS O3k Nok op fom MOH 8y

6 S 4 € 4 3 cS10aubrau pue spuauy nox 6
6 S 14 € Z 1 ¢30s1m3dns Jnop }
6 S 14 € 4 3 ¢SIaNIOM 00 JNOp @
6 S 4 € 2 i UBIPPYd N0 p
6 S 4 € 2 3 ¢ SIBISIS pUB $18Yl0iq JNOA D
6 S 4 € 2 3 ¢SSAIBIa) 1300 10 Sjuased Jnox g
6 S 4 € 1 1 cloimipueasny) snos e

318VINddV SOIVOVI ©0TWOVL ATWAD3  HSMBNI  HSITON3
10N ‘HSINVAS  /HSINVdS HIO8 AlLSOn AINO
ATNO ALSON
(aui7 yor3 Lo J3QUINN 3UQ 3]9nY)
¢ [Bojebe  pysiveds) Auo so ‘{Bojebe j ysiueds) Aisow ysnbu g Ansow ysnBu 3 Auo w (INOSH 34 Qv 3Y) 01 eads nok %]

SPUBLY PUB SAAIRISE INOA Yim yeads Aensn noi abenbuey aul Inoqe st uoisanb Jxau ay) 2y

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




iew Questionnaire 99

V1

Main Intel

vl

10 auv.
/49 6 S 14 € 14
/09 6 S 14 £ 4
/6% 6 S 14 € 14
/85 6 S v £ 4
/LS 6 S 14 € 14
/95 6 S 12 £ 4

14

1 : cSsuizebew 1o siadedsmau
abenbuey ysybug peay )

1 swesbosd
oipes abenbuej usybuz ojuais] o
1 : cSwesboid AL abenBuey ysybug yolepy  p

1 ¢Sauizebew 10 siadedsmay
abenbuey (bojebe|ysiuedg) peay o

1 cswe:b0:d opes
abenbugy (Gojebe jysiueds) o) usisi]  q

1 Swesbosd A

abenbue| (bojebe/ysiuedg) yilep e

JEVIVAV  J3AIN gvIAV  HAINORV  N3EmMV AvVQ
10N HO SANLL SINIL SIniL AH3A3

318v0NddVY M3V M3V M33v
ION

{aur} yoe3 Vo JAQUINN BUQ 3(o1D)

(JBABU 10 JREK B 'SHW
--(W311 Qv3y) nok op uayo moH  sBuy asaul j0 yoes op Aenio

| M3 B "UIUOW B SN M3} B 3aMm B Sawn may € AepAiana  Aes nok pinom
© NOA UBII0 MOY B |j3) ASLD|Y  SAPAIIL 10 1S) B NOA Pe3IJ 0] Buoh W] XaN

6V

A

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




100 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

20 Qv

sop-68 21 " (A41234S) NOSVIH HIHLO
/8E-1¢ 1} NI 3341 ON'SONIHL H3H10 HLIM ASNB 001
/9€-s¢ OV T 7 378VIVAVY NOILYLHOGSNYHL ON
/bE-c€ 60 v T 7T 3I8VYIVAY 3HYD AVA GIHD ON
/zZ€-1€ B0 " TONION3ILLIV SVM GTOH3SNOH NI 3813 INO3WOS
/0e-62 LD "1IN214410 001 38 AINOM S3SSV10 THONOHL

/82-22 90 o ot T HOLONYLSNE 3HL
ANVLSHIANN LNGINOD LYHL A3IHHOM
/9z-s¢ SO - voov HSITON3 HONONI MINX AQVIHIV
/bz-cz ¥0 - oo Q3S070 HO 11Nd 3¥3IM S3SSVI1D
/2z-1z €0 “"ANIL ava V LV SAVMTV 343IM S3SSVI10
/0z2-61 20 T T HONW OOL LSOO S3SSV10
/8121 o 7o T s gy lIIVAY 3NON

(4ddy 1euy iy 81010)
49519 Buiduy "380Hd
<usHbu3 usea| o1 sassed pualie NoA LuPIP Aups GLv
SIVOLO9 < 2 ON
/91 SIVOLO9D <~ | S3A
{auQ 81on2)

/9-1
/8-¢

¢Sdwannbas Aisauwe jo asnesaq
ysibu3 uiea; o) sasserd (pualie nok pig/Buipualie Nok ary) iy

20 quvo,

/51-by

Sh

SEi=d

700

/6

’ _ @ %33IM H3d SUNOH
LH98M YIRS puslie
noA (pip/0p) usnbu | UL} O} SBSSEID 10 SINOY AUBWI MOH €LY
S (A3103dS) H3HLO
14 ' SUV3A
€ SHINOW
2 SH3I3IM
3 SAva
(8uQ 812112) 1IN 3003
H1ON31 3SUNOD
SHLNOW/SHIIM/SAVA
30 H3GWNN ¥O4 3804d Em__mcm UJe8) 0) S8SSe|d
(puane noA pip/buipudite usaq nok asey) Buoy moH 21y
4 ON
i S3A
{auQ 819:19)
custbu3z uiea) o) sassed Buipualie KUSHND nok a1y |y
SIVO109 < 2 ON
LIV MSY < i S3A

{ouQ 31on))

owDMEo_oEmo
N0A 3owis ysibuy LILI| O $ISSE|D P3PUBYE J3AS NOA 9ARH 0LV

apl

Q

O

i
3
iz
}
:

E




OV T Syl

9]
g ;
o
—
£ 9
<
.m 20 adv) A,
@
2 ———
nnw S {A3103dS) 43H10
m /-2 v TTTTTTTTTTTT 7T T AA3103dS) NOSVIY HIHIO 4 SHVIA
m /Lm0 YHOM OL ONINNVIJ 10N 3 _ SHINOW
£ /69-89 0l “3INIL 3344 ON "SONIHL H3HLO H1IM ASNE OOL 2 SHIIM
= ‘
M /49-99 60 T INBVIVAY NOILVLIHOASNYHL ON 1 t T T SAvQ
/59-b9 80 oo I8V UVAY JHVD AVA QTHD ON (5uQ 8112) TINA3A0D
/£9-29 20 HNION3LLY SYM GTOHISNOH NI 3§13 3NOINOS 1t
Sap-g e—
/19-09 90 © e " HSNON3 HONONI MON LNGIG HLON3T 354N0D
. [ SHINOW/SHIIM/SAYQ
/65-85 S0 Q3S010 HO 1IN IH3IM SWVHOOUJ n_oammmznz m»Ou 3904d oEm_.moa BuIIB)] [BUONEIOA
J15-95  ¥0 3NIL QVE V LV SAVMTY 343IM SISHNOD (puanie noA pip/buipuaie uaaq oA aey) Buoj moH "Ly
/55-bS €0 0 T T T THONW OO0L 1SO0 SWHOOHJ
/€5-2S 20 oo T 3TavIivAY INON
tbb-t b
/15-0% 10 TTUNS/AAVHL V QVH AQGVYIHTV (cuseal NoA pip JIys Jeym)
¢ 2y WILVBY3A QHYOD3IH
{Aiddy 1eyy v 81242) ¢St (semysy) wesboid Buiuien) jeuoiedoa 10 odh) fleum 8Ly
- 4 ON
b 3 S3A
B {auQ aron)
cwesboid Sunnes; |euonedoa e Buipuale XjiUuaiang nok ey g1y
asja buduy  380Hd
(weibod bues _mco__moo%m pualie nok Lupip wzg 12y 12vOoL 09D < 2 ON
it LIV ASY < 3 S3A
{8uQ 91019}
39Vd 1X3N '8 NOI.03S 01 09 HIIM H3ad SHNOH
flurisisse Buisinu 10 JUBYIBW B 3Ww02aq O}
/6p-8p bunsen adwexd 104) (Sis qol Jo apei) e wes| o] wesboxd
(%33M yoBd puane € papudle noA aaey ‘st jey)--wesiboxd 6uluies) |euones0A
nok (pIp/op) $asseo Buiuies) |BUOIEDIOA JO SINOY AuBtl mOH 02V 2 POPUINE NOA 3ABY S ) 3yl Of Bwed Nok asug 9| v

C

O
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E




ey
L

102 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

£0 udvo s
2 TTON
/52-vZ ¢%eom Jod
e - LAURBW MOH <een |t S3IA SIN0y G 1ses) 1e Aed o} X1om Ajensh cym eidood Auy ‘o
S .
J2z-12 © OoN
/02 LAUBW MOH <ore | e S3A LTOPI0 16 GG 85€ ejdoed Auy  p
/61-81 [ “ON
/e1 CAUBW MO <m0 e S3A P16 Sigak 33 pue §i jo sabe ey usomieq 81doad Auy o
\whimv 2 e ON
7T T GAUBWMOH < | e S3A < UBBTUTATS GBNSITj 15 obe s1060U8a) 10 UBIDID Auy
/€1-¢1 e o ON
/it - ~ LAUB MOH <o | mrirrres e S3A ¢ J8bUTOX 16 B0 STEBK BAY 0s8 oym uaIpIyd 40 sageq Auy e
(uonsanD yae3 Joj Joquny euQ 8/o119)
{1817 avay) epnpuy syl seoq  '2g
‘SHIBW3W AWV 40O ¥ H3INT
/0t-6
HO
[ (€1 39vd '618 01 09) ANOIV SIAIT NOSH3Id
"uondope 4o ‘eBeruew ‘pooig Ag nok o) patejes ae oym 810y Buiay 31doad ueaw am ‘Apwe; Ag  Apwey 100k jo Jaquew e se nok im Aels
Anenst oum uaipiyd pue ‘seiqeq 'SINpe 8pnjow esesld ¢ (luawiiedesasnoy) nok u aay Anwey :nck ui sidoed Auew moy ‘yesunok Buguno) 18
(luawizedesasnoy) snok w aay Ajensn oum Apwey 1nok ui gidoad ay) inoge suoysanb M3} B 3SB 0] 8YI| D) MON
ANNOHODMOVE ANV 8 NOI1LD3S
/9-4

ﬂa

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



iew Questionnaire 103

Tview

Main Inte

£Q gy

/6t -y¢
/LE

/9¢
/s¢€
/v€
/€€
VZ4s
/e

LAUBLI MOR] <one | mroroeeeesnns seneee “S3A
(6u0 812110)

&noA 0} paje; s Tou 81e

oum aidoed 10 spuewy Se yons ‘eiay oAl KTERSH oym
8)dobd Jayio 818y} 818 'SEANE(As INOA BuRUNOD JON B8
P e e e s SOMEIB! B0
[ T UBIPIYD IO PIIYD INOA
[ Tt g swasedpuesf inoa
LT T4 SI81SIS 0 S18310Iq JNOA

Lo e LIaye} Inoy

NN NN NN
« O O 0 w w

o e e © L JBEOW INOA
ON S3A

(1S17 14} ¢lwawnedesssnoy)
oA ut 313y Ay Ajjensn aidoad Buimono; aul 10 Aue 0g /g

€ ’ AHINNOD HIHLO
Z T 7 TAHANNOD INOH

2008 ! SN NI 3HIHMIST3
(oup 813119)

¢Anunod Jeylouve
ut 40 "AuNod BWOY JNOA Ul * §'M) B} UY OSIO MIBUMBWOS
U St--8a1) AjluLnd (8)im/pPuUEGSNY) IN0A S80P B18UM

98 WY <= 2 - f e e e ON
AT 80109 <~ { © ¢ oveg3A
(ouQ o12110)
¢(wewypedesesnoy)

S Ut NOA Y 8Al AjuBLInd (BpavpuURASNL) JNOA S80Q0

S ¢PAUIRW UBSQY JOABU NOA @ARH
v 10 'PEMODIM
48 01 09
€ * 'peresedeg
w o ‘p8IoAQ
N SH AHSY <+ 1 ‘pawsew se Buiay Jo patiseny

{avo 6jo19)

(S31H0D31vD av3Iy) -nok aiy

S N NI NHOS QTOH3SNOH Ni S11NAaV # 43I 1NI
L -
) o
[+o] INON

¢ SABIS PaluN a8yl ut wioq
913m 1apI0 10 gy abe pioyasnoy sy ut ajdoad aul jo Auew MoK

'9g

S8

gl

‘€8

Q
IC
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E



v —

-

L

Imperatives and Technical Challenges

: Policy

104 Surveying Immigrant Communities

119YTIVAY Ad0D 1539

(o ayvo

/29-19 _HD {6=p+2+g+e) "SI TOOHOS NI W1OL ©

/09-6% _H_H_
/85-46 E

/9555 BH_ :T00HOS 31GAIN HO HOIH HOINAT °q

/p5-€5 _H_H_

‘NI Z} OL 9 39V NIHCATHO 30 Y3IANNN
{"no& yum 818y BALL OUM £} 0) 9
8Be ueapliyd umo JnoA Jnoge Bunjiel B,0M

‘jequaway) ;ebaliod so0 ‘jooyas ybiu 'jooyas ayppiw o ybiy
lolunf ‘jooyds Asejuewse vl ese UaIPIYD JnoA Jo Auew moy

/25-1% _HD
/05-6p BH_
/9p-5p DH_

NI £} O1 8 39V NIHATUHD 40 HIBWNN

(-'nok yiwm @13y aay oym £t o1

9 abe uaipiyd UMO JNoA Jnoqe Bumie] a1,8m Jaquaway) -adki yoea
puape Auew moy aw |8} aseald ‘Sj00yds J0 S3AA] Juaayp pudle
udIPIId N0k §) £100uDS BleAud & JO '|0OYDS Y2InYY 10 jeiyoosed

€ ‘100y2s 2yqnd € §i Si--pusile uaIp|Iyd JN0A Op (00YDS jo A} 1BYA

39371100 P

“TOOHJS HOIH 2

I00HIS AHVINIWIIZ e

(p=0+q+E) :S1100HIS NI WIOL P
“JOOHOS ALVAIMG 2
/8-t

“IO0HOS HOHNHD HO WIHOOHYd '

“100HJS 218Nd

1
VG
L1 WSV <--- BH_ “HOOHOS NI NFHQUHO 40 # HALNT
/b=t >
01 39Vd 'vi8 0109 <-- 00 “INON
(nok yum
813Y BAY Oym £| 0} 9 8fie UBIPIYD UMO JNOA Inoqe
Buniey 0;,8m 1oquisway) (e} eyl ur Buipuape oq
14 JO MOU [00UDS U) B8 UBIPIYD JNOA J0 AuBWI MOH ‘BOLE
’ ! 1AL Ut g § LL!]
ueeMmIaq uBIPIYD TMG Jn0A Inoqe ese suonsenb Buimo|j0) eyt ‘0L
. ‘QI0H3SNOH NI 3AIT OHM N3HAWHD
¢i8 o1g sy < E S.IN3GNOJS3H 30 # H3INI
/-1t
HO
E1 IOV ‘BLE OLOD < g = - g
£UBIP|Iyd UMO Jnok ase uaippud eseyy 1o Aurw MOH “epg
oS yum asay Buial a8 oym 7| pue g jo sebe oy
udBMIBG UBIPIYD 8/e 84BY) 1By} JBIILB pBUOHUBW NOA  “6Q
e
€1 39vd 618 0L 0D <-- g °
Jop 68 NSV < |
{auQ 82119)
«@IOHISNOH JHL NI JAIT L1 O1 9 S3DV NIUATHD ANY O
g -4 39Vd 'a28 HO3IHO HAMIIAHIINI ‘89
NOILLVONA3 S\NIHATIHD

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




iew Questionnaire 1C5

TVIEW

Main Inte

LGQT

£0_GdvDd
¢ ""N3HQUHO IHOW HO 2
G18 XSV
3 TUTTQUHO L
€1 39Vd '61801L 09 < 0 ""3NON
/89 (auQ epon9)
&1V IHL

NI ONIONLLY 38 T1IM HO MON TOOHOS NI 36V OHM JAVH
LIN3ANOJS3H 3HL S30A 44 OL 9 3DV NIHAUHD ANVIN MOH

‘6 3OVd 'e018 MOIHO 'HAM3IIAUALNI evig
oL (A4103dS) H3aHLO
6O e TOOHOS NI 113M DNIOA LON QUHD
O v reverenns  GIMEVIN 109 G THD
20 QUHD v QVHIINVNDIHd 3Wv038 Q1IHD
90 T IOOHOS HOIH WOHd G31vNavyO aIHD
GO e SNOY3ONVA OOL I TOOHDS

Crert Q3ANIdSNS/AIIRAXT SYM QIHD

€0 TOOHOS NI 031S3H3LNI LON SYM QTIHO

20 e HSITONA ¥V3dS LON $300 QHO

J29-95 10 g 51 SYH GTHO

¢(11€) 81 U1 00YdS pudle TOU fjm pue) mou
10040S U1 10U S1 PIYD (1SBPI0) JNOA JBL LOSEAI WIBW 3yl S 1BYA

143!

ot

/59-p9

P

E “ICOHOS NI JON N3HBQTIHO 40 # H3LIN3

¢liey aul ui jooyds puale JOU |im pue) mou |o0yds
ui Tou ese £} 01 @ 86e uaipyyd 10K Jo Auew MO ‘eELg

1139Vd 'S8 0L 0D < 2 Tt UON
v18 - BCIg WOV < | Ce e SaA
(3u0 015210)

NoA ybm 313 8AY ANUBLIND OUM UBIPJIYD 1NOK JNOQE Buiyie]
3,98 I9QWBWAY (1) BUl W1 [00UDS PUBNE JOU |M Pue) MOU
100y2s ur [OU 3i2 oym £| 01 9 abe uaippyd Aue arey ok 0Gg
UONEINPS SUBIPIYD JN0A 1NOGE UOIBWIIO)L 1081103 BY} BARY

1 1eyl Ajuaa €1 paau | Inq J311B3 Syl PIUOIUBW BARY ABW NOA ‘ELE

JOOHDS NI LON 34V OHM N3HQTIHD LNO8Y SNOILSIND

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



)
cal
L
o advo -
/8b~Lb 8t (A4103dS) HAH10
/at~yp L : " S3ILIALLOY TOOHOS Ni
1INIWIATOANI WINIHY 40 MOV
‘ob-t b 9l oo T "SONVYD
” rot-ip 1 T " ONILHOI
Y]
& o -
2 6IBOLOD < g - o e ON /0b-61 v SHIHOVIL G3NIVHL HONONI LON
= e e IEIXT [ B T UG INSANLS HAHL0
Ei /%S BIE NSV < | S3A /SHIHOVIL HOJ 103dS3H 40 HOV1
M {ou0 82110} ROTRE 2l "SH3HOVIL Q00D ONILIID NI ALTINDIEHIA
o ¢ TOOHOS bt - 1 B HOW
c J1VAlHd ¥ HO "IOOHOS HOHNHO HO WIHOOHYd ot _ 3000 SSIWWSAHVANVLS ¥
5 GNILLY N3HQUHO SUNIANOJSIY 40 ANV 0Q sttt 01 © AONVNHL/LSIHALNI 4O MOV SINIGNLS
& L /0t-6¢ 60 777 1S3HALNI SO XOV SHIHOVIL
- : ' ! NI -
2 6 39vd 118 ¥03HO HIMIIAYAL Joc-cc 80 - LSAYILINI 40 YOV .SINIUVd
2 Jav-ur 0 © 7 HSITON3 ONIGNVLSHIGNN
ES SW3180Hd IN3ANLS
m =g 90 ‘SAUVANVLS HOOJ/WNINIIBUND HOOJ
m. ree-yl so T T T ONIOMOYOHIAO
IW. 700-61 PO 77 LHOJANS WIONVNIA HIdOHd 40 MOV
2 RE AL ) : ©7 T3NINGIOSIA 40 MOV
n.u” Sty 20 - T 77 89MHa 40 3sn
m -ty 10 7 WSITOHODIV/ONINNIHG
m IR 66 . ©TTT MONY LNOG
g /bs-€9 . RUEYS 00 - ' ' SA3T180Hd ON
m /25-16 (Aiddy 1oy ity 8i1919)
(@] ———— .
m /05-6p e
8o R . .
= £8s[8 18UM 1380Hd 'WILVAYIA QHOOTY Saiwe) 8518 IBUM .- IHd ¢I004DS Sy
£ pue uaIpjIyd eIt dAIDS J3)18q O) OP pINoys 100yds (158p10) 1N0A u1 me_oma SNOLAS _moews w._m XUyl nok uw
.|m. S.pIYO (153p10) IN0A MUyl NOK op Jeum ‘uciuido NoA u 918 1BUM - Spuaite prud (1S3p10) JNoA Jey) jooyds By} INOge Nuy ) 6ig
b0
o
s JOOHIS S.ATHD LNOBY SNOINIJO
[y
I
]
@ /9-1
o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




191 09T

I~
(=]
® el
3 €O auvd
m J0b-64 94 - - T {Ad41D3dS) 'HIHLO
..m /8t -2 St 3000 SSIHA/SAHVANYLS TYHON
ﬁauuv FC TN 1 43 SW3190Hd TOHOOTY HO SONHA
w IrE-i5 el PR SONVD
m [EE-1k 43 T T T T AVHODOHG D113 THLY
QL
] ot —or " . e s AGO8
M 1N3ANLS 0 NOLLISOdWOS DINHLIANYIOVY
m /8e~L¢ ot oot AGO8 IN3ANLS
40 ANNOHONOYE JIWONOI3 ANY TVID0S
/92-5¢2 60 U U GIILIALLOY HVINOIBHNADYY XD
/pZ-t 80 7 7 T "T"IWOH O TOOHOS 40 ALINIXOHd
122-1¢ L0 7 7 T SIUIVNAVHS 40 QHOD3Y XOVHL
ICT=61 90 "AQO8 INIQNLS JO S3HOIS 1S31/S3QVHD
/81=¢1 10 TO0HOS 40 32IS
/91=$1 Yo T ot SGY) 40 3ZUS
A €0 " T TUIH9ONYL S1O3M8NS/WNTINDIYHND
1=t e0 - o 3INIdIOSIA LIN3ANLS
soi-r 10 © "44ViS DNIHOV3L 40 ALIVND

(Ajddv Jeyy iy e1on3)

L, SUOSEds JaYjo Aue

dABY NOA PIJ  IBOH  ¢100YdS Gnd PooyI0qyBIeuU 1800y

INOA 0l (UAIPEUI/PIYD) INOA PuAS Jou PIP NOA Aym ew {19}

noA PIN0D  |00YdS djeand JO [B1yd0sed B 0) (uBIpIYI/PRYD)
304 puas o} PaPIDAP 3y Awe; N0k pue NoA 'gLe

TOOHOS JLVAIHd HO WIHIOHVd NI QHHD SVH U 41 ¥SV

/9-4

/8- e

Q
ERIC

E




£9T

108 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

SO a¥vo
‘SH31S18/SHIHLIOHE
30 HIGWNN HIALNT
/05-6p
HO
00 “INON
¢{ewpedesasnoy) 1nok uj nok yym A=s 160 o Inq 'sn
oul Uy BAY QRIBLND 8201S]S JO £10410Q INOA J0 AUBLY MOH
‘SHILSIS/SHIHLOHE
40 HIBWNN U31N3
/8v-Lp
HO
QO e 3INON
»»:::oo ewioYy
N0k W oAl AQWauRD SI81SIS 1O $18410)q 1nok Jo Auew Moy
S OLOD < g oo e "~ ON
Jop WEBEZANGY < | o S3A
{9uQ o012}

¢lwewpedesasnoy) inok up nok yum aay
Alauno J6U Op OYMm SIBISIS JO $18Y101q Auk 8Aey NOA 0Q

el
NIHAUHD 40
HIGWNN UIINT
SSp-pp
HO
00 e e ANON
L(wswuede/esnoy) Jnok vy NoA yum Aeis
15U 0p 1nq 'S N 8yl U1 eAY AuBsIND uesPyYD TITBX o Auetu moH ‘12g
‘v28 ‘NIHANHD 4O
HIBWNN HILINI
ftb-2t
HO
00 T INON
LAnunod
8woy IN0A Ul BA AUo.ND ueIPIYD IOK jo Auew MOH 028
-¢2g 22BOLOD <2 " " TUUON
it 128:028 SV <-- | vt rggaA
{6uQ 8jau10)
¢ (uawpedesesnoy) 1ok uj
noA Yim 8an Anusiind TGl op oym uapyd Aue 8Aey NOK 0Q
‘MOU NOA YlIM 0AY TOU 0p
228 Oum S3ANEIS) INOA INOQR SUOISEND MB| B BABY | MOU PUY 618

SIAILVIIH HIHIO

791

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Main Interview Questionnaire 109

c9T

$0 Quvd

t91

ri

w
n

1NIANOdS3H
HLIM S3AIT IN3HVd

14 | A Q3sv3030 St INFHYd
€ g e AUINNOD U3HIO
4 2 TS NI 3H3IHMAS13

/€5 [IVZ-4 2 T AHINNOD INOH

‘M1 S3AIN NI S3AN
H3HIVY  HIHLOW

(a) (v}
) LAunod Jeyio
BUI0S U 1O "G BUL Ut 9518 RIBUMBILIOS ‘AIUN0D swIoy
INOA W1 i S1--mO2 BAY] 3BYIRY JO J8YIOUs TITOK $00p oYM '929

39vd IX3N
‘ONOILOIS 0L DD < g o ON
Jis QZANGY < | e S3A

(6u0 #240)

¢{awedeasnoy) 1nok w nok
Yum 8a1 AJu3Lno Jou Saop oym wwkd B oaey Nok og "2g

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




118V1IVAY Ad0J 1538

S0 adv) S

/aL-1e cwe:B0.d sy jO BWRL By} §1 JBYM
mw \QN N F ....................................................... PET TS FOQN_Q —o 82 -OE—OC( .U
0
S /69 F4 I d
m \QO F b e e e e e &An___cg- .NOC-OCCOO
S 10 ‘we.iboid QLS 10 eseasIP periwsueIl-Aifenxes € ‘s jey)) wesboid QA 10 ese8sy] jeaseuep 0
w /¢9 2 3 “¢(snuele] ‘seiseaw ‘gidwexs o)) $801A185 JO weiboid vogeziunwwy  “u
m /99 2 L e i{smedsy ‘aidwexs 107) weiBoid 95BISIQ HQENUNWWOD us
% /59 2 3 ¢(@L) wesboid [08u0D §isoineqn ) 1
gl
m /69 z bt et esse et oeereeneens LoD [BIUBQ ARG .
m /69 2 b et et s seaenas 18IUSQ SlRALg 1
.m /29 2 3 ¢ (wesBoxd 8180 piiyd j1em e ‘eydwexs 10)) weiboud J0 $801A8S YIBOH PUUD JBWO 4
nn.w. /19 2 L et et LweiBoid 10 oY ereg (ERUBly Y
.m. /09 2 3 reweiBoud 10 oy Buvuelg Apwey 0
rm /6S c 13 £181u8] WijesH 10 JUID YiresH 8614 ‘1
n.,.” /85 2 L e e e &IRIUBD WIESH 10 MUND iee Aunoy e
14 v
.m /L8 2 I "¢ (woos AoueBiswe ey Buipnouy) jendsoy jo pup 8o ewog P
m /95 2 3 &{woos Adusbiewo eyl Buipnpur) jendsoy aQnd AQunoy ]
m /58 c 3 ieuylesy 10
S lieoH plRdeld  'q
&]
m Ips 2 L e i e e 4 e s e e e e, 4O 0 UBISAUd BleALY B
5 ON ET
b= ¢SHINOW 21 1Svd NI 3asn
m ANV 4O B QIQ
.m.a ENT L av3an) e woy 8ied |12paw 136 *j3s1n04 Buipnpur *asay seany oum K€} inoX Ui BUGAGE pip “syluow gy ised ey v 19
<}
5, .::wE:uan\mm:o% Sl U nok yiim 3ay ATEASH oym Anwey 1nok 10 S1aqwew 8yl Inoqe suoisenb esey)
m JOMSUE BSEBIY "B31ADE [BIIPSW P3AU 10 %IS BIE NOA uaym 0B KiiWe) INGA jo SisGWalm 13116 pUE fiok asaym saoeid Jnoqe suonsand swes B8ARY | MON
3
& S30IAHIS O1NENd ANV HLVIH 4O 3SN SATINYA 0 NOILDO3S
=)
=

Q
1C
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E




ionnaire 111

Quest

view

Main Inte:

90 dyvo

AIN3ONOJSIH O) HHSNOILYIZYH

/12§ {¢oum) 3S13 INOINOS
/02 ¥ ' QI0HISNOH
NI 3AIT LON OG OHM N3HQ1IHD HO QIHD
/66 € QIOHISNOH NI IAIT OHM N3HAUHD HO QUHD
T vt s ar s st een 38N0dS
/¢t b AOOd A8 O3HIACD SHIBWIN AWNVH HIHLO ON
(4ddy 10yy sy eu0)

LPAIBA0D 81 OUM :S3A J1 ¢Adod edueinsy)
ey syl Aq peseacd Ajiwe) Jnok jo S1equsw 1810 AUR 6iy

/91 ¥ ¢Apute) 1nok ur 9519 8UO3WOS
10 noA Aq paseyand Ajateand i sem 10
/6L g e ‘uojun 10 J8A0[dWA JUBLIND §,8A1€10s JOYI0 BWIOT
/pL g e ‘uo.un Jo sekeldwe JuenNnD S (BIMpURGSNY) NOA
JEL g e TR - 'uoiun 10 J9koKdwa JuaIND oA
(Addy 12y 1 gy 0ru10)
:sn

QV3H) " Wwos) POUIRIQO I SBM--8JUBINSU Ylieay sy 10) SAET OYM

e @D

Lo

gl

800109 < 2 "7 - ON
SONSY <+ b Ut < ogap
(U0 o2419)

¢(OWH) NYid HL1v3H QIvd3ud

¥ HO ONVHNSNI HLTVAH 3LVAIHd 3AYH INJONOJ4S3H $300

‘¥ ANV €D XOIHC HIMIIAHIINI '§D

/it

S04

SONSY <= Z 1 ON
90 0L 0D <o | e e S3A
(8uQ 81211)

Llsuuijeey
10 "euBs BsIEN SB UINS ‘(UoNeZIURDIO EIURUBIURH yieey)

OWH 10 ueid ylieay piedasd B AQ poseaod jeucssed TR ey ‘¥
z e oN
_ T
(auQ 894)

£ 80UmINSY|

yieay ajeaud jo edA 18u10 swos 0 IBIUSPNIY ‘SSO5L) BN|g ‘vujey
SE uons "souesnsul yleay eleaud AQ Paiaaoo ‘jiBSIiGA ‘nok ey go

14 ’ o ON

I C S3A
{ouO 9o12)
wes601g ANpQestq pue yieeH PIuD Byl 10 ‘HESIPIN a_Auo.vow‘v
16014 Ay ue ) Yl JO 'Y ‘e
se yans Aotjod yliesy paIosucds JuewusaA0b e AQ peioaod
Auaind 'a1ay soa oum Anwej ok w asp suokue Jo nok ey zD

£91

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



112 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

I

90 Qq¥vd

/b
/oy

/6€
/8¢
/L€
/9¢
/s¢€
/b€
/E€
VZ43

/i€
/og
/62
/8¢
/ee
/92
/52
/2
/€2

/ze

o~
-

N N NN NN NN NN NN N NN NN

(SHINOW 21 1SVd NI 3Sn
ANV BO IN3IANOCS3Y dIG

Lsenos Ja Buimoy|o) 8yl o Aue woyy diay 166 “yasinoh Buipnu)

Ll

" i (sweabosd Buiina qol 10 AousBe JuawAodwue aNd) GOP B Pul4 NOA dieH O sweBdly )
{Buigiop 10 ‘sejeys ‘poo)
SWeibolyg jeey (eISURDY S
......... T uonesueduio) 8 0M Pl
............................................................................ Luonesusdwoy wewkodweuy b
................... &Ded “101u80 UONREI08) *100d BulwwimS JMGNd) SBOIAIIG Wik Ut jeuogqeaey d
.................... ¢(3014-¥-1V1Q 'SHVHLIVD "G1H '$9snq 24and) weisks uogeuodsulY dHand 0
......... ¢{uogeisue L diay "$801AI08 pue SWEIBOId [B110}6) PUB LUOYBWIOIL) SSURIQN Jlnd v
T Ls801meg #fe  w
e (uireoy jeluaw *eousoiA "8snqe Bnp pue ws1oyodfR) SBIABS pue sweborg Buyesunod |l
........................ (0160 Aep "$810U PIOYBSNOY 'SiLBW) SBOIAIBS PUE SWEiBOl UBZAD JOILES Y
........................................................... Ls8iusey 10} BuiBpoT Jo Poog BPIAGIQ 1) S0y 1
.............................. L{seipsqns 1o sjuawhed Jues) luey JRy) Aed Seiwe diesd of swesboig B
" elssiem "Aninooe euoudere: ‘sed) sing Aunn seuL Aed senwe s dis oF sweborg 'y
................................................. et e e v csieyeug Apwed so suewop B
............................................... A GR0IAIBS SAIDBION] 10 BIEHOM PIUD )
.............................................................. s SweiBosg UONEONPT (BIDSAS 100WIS @
............................................ ¢(00ud pacnpas 1o 8a4)) sweiboid youn Jo i1sepesIg fjooyss  p
. ¢(wesBoid ueipiiy pue ‘slueju) ‘UBWOM) DIM D
.................................................................................... csdumls pooy g
........................................................ cluaipiug epuadaq yim sewed of piy) 0a1Y e
-S3D1AH3S O18Nd
‘A8 avay

313y SOAI Oym KNE] JNOK Ui BUOAUE Pip *SIuow Zi ised o) ui

80

)

1ed

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



~y

@

113

gt

90 aqyvo

ionnaire

Quest

o

vie'v

Main Inte

/eLp-9p ?

/5b=pp
/Eb-2p

WILYBH3A QHOO3IH (0818 1eym, :380Hd
LAunwwod nok vy {sueousiuy iBJJue/suUBSI0DRA
/S0UKIN) diy O} PAPBdU S lBYy] 801AI9S 40 Wi
1and juepoduw 1sow Ayl S1 jUIY) oK JeUM W #93 NOA BINOD 60

‘rose €071

aw u ac_x.o; pue Buiai o} 1sn(pe 0 J8DI0 Ul PBBU ARUesIND APUNWILIOD
JN0A Ui (SUBDLBILY JEANUBSURBIONEAIES/SOUIHIY) HuE NOK e
$301A135 pue SwWeib016 0 SadA] 8yl In0ge SUOIUINO 100K 190 OF Bk (]

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




“ B

114 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

90 ayvd

G e LIRAON
P 10 ‘18A0U ISOW]Y
£ e e, ‘SUUIIBWOS

g e 'ueYo é_w&
\mm oo .:Ow—b b°>

(1S17 Qvad) ¥ sem
¢sweiqosd jeuossad anok epuey o) ANjKge JNOA Jnoqe
WePHUOO Y9) NOA 8ABY USKO Moy ‘SAED O 15ed Ayi Ut '»Q

...................................... $IBABN
P 10 10ABU |SOWIY
£ e s ‘SALNBWOS

g e uayo Apied

(8u0 9a11D)
PUB SNOAIRU 118} NOA 9ABY UBYO Moy 'SABP OE 1SEd eut U} "EQ

"5Kep Ot 158d oyl
U} Buyas) Laaq 8A,NOA MOY INOQE SUOHSBND BWOS JABY | MOU PUY

\Nm F ..................................... .=W~—° »._¢>
(1S171 avay) ¥ sem ;.passais,

61l

/9%

/8¢
/b8
/s
/28
)

/0¢

sab

/8r

S Q314S1LYSSIA AHIA
r Q314S811VSSIa LN Y
€ " (3I14SI1LYS ABIVd
2 7 QU4SILYS AHIA
b "Q314SILVS A13L3TdWOD
{6v0 8211D)
chausyiessip K1ea 10 ‘pasessp

au © ‘paysies Apiej paijsiies oA 'paysies Aeleidwod
nok a1y ('S N 8u) Ul 8| Yum BT NOA BIB PAISIES MOH  2G

LIRUM
I . 09510 Bupjiewmos 'y
3 ) cSSouUNIsOwoy 0
1 T L Spusy) jo e
T LSSUNeUO; e

1 T T ESWOISMO URBORLY
I - (e0enbue| ysntuly

¢ ©

4 L BAR 0) e10UymBL10s Buip)
' . ol B Buped
ON S3A

N N N N N N NN
-

L -]

(8ur7 yoR3 UQ JeQUINN BUQ 8]41D)

(1511 Qv3d) -331iS paRun wal o1 eRLTT] U
sBuyy Butmoyo) ay) 10 Aue yim swepqord Aue eaey noA pig  “1Q

‘813 Buay 1noqe 189) NOA MOY puUe S Ay} OF eWred
1S31) NOA LAYM 113) ROA MOY INOQE SUOHSAND BLIOS BARY | MON

SS3HLS OGNV HLTVIH TVAINIW 'SIANLILLY NOILVHOIN A NOILD3AS

<=

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



9Ll

90 qQuvd (474

Main Interview Questionnaire 115

LIBASN

S
p o 10 '18ABU jSOWY
£ T SeWnNewog
2 © v 'uslo Aujey
/09 Lo e "wono Aip
(8u0 ojan13)
(1517 gv3n) :u $9,

$UIBY) BLI0DIBA0 JOU PINCR NOA JBYL YOy 0 dn Buy
810M SANINONP U3} NOA 3ABY LBYO moy ‘SKBP OF 1Sed sQi Ul "9Q)

S U LIBAIN
v T 10 ' S9AR ISOWY
- C s auaUIog
e o e ‘uslyo Apjeq
/65 [ ‘uayo Aap
(euQ apon0)
(1817 aQv3y) .1 seam Aem Inok Buich e1om
sBut 1ey) 119) nok aaey ualjo moy 'SAEP 0T BEd eyl Ul ‘sQ




Sl
(@) Ni
(%4
90 UHVD
&
Yo
JEL-1L
g
M /0,-89 g e e ON
3 /¢9 769 b
= (00 #242)
£ WILVYEHIA Q6003 LROMBINOY
& (g0l urew snoA uo) oM Buliunod jou TOM ST} I[B 18 %i0m AuB 0p nok piq .23
o 15E] Bujop 018m 110K YI10M JO PUY IBYM B (19} NOA PO 93
m /€9-29
023
Q
801 AINO NI
£ ATNO HO 8O NIV (A4103dS) HIHLO
W N ................................ DWE—.sz
g "SIN0Y 1SOW Yl PAXIOM NOA e1aum--qof UTEW N0k Inoge nok
M.. G} el 0} o Pl ‘qof BUO UBY) Si0w I Buppom 04,N0k BOUIS  'G3 eham
= 23 ysv g e HHOM Ol 318¥YNN
ST NSV <- 2 " INO NVHL JHOW )
e NO NVHL 340 § TOOHDS Ol BNIOD
% /99 T T —— an
2 . ) 0 | 2 ISNOH DNId3IN
k= Clo X L)
g ; %08M g MHOM HOd ONINOO
&= i€t ol QU0 ukY) S0 JO GOf BUO je Bugiom :o»o&o; ‘v3
£ (g o JHOM
Q
O
bt . /19 ¥30L09 <= | °
g Y2 3OV ‘P2I 0L QD < g e ON )
(=77 I
W . P WGY <o | oo s SaA {ou0 61212,
g (3uQ 819410) 8518 BURIAOS 10 100yYS 0} Bulod ‘esnoy
= ’ Burdaay 'Buiniom--¥3aMm ISE] O Isour BUIOP NoA @10m ey “13
o0 :
k5 £M33M LSV XHOM H QIa Aue0e) euop
= 23 ONV 13 :¥03HO HIMIIAHIALNI ‘€3 aaRY ABUI NOA 3iom IN0GE SUOKSENb M6} B NO ¥SE O} OX P
5
ABOLSIH ¥HOM :3 NOILD3S
g
i
_ O
kl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Main Interview Questionnaire 117

I8t

40 U¥VO
LV OLOY < g e ON
/b2 I NHGY < | © o sAA
(0u0 81210)

¢Aed 1no4 jo Ino uaxe) BTN suollonpep iy 'G13

/52-02 _HDHD» '¥33M Bad SHYTIOQ

‘PeAS0es Ajensn
$d1) 10 ‘SUCISSILIALIOD ABd SLLILIEAC AUB 8PN} ¢ SUOHINPIP
315734 ‘qol sjy) ke wee AENSN Nok op %eem 16d yonw moH "y1.3

g e, ATHLNOW
g e HLMOW ¥ 301ML
§ SHITIM OMUL AHIAZ

£ e AVQ

/61 o gy

(8uO y210)
<Aem 18410 91L0S 10 %oom ‘Aep
‘anoy ey) Aq jeq s ¢qol i) uo pred KfeNsn nok ese moH €43

/81-21 5 ‘¥33M H3d SHNOH
&(qof urew snoAqol

SK{1) 18 saem 10d siom KBNS nok op sinoy Aueww moH 243

/94-€L _“ _ _\_ _ ﬁ

¢(qof wew JnoAxqol sil) 18 Bubyom uibag nok pip ueum 113

ce

/2
WILY8HIA 4003
LS4 St ALISNDUY JO SSAUISNQ 1O PUI MM
/i
WILYBHIA QHOO3H
,(H3A0 W3 HIHLO HO NOILYZINVOHO ‘SSaNISNg
ANYIWOD 40 JWVN QHODIH) ¢10f om PP oum
63 SV <- g 3873 INOINOS HOH DNINHOM
01301 QD <= |} e T G3A0TWdN3I 4138
/01

(euQ 612419)

4001 (urew)
INoA 1e 9519 9UOBWOS J0f Bunpom 10 pakoykue-yes Nok QM

WILYEH3A GHOO3Y

¢lqol
urew noAQO! S1Y1) 18 SaNnp JueuodiLl 1SOW JNOA 819M UM

80 AINO HO 80F NIV

/9-1

/82 e

013

‘63

‘83

3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. E Y




C8T

118 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

L0 ddy)

BZC

123 XSV < 2 8O INO NYHL 3HOW
/PE] B2 3OV "I€F OL OO <=+ | e dor 3INO

LMON
801" INQ NVHL JHON HO 801 INO 1V ONINHOM Y Si

‘42 39Vd '¥3 NOIHO HAMIIAHILNI

‘023

Jet-ze o ON
Vars LALBW MO <-- | “SIA

(8u0 9j2110)
LIOK O] PBTETBI

151
S08A0IdWe 10 S10%10M-00 JN0K J0 Aue ese 'aoridyIoM JN0oA U)

SNYOJIHIANY TYHINID
/SNVIHOAVATIVS/SONIdINIS ATLSOW

{6u0 81210)
Ajeuoyen seyo swos Ajisow Aay) sie

10 'sanyjeuoileu jo xiu e .Mcwoco:& _m_Eooamo_szach_a_»_uv
Aisow yum s1om nok o1doad eyl ose *adejdyiom 1noA u)

613

‘813

Lo {(A4193dS) HIHIO
g e+ e dNYOId HOH GILIVM-NHOMAVQ
G e f g0y IUIMENY HO Q39YVTd
g S3AILYIIY HO SANFHHI HLIM QINOIHD
g e ALO3HIO Y3AO WIS HIIM QINDIHD
g ADNIOV INIWAOIAWI JLVAIHC HLIM QINDTHO
/62 b AONIOV INFNAOTIINT D118Nd HLIM Q3INIIHD
{oup 82110)
¢Q0f sty) puyy nok pip moH 213
/80 € 2 b TESUOONDEP eoueINsu YRR P
‘e € 4 Lo L5UOONPEP ANnoes 18O ¢
/v € 2 [ LSexe] [e1opey  'q
ser e 2 b e soum aels B
MONM ON S3A
LNOQ
(0ur7 493 LD J8quUINN BUQ 8121D)
(S av3y) hed inok
10100 udxe) Alensn ese suononpep BuIMoNo) Byl 10 UNUM 913

807 ATINO HO 801 NIV

~)

0]

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Main Interview Questionnaire 119

C8T

L0 qy¥vd

'\

92 39Vd '1E3 0L 09

U8T

144

/ib-sg Eu ‘¥23M H3d SHYTI0Q

POAIOOS) Ajjensn adi) JO ‘SUOIIBILAIIND
‘Aed euxpero Aue epryoul suoiionpep 15184 ‘(sqof
aseyiqof s1y)) 18 yeem sed wee KEnsn NoA Op YO moH "€23

Jef-9 E ‘¥33M HId SHNOH

¢{sq0l Jeyio essyiqo|
18410 Sit)) e oM AENST NoA op yeem Jed sInoy Aueus moH "223

P 2HON HO FIHHL
g e e s oML

o | e ¢ e s ano
(au0 a1210)

¢ GOl LB JNOA SIPISBQ MOU 8ABY NOA 0P SQO] AUBL MOH “123

MON B8O INO NYHL 3HOW SVYH IN3ANOJGSIY i MSV

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



120 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

L0 auvo
/£5~98 31Y1S
Leoum
T ——— 30Vd HIMLO
92 JOVd '6€3 0L 0D (2 VINHOLITYO NI 343HM3S13
Y PRS- SITONY SO1
(L ToX =17))
soeid Jay0
GUIOS 10 'TUONED) w Awo I8N0 M3 ; L aluR ]
FRM- 'S’ 84} OF SUIBD 1) NOK Ldipm Butay nok e1em sieum '623
6ZI HSY e g e ON
96 0B2 OLOD <o | rormmeemsssmeenses S3A
(960 oaxD)
/€S

(ou0 x0)
LMOU LOHRSUEdUIOD WBlAoKRUSUN BUIDI 00 Nok By 223

ve

o E ‘SHIIM 40 HIBNNN

L%I0M 1G] BUOO] USSQ NOA BARY Sxe8M AU MOH '923

(A41D3dS) HIHLO

J§p g e ALO3HIG HIAOWWI HLIM G3%03IHD

VT Bl AONIOV INFWAOTdNI FLVAIND HLUM QINDIHD

T I AONIOV INIWAOLINI ONENd HLIM GINOIHD
(4ddy jeut ity eax9)

29818 Buyhuy :380Hd
E%I0M Pty 0] $HBam p 1Sed Byl Ui Bulop LEeq NOA eARY WM '$23

230L09 < 2

s2p S2I NSY < |
(eu0 &40}

£5%09M p Ised ey Buunp 310M 10) BupHoo| UBSQq NOK SARH “¥2Z3

MON J3A0TdN3 LON SI INIGNOJSTH 41 SNOILSIND 3SIHL HSY

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

1l



Main Interview Questionnaire 121

L0 auvd

§¢

reL-by

/E¢-2¢

/44-89

/L9-v9

/E9-19

/09-8S

Eum_a "M33M H3d SHVTI0Q

"POAOS) Afensn sdy) JO ‘SUCIEILLIOD
*A_d S1L1110A0 AUR GDIXOU| L SUOIDNPSP 610404
o&ﬁc:uﬁ.ﬂdgc_uoﬁqa:iggg: ‘3

B ‘NI3M H3d SHNOH
Lqof
1oy 1B pom AFENSH nok pip yeea sod sinoy Aues moH g

ﬁKﬂm H
\
ﬂKmb HLNOW
\

<90l 1ey} FAE®) nok pip usym, "D

£Q0f jey) T0SY nok pip usum, ‘g

on:ﬁ:a ocm% o..ox:ox
HI0M JO puby l2YMm Bl ¥8) NoA pinog 2& ISE} IN0A SEM jeypm 'Y

‘SN
8y) ut pey nok GETI5E] iyl iN0ge ik SuoNSanb me) Jxeu 8yl '0€3

MON Q3AOTJdNT LON St INFANOJSIH d1 063 NSV

8

8

1




122 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

B0 aQuvd
2z S e g

/et oo e e g3

(00 &oxD)
LhweBo) 104 Buiay e1em nok
ea0ud Jou PIN0S No4 e3ne3eq qof B Buidesy Jo qof B Bupul)
81QNaJ) PRY JaAe NOA BABY 'S'M BY) O) SWRD NOA 9IS

VIS
/ef-if Y — Leeum

30v1d H3KIO

0 e S31IONY SO
(eu0 &axD)
Loomid Jeyio euwios 30

‘BHUOINED LY A9 20410 BLUOS ‘80{aBUY $07 U) N SEM-- §'N
oy) Uy GOf 154} 10K 108 NOA USUM BUIAN NOA 830M Sowcs

/62-92 DHEa ‘MIIM H3d SHVII0a
‘PaAI8oR)

Aiensn sdq 10 'UOISSIUKUOD ‘Aed euNLeAD ALe epmau|
Joun) ey 18 pey o4 (sqof Neol eyl) 1e suoonpep
00j0q TR IR wee ANensn nok pip ABUoWw YOML MOH

/s2-bz _HD {Q3NHOM SHNOH

soun) Jey) te pey nok (sqol eyl
e/qol sw) e siom Alensn nok pip xeem sed sinoy Aueww MoH

Jez PRI aNo
{8u0 8j2x0)

seun

18y} e qol euo uey) eiow Jo Qol suo e Buppom NOL alap

‘663

'8£3

Le3

9€3

'g€3

X4

'y
;

(eup 81240)

/1Z-02 HIONIN
90 18yl 12 spom noA pip Buoy Mo

P
o 6EI 0L OD < |} e S3A

(ouQ 61240)
¢qol 1y 1 Bujxiom s nok ey

7B~

Jsi-e i -

NILVEH3A QHOO3Y
£own |ey) je Sutop aiam no{ wiom jo puNy

Teum aw 18} NOA PINOD 'S N BUI UL QO 18Ul JN0K SEA 1BUM

Yy HINOW
NI \ _ _
«Hels qof ey po

U3YM SN eul Ut QO i1 2.un INOQE NCK %SE 0] B P} MON

'S N NI GOr 1SHId

/9=

'v€3

‘€€3

'ze3

1€3

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Main Interview Qu.-~stionnaire 123

E6T

80 ayvO
/25-15 _ll.D ¥33M H3d SHNOH
£} 1eyl 1@ (sqof eseyl
treqol s1ui) 1e spom XTEASH noA pip yaem Jod sinoy AUBW MOH ‘9¢3
e g0r 3NO NVHL IHOW
/05 R RR—— 40r INO
(ou0 812410;
Leum
18t 1e qol suo ueyy 830w 10 Qo BUO JB BUPHOM NOA 8I3M "SP3
¢ 3573 INOINOS HO4 DNIXHOM
Jep T AIACIIWI-413S

(suQ 82110)

saun
18U} 1 0518 BU0WOS 10) Bunyom 10 paAojdwa-}as Nok a13m "vv3

/8b=5p

/bb=ib

/0v-8¢

VZARIT!

ﬁj_ﬁz
all

£Q0f 1ey) UB8G noA pp usum

£SONNP 10 SBINAIOE UIBW INOA 8I9M JBUM J80HJ

oL} 1By e

qol TIEW JnoA noqe ew 18y asesid 'qol auo uey) esow pey
noA §1 cown teyi 12 Buiop noA aiem H1OM JO pupt IBUM SN
3y} 0} swed nok §10joq pey noA qol ISE] eyl INOQe M)

62 39Vd "4 NOILDO3S OL 0D < “UON
/bt IPA MY <me f s S3A
{euQ 819110}
¢(NIDIHO 40 AHINNOO) U

OM J9A3 10K pId S N 8y} 0} swed Aey} 810784 pey erdoed
sqol 0 spuny 3y} INoqe 10w Buiuses) ul PAISEIBIL 61,0M

AHINAOD AWOH Ni 80r 1SV

£Qof 1ey) BAES] NOA PIP UBUM €3

KAE]

‘vl

‘or3a

4!

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




C6T 161

- X4
80 aQuvwd

‘ .......................... E—owmwv EWEO
(S3NIddINHE) 083d

2 (WoavAvs 13) ANOT0D

709 RE— (Sn) SHYTI0Q
(U0 8241) :AONZBYHND 3000

¥

‘PAMasRL Aensn i JO 'SUOISIINLICD
‘Aed ow:aA0 AUBR @PNIDU] SUOHONPBD 010j8q (saof
asauy jie/qol s1y) 18) Xaam Jad twea KIENSn NoA pip Yok moH “L¥3

124 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




Main Interview Questionnaire 125

LT T1EVIIVAY Ad0D LS38

62
80 Qy¥d

LIBUM
..................................... (H3d¥d HIH1O INOS J69-89
*(Sd1) INVHOIAW! G310310Hd AHYHOdWIL

b SHINOW
o

60 331ASV

80

20

HO/ONY

VSIA Q3dIdX3 ) /L9-99 SHV3IA

(NVIGHVND HO LNIHV.
‘IJIMANYESNH HNOA "I1dNVX3 HOd
VSIA $3S713 INO3WOS NO INIAN3d3a

VSIA LSIHNOL

\3 HINQ
VSIA IN3ANLS /59-29 /
VSIA ¥HOM AUVHOJWIL

198u0(
SH3dvd LNOHLIM JO SYIUOW 821U} 1O} "S"N 8Y} O} SIA 15K} INGK nuh UM,
R — LNTQISIY AHVHOIEL

2INSY <= 2
/1L-0L pQ e IN30QiS3H ININVWHId
/19 §40L09 <= L
(su0 &210)

‘L# QHYD MOHS (8uQ 812410)
£(24 NI 31vQ) Ul "S™N B} 0} #ed NoA usym sniels
1nck SeQUISED ($8Q Pied SW) uo saiobaled syl O YAUM  'vd

Lew eyl ‘SN i ug A.is Nok pip BuoL MOH

&'S N 8yl uf pany eaey nok awn 153 94l S S1
SNLVLS ONV AHOLSIH NOILLVHDIN 4 NOILO3S

‘ed

‘ed

‘14

961

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




126 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

COT

80 Qy¥vO

/64-8L

(A3103dS} NOSVIH H3HIO
" S3AN SHIGWIN ANV HOd 3bv3d

L0 3417 NMO HOd a34v3d
L1 NOILND3SH3d SNOIDIN3H WOoYd a3d
§Q o NOLLND3SHId TVILLNOd WOYL a3Td
0 ""ALINNLHOJJO 3HOW ANV 3411 H31138V 13D 01
£ s NOILYONQ3 HILIZE V 139 OL
ZO e s ATWYS ILINASK OL
QO s 8Or H3 L1138 V HO YHOM aNId OL
(8U0 61249)

+(awn sy
S8|RIS PONU[) 8Y} O} awred NOA uoseal UIEW 8y} Sequasap
158q psed Sl uo A10Baled leum "2k GHVD MOHS

ed

o¢

/LL~9¢2

/5¢-2¢

LIUM
[T — LH3dVd HIHLO INOS
01 ~{Sdl) ANVHOINWI Q310310Hd AHVHOIWAL
PRI —— 33ASV
DT ——— VSIA Q3HIdX3
P —— (NVIQHYOS HO LNSHY.

'IMANVESNH HNOA ‘FTdNVX3 HO4
VSIA §,3873 INO3IWOS NO INION3d3a

8..;......;._.................,,.......‘...s.. <m_>5_%9
S VSIA INFANLS
S —— VSIA HOM AHYHOJKAL
S SH3dYd LNORLM

................................. INIQISTH AHYHOJWAL
" IN3QIS3H INSNVWHId

(euQ eja10)

(54 u m:arur%.:
8y} 0} BWED NOA UaYM SNielS IN0A SaqudIsep eyl 1ed
8y} 10) J3qUINU By} BUI 48] BSEB|d 'L # QHVYD MOHS

"Hv3A  HINOW
g

(3T SIG1) "S'f) 8y} O] BUI00 NOK PP LM

'8d

'Sd

661

Q
ERIC

E



Main Interview Questionnaire 127

10z

g

60 QyVO

/81-51

(11

0t

90

Sid MSVYL L0

80

S0

€13 0L 09D <~ €0

20

¥id OL 09

/yi-EL

0 -

L05dxe yuued 10 EsiA INCA (Pip/seop) USUM ‘Z1d

LIBUM
¢H3dVd H3H10 3W0S

........................................................... ﬂw&hv
INVHOINNI G310310Hd AHVHOJW3L

............ 337ASY
VSIA Q3HidX3
S AWORYESOH SOk ST oS
VYSIA S.3S713 INO3WOS NO IN3AN3430a
................................................ VSIA 1SIHNOL
VSIA IN30NLS
""VSIA YHOM AHVHOCW3L
......................................... SHIAVd LOOHLIM
IN3QISIH AHVHOdW3L
" IN30IS3H LNINVWH3d

{euo 8j20)

/9~1
/8-£L60 ayv)

‘snjels JUsNS ok sequasep Jeyy K1oBaled
Oy} 10} JorunU 8Y) Bl |3} BSER[d “IL#¥ QHVYD MOHS "LiJ

L€

/21
{suQ 6j2110)

2S128A OAJj 1X8U 8L Ul UBZIRd "SN B ewodeq o} ueld nok 0g

/ii-01  ¥E39Vd 'D NOILO3S OL 0D <- DH_ 6 THV3A
LUBZIKD B BWO08q NOA Pip S8k JRyM Uy

0130109 < 2

‘6 649GV < |

(300 e12119)
£UBZINO "S'N PeTeINEU B NOA Sy

0kd

64

8d




e~

128 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

[4
60 QYVO
/0£-62
/82-L2
/92 9 v H3IHIO
JGz G s s ATddY OL GIVH4Y
/ve "HYHO0Hd JHL 1N08Y MONX LNGIQ
/€2 T AddY OL 0D O IHIHM MONY LNQOKG
Jez @ TrTmmmemmmmemees ALITIAIONA JA0Hd 1ON QYOO
VAT A4ITYND 01 HONON3 HNOT 3HIH Q3AINT LON QVH
(Rady 18y ity 8242)
4uosees 19yl Auy 380U
¢swesboxd Aisauwe osay) 10 Adde nok Lupp Aum “§1d
1696 GLANGY < s ON
Jse-pE 814 0L 09 < 2 'vOHI HOd Q31ddY 'S3A
/02 814 0L 09D < | "MVS HOd4 @3NddvY ‘S3A
/€e-2¢ (060 81240)
8 : {104 Adde nok pp
v oo RO S00 34 Lo D s
WilveH3 o
H3A QHOO3H {esninoutly |eeds. Jo) SputiS MyS) 29961 U uedeq
LAreuosuad nok peeje weiBosd Alseumue o) Sey MoH 214 1By} sweibaid Asewue yOH| JO MYS 841 J0) nok piq vid
....................................... [
8140109 < 2 ON / e
Jie LEENGY € | e s3A 61 : S3A
(9u0 a240) weo (euQ aj219)
AV
ued nok Aed ay) 20 168 ueD Nk SQOf J0 SdAL ay) oM :_mro o} LoyRow
Aunge snok peloage weBoxd Aiselwe oyl Sey ‘uoiuido 1nok uj ‘914 21 1Xau 8y} L SnielS Wepisa) B 0] aBURYD Nw Nok syl Nok 0Q "g1d

20¢

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Questionnaire 129

rview

Main Inte

Oc

60 aQyvd

EE
g e ON
Job PR SaA
(6u0 8jo10)
$iesk 1xsu ay) uy wesBox '3dl) sniels wesdriy pajoejoud
Aieiodkwie) |ej9eds ey} Joj Adde |m nok yUKll NOK 0Q "024
024 HGY - g e ON
» D NOILOTS OL 0D < | wememseeeees saA
{oup &12110)
L0661 uj ueBaeq jey) (Sd1) wesboxd snieis
yuesByuuy nase_oamm_u_oﬁzo_ |e109ds ey} 03 Adde nok pK] 614
R MONM LNOG
B4 WSV § e SH3dVd LNOHUM
v 1iWy3d HO VSIA H3HIO
g e (Sd1) INVHOIRWI
Q310310Hd AYVHOINIL
39Vd 1X3N
'ONOILD3S0LOD 12 LN3QIS3H AUVHOIWNIL
/8¢ b U INAQIS3Y INGNYNGRd
(6up 6jo12)
¢SNLYLS NOILVHOIWNI LINIHHND SUINIANOJS3Y St LVHM
SHid MOIHD 'HIMIIAHILN ‘8Ld

b0c

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




130 Surveying Immigrart Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

w02

01 ayvd
/19-8¢ $ isosuedxe
SButies) qof 10 uoyieonpe  “y
\Nﬂlvm — ” ........................................ @:2—”Xﬂ_°h
10 Unj 10} 300p AR} JN0A
sBuyl 18410 JO 'siueAs stiods ‘sajaotll
0} BujoB ‘eidwexe 10 ‘jusiuielaiue
/6606 § e e 4210 'se0erd poo)
1S} 'Sjueineises wolj poo)
/6p-9p [ I £0008q0} 10 "sueBio ‘seiaebn Yy
/Sb=2b $ e LI04O0O(R 19410 pue 'euim ‘Je8q ‘D
/ip-8¢€ $ L{04ON® 19410 puUB QUM
‘108q Bujunod jou ing
‘sdwels pooy Bupnou) 561109056
Jee-pE g e—————— . So.%o__
S18AUP Jo ‘uoioadsug
Bows ‘uonesis|Bos
9] s05Uadxe 18D SO0 9
\NMIDM ” ........................... N\AWV.—S 58> hO- WNQ .v
/62-92 $ e L sing euoydeley o
/52-22 [ R I01em 10 ‘Apouosie
'seb axy sejpiin 10 spswied g
/42-81 $ ¢Swawded esnoy 10 e e
IN3dS S
1S3HY3N OL ANNOY ‘SISN3dX3 ANV

/9-1
/8-¢

(ejeumse 1seq inok isnp) (1S Av3Y) (5P

0F 1560 ou} u) sBupyl Bumoyo) Y} J0 ydee uo puads Ajwe)
INOA PIp AQUOW Yo Moy .__om.:oudm_mzoc.._ ‘SKep o¢ 15ed
oy} Uy sesuadxe s.Apwie) IN0A 1N0qe NOA NS 0} B3| P,y IXaN

vO

14

3014d ASYHOHN

JLi-2t _

& 20} Aed nok

PIP yonuwt sy ‘{HY3A) W esnoy 1ok wBnoq ey Inok usym ‘€D

¢owoy 1nok aseyaind Ajwe; nok pip seek leym up 29

€OZYRGY <= g e NMO.
PO OL QD < T 1N3H
(8u0 8j2210)
¢lwewpedeesnoy) syl umo 1o Jues Aiiwe) Jnok seog ‘1D

‘sosuedxe Jofew
pue Buisnoy s Ajuse) JNoA noqe SUKHSBND Me) B BABY | ‘MON

S3XV.L ANV 'JWOONI 'SASMI4EXT 'ONISNOH ANV D NOLLO3S

r:

(&N

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Main Interview Questionnaire 131

318YT1IVAY Ad0D 1§38

60¢

0fL ay¥vo

g e 00001 UBY} IO
s 10 '000'01$ PuB 1005$ ueameg

¥ Ut 00068 PUR 1001 USMIeQ

Ppr—— '0001$ Pu® L0G$ ucamleg

g e '00G$ pue |01$ usemieg
Jee [T ‘0018 UBY) 5507

{8u0 axD)

o ush o«no.%v N SBM LIUNOWE
00 8900 sep0baIes Buimolo) SUt JO YUM 01D
04D MSY <= § e a3ann4ay

/9¢ OO NSV <~ @ " MON:{ LNOQ

HO

swoioo [T ]
/5¢=1L
(srew)ise 1s8q nok 1snp)

L(wewyede/esnoy) s Ul oy 100 0P OUM SeANE(9s JO SPUBY)
W) SAIOO0W Anuej 2N0A PUB NOA PP ABUOUE LML MOY 0661 Ul

LID OL OO - g "romeeeremseas ON
BONGY <o | e S3A

(suQ 8p210)

/0L

_ (mawpederes:ou) sy u oay
AHeasn YOU Op OUM SOAIB19) 10 SPusH) wosp Asuous AUe 8A1308]
0194 SOA) oym Apue) InoA Uy sucAue 4o NOA pIp *066 1 Buung

6D

8D

[ 000'01$ uByl SJON
§ "TI0 '000°0L$ PUB LOOGS uesmeg
¥ 7 '0005$ PUB LO0LS ueemieg
e e '0001$ pue 106 usemig
g e ‘00S$ pue (01$ UsBaMIeE
76g | e s ‘0018 ueyl sse
(ou0 e1u10)
AR A S
U| SBALE|8] 0] Juss Ajue] Soh SUOLL O JUNOLLE S} O) ISeS0
$6L00 $01/0601eD BUIMOI0} 81} JO YoIYM S i9) Nok pino))
LD NSV < 6 T a3asn43ay
9 IO NSV <- 8 “MONX LNOQ

/8

HO

wosen <~ [[T[]]"

/L9=£9
{erewnise 156q Jnok 1Sn) L AUnoo
w0y IN0A Ut sene|al 0] PUBS Ajue) JNOA JO SISQUISUS JOYI0
10 noA pip ABuow yomu Moy AjoJBusXo. ‘0661 4O N® 104
8O OL O < g o ON
oo GO NGY € § e ‘SaA

(3u0 812410)

£ KIUNGD SWOY JN0A i SOMIMEY
0] Asuow Aue PUaSs 'yosIN0A BuIPNOU) *8s8Y SOAN Oum Amue)
INOA Uy 3UOAUE PIP ‘0661 O JBQUI2JB( PUB ABNUBT USIMISH

£0¢

o

9D

SO

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




<N

=
~
o

132 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

11GVTIVAY Ad0J 1534

9€
b QavD
DT Te— MONY LNOG ™1
................................ Q3asn4ay
“3HONW HO 000'04$
S66'69% - 005'LG% I
..................... 66¥'2S - 00S'2¥S H
- GEY'ZYS - f .
¥$ - 000'0€$ 'O PR VD T — Q3sn43y
rese’ezs - 000028 3 LD MY < g e MONN LNOQ
“666'61$ - 000'51$ '3 \mw
TUUTUE66'PES - 005'2LS Q 4o
“66p'ZI$ - 000'04$ O £19 0L 0D <~ _H_HEH_“_ $ 'INNOWY HYTIOQ HIINI
........ 666'6$ - 005'L$ ‘9 /bi~6 ] ok )
................. . " SIEWHISe 150G L.k
/L-91 10 005'2$ NVHL SS31 'V “MOU 9584 DU 918 OUM ARUE} INOA JO SIRUSUL J8 IO}
(o0 o) SBXBT DIT1G A0} |0 $aN0S NE epiytuy eseed (OBET
N BOlINp 99:n05 J8YI0 Aue 10 ejise 1802 ‘sucisued ‘selem
. . £0661 E»a: BAIB005 MOU 218U oA OuM Amse) 1004 Uy exdoad eyl P
1O K& JO} SIOOLN [#)0} SAMLE) INOA 0} 1SB50{D $OI00 PUBD SRy} BUOW YO MOy “NFSINOK DIPNEY] 0661 BUND suoow
uo $50000180 G4} 1O YANUM AU [[8) NOA PINCD” “CF GHYD MOHS 219 s.Amuej 1nok noge uosenb e :o%oxwu O} O P MON "Lt

G D

o

!

.-




Main Interview Questionnaire 133

£1¢

L QYO

ONIAY3T HILIV
AT3LVIIINNI 3DVd 1X3IN NO SHILI 1T TdWOD HIMIIAHIINI

76 J s

n
J96-£6 B : B :G3GN3 3NIL

QUOO3H 'HIMIIAUIINI  '02D

‘GUYD NOA NNVHL ONY 31¥JidILH30
AHIOOHO HIH/SIH INIANOJSIH JAID ‘'ONIAVA 340438

“Apris za_onu ) ym dioy
NOA eyeraadde Agess epn o) JN0A 30} UL u”c:oa Weyy ‘619

‘SININNOD
g e sssssssns a3Sn434 # INOHd
/2€ por H30704 NO Q3GH0O3Y # INOHdJ
(ou0 #242)
"H30704 QHOO3Y NO # AHOO3H

LISQUINL euoydais) INCA eww |j8) NOK PINoD ‘MajAIBN]
$74) OD O QIO SBM | 8INS OYBLL O} SJURM 84O AW BSBD Wt 1SNt *gLD

/L BLO MGV <o} o S3A
{8uQ 01)
L{mewpede/osnoy) syl 1B suoydajel e eaey nok og /1D

‘Buydesy p10oal N0 40} suotisanb
ISE] MO] # HS® Of PIJU IS | "MOJAIDN) SK{} O PuUB BYI SJBUL ‘9LD

LE

/0£-62

/8z-t2

/92-5¢

‘WILvEH3A QHOOIY

twmm: ..ao:uu_EzE,a:Ea!m-z
LUpp (8):Mw/pUBQSNY JNCA PUB) NOK UOSEA! LIBIL ) SBM IRUM “S1D

PR aasn4ay
919 0L 09
8 Tt MONX LNOQ

HO

/62-61 919 0L 0D <- _MEHD $

Aausac%»ao 1894 1004 tenr)
“JeeA eyy Jo pus ay) 1e py WYl 96X8)] [RISDI)

{euoippe Aue pue mﬁo.&o:a INCA WO UIHE) SEM Y] NOWE
au) epnjoul 9sed|d » 0651} JESA ISB} SOXB) SLLOIL {R19D8) UL
Aed (opmpueqsny JnoA pue) nok pp yInus moy .z.ﬁsxoL.t ‘¥

/ve

GIDOLOD € g e ON
/81 VLD MQY v e S3A

(610 o12112)

£0661 'St lew--reek 1eey
10} ULIO) XB) SLICOUS (I3RS} B Bf} (apr/PUBGSNY JNOA J0) NOA PIQ ‘€19

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




134 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

8¢
It Quvd
/0L-69
/89-¢9
/99-59
/p9-£9 ot
8L 8ja!
/2919 ‘W3180Hd 3EI4OS3A {ou0 a2
“SNOLLSIND 3HL 0 ONIONYASHIANN
S.INIGNOJS3Y FHL SYM IVHINFONI  “2H
/09-85 /L5
/95-pS /€S
\leom \mv v ............................................................. WJ—.PwOI
/8v-95 /sv ¢ * $S31LSIH ANV INIILVNI
Jvp-2b Jib g e e .HDU ................ Zmen_m".‘_mwmmw‘_.Z_
ATBYINOILEYd 10N 1 VH3d000
NOITSIND NOIo3S 0 A
wo p L *3LSTHILNI ONV AN
BUQ 8o,
T —— INON (su0 p112)
¢M3IAYTINI FHL GHYMOL
30NLILLY S.INFONOJSIH 3HL SYM LVHM WHINIO NI IH
o L A
10N QIO INIGNOJS3Y FHL 1334 NOA 1V :
JYIVNNOILSIND 3HL QIHSINIS JAVH QOA
e O L O L S e SV NOOS SV SYHVW3Y 3S3HL 3131dNOD HIMIIALIINI

S’HUYWIH HIMIIAHIALNI

‘H NOLLO3S

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Main Interview Questionnaire 135

L1g

21 ayvd
/25-15
/05-6p
/8v-Ly
NIVIdX3
P — oN
Jop b T, S3A
(ou0 saxD)

‘MIIAHILNI SIHL INOBYV SINTWNO U HIHIO ANV "SH
T — S1INQY H3HLO
T — SIAILYIIH HIHIO
Jep g e e ga e e
VZ1 2 ""NIHQUHD Y3010
P ——— 9 UIANN NIHATIHD
Jor b T “3NON

{Addy 1ec1 Ky exnD)
‘IHIM MIIAHILINI 1Y IN3STHd SNOSH3d H3HIO 'SH
/9~4

6€
/6£-8¢
/LE=-9€
1815443
/EE-2¢
/1€-0¢ ‘N3180Hd 38IHOS30
/62-£2 /92
/5¢8-£¢ Vi14
fie-6t T /8¢
L5t T /b
IEE-14 - /04
NOILS3ND NOILDO3S
HO
Z6 4 e e INON

NIVIdX3 “MHOM LNQIQ 3SIMHIHLIO
1VHL SNOILS3NO HO NOA O1 ONISNANOD JUIM
1VH1 SNOILS3ND "SHOHHI dIMS HLIM SNOULSANO 1SN 'PH

Q

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

E




OT¢

136 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

21 Qyvo

/58

oy

£ BSBO SIUT UG SJUBLIIOD JOLIO "Y1

(molog utedx3) 18O

Buipjing Wwesep

MO13E SININHOO HaHI0 gbooay 440 (mojeg ureidx3) Buipiing o} Aqus pesnje: sebeueyy

/bS-€S

gg e (oj6g uexix3) Buiping luewyiede Aunoes
Go e (wojBg UEIGX3) 00UBPISES BINCES
pQ s (molog ueidxg) s0useR 6BENBUET
ﬁmo ..................... {mojeg ureidx3) eiqedesu; juepuodsey
20 HLIM 30NILNOD
{euo epu1))

SMBIAJBIL-UOU JOj UOSBOY |

INIANOJSIH ONIAVIT HIAL4Y ATILYIGINNE GHOOIH HIMAAHAIN

NHOJ LHOd3H MIIAHILNI-NON HIHLO/4400MY3HB/1YSN43H

-~
~

™

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Main Interview Questionnaire 137

1¢g

Zi quvo

/59

/29
/€9
/29
/19
/09
/63
/85
/¢5

/95

(34

(IDVNONYT HIHLONY Q35N LINIANOCSIH H HSITONI OLNI ALYISNVHL - SGHOM LOVX 3 GHOO)
LMBIAIBIU| BU] 1O-9Y0X] JO PBSN)e: BYS/Y usym Aes Juapuodsel ey} pip jeum Agoex3 ¢

© seesrassrrisnene

LIBUM

.................................. UOSEBI JBYIO

ool

L e Buoj 00} Bupie) §i/6u| 00} SPUNOS MBIAIBIUY
g e Jemaialeluf SsTuIsiw/elewgBe] 3ulL 1ou S80Q

G rereeenreeanes .

(Aiddy 1eyl 1y epnD)

' feieuaB u) s aaIns o} uoloes: ealebaN
.................. g“ Oﬁ com#umch 0)%&92
..................... pejsaie|ul 10u/ASng 001

|ewosiadienuepiuco 0o
29A15 UOSEA ON

$1ONBBIQBSNB) BUj 50} UBAE LOSEB U} SEM TBUM T

$1°0 - 2’0 :S440-)MVIHE ANV STVSN43Y HO4d

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




138 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

—~—
o

21 Qy¥v¥d

/0¢

/69

/89

/L9

/99

(6L0 8fo10)

N.
L
(6uQ 61049)

(44

£ IMBIAIBIUI JOUBDIOS
ey} peye|dwod oym uosied ewes ey juspuodsas e} Sep '8

68y sjuepuodsey 2

xag syuepuodsay ‘9

¢ S|elsiew JaYio Ino Jo Aue 10 oAl Jno Jdasoe yuspuodses ey pig °§

¢orediiued o) juepuodsas 8yl opensiad o} A1} 0} op 10 AeS NOA PIP TBUM ‘¥

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




.. Main Interview Questionnaire 139

134
Zi1 a¥vd

g e b__:woz ou .v__z

r ARCLIITTITIn a|BsoyY Jou Inq ‘wud

Jes TIPS S A 8JISOH
(8u0 ep1D)

/2L

/L
(80 612410)

L

9 (430HVOE "ILYWNOOH "9°'3)""Q3LVI3H-NON
S * IN3ONOdSIY 30 JAILYTEH UIHLO
g e L INIONOJSAY 40 INJHVY
e " INIANOCS3Y 40 H3LHONVA HO NOS
4 " IN3ANOAS3H G310313S 40 ISNOdS
[P LI PPPPPTPR PRSP IN3GNOJS Y 0319373S

e

sHo-Nesiqesnjeu sy} sem Buoss moH 11

‘3UNLONULS 30 3dAL 0L

‘a3snd3s oM 6

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




140 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

2
o\l
1O

144

21 aqyvd

/08
4 80UBPISA) SiL) JB MBIAIBIU| BY) 818)0W00 PIN0D 8M MOY 10} LOREPUBLILLIOOEI INOA S IBYM “pI
/6e-uL _H_H_H_ HIEWNN NOLLSIND
o
N -------------------------------- coms_-ughﬁc_ 84::0
o SS— UoRonpOIIU UEBeq nok 810jeg
(8uQ spo119)
£)o-%eaq Jo esnyes Juepuodsal ey} pip juiod jeym iy "¢l
/5¢ INIVIdX3 'S3A dI
/bL

(ouQ 8p110)

£ 9OUDPISBI S} I8 [NJSSIOINS BI0W BQ PINOM JBMBIAISIUI JO LadAl, JuBIBYIP B ury nok og ‘Z)

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix C
SHOW CARDS FOR MAIN INTERVIEW

141

228




142 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

CARD #1 -- ENGLISH (F4, F6, F11)

01 PERMANENT RESIDENT
02 TEMPORARY RESIDENT
03 WITHOUT PAPERS

04 TEMPORARY WORK VISA
05 STUDENT VISA

06 TOURIST VISA

07 DEPENDENT ON SOMEONE ELSE'S VISA
(FOR EXAMPLE, YOUR HUSBAND/WIFE, PARENT OR GUARDIAN)

08 EXPIRED VISA
09 ASYLEE

10 TEMPORARY PROTECTED IMMIGRANT (TPS)
11  SOME OTHER PAPERS

\ 4

What?

228
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CARD #2~-ENGLISH (F7)

F7. Please tell me the number for the category
that best describes the main reason
you came to the United States (this time).

01 TOFIND WORK OR A BETTER JOB

02 TO REUNITE FAMILY

03 TO GET A BETT R EDUCATION

04 TO GET A BETTER LIFE AND MORE OPPORTUNITY
05 FLED FROM POLITICAL PERSECUTION

06 FLED FROM RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION

07 FEARED FOR OWN LIFE

08 FEARED FOR FAMILY MEMBERS' LIVES

09 OTHER REASON (SPECIFY)

230
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CARD #3--ENGLISH (G13)

G13. Could you tell me which of the categones on
this card comes closest to your household's total
income for all of 19907

LESS THAN $7,500
$7,500 - $9,999
$10,000 - $12,449
$12,500 - $14,999
$15,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $42,499
$42,500 - $57,499
$57,500 - $69,999
J. $70,000 OR MORE

T ® mmobL O D >
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INTERVIEWER REFERENCE CARD FOR C8

EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Alcohol and Drug Programs (Cé62)
MADD (213) 641-5017 ,
National Clearing House for Alcohol and Drug Information 3301) 468-2600
Charter Oak HospitaI-Ps1ychiatnc Emergency Services (800) 654-2673
Manor West Hospital {213) 389-4181
Union Rescue Mission (213) 628-6103
Asian American Drug Abuse Program (213) 293-6284)
California Hispanic Commission on Alcohol and Drug Abuse, Inc. (213) 722-4529
E! Centro Substance Abuse Treatment Center (213) 265-9228
Life Plus Foundation, Inc. (818) 769-3911
Via Avanta (818) 897-2609

Child Welfare and Protection Services (C6F)
John Rossi Youth Foundation (213) 393-0644
Options House (213) 467-8466
Teen Canteen (213) 463-8336
Big Brothers of Greater Los Angeles (213) 258-3333

Counselling - Mental Health (c62)
E! Centro Community Mental Health Center (213) 725-1337
Community Counseling Service (213) 746-5260
Community Connection (213) 299-0961
Mental Health-Costal Asian/Pacific Mental Health Clinic (213) 217-7312

Employment Service Program (Cét)
E LA Occupation Center
PACE--Pacific Asian Consortium in Employment
CCAC--Central City Action Committee

Housing Assistance (c6i)
Ellis Hotel (213) 229-9663
US Mission/Hudson House (213) 465-0247
Home Loan Counseling Center (213) 224-8011 (213) 747-0807
Community Development Department (213) 485-3406

Job Training (c6t)
5 Employment Training Center: E LA
Employment Programs and Operations Section-JTPA Referral Service
Chicana Service Action Center

Legal Services (Cém)
Asian Pacific American Legal Center of Southern California (213) 748-2022
Le%al Aid Foundation of Los Angeles (213) 252-3846 (Tape
Public Defender (213) 620-5402

Public Transportation (Cé6o)
Transport Department
CALTRANS
Souther California Rapid Transit
E LA Dial-A-Ride (213) 666-0895

Violenca (cé6g)
CAB--Center Against Abusive Behavior (818) 796-7358
E LA Battered Women's Shelter ‘213) 268-7568 (800) 548-2722
Center for the Pacific Asian Family Center-Sheiter (213) 653-4042
Haven House, Inc. (818) 564-8880

Women's Shelters (Ceg)
Odyssey house
Woman's Building (2132 221-6161
Good Shepard Center for Homeless Women (213) 250-5241
E LA Battered Women's Shelter (213) 268-7568 (800) 548-2722

232




146 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

01
02
04

05

06
07

038
10
11

INTERVIEWER REFERENCE CARD FOR F4, F6, F11

Examples of Non-Immigrant Visas

= Diplomate, Foreign

= Visitors, Business, or Pleasure
Investment Traveler

= Academic Student

= Representative of International Agency

o SN > IR B < R+ A
!

= Temporary Worker

Journalist

—
1]

= Exchange Visits
= Fiancé of U.S. Citizen

Inter-company

-l -
n

= Non-Academic Student

IMMIGRATION STATUS CODES AND LETTERS

PERMANENT RESIDENT (I1130,1140)
TEMPORARY RESIDENT

TEMPORARY WORK VISA  (H, I129H)
STUDENTVISA (J,M,F,I20,P1,M1,J1)

TOURISTVISA (B, I134,Affidavit of Support From Invité)
DEPENDENT ON SOMEONE ELSE'S VISA

ASYLEE (I589)
TEMPORARY PROTECTED IMMIGRANT (TPS} (I1817)
SOME OTHER PAPERS (E-Visa, I126,K1 (Fiancé),I129F,L-Visa, I129L)

233




Appendix D
INFORMATION FLYERS

147 23 1




148 Surveying Immigrant Communities: Policy Imperatives and Technical Challenges

Sorry We Missed You!
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LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY SURVEY
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

FOR INFORMATION CALL: For your convenience, a RAND supervisor is available to
(213) 393-0411, Ext. 6788 or 7288 speak with you in: English, Spanish, or Tagalog
PURPOSE:

This is a survey of Los Angzles residents to learn more about how families from other countries adjust
to living and working in Los Angeles.

This is a scientific research sludy and we are not part of any form of law enforcement. We are not selling
anything. We have professional bilingual interviewers who carry a photo identification card.

WHO IS DOING THE STUDY?

The study is being carried out by RAND, which is a private, non-profit public policy research
organization located in Santa Monica, California. RAND conducts research on many diftérent topics
such as health care, education and work training, housing for low income families, and many other
topics of interest to members of the general public.

WHO IS SPONSORING THE STUDY?

This study is sponsored by a grant from the Ford Foundation. The Ford Foundation was incorporated in
1936 (by Henrg Ford). lts purpose is to advance public well-being by identifying and contributing to the
solution of proolems of national and international importance. In addition to public policy research, the

foundation also supports programs in the areas of human rights, education and culture, community
service, and foreign affairs.

WHY WAS | SELECTED?

You were selected at random to participate in this important research study. We are asking a total of
about 600 people who live in Los Angeles County to take part in this voluntary study.

WHY SHOULD | PARTICIPATE?

This is a chance to present your story as part of an unbiased, scientific research study that will provide
an accurate picture of how foreign-born people adjust to life in Los Angeles and the special problems
and needs that they have in makin% new lives in this area. By participating in this survey, you can make

a valuable contribution to a study that may help plan future programs and services for members of your
community.

WHAT ARE YOU ASKING ME TO DO?

We will ask you to complete an interview about you and your family's experiences living and working in
Los Angeles. In about one month, an interviewer from RAND will contact you to schedule a convenient
time to explain the survey and find out if you'd be willing to participate. That interview will take place
some time this summer. We will ask you questions about your family, work, how and why you came to
Los Angeles and what kinds of public services and programs you use.

YOU WILL GET:

A $5.00 g?ift certificate to use at your local grocery store if you decide to participate in the interview. This
is a small token of our appreciation for your cooperation with this important research study.

MY NAME IS:

RAND INTERVIEWER TODAY'S DATE

| HOPE THAT YOU WILL BE ABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS IMPORTANT STUDYI
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Appendix E
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES OF PUBLIC SERVICE USE

In this appendix we report results from multivariate analyses of the probabilities of
using a variety of public services. The focus of the analyses is on the relationship be-
tween immigration status and public service use. We analyze whether the respon-
dent or his or her family used any of the following public services in the past 12
months:

County clinic Public hospital

Free clinic Government-provided health insurance
WIC Unemployment compensation

Public schools School food program

Legal services Public libraries

Public transportation Parks

In Table E.1 we report the proportion of respondents using each of these services
separately for each immigration status: with legal visa, without legal visa, resident,
and citizen. In addition, we report the predicted probability of using each service by
immigration status after controlling for a set of socioeconomic variables. The vari-
ables included as controls are country of origin, gender, age, education, whether ever
attended school in the United States, ability to speak English, marital status, whether
applied for amnesty under IRCA, and time since last migrated to the United States.
All of this information is for the respondent in the household. In addition, the
following household-level information was included in the analyses: household total
monthly earnings, the number of adults in the household, and the number of
children (age 18 or under) in the household.

In interpreting these results, the reader should keep in mind two serious limitations.
The first is the relatively small sample size. A second limitation pertains to our mea-
sure of use of public services. We asked our survey respondents whether they or
anyone in their family had used a specified service at least once over the past twelve
months. But our measure of immigration status pertains to the respondent herself or
himself, exclusive of other family members. The bias introduced by this difference in
unit of observation is unknown.
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The probability of use of each service was estimated by maximum-likelihood probit
methods.! The predicted probability by immigration status was then obtained using
the regression coefficients. If there were no statistically significant differences across
immigration status groups, we did not repert the predicted probabilities. If there
were, we reported the predicted values in Table E.1. The predicted probabilities were
evaluated at the following values of the control variables: a household in which the
person interviewed was a male Salvadoran immigrant of average age (35.8 years), av-
erage years of schooling (9.8 years), who did not attend school in the United States,
who speaks English well, has average monthly earnings ($259), has the average num-
ber of adults and children in the household, is married, did not apply under IRCA,
and came to the United States at the time period of the average sample member
(May 1981).

There are important differences in service use when the control variables are not in-
cluded. Family members of citizens and residents are more likely to use public li-
braries and parks, and they are also more likely to have a child in public school.
However, relative to families of undocumented and those with temporary legal visas,
immigrants with permanent visas and citizens are less likely to use almost all other
services. The first are more than twice as likely as family members of citizens to use
public transportation, public hospitals, or school food programs. Family members of
citizens, and to a lesser extent permanent residents, are much less likely to partici-
pate in government transfer programs such as food stamps or Women, Infants and
Children.2 While only 1 percent of citizens’ family members participate in food
stamps, approximately 20 percent of the undocumented or those with a temporary
visa participate in either of these two programs.

When the socioeconomic variables are controlled statistically, significant differences
in the use of services by immigrants and their family members across immigration
status groups are found in only a few cases. Immigrants with a legal visa are statisti-
cally significantly more likely to use publicly provided legal services. While the pre-
dicted probability of using legal services is 20 percent for those with a temporary le-
gal visa, only 6.1 percent of citizens are predicted to use such services. The only
other public service that is used differentially by immigrants of different status is li-
braries. Immigrants who are citizens and their family members are more likely than
all other immigrants to use public libraries.

In sum, the multivariate results imply that many of the differences in public service
use across immigrant status groups are explained by socioeconomic differences. We
found statistically significant differences in public service use for only three of the
fourteen services examined. However, in several cases we did find substantively im-
portant differences across immigrant status groups in the multivariate analyses, but
the estimates were imprecise. The imprecision of the estimates may be due to the
small size of the sample.

The full regression estimates arc available from the authors upon request.

2The undocumented immigrants and most temporary visa holders are not themselves eligible for transfer
programs.
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