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(Document presented by the Secretariat of the Pacific Community)

PURPOSE
1. This paper presents the methods used for the household budget surveys carried out in Tonga in 2009, Tuvalu in 2010 and in the three French Pacific territories, i.e. French Polynesia- 2001, Wallis and Futuna - 2005 and New Caledonia - 2010. It first explains how data collection and sample distribution were structured and then presents the questionnaire used in the French territories. 
BACKGROUND TO HOUSEHOLD BUDGET SURVEYS 
2. Household budget surveys are surveys involving repeated visits to each household, during which several types of information are generally collected, e.g. 
· Socio-demographic data about the individual members of the household along with employment and education information. 

· Housing information 

· Expenditures over retrospective periods of time
· Day-to-day expenditures 

· Income
3. Expenditures should cover all the COICOP consumer classifications along with other categories that are not consumption-related such as monetary transfers (maintenance, family assistance), taxes or even housing investments.

4. As consumption is subject to seasonal variations, it is important to take this into account and spread out data collection over several periods of the year.

5. Finally, to get a comprehensive picture of consumption, non-monetary income and expenditures or any products households receive free of charge, e.g. gifts, subsistence activities or items taken from their own stocks, must be added to the monetary data.
DATA COLLECTION STRUCTURE
6. The 2009 Tonga household budget survey covered 2000 households (1 in 9) distributed throughout the island group based on 2006 census data. A recent census allows representative sampling without necessarily having to update the households and their locations. A two-level draw was used, with 12 households drawn randomly for each selected census bloc. The advantage of this method is that it groups selected households in the same zones, which facilitates data collection, but it can bring about clustering effects (the simple random method is ideal but it is not always possible to use it). The questionnaire was divided into three parts, i.e. a household questionnaire, an individual questionnaire and a list of day-to-day expenditures (the latter two documents were designed for all subjects aged 14 and older).

7. The 2010 Tuvalu survey involved 600 households (1 in 3) distributed throughout the islands, drawn randomly from a comprehensive list of dwellings updated in late 2009. This procedure gave the most accurate results possible since the update provided the best possible sampling frame. One out of every three households was selected from that base (single-level random draw). The update of dwellings in late 2009 also provided information on the number of people who lived in each dwelling. This information was used during selection so as to maintain household size distribution along with geographic distribution. The survey documents were as follows: a household questionnaire, an individual questionnaire (for subjects aged 14 and over) and a list of day-to-day expenditures for the household as a whole.

8. A series of similar surveys, carried out over the last 10 years in the French territories and based on a common methodology, began in French Polynesia in 2000. The methodology used at the time was itself based on similar surveys carried out in other countries the INSEE1
 had worked with. The 2001 French Polynesia survey involved 3700 households and every island group was treated as an independent representative stratum. The questionnaire was divided into six documents (five questionnaires and a list of day-to-day expenditures), which meant that survey agents had to carry out a total of six visits. Simultaneous data entry as close to the field as possible led to a significant increase in the quality of the questionnaires since the information was entered at the data collection site. Data collection staff were divided into teams of five (1 supervisor, 3 survey agents and 1 laptop entry clerk), which allowed them to move around the island groups (useful for sample distribution between islands, a significant problem in French Polynesia). 
9. As this survey provided good results, the methodology was used again and adapted to the situation in Wallis and Futuna during the 2005 project and then in New Caledonia in 2008. Although sampling, the sampling frame and entry arrangements differed slightly, the questionnaire and data collection structures in the field were similar. The French territories now use a common methodology for household budget surveys, which gives good results and will allow, in the future, easy comparisons over time and between territories, an important aspect of the use of these results.
FOCUS ON THE EXPERIENCE IN THE FRENCH TERRITORIES 
10. Collection was spread out over a year and included two breaks of two weeks each, i.e. one that began the day before Christmas and another decided on the basis of the calendar. This allowed data collection teams to get some rest and supervisors to check their work. The 12 months of data collection were divided into 16 periods of three weeks each called “rounds”. Collection was done in each stratum during each round. During collection rounds, each survey agent would be assigned a set number of households to visit, using the following timetable:
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In this configuration, during one collection round the survey agents have a workload of six households, i.e. two visits per day. This workload can vary from one zone to another; in French Polynesia, six households per round was the workload of agents in urban areas whereas in rural areas, the workload was nine (3 visits per day). Interviews were longer (between 20 and 40 minutes) and in urban zones, households were busier (more activities and transport), so survey agents had limited time. In rural areas, households were less involved in salaried employment so they had more time to meet with agents during the day and so agents benefitted from longer working hours.
11. As soon as possible after each visit, the questionnaires were checked by a supervisor and then handed over for entry. The idea was that the questionnaires would go back to the survey agents for their next visit three days later. This method of integrating data entry into collection had two advantages :
1. It reduced entry times at the end of collection 

2. It allowed errors or omissions to be corrected directly, so if the timetable was followed, during the second visit the agent had the questionnaire from the first visit together with all his/her supervisor’s comments and corrections. In this way, the problem of repeated visits then became an advantage.
12. The questionnaire was divided up over the six visits in the following manner :

· Visit 0 : initial contact: established contact with the household, presented the survey and got their agreement,
· Visit 1: first questionnaire: household members, socio- demographic profile of the members of the household (including employment and education), description of dwelling and collected initial retrospective expenditures (expenditures that were easy to collect: invoices linked to housing). Presentation of and explanation on how to fill out the accounts ledger (daily list of expenditures, a single ledger per household).
· Visit 2: collected retrospective expenditures on goods and services for the entire household, not for individual members. Household purchases and furnishings, household equipment, transport, credits.
· Visit 3: collected retrospective expenditures on individual data. This questionnaire required a list of the members of the household along with their ages and sexes. Each expense recorded was linked to an individual, with the following categories: clothing, health, travel (a group code was possible if the entire family went on vacation) and education.
· Visit 4: returned to retrospective expenditures for the household as a whole, in the following categories: taxes, insurance, subscriptions, parties and ceremonies, financial assistance to another household, e.g. maintenance, mutual support.
· Visit 5: final individual questionnaire on the topic of income (for subjects aged 14 and over).

During each visit, the survey agents had three tasks:

1. Fill out that day’s questionnaire,

2. Check the accounts ledger,

3. Set a time for the next visit.

FOCUS ON QUESTIONNAIRE LAYOUT
13. This questionnaire had two main advantages:
· All the information about a certain category was on the same page. Home equipment (visit 2), for example, demonstrates this advantage because the same page gives the equipment rate, expenditures for equipment and services linked to equipment (repairs).
· All the questionnaires had the same structure, which made it easier to train agents and create files to process the information.

14. The questionnaire was filled out in three steps:

· Determining the reference period: each category had a corresponding time period (from 1 to 12 months depending on the type of expenditure). This time period provided a reference period the survey agent used to determine whether or not the household had made any such expenditures. So, the survey subject did have to try to recall this information.
· For each type of expenditure, determining whether or not the household survey had made any (list of all possible expenditures).

· When expenditures had been made, the survey agent had to give the details. At the very least, they had to give the following details for each expenditure :

i. Exact nature of the expenditure
ii. Price
iii. Place where the expenditure was made

Additional details on the type of payment (cash or credit), product status (new or used), the month the expenditure was made, etc. were requested in specific instances. For automotive vehicles, it was useful to ask the household if they had used credit so as to link this questionnaire to the credit questionnaire.

15. It was very useful to include certain questions in the questionnaire designed to cross-reference information with categories discussed during other visits. These cross-checks made it possible to see how well the questionnaire had been filled out. Here are a few examples :

· The type of payment   (cash or credit), if the household said they had to use credit for a certain purchase, this credit had to be explained in detail in the appropriate questionnaire.

· If the household said they were renting then their rent had to be recorded in housing expenditures along with the water and electricity bills. There is a close link between the dwelling’s characteristics and housing invoices.

· It was worthwhile putting in some questions to link the retrospective questionnaires and the accounts ledger.  By asking a household to estimate their average monthly alcohol and tobacco budget, this could then be compared to the accounts ledger (generally underestimated in certain categories). 

CONCLUSION

16. This method, which integrates simultaneous collection and entry, makes it possible to correct a large number of errors and inconsistencies recorded by survey agents during their interviews. Nevertheless, the key to a successful survey is still the quality of monitoring and supervisors’ involvement in the field. It is very important for survey agents to be monitored in the field and to have their interview work checked.  Regular checks should be made in the households during collection, both with the survey agent present and without him/her.
________________________
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